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THE EVALUATION OF ORGANIC FOOD PURCHASE 

INTENTION IN TERMS OF CONSUMPTION VALUE THEORY 

AND INVOLVEMENT: AN EMPIRICAL STUDY IN TURKEY  

ABSTRACT 

Throughout the past years, worldwide interest in organic food has increased, as well 

as in Turkey. Several studies were done to understand what affects the organic food 

purchase intention. This study is done in Turkey to understand what affects the organic 

food purchase intention in terms of consumption values theory (functional value, 

emotional value, social value) with the mediation of involvement. The questionnaire 

was distributed and the responses of 386 respondents were analysed. The findings of 

this study showed that there is a positive direct significant relationship between 

functional value (quality + price), and emotional value with the organic food purchase 

intention, there is a negative direct relationship between social value and organic food 

purchase intention. Involvement fully mediates the relationship between functional 

value-price and purchase intention, whereas it partially mediates the relationship 

between emotional value and purchase intention. Involvement doesn’t mediate the 

relationship between social value and functional value-quality with the purchase 

intention. Last thing, involvement positively affects the organic food purchase 

intention. 

 

Keywords: organic food, Turkey, consumption value theory, involvement, purchase 

intention 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



xviii  

 

 

 

  



xix 

 

 

 

 

ORGANIK GIDA SATIN ALMA NIYETININ T¦KETIM DEĴERI TEORISI 

VE ĶLGĶNLĶK A¢ISINDAN DEĴERLENDIRILMESI: T¦RKIYEôDE 

GER¢EKLEķTIRILEN AMPRIK BIR ¢ALIķMA 

ÖZET 

Geçtiğimiz yıllarda, tüm dünyada olduğu gibi Türkiye'de de organik gıdaya olan ilgi 

artmıştır. Organik gıda satın alma niyetini neyin etkilediğini anlamak için bazı 

çalışmalar yapılmıştır. Bu çalışmada, ilginlik değerleri teorisi (fonksiyonel değer, 

duygusal değer, sosyal değer) çerçevesinde, Türkiye'de organik gıda satın alma 

niyetinin hangi faktörler tarafından etkilendiği, ilginlik faktörü aracılığı ile 

anlaşılmaya çalışılmıştır. Çalışma dahilinde 386 katılımcıdan hazırlanan anketlerin 

doldurulması istenmiş ve cevaplar analiz edilmiştir. Bu çalışmanın bulguları, organik 

gıda satın alma niyetiyle fonksiyonel değer (kalite + fiyat) ve duygusal değer arasında 

pozitif yönde doğrudan anlamlı bir ilişki olduğunu, sosyal değer ile organik gıda satın 

alma niyeti arasında negatif doğrudan bir ilişki olduğunu göstermiştir. İlginlik, işlevsel 

değer-fiyat ile satın alma niyeti arasındaki ilişkiye tam olarak aracılık ederken, 

duygusal değer ile satın alma niyeti arasındaki ilişkiye kısmen aracılık etmektedir. 

İlginlik, satın alma niyetiyle sosyal değer ve işlevsel değer-kalite arasındaki ilişkiye 

aracılık etmemektedir. Son olarak, ilginlik  organik gıda satın alma niyetini pozitif 

yönde etkilemektedir. 

Anahtar Kelimeler:  organik gēda, T¿rkiye, t¿ketim deĵeri teorisi, ilginlik, satēn 

alma niyeti 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

1.1.Organic Food Market Condition 

Organic agriculture is one of the markets that will lead to sustainable goals according 

to Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) of the United nations (fao.org, 2020). 

Applications of the organic farming will contribute to the food system sustainability 

(Godfray et al., 2010: 817). Due to these research results, the European Union started 

applying all what is needed to reach more organic areas, which in turn impacted 

consumers too by letting them seek for more sustainable food consumption (Reisch, 

Eberle, & Lorek, 2013:13). Organic food is known by many people across the 

developed countries, moreover, organic market is growing over the years. Back in 

2013 the organic market share did not exceed 10% in most countries (Aschemann-

Witzel & Zielke, 2017:212). Later in 2018, we can see that in most countries that have 

large organic market, the organic market share is increasing with a minimum of 12% 

market share in certain countries such as in Czech Republic, reaching up to 38.5% 

market share in other countries such as in Liechtenstein (Willer, Schlatter, Trávníček, 

Kemper, & Lernoud, 2020:42). 

In recent years, marketers are focusing on the trend of healthy food, which is why the 

sector of organic food is having more attention nowadays. Organic food is defined as 

the food that is processed without including any synthetic fertilizers or pesticides, and 

as the food that organic methods should be used while growing it. Demand for organic 

goods is increasing since 1990’s, according to USDA it is estimated that the organic 

market has double-digit growth through the past years (ers.usda.gov, n.d.). In another 

words, according to Research Institute of Organic Agriculture “FiBL” it has increased 

up to 533 percent since 1999 till 2017 (Willer & Lernoud, 2019:39). 

The consumers nowadays care about their health, that’s why most people are looking 

for safe, healthy, and clean food which they believe that it is the organic food instead 

of the conventional food (Nguyen, Nguyen, Nguyen, Lobo, & Vu, 2019:2). Seeking a 

sustainable diet is one of the reasons that people are consuming more organic food 

(Baudry, Allès, et al., 2017; Baudry, Péneau, et al., 2017; Seconda et al., 2017; 

Strassner et al., 2015). Another reason for the increased consumption of organic food 

is that people are also seeking a better sustainable food provisioning system (Mørk, 

http://www.fao.org/3/X0075e/X0075e.htm
https://www.usda.gov/topics/organic
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Bech-Larsen, Grunert, & Tsalis, 2017:407; Vittersø & Tangeland, 2015:97). 

Moreover, intention toward purchasing organic food has increased due to the food 

toxics that appeared in several reports throughout the past years (Barnes, Vergunst, & 

Topp, 2009) . The organic market started to expand because consumers started caring 

about the food safety, and the effect of pesticides and organisms that are genetically 

modified on their health (Hughner, McDonagh, Prothero, Shultz, & Stanton, 2007:9).  

Organic farming’s main target is to have food with no chemicals. Being exposed to the 

chemical substances during the farming process is associated with cancer in different 

body parts such as the brain, colon, stomach, pancreas, central nervous system, and 

kidneys (Reuben, 2010). In the previous literature it is mentioned that the conventional 

farming affects negatively the farmers, their spouses and children who live around the 

farms. Some of the diseases that were reported in children living in areas near the 

conventional farm where pesticides are used is leukaemia. Organic farming will 

protect the climate, will give the chance for diversifying the species, protect the water, 

as well as it will protect farmers and their families (Al -Janabi, 2018). 

Policymakers are willing to expand the organic market as it will increase the country’s 

sustainability in terms of more sustainable diet and food system. Unfortunately, the 

price is being a barrier to increase the organic food consumption. Organic food price 

has a contradictory issue, the reason is that consumers demand for low prices, but at 

the same time if they found that organic food’s price is low, they might not trust it and 

think that it is not made according to the standards (Hughner et al., 2007). Although 

prices impact the consumer’s decision to purchase organic food, the decision relies on 

many aspects like the willingness to pay, price sensitivity, the economy, the conscious 

degree of the consumer, and the value for the price (Aertsens, Verbeke, Mondelaers, 

& van Huylenbroeck, 2009:1145). If the price forms a constrain to people with low 

budget, these people will not be included in the group of people who will increase the 

food sustainability in the community. Thus, it is important to know more what factors 

are hindering people from purchasing organic food, for example it might be the lack 

of knowledge about the organic product and underestimation of the price assigned to 

it which will be addressed in the functional value-price. Moreover, it is important to 

know if other factors such as the emotional values or social values are affecting the 

purchase intention, which is what our study is focusing on.  

Organic market in Turkey is one of the expanding markets, the National Committee 

for organic agriculture was established in 2002 and later, in 2004, the national organic 
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law was set. In 2018 the organic area reached 107.3 million hectares, organic farmland 

71.5 million hectares, with 2.8 million organic producers (increased 55% since 2009). 

The share of the organic agriculture in Turkey is 1.7% in 2018, which is low compared 

to other countries, Liechtenstein has 38.5% of organic share, Samoa has 34.5%, 

Austria has 24.7%, Sao Tome and Principle 22.5%, and Estonia 21.6% (Willer et al., 

2020:43). The organic agriculture industry is considered in the starting phase but is 

increasing because it is considered as an important exporting country for the EU 

(Rehber & Turhan, 2002; Polat & Sayan, 2004:153). Due to the demand of the EU 

countries through the past 10 years, the organic industry has increased rapidly 

(Oraman, 2014:1032). 

The organic food net income ratio is 65% from the general markets, and 35% from 

markets specialized with organic food. More promotions, education about the 

importance of organic food would increase the purchase of organic food in Turkey 

(Olhan & Ataseven, 2019:202). Hence this study will contribute more to the factors 

affecting the purchase intention and help marketers to expand this industry by setting 

new marketing strategies that targets organic food in Turkey. 

1.2.Aim and Objectives: 

The consumer’s behavior is a process that includes three factors which are mental, 

physical, and emotional factors, that affects the consumer’s selection, and purchase 

intention of a certain product or service (Kotler & Armstrong, 1989). Consumers 

purchase organic food because they a have a certain knowledge, believes, and attitudes 

(Schifferstein & Oude Ophuis, 1998:120). This research aims to study the consumer 

purchase intention toward organic food by predicting what are the factors that 

influence purchase intention according to the consumption value theory, and how 

involvement plays a role as a mediator between consumption value theory and 

purchase intention of organic food. Involvement influences purchase intention, this 

was seen when the consumer is looking for product’s information while doing product 

evaluation (Richins & Bloch, 1986). If the involvement leads to association of the 

product with the values, need, or benefits, then the consumption values would affect 

the level of involvement. Hence, it is important to explore more about consumption 

values and how organic food involvement mediates the relationship and affects the 

purchase intention toward organic food. The objectives of this study are to: 
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1- Test the consumption value theory and how it affects the purchase intentions of 

Turkish consumers.  

2- Understand the involvement factor and how it mediates the relationship between 

the three consumption values (functional, emotional, and social) and the purchase 

intention.   

3- Provide new strategies that help in the expansion of the organic food market for 

both business and government organizations in Turkey. 

4- Provide beneficial values for business managers, policy makers, market 

researchers, and consumers as they will understand how consumption values and 

involvement affects organic food market expansion. 

This study will deliver a message to the policy makers about the importance of the 

organic food in the market and give them a reason to support this market. By 

understanding the consumer’s consumption value and effect on the organic market 

they will be able to address strategies that assist the growth of the organic sector.  

Consumers will be satisfied, because knowing their requirements, understanding their 

attitude, looking on what increases their intention to purchase organic food, allows 

retailers to develop an effective marketing program that will impact consumers 

positively. 

Another reason that this study will add a value on the academic level, is that no 

previous similar studies where done in Turkey that shows the effect of consumption 

values with mediating the involvement factor on the purchase intention of organic 

food.  

 

  



5 

 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW  

This section will define organic food including the organic food definition, organic 

products categories, the organic label effect on consumers believes. Then an 

explanation about the world organic market to understand better the organic 

agriculture worldwide and how it developed across the countries through the past 

years. Moving after that to the organic market in Turkey to know more why this study 

is focusing on this certain country with this certain topic. Critical aspects of organic 

food consumption are mentioned as well in order to clarify the misconceptions and 

false claims among people. After that the theory of consumption value is explained in 

detail with all its five values and how they affect the food purchase intention. Followed 

by the purchase intention, its definition, factors affecting it, and different theories done 

on purchase intention. Last thing will be an explanation about the mediator 

involvement, its definition, the involvement antecedents and consequences, factors 

affecting involvement, and the relation between organic food and involvement.  

2.1.Defining Organic Food 

According to United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), organic food is 

defined as the food that pass through a production process without including pesticides 

that are made from artificial ingredients, sewage sludge, ionizing radiation, or 

bioengineering. Also, in order to consider animal products as organic products, such 

as eggs, meat, milk, dairy products, and poultry, these animals should not be given any 

growth hormones or antibiotics. In another words, in order to consider the livestock is 

an organic livestock, it should be grown and fed only organic food (Oraman, 

2014:1031).  

According to the organic food legislation, the food that has more than one ingredient 

should have 95% of them organic, whereas the rest 5% of the ingredients can be from 

the list approved by the European Union. Genetically modified organisms (GMO) 

should not be included in the process of organic food. In addition to that it is permitted 

to add hydrogenated fats, non-organic sweeteners, artificial additives such as colorants 

and flavors (Oraman, 2014:1031-1032).  
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Organic farming is managed by certified system that ensures controlling and tracing 

the required technique. The techniques used are like soil conservation, the method of 

the rotation of crops, and the appliance of natural, biological, non-synthetic techniques. 

The main objective of the organic food is to produce environment friendly food by 

avoiding the use of synthetic fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides. Organic farmers 

should raise the animals while feeding them organic food and give take them to 

outdoors as well (Oraman, 2014:1032). The organic farming will increase the fertility 

of the soil, this is because in the organic farming the organic material is added to the 

soil (Langmeier et al., 2002; Mäder et al., 2002). Organic farming will enhance the 

ecosystem services these services are divided into 4 categories which are provision 

(e.g. providing food and water), regulation (e.g. regulate the weather and diseases), 

support (e.g. nutrient cycle and producing O2), and cultural (e.g. spiritual advantages). 

Besides, organic farming affects positively several things such as the landscape, and 

the biodiversity (Letourneau & Bothwell, 2008:430; Norton et al., 2008:224).  It is 

considered that these positive impacts of organic farming are not always observed in 

all areas (Rigby & Cáceres, 2001:26; Letourneau & Bothwell, 2008:434).  

Traditional Farming differ from the organic farming, traditional tools and natural 

sources are used based on farmers beliefs and traditions, all used inputs in this method 

are not bought from the outside. Conventional Farming method uses inputs from the 

outside, such as chemical fertilizers, pesticides, genetically modified organisms, 

intensive irrigation and other methods that lead to huge production, where the goal is 

profit maximization (Mukherjee, 2012:2).  

Farmers are not allowed to label their products as an organic product except after 

getting a labelling approval, which is given after the application of the listed rules and 

regulations that are set by the USDA. After the USDA checks if the farmer is 

complying with the USDA organic standards, it decides whether to give the right to 

the farmer to put the label or not (nal.usda.gov, 2020).  

Organic food industry includes several categories the category of fresh fruits and 

vegetables showed a larger amount of sales among other categories through the past 

three decades. In 2012, organic food sales for different categories was as follows; fruits 

and vegetables was 43 percent, dairy products was 15 percent, beverages and packaged 

food each one was 11 percent, breads and grains was 9 percent, snack foods 5 percent, 

meat fish poultry category was 3 percent, and condiments was 3 percent too 

(ers.usda.gov, n.d.). Organic farming enhances the quality of the soil by making it 

https://www.usda.gov/topics/organic
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more stable due to the increased organic matter in it and makes it more nutritious 

(Underwood, McCullum-Gomez, Harmon, & Roberts, 2011:405).  

Organic food doesn’t mean low calorie, or local food, however most people think that 

organic food is healthier than conventional food in terms of calories or that they are 

more natural, but in fact organic food is not lower in calories than conventional food. 

Organic label affects the consumer’s evaluation for organic goods, most of the 

consumer’s evaluated organic food that it is lower in calories, and that organic food is 

more nutritious because it is lower in fat and fibers (Lee, Shimizu, Kniffin, & Wansink, 

2013:33). A study was done and asked participants to estimate the products’ calories, 

participants estimated that organic cookies are lower in calories than conventional 

cookies, and that they assumed that they can eat more of the organic cookies because 

of its low calorie content (Besson, Lalot, Bochard, Flaudias, & Zerhouni, 2019:135). 

Local food is one of the terms that is mistaken to be considered as organic food too. 

Organic food is not natural food, because it is not necessary to follow the organic 

standards while growing natural food, unlike the production of organic food where 

standards are always followed during the growth, process, and storage (Ahmad, & 

Juhdi, 2010:105). Food is named by some researches as “organic lite”, which is grown 

by at least not adding pesticides and growth hormone. The industry of organic products 

has many different forms that are differentiated to three philosophies (local food, 

organic lite, deep organic), the table 2.1 explains the difference between these three 

categories (Adams & Salois, 2010:333).  

Table 2.1 Three different philosophies about organic food.  

Source: (Adams & Salois, 2010) 

Characteristics Local food Deep organic food Organic lite food 

The method used 

during the 

production process 

Not specified  No usage of any 

insecticides or 

GMO, eco-friendly 

and biodynamic 

No usage of GMO 

and insecticide  

Type of produce Seasonal diverse 

products 

Seasonal diverse 

products 

Traditionally 

produced products 

Accreditation No standards 

followed 

No standards 

followed 

Strict standards 

according to rules 

and regulations  
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Table 2.1 Three different philosophies about organic food (Continued). 

Labels None  None  Labelled according 

to USDA 

Scale of production Few production Few production Production on a 

large scale through 

large retailers  

Industry 

concentration 

Not concentrated  Not concentrated Highly concentrated  

Distributing channels Direct sale, from 

the producer to the 

consumer 

Direct sale, from 

the producer to the 

consumer 

Distribution through 

wholesaler, 

retailers, to 

consumer   

Effect on the 

environment  

Similar to the 

industrial 

agriculture  

Eco-friendly  Lower pesticide 

pollution but similar 

to the industrial 

agriculture  

 

There are many philosophies about organic food, some consider it as local food, some 

consider it as organic lite, but the proper definition for organic food is as defined 

previously according to the USDA, it is a  product that does not include any pesticides, 

GMO, or synthetic fertilizers through the whole process, starting from the farm during 

the production process all the way through the packaging and selling at the market.  

The national organic regulations specify the procedure that should be applied while 

growing crops, or livestock. According to United States Department of Agriculture 

(USDA) the standards require the following: 

Crops Standards: 

(1) The land should not have any forbidden materials for the past 3 years previous 

to the crop harvesting.  

(2)  In order to manage the soil fertility, the cultivation, rotation of the produces, 

and cover to the produces will be performed. In addition to that, the 

crops/produces waste and other allowed substances will be used for the crops’ 

supplementation.  

(3) To prevent any crops disease, pests, wild plants, it is allowed to use the 

mechanical, physical, biological prevention methods. In case of these methods 
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did not work, the biological, botanical, or artificial material that is allowed to 

be used will be used.  

(4) Only organic seeds and planting stock for planting crops should be used. 

(5) It is not allowed to use genetic engineering, ionizing radiation, and sewage 

sludge 

Livestock and Poultry Standards: 

(1) Livestock for butchery should be grown with the supervision of the organic 

management starting from the third trimester of pregnancy, and according to 

the poultry should be maximum from the 2nd day they are born.  

(2) Vi tamin/mineral supplementation is allowed for animals, but they should be 

fed 100% organic food 

(3) To consider the dairy products as organic products, they should come from 

animals that have been in the farm under the organic management supervision 

for minimum 12 months. 

(4) In case the animals get sick, they should be treated but their products will not 

be considered as organic products. Where the sick animals should be kept out 

of the grazing season and not fewer than 120 days.  

(5) The animals should be allowed to move in the outdoors unless there is a certain 

health issue that causes danger on them.  

(6) Hormones or growth hormones for animals are prohibited.  

Also, USDA stated the standards for labelling the organic products, where it mentions 

that the organic product should have 95% of its product that are organically certified. 

However, products with a label that mentions that they are “made with organic 

products” should contain 70% of its product that are organically certified, and the 

USDA organic seal is allowed not to be placed on these items. If the product has less 

than 70% of its ingredients as organic, then these ingredients are only listed in the 

ingredients list that they are organic, but the product is not specified as organic product 

(ams.usda.gov, 2020).  

2.2.World Organic Agriculture : 

Switzerland 1940’s is the place and time that organic farming had started by Hans 

Muller, Hans Peter Rusch, and Maria Biegker. After that, the organic farming started 

to reach higher demand by other countries. The European Union (EU) was interested 
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in organic farming due to three reasons which are to protect the environment, to 

develop rural areas, and to protect the animal welfare. All of these reasons have led 

the EU to place policies that support the organic farming in the 1990s. Moreover, 

organic farming is related to producing a trusted high quality of food, and to ensure a 

standard consistent quality among the market the policies were developed. The support 

of policy makers and consumers allowed the organic market to expand through the 

past decade, and the organic market is expected to increase more during the coming 

years (Darnhofer, Lindenthal, Bartel-Kratochvil, & Zollitsch, 2009:67-68).  

After world war two, in the twentieth century most of the developed and some of the 

developing countries were using machinery and chemicals, which was affecting the 

safety of farmers and consumers, also affecting the environment negatively. For this 

reason, countries started to adapt different alternate agricultural practices such as the 

organic farming in order to create sustainable agriculture. Organic agriculture is one 

of the practices that several countries started to follow, such as in USA, Japan, and 

Canada (Rehber & Turhan, 2002).  

The organic worldwide sales reached 97 billion euros in 2018, the largest industry is 

in United States of America followed by Germany, and France. The sales according to 

regions, North America (43 billion euros) has the largest sales, followed by Europe 

and Asia. When it comes to organic food, USA has the largest organic food market 

that worth 40.6 billion euros, followed by Germany with 10.9 billion euros, France 

with 9.1 euros, China with 8 billion euros, and Italy with 3.5 billion euros. In 

Switzerland and Denmark the spent per person of organic product is 312 euros, the 

highest per capita consumption in the world is in Switzerland and Denmark, followed 

by Sweden, Luxembourg, and Austria (Helga Willer et al., 2020:65).  

The top five countries with organic share worldwide in 2018 as shown in Figure 2.1 

below was the highest in Liechtenstein with 38.5% share, followed by Samoa 34.5% 

share, Austria 24.7%, Sao Tome and Principe 22.5%, and Estonia 21.6% share. The 

organic share is increasing through the years on a continuous basis, in 1999 the world 

organic share was only 0.3% (11 m ha) and has reached 1.5% share (71.5 m ha) in 

2018. Organic share is growing on continual basis, it has increased in from year 2016 

to 2017 20%, and 7.6% from year 2017 to 2018. In 2018, there was an increase of 1.25 

million hectares since 2017 (2.9 %), and this also shows the rapid growth of organic 

market (Helga Willer et al., 2020:43-45). 
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Figure 2.1Countries with an organic share of at least 10% of the agricultural land 

2018. 

Source: Countries with highest organic agriculture share according to (Helga Willer et al., 2020). 

 

The number of countries practicing organic agriculture has reached 186 countries, 

according to FiBL the organic agriculture managed 71.5 million hectares (m ha) over 

the world in 2018. Oceania was the region with the largest agriculture land among 

other regions as the Figure 2.2 shows, it accounts for 50 percent (36 m ha) of the 

worldwide organic agriculture land. Europe follows Oceania and as it is reported with 

22 percent (15.6m ha), Latin America 11 percent (8.0 m ha), Asia 9 percent (6.5 m 

ha), North America 5 percent (3.3m ha), and in Africa 3 percent (2.0 m ha). Organic 

producers reached increased between year 2009 and 2018 by 55 percent, there were 

2.8 million producers and the most producing country is India followed by Uganda, 

and Ethiopia (Helga Willer et al., 2020:20). 
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Figure 2.2 Worldwide distribution of organic agriculture land according to regions, 

2018 

Source: Distribution of organic farm land in 2018 according to (Helga Willer et al., 2020). 

 

Developing countries are known to produce organic coffee, spices, cocoa, topical 

goods, and tee. That’s why developed countries such as Europe, America, and Japan 

are ready to purchase these products from the developing countries. In this case, 

developing countries must take the advantage as they are the ones who produce these 

products and enter the organic market. However, in developing countries certifying 

and producing organic food is not assured due to the insufficient information and 

knowledge about the standards. The demand on these products has led United States 

of America and the European Union to open organizations for certifying organic 

products in the developing countries. Having certification body costs too much, and it 

is expensive on the developing countries’ exporters to comply with all regulations set 

by the developed countries. In spite of this, to overcome these barriers, cooperation 

between countries will help in developing the organic market worldwide (Mutlu, 

2007:4).  

Producing and consuming organic food has increased dramatically throughout the past 

years worldwide and this is due to having more people supporting the organic farming 

because they care about their health, the environment, and animal welfare (Nikolova, 

2013:193). 

Growing organic crops might increase the yield of some plants as shown in several 

studies. A research done to differentiate the yield gained from farming organic versus 

non-organic crops of corn and soybean. The results showed same yield from both 
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organic and non-organic crops of corn. Another finding was that the organic crops 

have an increased production when compared with the non-organic ones in the period 

of dryness (that is caused due to lack of rain or any other reason) (Pimentel, Hepperly, 

Hanson, Douds, & Seidel, 2005). In the united states it was found that planting both 

crops soybean and corn organically will lead to increased yield per acre than non-

organic crops (Chavas, Posner, & Hedtcke, 2009; Delate et al., 2003; Delbridge, 

Coulter, King, Sheaffer, & Wyse, 2011; Pimentel et al., 2005). Also another study 

showed consistent results in California, which is the beans and safflower crops that 

were organically grown showed higher yield than the conventionally gown crops 

(Poudel, Horwath, Lanini, Temple, & Van Bruggen, 2002:126-127). In Washington, 

US, a research was done over 5 years to study the difference between growing organic 

apples and non-organic apples, the result showed that the yield is similar for both 

(Reganold et al., 2011). Corn and soybean that were organically grown showed similar 

yields to the conventionally grown crops throughout the first three years, whereas after 

the third year yields of organically grown ones started to increase compared to the non-

organic ones (Al -Janabi, 2018:29). 

Organic farming has spread among a wide market. Producers, retailers, and 

wholesalers of organic food have gained a lot out of the organic food market, also this 

market gives the job opportunities to many other people. Organic food was first sold 

in small markets or bought directly from the farmer. Nowadays organic food is so 

trendy, and we can find it in well-known supermarkets such as Walmart, Costco, 

Kroger, and many other known markets. Also, some known supermarkets have 

developed their own organic brand. Organic market is getting abundant in some 

countries. In the US a study found that 75% of the people are still purchasing organic 

food items although there was an economic downturn at that time in 2010 (Al -Janabi, 

2018:29).  

The publicity of organic items has led the investors that are specialists at following the 

up to date trendy markets to invest more in this market. These investments are targeting 

the desire of the consumers to have healthy items. This was demonstrated in 2012, 

when Annie’s Incorporation, which does 125 different organic items in US and 

Canada, had first entered the market and presented its items, there was an 89% success 

in its sales that is shown in Wall Street. The increased consumer’s demand toward 

organic items has led many big known companies to do a specific organic line to cover 

the demand of the organic market. Other companies developed their organic products 
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by the collaboration with organic companies such as Kellogg, Nestle, Pepsi, General 

Mills, Kraft, and Dean Foods (Al -Janabi, 2018:29-30). 

2.3.Organic Food in Turkey 

The concept of producing organic products in Turkey started back in 1984 and 1985, 

mainly to support the need of the EU countries. In the early beginnings, Turkey was 

producing and exporting only the traditionally exported food such as dried figs and 

dried grapes. Later in the 1990’s the export and production of organic food started to 

increase (Akgüngör, Miran, & Abay, 2010:299-300). Nowadays, the different types of 

organic food being produced is above 200 different type (Nguyen et al., 2019). 

According to research findings, it is shown that the organic food export from turkey to 

the European countries is growing. The main exported food items are dried figs, dried 

apricots, dried grapes, and hazelnuts. Eighty percent of the exported organic products 

where from these mentioned four food items in 1998. In 2004 the export of these 

product decreased to 60% due to the export of other different products  (Akgüngör et 

al., 2007:481). Dried fruits, oil seeds, nuts, spices, fruits, veggies, cereals, pulses, are 

all organic food items that are produced in Turkey (Nguyen et al., 2019).  

In 1992 the “Association for Ecological Agriculture Organizations” was established 

and the organic farming was following laws set by Turkey. Later in 1991 the 

regulations for producing plants and in 1999 the regulations for producing animals was 

set according to Council Regulation No 2029/91 of the EU. It was essential to 

implement the national legislation in 1990’s, which regulates the whole steps of 

organic farming procedure starting from the farm procedures and ending in the market 

procedures. Currently “Organic Agriculture Law” and “Organic Farming Regulation 

on Principles and Implementation” is applied in match with the EU regulations 

(Başaran, Konyali, & Oraman, 2018:47). Figure 2.3 below shows in details the 

development of the organic industry in Turkey. 
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Figure 2.3 The Development of Turkish Organic Industry 

Source: (Başaran et al., 2018:47)  

 

In turkey, the issue of organic farming was raised due to the increased usage of 

chemicals and fertilizers, they were used to increase the production. However, this had 

led to bad quality of food, also exposed the people’s health to danger. For this reason, 

people started to care more about organic food, as the main aim is to produce food that 

is beneficial to human health, animal health, plants and environment safety as well.  

In 2017, the export of organic food has increased, and it reached 87 million dollars. 

France, Germany, and United States of America where the major three countries that 

Turkey exports organic food to. The countries in EU have the biggest industry. Turkey 

exports to 68 countries in the world, it exports to them the four popular food items 

mentioned previously; raisins, dry fig and apricot, hazelnut (Başaran et al., 2018:48).  

In turkey organic farming is applied by signing a farming agreement among the 

company and the organic producers. In the contract it is mentioned that producers 

should apply the instructions set by the manager of the project, the instructions include 

that the farmer should not use any type of pesticide or fertilizer. The contractors have 

many duties toward the organic farmers, which are to support the farmers, purchase 

their products, and purchase the products with a good price set for organic products. 

1985
•EU placed the first ordres for organic dried nuts and dried fruits

1987

•BSC, IMO, SKAL, Ecocert the international accreditation bodies were 
activated

1992

•Ecological Agricultural Organization "ETO" an organic foundation was 
established in Turkey 

1994
•Organic rules and regulations of Turkey were published 

2002
•"Bugday" Association was founded  

2004
•Law of the organic farming was implemented 

2011

•Good Agriculture Practices and Organic Farming Department were 
established

2015
•Latest version of organic regulations was published 
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The contract includes the agreement of the farmers to grow organic products according 

to the required quality and standards, and the contractor companies to ensure the 

specified and settled payment amount (Demiryürek, Stopes, & Güzel, 2008). 

According to the table 2.2. it is noticed that organic farming in Turkey was weak before 

2008, after 2008 organic farming started to prosper and became more popular. The 

organic area share in Turkey has increased from 0.15% in 2000, to 1.68% in 2018. The 

production also has increased strongly, organic producers were only 13,187 in 2000, 

and have reached 79,563 in 2018 according to the last statistics published by FiBL 

(statistics.fibl.org /world/operator, n.d.) (statistics.fibl.org/world/area, n.d.).  

Table 2.2 Organic area and operator’s data in Turkey. 

Source:(statistics.fibl.org /world/operator, n.d.)(statistics.fibl.org/world/area, n.d.) 

Year Organic 

exporters 

Organic 

importers 

Organic 

processors 

Organic 

producers 

Organic area 

(farmland) 

[ha] 

Organic 

area shares 

of total 

farmland 

[%]  

2000    13,187.00 59,649.00 0.15 

2001    15,795.00 111,324.00 0.27 

2002    12,428.00 57,365.00 0.14 

2003    14,798.00 73,368.00 0.18 

2004    12,806.00 108,597.00 0.26 

2005    14,401.00 93,133.00 0.23 

2006    14,256.00 100,275.00 0.4 

2007  12 86 16,276.00 124,263.15 0.49 

2008  372 409 15,406.00 109,387.04 0.43 

2009 104 33 130 35,565.00 325,830.98 1.29 

2010 27 31 173 43,096.00 383,782.32 1.58 

2011 39 37 169 43,716.00 442,581.70 1.82 

2012 34 32 118 57,259.00 523,627.00 2.16 

2013 39 35 118 65,042.00 461,396.00 1.9 

2014 37 34 839 71,472.00 491,977.00 1.28 

2015 42 44 1,064.00 69,967.00 486,069.00 1.26 

2016 46 61 1,422.00 67,879.00 523,776.79 1.36 

2017 69 44 1,142.00 75,067.00 520,885.76 1.35 

2018 97 51 1,501.00 79,563.00 646,247.00 1.68 
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Providing support to the organic agriculture in Turkey is a matter that should be taken 

into consideration. The support for organic agriculture in turkey should be ensured due 

to several reasons. The support will lower the barriers related to financial and social 

issues in the organic market. This is supported by evidence from New Zeeland, where 

the support toward increasing awareness about organic food was beneficial for the 

consumer’s health and for the environment (Wallace, 2004). Limited support is given 

in turkey toward the organic farming, and support to organic farmers should be more 

emphasized (Ataseven, 2014:210). On the other hand, financial support is an important 

aspect to take into consideration as most of the issues are faced due to the high prices 

of organic products. In turkey, financial support toward organic agriculture is limited. 

Before 2004 there was no financial support at all, the support financially has started 

since 2004. The support was given mainly to the specific organic plants’ areas, and 

specific organic animals such as beekeeping, fish, and livestock. The producers of 

organic products are supported by having the chance to benefit from an investment 

credit for seven years and business credit for two years with an interest that has rebate 

of 50%, this is offered for farmers that produce organic products according to a 

certification body and require financial aid to invest (Ataseven, 2014:204).  

Later in 2017, it was noticed that the government in Turkey supports the organic 

industry. Organic food has a vital part in supporting the farmer’s revenue. In 2017, the 

organic fruits and vegetables farmers were given by the organic agriculture 100 

Turkish Liras per decare, 30 Turkish Liras per decare were given to other organic 

crops. Comparing these values to the year 2013, it is noticed that they have doubled 

for fruits and vegetables and tripled for other organic crops. With all this funding and 

all the importance given to organic farming, still the consciousness and usage of 

organic food is low (Nguyen et al., 2019). 

Exporting organic products is one of the factors that led turkey to expand this market, 

hence increasing the exports is an important factor to be considered. The expansion 

process is the reason behind high prices of organic products in Turkey and the reason 

that motivates the farmers to transform their regular crops to organic ones. Europe has 

agreed with many farmers in Turkey to continuously get their supplies from, which 

enhanced the farmers and motivated them to produce more organic products and have 

more income. Table 2.3 shows that the organic products that where mostly exported 

in 2018 are wheat and wheats product, followed by figs, fruits, hazelnut, grapes, 

apricots, lentils, vegetables, spices, olives, chickpeas, and pistachios, which is 
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according to the last statistics produced by the Turkish Ministry of Agriculture and 

Forestry. In 2018, there were 111,690.68 tons of organic products that are produced to 

different countries across the globe, and the value has reached 361,128,943 Dollars. 

The most countries that the Turkish government has exported their organic products 

to are Italy, followed by Germany, Netherlands, USA, France, Belgium, Britain, 

Sweden, Swiss, Canada, South Korea, United Arab Emirates, Spain, and Japan as 

shown in table 2.4. (tarimorman.gov.tr., n.d.) 

Table 2.3 Organic products with the most export in 2018. 

Source: (tarimorman.gov.tr, n.d.) 

Product name  Quantity 

(ton) 

Values ($) % 

Ton 

%$ 

Wheat and wheat products 41,633.90 131,146,772 37 36 

Fig and fig products 7,996.93 51,980,044 7 14 

Fruit and fruit products 25,964.37 48,293,736 23 13 

Hazelnut and hazelnut products 5,356.76 40,015,020 5 11 

Grape and grape products 10,572.35 26,430,886 9 7 

Apricot and apricot products 4,773.70 22,627,358 4 6 

Lentil types 5,229.36 16,054,144 5 4 

Vegetable and vegetable products 5,407.06 5,947,769 5 2 

Spices 1,027.74 4,470,685 1 1 

Olive and olive products 707.71 4,097,634 1 1 

Chickpea 1,360.47 2,340,002 1 1 

Pistachio 26.76 795,976 0 0 

Others 1,618.91 6,928,917 1 2 

Total 111,690.68 361,128,943 100 100 

 

Table 2.4 Countries with the best export in 2018. 

Source: (tarimorman.gov.tr, n.d.) 

Country  Quantity (Ton) %Ton 

Italy 26,045.27 23 

Germany 18,000.34 16 

Netherlands 16,039.40 14 

https://www.tarimorman.gov.tr/Konular/Bitkisel-Uretim/Organik-Tarim/Istatistikler
https://www.tarimorman.gov.tr/Konular/Bitkisel-Uretim/Organik-Tarim/Istatistikler


19 

 

Table 2.5 Countries with the best export in 2018 (Continued).  

USA 13,091.67 12 

France 8,761.39 8 

Belgium 6,509.92 6 

Britain 5,166.17 5 

Sweden 2,869.43 3 

Swiss 2,499.03 2 

Canada 2,306.25 2 

South Korea 2,165.22 2 

United Arab Emirates 1,883.24 2 

Spain 1,000.25 1 

Japan 685.39 1 

Others 4,667.70 4 

The overall total 111,690.68 100 

 

A recent study was done in Turkey to determine the opportunities to enhance organic 

farming in terms of legal construction, marketing, production of organic products. The 

results showed that production should rely on demand instead of relying on the supply, 

which will let the organic products to be sold at good prices. Although the organic 

market is increasing lately in Turkey, however extending the organic farming is still 

needed for other regions where organic production is not implemented yet. A 

cooperation between the farmers and the ministry of agriculture and forestry should 

occur to specify the important regions and crops that need to be emphasized more on 

them. Aids to farmers should be given in case the farmers lose their crops especially 

while initiating the organic farming process. Joint certification operations are difficult 

to do in Turkey because the organic farms are small and separated, which makes it 

hard to unify all farmers, hence organic farming plans should be applied across farmers 

establishments. There are a lot of Turkish consumers that do not mind paying extra 

fees for organic products but they do not purchase organic products because they are 

not available everywhere, which is why it is important to focus on the Turkish 

consumers demand not only on the export demand. Local organic bazars and online 

shops might be used to cover this domestic demand. Last thing, the storage is an 

important aspect to take into consideration, there should be enough storage areas that 
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comply with the qualifications required and should be licensed by the organic 

certification bodies. Whenever these storage areas have a lot of organic products to 

store, the cost per unit of the organic produce might decrease (Boz & Kaynakei, 

2019:26).  

Organic bazaars seems to be the demand of most consumers as mentioned by several 

studies, and this to increase the availability of organic foods, to encourage the 

consumers to participate in organic farming across many locations, hence have lower 

prices (Boz, Ayan, Ataseven, & Kaynakçı, 2019; Boz & Kaynakei, 2019: 2; Olhan & 

Ataseven, 2019). However, the barriers in developing organic foods bazaars in Turkey 

is the lack of legal regulations that manages Turkish bazaars. There are several factors 

that should be taken into consideration while establishing the organic food bazaars in 

Turkey which are, (1) increase the trust, (2) launching organic bazaars among every 

single province, (3) set a fair price plan, (4) test the efficacious organic bazaars, (5) 

spreading awareness and knowledge about organic food (Boz et al., 2019:2). 

A case study in GAP-Şanlıurfa-Turkey was done to determine factors affecting the 

consumption of organic food among organic food consumers. It appeared that 

information about organic foods were not strong, and consumers have idea on the 

organic food mainly from the internet. The consumers like to purchase their organic 

foods from the producers that are found in the bazaar, that is why it is important to 

have more bazaars of organic food. Most organic food consumed where the fruits and 

vegetables (74.1%), then the milk and dairy products (56%). The reason that 

encouraged 93.7% of the consumers to buy organic foods is that it is free of hormones, 

then comes the smell and taste (92.7%), whereas they did not care much about the 

organic food packaging design. According to the demographics, the education level 

was the highest factor affecting the organic food consumption, followed by income, 

then comes the career, gender, marital status, age, location of the house and number of 

family members (Aydogdu & Kaya, 2020:347). Another study was done in another 

city in Turkey, Ankara, showed similar results, where the consumers choose organic 

food because they are healthy and free of pesticides and chemicals. They find organic 

foods expensive and that is why they avoid buying it. Also, the environmental 

wellbeing is a factor that organic food consumers in Turkey take into consideration 

(Olhan & Ataseven, 2019:196). In Hatay/Turkey, knowledge was also one of the 

factors affecting the purchase of organic food (Demirtas, 2019:881). Hence, 
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knowledge seems an important factor as well as the expansion in the production of 

more organic food in Turkey to meet the demand.  

The production and consumption of organic food have increased considerably on a 

worldwide scale for the last 40 years. A growing number of people support organic 

agriculture for their health, the protection of the environment and the human treatment 

of animals (Nikolova, 2013:193). 

2.4.Critical Aspects of Organic Food Consumption 

There have been some argues about organic food that it is contaminated with bacteria, 

but studies showed that these argues are not proven yet. Organic food is grown 

according to strict food safety standards that are set by Codex according to the system 

of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP), which is a system that 

ensures food safety from the farm to the fork, which means that this system ensures 

safety across the whole food chain. 

One of the claims is that the organic food is microbiologically contaminated from the 

natural fertilizers that carry pathogens. However, the natural fertilizer is used in 

conventional food too, if the claim was true then conventional food should be 

considered contaminated too. The natural fertilizers that are used on conventional and 

organic foods are treated well, and it is safe to use it. The standards that are set by the 

certification bodies forces the farmer not to harvest the crops that are fertilized within 

less than 2 months. 

At the end of the organic food supply chain where the packaging happens, and then 

products are transported, it is claimed that organic food gets contaminated. This is a 

possibility that is applicable on both the conventional and organic food. In the 

packaging process of organic food, the food is packaged in a way that is safe from 

microbiological contamination for specific period. Some methods are used such as the 

irradiation, which is not considered as an organic method, but that doesn’t mean that 

organic food is contaminated during the packaging process. 

Another claim is that E. coli, specifically the infectious strains, is found in the organic 

meat of cattle. But the studies showed that the E. coli comes from the digestive tract 

of cattle that are grain fed, on the other side, cattle fed with hay showed fewer than 1% 

of E. coli in their feces. Organic meat comes from cattle that are fed with hay, hence 

the possibility of having E.coli from organic meat is low (Mukherjee, 2012:32-34). 
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2.5.Theory of Consumption Value TCV 

Through the past years there were many studies that showed the barriers and motives 

toward purchasing organic food (Pham, Nguyen, Phan, & Nguyen, 2019:545)(Ryan & 

Casidy, 2018). Motives to purchase organic food such as the taste of organic food, the 

effect of organic food on our health, the nutritional benefit of organic food, the impact 

on the environment, and the welfare of the farmers, all of these factors tested and 

showed the positive impact on the organic food consumption (Bryła, 2016; 

Wojciechowska-Solis & Soroka, 2017:737). These factors impacted the organic food 

consumption in different ways, for example, taste affects the purchase intention more 

than health, nutritional value, and moral value (Zakowska-Biemans, 2011:122). In 

other studies the health affects purchase intention more than the sense appeal and 

environmental concern (Lillywhite, Al -Oun, & Simonsen, 2013:115). On the other 

hand, barriers such as the little variety of organic food, the lack of organic food, the 

high price and cost, the short expiration date, the little information on organic food, 

and other barriers limited the consumption of organic food (González, 2009; 

Lillywhite et al., 2013). The previous literature about motives and barrier on the 

consumption of organic food is increasing. Previous literature done on consumption 

values done by scholars reviewed these barriers and motives (Hughner et al., 2007), 

others identified the consumption of organic food in terms of theory of planned 

behavior to determine the motives (Scalco, Noventa, Sartori, & Ceschi, 2017). There 

are limited studies in terms of other different theories on the consumption of organic 

food, such as the consumption value theory (Finch, 2006; Kushwah, Dhir, & Sagar, 

2019; Rahnama, 2017). All the previously mentioned motivational factors toward the 

purchase intention of organic food are considered as factors that support the theory of 

consumption value (TCV).  

The model of TCV in figure 2.4 below shows that the theory consists of five values 

identified by Sheth et al. which are the “functional value, conditional value, social 

value, emotional value, and epistemic value” (Sheth, Newman, & Gross, 1991). This 

theory was conducted among several different fields in order to know more about the 

drivers that lead to the choice toward a certain product or service. The theory of 

consumption value suggests that the consumers choose what they want to choose 

according to several consumption values. The consumption value has many aspects 

including the emotional value, social value, epistemic value, and the functional value 
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in terms of the quality and price. The customer value is a result of the customer 

experience with certain product, which many marketers are considering nowadays in 

their marketing programs (Turel, Serenko, & Bontis, 2010:54). Each of the five values 

influence the purchase decision in a different way. According to the Consumption 

Value Theory by Sheth et al., the functional and social value will affect the consumers 

in terms of whether to buy the filtered or non-filtered cigarettes, but the emotional 

value was the driver to whether the consumer will smoke or not. Hence, all values have 

a differentiated performance, values will show what impacts the person’s decision to 

choose product A or product B, brand A or B, service A or B (Sweeney & Soutar, 

2001: 205; Sheth et al., 1991) 

Theory of consumption value has been tested among more than 200 applications and 

has showed valid results. The theory explains how consumers choose a specific service 

or product. Three fundamentals are proposed in TCV: (1) the choice of a consumer is 

a function of several consumption values, (2) consumption values contribute 

differently in each situation, (3) the values are independent (Sheth et al., 1991).  

TCV proposes that the motivation to purchase a product or service is related to the 

customer experience by linking the different products to different values (Ramkissoon, 

Nunkoo, & Gursoy, 2009). For example, a motorcycle can be purchased by a customer 

because of its style (social value) and another customer might purchase it because it 

consumes less fuel than other motorcycles (functional value). 

 

Figure 2.4 Theory of Consumption Values 

Source: (Sheth et al., 1991) 
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Functional value 

Functional value is explained as the benefit and advantage the consumer gets due to 

the functional attributes of the demanded product. Functional value determines the 

consumer’s usage to certain product depending on the product’s function, physical 

performance, utility, such as having a reliable product, durable, and with a suitable 

price. Functional value is considered as the most important factor that affects the 

consumer’s choice (Sheth et al., 1991). For example, if the price of the product was 

high, then the customer evaluates other factors while doing the decision. According to 

previous literature about organic food products and functional value, the functional 

value was identified by mentioning the biological features of the organic foodstuffs 

(Finch, 2006; Rahnama, 2017). Building on this fact we can group the following 

motives to the functional value; quality of organic food, the absence of harmful 

materials, taste, food security, nutritional and natural content, freshly produced, impact 

on health. Functional value has one of the most factors that leads to the consumption 

of organic food which is the health attribute according to a systematic review that 

reviewed 89 papers between 2005 and 2018 (Kushwah, Dhir, Sagar, & Gupta, 2019:1). 

Hence this research is focusing on functional value too. It was mentioned that health 

matters this much to consumers because it refers to many characteristics in the organic 

product that protects consumer’s health such as that it is free of chemicals and 

pesticides, it is completely natural, and better than the conventional food in terms of 

health (Kushwah, Dhir, Sagar, et al., 2019). 

Price is another factor to consider in the functional value, in the organic market there 

were 16 studies about willingness to pay for organic products and all of the studies’ 

results showed that the price is the major barrier, however there was a study done that 

showed that the price isn’t the major barrier and other factors such as lack of 

knowledge and low availability of the organic products are the barriers (Aschemann-

Witzel & Zielke, 2017). In Germany, a study was done on purchasing environment 

friendly beverages packages, it was shown that people are willing to use the eco-

friendly packages and accepted all factors except for the price and taste factors. 

Consumers refused to use eco-friendly beverages if the taste or price of the beverages 

change (Birgelen, Semeijn, & Keicher, 2009:125). On the other hand, in Taiwan, 

consumers with high income were accepting to pay more for green products (Tsay, 

2009: 2367). The functional value in terms of price differ from country to another 
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according to the literature, hence this study will investigate more about the price 

functional value in Turkey.  

Emotional Value 

Emotional value suggests that the product is able to impact the consumers feelings 

negatively or positively which in turn will affect the decision of purchasing the product 

(Sheth et al., 1991). The emotional experience will result in affecting the consumers 

mood in a way that leads to stronger feelings with a brand that the consumer will be 

attached to it (Yang & He, 2011: 6738). Furthermore, it was stated that it is not enough 

for a company to have only functional value, emotional value must always be 

considered (Chernatony, Harris, & Riley, 2000). The consumer will pass through 

different emotional consumption situations that can be positive or negative through 

their shopping experiences. When the consumers gain a positive emotional value their 

believes in the product will be enriched, and this is because they are enjoying while 

doing the decision of purchasing the product (Suki, 2016:206). Moreover, according 

to Sheth et al. (1991), the service is also considered in the consumption values theory, 

not only products, because consumer’s gain specific feelings when they try that certain 

service. 

Trust is a main factor that is considered while doing the purchase decision, and 

especially when it comes to organic food (Essoussi & Zahaf, 2008). Previous literature 

mentions that emotional response will be positive when the trust is existing (Lease, 

Hatton, & Cox, 2014:35). The emotions that are involved in the decision of the 

consumer according to the literature are joy, happiness, pleasure, enjoyment, and 

satisfaction (Janssen, 2018; Kushwah, Dhir, Sagar, et al., 2019). Emotions are feelings 

that are always connected to food, that’s why emotional factors affect the food choice. 

Emotional value has a strong effect on purchasing organic food, (Finch, 2006; 

Rahnama, 2017). Consumers like to purchase organic food because they feel that they 

are contributing to the environment positively (Padel & Foster, 2005). Emotional value 

was studied in other researches related to recycled product, and it was shown that 89.1 

percent of the consumers purchase recycled products because they feel that they are 

saving the environment (Bei & Simpson, 1995:259). 

Social Value 

Social value is defined when the product can provide the consumer an anticipated 

social status. The social value is also defined as the behavior that occur when the 

decision is connected with positive thoughts that comes from certain group or social 
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consequence (Sheth et al., 1991). The social value drives consumers in a way that make 

them choose a specific product because they are influenced by a certain social group 

believes like their peers, family, or colleagues believes. For example, people who 

consume organic food believe that people who purchase organic food are more 

educated and care about their health (Finch, 2006). Social values was tested among 

many different sectors, however, according to previous literature about organic food, 

the points to look at in the social value were; the product’s recommendation, 

consumer’s self-identity, the consumer’s reputation in front of others, getting approval 

from the surrounding society (Puska, Kurki, Lähdesmäki, Siltaoja, & Luomala, 2018; 

Shin, Im, Jung, & Severt, 2018). Other scholars showed that attributes in the social 

value to look at are the environmental concern, the support to the small farmers and 

local producer, and the animal wellbeing (Ditlevsen, Sandøe, & Lassen, 2019; Nandi, 

Bokelmann, Gowdru, & Dias, 2016). Self-perception and utilitarian incentives are 

other factors to consider while studying the social value impact on the organic food 

(Sweeney & Soutar, 2001; Yoo, Divita, & Kim, 2013).  

Social and personal values are covered in the Schwartz Value Inventory. The Schwartz 

Value Inventory includes 56 value types which are categorized into the following 

categories: self enhancement, conservatism, openness to change, self-transcendence 

(figure 2.5) (Schwartz, 1992). 

¶ Self enhancement: it includes the power and achievements, which explains the 

social status, and the authority on individuals 

¶ Conservatism: it includes items related to tradition, conformity, and security. 

It is defined as the ability or tendency of people to behave in a way that satisfy 

and stabilize the surrounding society. 

¶ Openness to change: it includes items related to hedonism, stimulation, and 

self-direction. It is explained by the need of a person to have an exciting, 

pleasuring, and challenging situation in life. 

¶ Self-transcendence: includes the items related to universalism and 

benevolence, universalism is explained by the aim of an individual to look after 

the people’s welfare. Benevolence is when the individual look after the 

wellbeing of people who he/she cares about and has personal close relationship 

with. 
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Figure 2.5 Schwartz Values 

Source: (Schwartz, 1992) 

 

Social value involves two scopes, the social norms and the social status (Sheth et al., 

1991). Social norms are related to the category of conservatism, more specifically to 

the conformity item in the conservatism category (Costa, Zepeda, & Sirieix, 2014). To 

clarify it more, it is when the consumer cares too much about the opinion of the close 

friends, family, or colleagues, and by which this opinion will influence the consumer’s 

behavior (Park, 2000). Whereas the social status is related to the self-enhancement 

category (Costa et al., 2014). In the meantime while studies about organic food are still 

limited, it might be thought that the self enhancement is the category that the organic 

food must be related to, but it was proven that there is insignificant relationship 

between self enhancement and organic food purchase intention (Dreezens, Martijn, 

Tenbült, Kok, & De Vries, 2005; Hoogland, de Boer, & Boersema, 2007; Vermeir & 

Verbeke, 2006), and few proved that there is a positive relationship between self 

enhancement and organic food purchase intention (Mueller, 2011).  

Conditional Value 

Conditional value occurs when consumer decides to purchase an alternative product 

due to a  situation that happens during making the purchase decision, which means that 
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the consumer choose a certain product because of the confronted situation (Sheth et 

al., 1991). The purchase behavior is linked to conditional values (Rahnama, 2017). 

Conditional values either support the purchasing decision or prevent it (C. L. Hung & 

Hsieh, 2010). It is one of the values that has significant effect on organic products 

consumers (Finch, 2006). For example, in the green product market, the consumption 

value was tested, people were willing to choose the green products over the 

conventional products if they had specific benefits related to green product such as 

discounts or other situational variables. In this case, increasing the knowledge related 

to the environment will increase the possibility of buying the green product. Research 

showed that changing the situational variables will affect the behavioral intention 

(Biswas & Roy, 2015b).  

Several factors affect the conditional value which are place, period, condition, and 

setting (Belk, 1974; M. Laaksonen, 1993). Any change in any of the mentioned factors 

will impact the purchasing decision (M. Laaksonen, 1993). The consumer might ignore 

their real needs due to the conditional value (Liu, 2016). In terms of organic food 

purchasing the identified conditional values where the suitability, health, response to 

messages through media, number of children and members at home, and presence of 

pollution hazard (Orlando, 2018; Aschemann-Witzel & Niebuhr Aagaard, 2014; Pham 

et al., 2019). Moreover, most of the factors related to health are related to the 

conditional value. Conditional value has a huge impact on the consumer decision, with 

having the two conditional value; the health and the increased pollution, as the main 

drivers to purchase organic food (Kushwah, Dhir, Sagar, et al., 2019).  

Epistemic Value 

Epistemic value occurs when the consumer chooses an alternative product due to 

curiosity, novelty, or to seek learning and adding to their own knowledge (Sheth et al., 

1991). A consumer might choose a product due to boredom, or due to the need of 

trying something different and new. When consumers want to experience and try a 

new product, while they are doing their decision whether to purchase it or not, they 

will think about the product from two points of view, the first thing is the knowledge 

and information they get on the product, and the second thing is to what degree they 

are familiar with the product type of the new product (Wenben Lai, 1991).  

According to previous literature about consumer behavior, the knowledge is an 

important factor that impact the decision of purchasing a specific product (P. C. Lin & 

Huang, 2012). Consumers look for products that have knowledge about how the 
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product is produced, how does it affect the environment positively or negatively 

(Mohd Suki, 2016). Organic food consumers are mostly caring about their family 

health and wellbeing (Chekima, Oswald, Wafa, & Chekima, 2017; Hansen, Sørensen, 

& Eriksen, 2018), and cares about the environment, the animal and farmers wellbeing 

(Hansen et al., 2018; Essoussi & Zahaf, 2008). The presence of retailers at the market 

and their ability to answer the consumer’s questions face to face will satisfy the 

consumer’s interest in knowing knowledge related to organic food production 

methods, how they are handled , stored, and transported (Kushwah, Dhir, & Sagar, 

2019).  

In the organic market curiosity was the main factor influencing the purchase of organic 

product among other epistemic values (Finch, 2006). Moreover, organic products 

consumers choose the products because of the increased desire to learn about the 

product, since it requires more knowledge to differentiate the organic from non-

organic products, thus people may purchase it to gain this knowledge about organic 

food (Nie & Zepeda, 2011). Knowledge is a significant factors that affect consumer’s 

purchase intention according to previously done researches (De Magistris & Gracia, 

2008; S. W. Hung, Lin, & Chen, 2013; Rahnama, 2017). However it was also found 

that there is insignificant relationship between perceived organic knowledge and the 

attitude toward purchasing food, which shows us that the knowledge is not always 

important to encourage people to buy organic food (C. Teng & Wang, 2015).  

2.5.1. Applications of TCV: 

These five values are considered as a parameter that measures the consumer utility to 

certain product. Consumption value theory has been applied on different sectors 

through different studies.  

Theory of consumption value was applied on green products in several studies to see 

if these values can affect the green purchase behavior. The functional value in terms 

of quality and price did not affect the green purchase behavior as much as the other 

values which are the looking for novelty, seeking knowledge, psychological and social 

values (P. C. Lin & Huang, 2012; Biswas & Roy, 2015b). In another study that studied 

the effect of TCV on green products purchase intention showed that the functional 

value in terms of price, and seeking knowledge affects the purchase intention 

compared to other values (Gonçalves, Lourenço, & Silva, 2016). Social value was 



30 

 

shown to have a great effect on green products purchase compared to the remaining 

values (Mohd Suki, 2016; Biswas & Roy, 2015a).  

TCV was applied to other different sectors such as the ecotourism sector, where the 

emotional value was the value that showed a high impact on the purchase intention 

(Jamrozy & Lawonk, 2017). Consumption value theory affects the behavior intention 

of tourists when they want to consume local food (Choe & Kim, 2018). 

Another sector where the theory of consumption value was applied in several studies 

is the mobile banking services, one study was done on adapting an Islamic mobile 

banking, where the conditional value affected the non-Muslims, whereas the emotional 

value was the value that affected the Muslims for adopting this type of mobile banking 

(Goh, Suki, & Fam, 2014).  TCV showed that conditional value, emotional value, and 

epistemic value are the values that affects the online banking adoption, but the factors 

that affects the trust of consumers to online banking are the functional value, 

conditional and emotional values (Burucuoglu, & Erdogan, 2016). Social value was 

not one of the values that affects the adoption of mobile banking services (Omigie, Zo, 

Rho, & Ciganek, 2017).  

Online purchasing and mobile apps are other industries where the TCV was applied 

through different studies. The two values emotional and social showed some effect on 

the intention of consumers to continue purchasing brands through online social media 

(Kaur, Dhir, Rajala, & Dwivedi, 2018). All values affect the behavior intention for 

using augmented reality makeup applications with having the strongest effect coming 

from conditional and epistemic values (Nafarani, 2018). Social and emotional values 

has a strong effect on purchasing cosmetic virtual items in Warcraft world (Järvinen, 

2018). Online purchase was found to be affected by two values which are the 

functional and emotional more than the remaining values(Ramayah, Rahman, & Ling, 

2018). Other studies were conducted among Halal cosmetics where they used the TCV 

model to determine the importance of Halal products (Yeo, Mohamed, & Muda, 2016). 

To know the reasons behind getting people their mobile phone changed TCV was 

applied and the results showed that epistemic, emotional, and social values have a 

strong positive effect toward the behavior of changing the personal mobile phone 

(Wei, 2018). To help the e-commerce managers in implementing effective strategies, 

to target the online gamers and increase their loyalty TCV showed that epistemic and 

social value affect the gamers positively (C. I. Teng, 2018).  
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As it is mentioned, a lot of recent studies used the model of consumption value theory 

to test the consumer’s usage of a certain product or service. However, in the organic 

industry TCV was applied in few studies. The five values of TCV positively affects 

the purchase intention toward organic food with mediating the role of environmental 

self-identity(Qasim, Yan, Guo, Saeed, & Ashraf, 2019). However in a study that was 

done on purchase intention toward organic food with mediating the lifestyle factor, the 

functional value of quality, epistemic, and conditional values showed a positive effect 

on the consumers (Rexıtı, 2017). Social value and emotional value from the TCV 

model showed a positive effect on purchase intention toward organic products through 

social commerce, with having more significant effect from the functional value(J. Lin, 

Guo, Turel, & Liu, 2019). In this study the three values of the TCV model which are 

the functional value, emotional value, and social value with the mediating role of 

involvement will be tested among the purchase intention toward organic food.  

2.6.Purchase Intention  

Purchase intention is the possibility that a costumer will purchase a specific product or 

service (Dodds, Monroe, & Grewal, 1991). Purchase intention is also defined as the 

individual behavioral tendency toward a certain product (Bagozzi & Burnkrant, 1979). 

Purchase intention is a plan that is set by a consumer consciously in order to do an 

effort to buy a product (Spears & Singh, 2004). Purchase intention shows the 

consumer’s reason for buying a specific product (Saad et al., 2012). Buyer's perceived 

value and perceived benefit are two determinants of purchasing intention (Xu, 

Summers, & Belleau, 2004)(Dodds et al., 1991). Purchase intention is not similar to 

attitude, attitude refers to evaluating the product, whereas the intention explains the 

motivation of the consumer to do a certain behavior. Some of the researchers defined 

the purchase intention as the object that we will purchase because we think that we 

will buy it (Rezvani et al., 2012). Purchase intention is considered as the choice to 

perform an action, which will make us understand the consumer’s behavior to a 

specific product (X. Wang & Yang, 2008).  

Purchase intention is affected by factors such as the price, value, quality, external and 

internal motivations (GOGOI, 2013). Other factors that affect the purchase intention 

are the age, gender, educational level, and knowledge (Rezvani et al., 2012). There are 

other specific factors that also contributes to the purchase intentions, like the country 

of origin of the product, the perception of the buyer(C. L. Wang, Li, Barnes, & Ahn, 
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2012). There are six phases prior to decision-making process, and they are: awareness, 

knowledge, interest, preference, persuasion and purchase (Kawa, Rahmadiani, & 

Kumar, 2013). Consumers think that low cost, low quality packaging, and unknown 

products have bad quality, and they don’t trust such products, which why the purchase 

intention decrease in the presence of these characteristics (GOGOI, 2013). However 

in another study it the price and packaging did not affect the purchase intention as 

much as the products’ quality, advertisements of the brand, and the name of the brand 

(Mirabi, Akbariyeh, & Tahmasebifard, 2015) (Giovanis, Tomaras, & Zondiros, 2013). 

The required basics for purchase intention are the products’ value and brand image 

(Herrmann, Xia, Monroe, & Huber, 2007). 

Several studies have been done lately on the purchase intention toward organic food 

to understand more the consumer behavior. The healthism, hedonism, and trust are 

three factors that affects organic food purchase intention (Anisimova, 2016). 

Awareness of organic food is an important factor that impact the intention to buy 

organic food (Asif, Xuhui, Nasiri, & Ayyub, 2018). Furthermore, quality and organic 

food attributes have positive impact on organic food purchase intention (Husic-

Mehmedovic, Arslanagic-Kalajdzic, Kadic-Maglajlic, & Vajnberger, 2017). 

Attitude of consumers toward purchasing organic food in Turkey is affected by their 

values, awareness to organic food, and price. The purchase intention toward organic 

food of Turkish consumers is affected by being conscious of health, perceived about 

organic food, also consumers’ value and their care to the environment affect their 

purchase intention (Selin Yilmaz & Ilter, 2107). Also, there was no significant 

relationship between demographic variables of consumers in Turkey and purchase 

intention toward organic products, however, socially responsible consumers in Turkey 

have a high purchase intention toward organic products. Consumers in Turkey have 

low price sensitivity toward organic food, they do not often incorporate the price as a 

factor while purchasing the organic product (ÖRS, 2019).  

There are different theoretical framework that were applied on organic food purchase 

intention, the most used one was the theory of planned behavior (TPB), which studies 

the effect of attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavior control on the 

purchase intention and in turn the purchase intention will affect the behavior (Ajzen, 

1991). Most of the studies confirmed that there is a positive relationship between TPB 

and purchase intention, some of them included other variables in the model such as 

belief-based factors (Zagata, 2012), moral attitude (Arvola et al., 2008), self -identity 
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and moral norms (DEAN, RAATS, & SHEPHERD, 2012), consumer decision making 

model (Lobo & Chen, 2012), uniqueness seeking lifestyle (Ham, Pap, & Stanic, 2018), 

food related lifestyle (Fang & Levy, 2015)(Rexıtı, 2017), and all of these variables 

showed a positive effect on the purchase intention along with the TPB. Attitude 

showed a more significant effect on organic food purchase intention than other 

variables in some studies (Yazdanpanah & Forouzani, 2015) (Zagata, 2012)(Lobo & 

Chen, 2012). And in others subjective norms had more effect than attitude and 

perceived behavior (Lodorfos & Dennis, 2008).  

Behavioral reasoning theory (BRT) is another theoretical framework that was applied 

on organic food purchase intention. BRT proposes that the consumers are affected by 

their reasons, and this reason will impact their value, attitude, intention and behavior 

(Westaby, 2005), which was found to affect the organic food purchase intention (Ryan 

& Casidy, 2018).  

Consumer style inventory (CSI) is a theory with eight styles which are perfectionism, 

brand consciousness, novelty consciousness, recreational, price consciousness, 

impulsiveness, confusion by over choice, and habitual, that are suggested to affect 

purchase intention. Only five styles showed significant effect on organic food purchase 

intention which are perfectionism, brand consciousness, recreational, price 

consciousness, and brand loyalty (Prakash, Singh, & Yadav, 2018). 

Stimulus organism response (S-O-R) model suggests that emotional states which are 

the pleasure, arousal, and dominance, three states that demonstrates the organism. But 

it was found that these three states are not enough to know the whole emotional 

response of consumer (Richins, 1997), that’s why several other variables are added to 

this model when tested among different studies. In the organic food purchase intention 

five more variables were added to the S-O-R model, which are the traits of organic 

food and how it affects the hedonic and utilitarian attitudes toward the purchase 

intention. Nutritional concern, environmental welfare, and the price, significantly 

affect the utilitarian and hedonic attitude toward organic food purchase intention, 

sensory appeal had an impact on hedonic attitude, whereas the trait of organic food 

being natural affected the attitude insignificantly (H. J. Lee & Yun, 2015).  

Other different theories that were applied are Schwartz Values Scale theory, where  

positive impact where found on organic food (Mainardes, de Araujo, Lasso, & 

Andrade, 2017). Self-concept theory and means end theory is also another theory that 

affected organic food purchase intention (Husic-Mehmedovic et al., 2017). As we can 
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see all the studies done on organic food purchase intention studied the factors that 

influence negatively and positively the purchase intention toward purchasing organic 

food.  

2.7.Involvement 

2.7.1. Involvement Definition 

Involvement concept is created by the social psychology, back in the 1940’s. 

Zaichkowsky (1986) developed the concept of involvement, did an experimental and 

theoretical explanation that explained three main concepts that involvement relies on. 

These three main fields of involvement are: (1) advertisement; determining whether 

advertisements are related to the consumers, (2) the link between the consumer and the 

class of the product, (3) marketing and  consumer behaviour (Judith L. Zaichkowsky, 

1986).  

Involvement is used by many scholars to investigate the reason behind the attachment 

of consumers to a certain product category (Judith Lynne Zaichkowsky, 1985; Richins 

& Bloch, 1986; Kapferer & Laurent, 1985; Slama & Tashchian, 1985), like vehicles,  

songs, marketing and advertising. Involvement identifies the importance of different 

matters to the person for example it identifies the importance of specific product, 

service, activity, or brand (H. S. Kim, 2005). According to the literature there are two 

views about involvement some scholars believe that involvement has several 

dimensions (Jean-Noel Kapferer & Laurent, 1985), and others believe that it only has 

one dimension (Judith Lynne Zaichkowsky, 1985).  

Involvement is the perceived significance of the product by the consumer that is 

stimulated by a stimulant in certain environment or the extent to which the expected 

personal relevance for a product. The  stimulant might be certain product, service, a 

specific category, brand, or advertisement (Beharrell & Denison, 1995; Juhl & 

Poulsen, 2000; Zaichkowsky, 1985). Involvement in general is defined as “The 

concept of felt involvement refers to a consumer’s overall subjective feeling of 

personal relevance” (Celsi & Olson, 1988). In the attitude strength aspect, involvement 

is defined as the person’s own logic about concern, care, and importance that he/she 

assign to a specific attitude (S. O. Olsen, 2001). Involvement is related to the person’s 

goals as it is also positively correlated with frequently purchasing behaviour (Gainer, 

1993; Mittal & Lee, 1989). Involvement is defined by many scholars according to 
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different concepts, table 1.5 shows the concepts of involvement in the consumer 

behaviour sector: 

Table 2.6 Involvement Concepts. 

Author  
Definition  

Mitchell (1979) The degree to which a certain stimulus stimulates the 

consumer’s degree of interest which will affect the 

consumer behaviour   

Beatty and Smith 

(1983) 

The extent to which a specific condition affects 

involvement 

 

Rothschild (1984) The certain product is affected by the consumer’s 

motivation, interest, or arousal. 

Park and Mittal   

(1985) 

Involvement is affected by cognitive and affective 

motives  

 

Celsi & Olson (1988) “Subjective feelings of personal relevance” 

 

Johnson & Eagly 

(1989) 

It is when the motivation is stimulated by a combination 

of both attitude and self-concept  

 

Dimanche, Havitz, & 

Howard (1993) 

Extent to which consumers get involved in several issues 

related to the consumption procedure: produce, ads, 

search for info, process info, take choice and the 

performance of buying  

Laaksonen (1994) It depends on three items; cognitive, self-state, and 

response 

 

Mowen and Minor 

(1998) 

Perceived individual importance, and the significance that 

the consumer provides to the acquiring, consuming, and 

disposing the product, or service. 

 

 



36 

 

Table 2.7 Involvement Concepts (Continued). 

Blackwell, Miniard 

and Engel (2001) 

The connection within the consumer and the product  

 

H. S. Kim (2005) Multidimensional concept, it shows the individual’s 

interest in items, brands, advertisements, products, 

services, and choices  

 

Douglas (2006)  The attention given to the product by the consumer and 

how important is the purchase decision to the consumer  

 

Michaelidou & Dibb 

(2008)  

The factors affecting the person’s choice and purchasing 

behaviour, the attachment between the consumer, the 

item/product, and a condition  

 

 

As shown in the table 2.5, there is no specific definition for involvement and all 

definitions are based on variety of applications. However, in general the definitions 

have some overlapping in the overall concept, in another word, definitions share the 

same general idea about involvement. The definition of involvement categorized into 

conceptuality, groups, and type. Involvement is identified by three groups, it relies on 

cognitive decision, self-state, and on the response (Laaksonen,1994). Mainly, 

involvement concept differs according to the area it is applied on, such as 

advertisement (Andrews, Durvasula, & Akhter, 1990; Judith Lynne Zaichkowsky, 

1994), class of the item (Jean-Noel Kapferer & Laurent, 1985; Jean-Noël Kapferer & 

Laurent, 1993; Michaelidou & Dibb, 2006), purchasing choice (Mittal & Lee, 1989; 

Slama & Tashchian, 1985; Huang, Chou, & Lin, 2010), and leisure (Gursoy & Gavcar, 

2003; Havitz, Dimanche, & Bogle, 1994; Iwasaki & Havitz, 2004; Kyle & Mowen, 

2005).  

2.7.2. Involvement Antecedents and Consequences: 

In the consumer behavior literature it is mentioned that involvement depends on the 

reasons and factors, which are explained as the antecedents and consequences (Judith 

Lynne Zaichkowsky, 1985; Bloch & Richins, 1983). According to scholars, there are 

three drivers that are able to form an impact on the person’s involvement (a) variables 
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of the individual, (b) variables of the circumstances, (c) variables of the item. Variables 

of the individual are related to the features of the person that affect the involvement, 

the features of the person in term of choosing the product according to its importance, 

according to individual’s interest, demand, values. Variables of circumstances are the 

variables that relies on the product’s advantages, product’s worth that is based on the 

importance of usage at the meantime. Finally, the variables of the item is related to the 

item’s attributes that makes it different compared to other products (Judith Lynne 

Zaichkowsky, 1985; Bloch & Richins, 1983). 

It is also proposed by other scholars that the antecedents of involvement are 

categorized in to two forms of features, first is the personal features (like values, 

attitudes, demand), second feature is the social (like factors related to a situation, rules 

related to culture and society) (Iwasaki & Havitz, 1998). Nevertheless, according to 

Laurent and Kapferer (1985), there are four antecedents for the consumer’s 

involvement: (a) the apparent significance of the product, (b) the risk accompanied 

with buying the product, it might be either the significance of the risk or the possibility 

of the risk, (c) the value that the consumer relate to the product, (d) the hedonic value 

that the consumer relate to the product (Jean-Noel Kapferer & Laurent, 1985).  

Antecedents of involvement are grouped differently by many scholars, other than the 

mentioned groupings, there was also a grouping done by another scholar. The 

researcher grouped the antecedents of involvement into two categories: (a) individual 

demand (individual aims and goals, social values, the extent to which the product is 

related to self-esteem, individual value of the product), (b) condition and choice factors 

(event of purchasing, usage of product, expected risk of the choice, the size of choice 

consequence, the extent of conclusiveness of the choice and the accountability of 

taking that specific choice) (Andrews et al., 1990). 

The antecedents or the antecedents of involvement are classified differently according 

to scholars, and in addition to the antecedents, scholars also believe that there are 

consequences to the involvement that is also defined differently. Zaichkowsky (1986), 

mentioned that consequences of involvement are derived from: (a) involvement with 

ads (clarifying the degree of ads impact on purchase decision), (b) involvement with 

produce (the magnitude of produce class, attributes, and variation in produce brand), 

(c) involvement with buying decision (effect of price on choosing the product, on 

searching information about it, time consumed) (Judith L. Zaichkowsky, 1986). 

However, Andrews, Durvasula, & Akhter (1990), identified consequences of 
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involvement in another way, mentioning that the consequences are because of: (a) 

Research behavior: the increase in needs and purchasing behavior, the increased 

difficulty of decision, the time consumed to do a decision in purchasing the product 

after extensive research and comparison with other products, (b) processing info: the 

increased action and targeted response perception, (c) persuasion: which relies on 

undoubted debates. Laurent and Kapfere (1985), mentioned five consequences of 

involvements: (a) achieve the greatest satisfaction on chosen brand (buying several 

brands and do not care about taking time to compare products of desired brand with 

other products), (b) looking for info by using alternate sources, (c) consumer will be 

affected by a group of relatives or friends, (d) the possibility of consumers to reflect 

their characteristics and their living style on the brand they choose, (e) using cognitive 

process to communicate, this happens through awareness, comprehension, attitude, 

and manner. There are a lot of different consequences to involvements in the literature. 

The extensive research done in this area shows the importance of involvement on 

consumer behavior as well as in the marketing area (Santos, 2015). 

2.7.3. Factors that affects involvement: 

There are three factors that are considered the fundamentals of defining involvement 

which are the perceived personal relevance (Higie & Feick, 1989; Zaichkowsky, 

1985), motivational condition that is triggered by a stimulant, and a certain condition 

or position (Mittal & Lee, 1989). Involvement is considered as a motivational factor 

which happens when consumers are triggered by a product, advertisement, brand, 

promotion, or special service that satisfy their desires and goals. The product or service 

is vital to the consumers because it provides significant values to the consumer’s life 

(VERMEIR & WIM, 2006). Involvement affects the cognitive complexity, the 

frequency of using the product, the pleasure of shopping, social observation, and the 

quantity of brands the consumer thought about (Foxall & Bhate, 1993; Muncy, 1990; 

Mittal & Lee, 1989).  

Involvement indicates the importance to the consumer, that is due to several things 

such as thoughts on self-image, risk and cost, or societal pressure to induce 

conformism. Consumers might be highly involved in products that have a high effect 

on self-image, that have high cost or risk, or with high societal pressure. The high 

involvement will let the consumer think more and learn more about the product, search 

more about information related to the product in order to weigh and evaluate the 
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product’s features before deciding and having intention toward purchasing the product 

or not. On the other hand, when low involvement is present, the behaviour done while 

purchasing the product will be due to a specific habit not due to search done on the 

product (Beharrell & Denison, 1995; Verbeke & Vackier, 2004).  

Involvement enhances people to search more for information, to take their time to do 

a certain decision to form their opinions (Cho, im, Fjermestad, & Roxanne Hiltz, 2003; 

Griffith, Krampf, & Palmer, 2001; Koufaris, 2002; Koufaris, Kambil, & LaBarbera, 

2001). It also influences attitude and intention. Involvement affects the behaviour 

outcome, for example while doing a decision the consumer might look for variety, 

switch to another brand, be loyal to certain brand, use product several times, or enjoy 

the shopping due to the involvement factor (Beharrell & Denison, 1995; Verbeke & 

Vackier, 2004). 

There are several types for involvement, which are the situational and the enduring 

involvement. Situational involvement is the emotions felt due to a specific experience, 

these emptions are felt temporarily. The enduring involvement is the thought about a 

product over a long period of time, and this relies on the product’s strong relation with 

the person’s desires and values (Judith Lynne Zaichkowsky, 1985). Enduring 

involvement shows a consistent level of interest and concern with a specific product 

or service (S. O. Olsen, 2001).  

Products characterized with low involvement are not vital to the consumer’s self-

concept. Involvement relies on the degree to which the product values are relevant to 

the person, and on the strong relationship between the product’s characteristics plus 

functional value and the self knowledge which is the product’s psychological value. 

The relevance of product to the person is divided into two aspects, the intrinsic and the 

situational. The intrinsic aspect means the extent to which the product is related to the 

consumer due to knowledge learned from previous experience. Whereas, the 

situational aspect depends on the degree to which the product is related to the person 

in terms of the environment impact. Both aspects are significant to test the person’s 

involvement (Lind, 2007). 

Marketers have several ways to change low involvement items into high involvement 

items through, these ways are: (a) connect the item to a certain involving matter, (b) 

by connecting the item to a particular involving personal issue, (c) by doing the 

advertisements in a way that activate feelings relevant to personal values, (d) by the 
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addition of an important product attribute to a product with low involvement 

(Tarkiainen & Sundqvist, 2009).  

According to previous scholar the involvement is identified as an intellectual 

behaviour that is done to face a specific mission that need to be completed. 

Involvement was suggested as a mediating variable that acts within both the stimulant 

and the respondent, which also relies on two things the stimulant and the consumers’ 

traits. Involvement is also considered as a type of response pattern, in another words 

it is assumed to be a type of hierarchy that processes data (P. Laaksonen, 1994). 

The involvement level is defined by the character of the consumer either the product 

itself or to a specific product category, it is related to three things; to the time consumed 

while doing the decision, the social risk that might result from the product usage, and 

the financial risk that is indicates whether the consumer is able to pay or not to 

purchase the product. Hence, the product that is believed to be a product with low 

involvement is the product that the consumer do not consume too much time while 

doing the decision to purchase it or not, that will not take from the consumer too much 

effort, and that is not important to think about it. For example, a product with low 

involvement is the product that we purchase it due to it is lower price compared with 

other products in the same category, and while doing the decision to purchase it we do 

not consider the brand (e.g. pen, papers, lighting lamp). On the contrary, a product that 

is believed to be with high involvement is the product that the consumer takes too 

much time and effort while doing the decision to purchase it, such as purchasing a car 

a house or planning for a vacation (Bell & Marshall, 2003). 

2.7.4. Organic food and involvement 

When it comes to food the involvement factor seems that there are different arguments 

about it. According to previous work done by scholars, it was seen that the consumer 

attitude and decision toward food is already formed due to the habits, previous 

experience, or routine, which means that there is low involvement in this case. 

Previous experience, routines, and habits affect the purchasing process (Acebrón, 

Mangin, & Dopico, 2001; Briz & Ward, 1998). Another factor is the low priced 

products, and products that are purchased on a daily basis, are products with low 

involvement (Beharrell & Denison, 1995). We can notice that food has low reflection 

on self-image, cost, societal pressure, however, the risk which is the real risk is not 

addressed when it come to the reasons behind low food involvement (e.g., health). It 
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was seen that food with low involvement are not considered in the same situation of  

food with an important perceived/real risk, which means food with high perceived risk 

might have high involvement (Acebrón et al., 2001). Besides, the increased attention 

and awareness of people about animal wellbeing, healthy food, ecology and 

environment, makes food exciting for researches of involvement (Juhl & Poulsen, 

2000).  

As we defined the food involvement earlier, it is important to the consumer’s life, the 

extent to which the food is important to the consumer varies from a person to the 

another. People that are highly involved in food are involved more in all the stages of 

food. People with high involvement level do a lot of differentiation among food 

especially among food taste, food evaluation, and hedonic level (Bell & Marshall, 

2003). People also care about food that brings them and lead them to more healthy 

actions like getting involved in food that provides them good nutrients such as fruits 

and vegetables, and will be less involved in food that affect their health negatively 

such as the high fat snacks and food (Marshall & Bell, 2004).  

Food involvement has been studied in several studies related to food consumption 

(Bell & Marshall, 2003; Candel, 2001; Olsen, 2001; Rozin, Fischler, Sarubin, 

Wrzesniewski, & Rozin, 1999; Juhl & Poulsen, 2000). Olsen (2001) did a theoretical 

model that includes the involvement and expectancy value theory, he also included to 

the model negative emotional state, social norms and moral responsibilities. Juhl and 

Poulsen (2000) included in their model food related lifestyle, where they referred to it 

the involvement factor. Candel (2001) research results were that involvement does not 

have a significant relationship with the consumer’s expected convenience. The 

emphasis given on involvement is because consumer should be involved with any 

certain thing, and that is why there is a lot of clarifications on the variety of choices to 

specific products or certain purchasing behaviour in terms of the involvement of the 

consumer. 

Food involvement defines the degree to which to which the food is important to the 

consumers, also shows the extent to which people love talking about food, think about 

entertaining ideas about food throughout the day, and get involved in events and 

actions related to food with considering the five stages of the food life cycle which are 

acquisition, preparing, cooking, eating, and disposing (Chen, 2007).   

Food health involvement is another term that is investigated in the context of food and 

involvement. Food health involvement is defined as the extent to which the healthy 
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food is important to the consumer (Zaichkowsky, 1985; Beatty, Homer, & Kahle, 

1988). People that are involved will compare many products while choosing the 

product they want, which makes them take time while doing the decision to purchase 

the most suitable product (Franke, Keinz, & Steger, 2009). Hence, when consumers 

consider consuming healthy food because it is important to them, they will do that 

effort of comparing different products to find the best one that they want to incorporate 

in their healthy meal. According to literature food consumption is linked with health 

involvement (Svein Ottar Olsen, 2003). 

Organic food involvement is the degree to which consumers are attracted and 

interested in all the different things about organic food (Hansen et al., 2018). Organic 

food is perceived as a healthy food to the consumer unlike the conventional food. 

People with high food involvement will have positive attitude toward organic food, in 

turn they will intend to purchase organic food more than people with low involvement 

(Chen, 2007). Consumers with high involvement of organic food try their best to keep 

informed about organic food and know more about it, also they will be more motivated 

to keep the positive behaviour toward organic food (Tarkiainen & Sundqvist, 2009). 

Organic food involvement has a significant effect on organic food purchasing intention 

(Hansen et al., 2018).  

Involvement is the main influence to the buying behaviour (P. Laaksonen, 1994). 

Previous literature showed that consumers with high involvement are able and have 

intention to purchase the product (J. U. Kim, Kim, & Park, 2010). Higher involvement 

was found among consumers purchasing organic food instead of the conventional food 

especially because the organic food has special characteristics unlike the conventional 

food  (Aragüés Lafarga, Medina Pueyo, & Clavería Laborda, 2014; Lind, 2007; 

Thøgersen, Jørgensen, & Sandager, 2012). Consumers involved in organic food have 

a significant positive attitude with higher intention toward purchasing organic food 

(Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006). 

Health consciousness, food safety, ecological motives are three factors that affect the 

involvement with organic food (Hughner et al., 2007; Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006; 

Hemmerling, Hamm, & Spiller, 2015; Michaelidou & Hassan, 2010; Schleenbecker & 

Hamm, 2013; Yiridoe, Bonti-Ankomah, & Martin, 2005; C. C. Teng & Lu, 2016). 

Especially when it comes to food safety, it is highly related to involvement in organic 

food, this is because the organic food consumers purchase it due to the characteristic 

of organic food that is free of chemicals (Yin, Wu, Du, & Chen, 2010), natural (Lockie, 
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Lyons, Lawrence, & Mummery, 2002), and safe (Cerjak, Mesić, Kopić, Kovačić, & 

Markovina, 2010; Bezençon & Blili, 2010). Consumers who care about the 

environment and animal welfare are highly involved with organic food (Chen, 2007; 

Lockie et al., 2002; C. C. Teng & Lu, 2016). However few scholars contraindicate this 

finding (Zagata, 2012; Zakowska-Biemans, 2011), but this contraindication might be 

related to the cultural diversity in each country (Aertsens et al., 2009). In Greece, 

people concerned about environment are not involved with organic food 

(Chryssohoidis & Krystallis, 2005), but in another countries like Taiwan  consumers 

who are involved on organic food are consumers that care about the environment(C. 

C. Teng & Lu, 2016) . Environmental concern and animal welfare are not consistent 

with the purchase decision but they are documented in extensively (Zakowska-

Biemans, 2011). Environmentally friendly consumers are attached to the product 

ethically which will make their values and environmental concern connected to the 

organic products (Strong, 1996), this will make them involved while doing the 

purchase decision (Bezençon & Blili, 2010).  

This study will help us understand more and add to the literature whether involvement 

affects the organic food purchase intention, and whether involvement is affected by 

the three tested consumption values or not. 
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3. METHODOLOGY  

3.1.Introduction  

Organic food has become a demand for many consumers nowadays, hence, researchers 

are studying what are the factors that contribute to the increased purchase intention of 

the organic food. In this research we will test three values from the consumption value 

theory which are the social value, functional value (quality and price), and 

environmental value, and how do they affect the purchase intention of organic food. 

As well as the mediation of the involvement factor which will determine if organic 

food consumers’ involvement plays a role or not in the purchasing process. In this 

chapter, the population of the sample of the study, the type of the research, the 

measurement items, and the data analysis method will be explained. 

3.2.Research Design  

Research design is an important step to determine while doing the research. The 

structure of the research will be determined depending on the problem that will be 

studied. In this chapter, a discussion about the research design chosen will be 

mentioned. Krishnaswamy & Satyaprasad (2010) explained the research design by 

giving the procedure that need to be followed while collecting and analysing the data. 

There are three types of research design that exists: (a) exploratory research, (b) 

experimental research, and (c) descriptive research.  

Exploratory research is a type of research that is done when the problem studied is not 

well known, or the problem studied is not supported by many previous theories in the 

literature review. Hence quantitative method will be used while collecting data in this 

type of research (Krishnaswamy & Satyaprasad, 2010).  

Experimental research is the research that studies the impact of a specific variable on 

another controlled variable. The variables that impact the controlled variable are called 

independent variables, whereas the variable that is affected by the independent 

variables is called the dependent variable. The relationship between the variables is 

tested in this type of research (Krishnaswamy & Satyaprasad, 2010).  
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Descriptive research helps us in getting the data that explains the topic of research. 

This type helps us find fact findings that we can interpret. The descriptive research can 

be either qualitative or quantitative (Krishnaswamy & Satyaprasad, 2010). In this 

research the descriptive research method will be used using quantitative data collection 

method by using a questionnaire as a tool. The results will help in determining the 

impact of the consumption values and involvement on the purchase intention.  

3.3.Data Collection Method 

Data collection is done by five methods, these methods are: (a) observations, (b) 

content analysis, (c) surveys, (d) interviews, (e) focus groups (Bryman and Bell, 2011). 

Conducting a survey is the most convenient way among all other methods, it will allow 

the researcher to send the survey online and reach number of the sample of population 

required.  

The survey in this study aims to determine the consumers’ purchase intention toward 

organic food, and the data is collected by a questionnaire that is distributed both online 

and by hand. The questions are collected from several authors, and the questions are 

answered based on the five-point Likert scale from “strongly agree” to “strongly 

disagree”. In addition to that the demographics where collected in the questionnaire.  

3.4.Sampling  

Sampling is the process of selecting from the population a representative number of 

respondents. The population states all the people or things that have common features, 

such as same country, city, company, or a specific group (Bryman & Bell, 2011).  

According to Krejcie & Morgan (1970), for a population size that is 100000 and more, 

the sample size should be 384. The number of collected responses in this research is 

392 which is considered as sufficient number to conduct the analysis.  

3.4.1. Sampling frame 

A sampling frame refers to all the elements that are in the population (Bryman & Bell, 

2011). In this research, the population is the Turkish consumers living in Turkey.  

3.4.2. Sampling design 

Two types exist for the sampling design which are the probability sampling and non-

probability sampling. In the probability sampling have known and equal probability of 

being selected for the sample subjects. Whereas in the non-probability sampling, the 
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elements chance is not known. In this study the non-probability sampling is used using 

the convenience method that is the quickest method to collect data and test the problem 

of interest (Bryman & Bell, 2011).  

3.5.Questionnaire Design  

The questionnaire design was based on previous literature from different authors who 

measured the consumption values. The social and functional values scale are adapted 

from Sweeney & Soutar (2001), with having four items to measure functional value 

(price), four items for functional value (quality), and four items to measure the social 

value. The emotional value scale is adapted from Ajzen & Fishbein (1980) by using 

five items to measure it. The involvement scale and the purchase intention scale is 

adapted from Teng & Lu (2016), four items are used to measure each of the 

involvement scale and the purchase intention scale.  

The questionnaire is carried among Turkish consumers in Turkey. The questionnaire 

was sent online to consumers by using social media “WhatsApp”, also it was 

distributed manually in a convenient way. The questions are divided into seven parts, 

the first part about the demographics including gender, age, marital status, level of 

education, income per month. Second part about functional value (quality), third part 

functional value (price), fourth part about social value, fifth part emotional value, sixth 

part involvement, and last part about the purchase intention.  

In all parts except the demographics, five-point Likert scale was used to know whether 

the consumers agree or disagree with the statements listed, the scale is from “strongly 

disagree” along to “strongly agree”. The measurement items are shown in detail in the 

Table 3.1.  

Table 3.1 Measurement Items. 

Variable Type of scale Items used on questionnaire Adopted from 

Functional Value -

Quality 

 (FV-Quality)  

 

 

 

Likert Scale from 1 

to 5, 1= Strongly 

Disagree, 2= 

Disagree, 3= 

Neither Disagree 

nor Agree, 4= 

Agree, 5= Strongly 

Agree 

¶ The organic food has consistent 

quality  

¶ The organic food is well made 

¶ The organic food product has an 

acceptable standard of quality 

¶ The organic food product would 

perform consistently 

 

Sweeney & Soutar 

(2001) 
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Table 3.2 Measurement Items (Continued)  

Functional Value-Price 

(FV-Price) 

Likert Scale from 1 

to 5, 1= Strongly 

Disagree, 2= 

Disagree, 3= 

Neither Disagree 

nor Agree, 4= 

Agree, 5= Strongly 

Agree 

¶ The organic food product is 

reasonably priced.  

¶ The organic food product offers 

value for money.  

¶ The organic food product is a good 

product for the price.  

¶ The organic food product would be 

economical.  

 

Sweeney & Soutar 

(2001) 

Social Value Likert Scale from 1 

to 5, 1= Strongly 

Disagree, 2= 

Disagree, 3= 

Neither Disagree 

nor Agree, 4= 

Agree, 5= Strongly 

Agree 

¶ Buying the organic food product 

would help me to feel acceptable.  

¶ Buying the organic food product 

would improve the way that I am 

perceived.  

¶ Buying the organic food product 

would make a good impression on 

other people.  

¶ Buying the organic food product 

would give its owner social approval 

 

Sweeney & Soutar 

(2001) 

Emotional Value Likert Scale from 1 

to 5, 1= Strongly 

Disagree, 2= 

Disagree, 3= 

Neither Disagree 

nor Agree, 4= 

Agree, 5= Strongly 

Agree 

¶ Buying the organic food products 

make me feel a better/responsible 

person.  

¶ Buying the organic food products 

makes me feel good about myself.  

¶ Buying the organic food products 

makes me feel that I am doing good 

for organic 

farming/environment/small farmers.  

¶ Buying the organic food products 

makes me feel more conscious 

person.  

¶ Buying the organic food products 

makes me feel that I am doing the 

right thing.  

 

 

 

Ajzen & Fishbein 

(1980) 
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Table 3.3 Measurement Items (Continued)  

Involvement  Likert Scale from 1 

to 5, 1= Strongly 

Disagree, 2= 

Disagree, 3= 

Neither Disagree 

nor Agree, 4= 

Agree, 5= Strongly 

Agree 

¶ Organic foods are very important to 

me. 

¶ Organic foods are continually of 

interest to me.  

¶ Organic issues have a great concern 

with me.  

¶ I’m highly involved in searching and 

reading information about organic 

food. 

Teng & Lu (2016) 

Purchase Intention  

(Purchase_Inten) 

Likert Scale from 1 

to 5, 1= Strongly 

Disagree, 2= 

Disagree, 3= 

Neither Disagree 

nor Agree, 4= 

Agree, 5= Strongly 

Agree 

¶ I expect myself to consume organic 

food.  

¶ I would buy organic food.  

¶ I plan to consume organic food 

¶ I intend to purchase organic food 

product within the near future.  

Teng & Lu (2016) 

 

3.5.1. Pre-testing 

Pre-testing is a method that is used to check the questionnaire items whether they are 

suitable and understandable to the respondents or not (Malhotra, 2010). The pre-testing 

will let us know if it is necessary to remove or change one of the questions. The 

analysis to the answered questionnaires in the pre-testing phase should be done by a 

professional expert (Yin, 2009). 

In this research the questionnaire is pre-tested by distributing it to 50 respondents. 

After that the analysis was done by the professor that is specialized in the marketing 

field. The results showed that there is no need to change or remove any of the questions 

and that all questions are understandable. The questionnaire is then translated to 

Turkish language using appropriate wordings to deliver the exact statement in Turkish 

language.  
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4. RESEARCH MODEL AND HYPOTHESES  

The research will study the some of the values related to the personal consumption 

values theory which are the functional value (price), functional value (quality), 

emotional value, and social value, and how these values affects purchase intention 

toward organic food. Involvement will be the mediator linking the relationship 

between consumption values and organic purchase intention. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Hypotheses: 

H1: There is a positive relationship between functional value-quality and organic 

food purchase intention in terms of mediating the effect of involvement  

H2: There is a positive relationship between functional value-price and organic food 

purchase intention in terms of mediating the effect of involvement  

H3: There is a positive relationship between emotional value and organic food 

purchase intention in terms of mediating the effect of involvement  

H4: There is a positive relationship between social value and organic food purchase 

intention in terms of mediating the effect of involvement  

H5: Involvement has positive effect on organic food purchase intention 

 

 

  

Functional Value 

(quality and price) 

Emotional Value 

Social Value 

Involvement  Purchase 

Intention H3 

H4 

H5 

Figure 4.1 Model of Research 
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5. ANALYSIS  

The analysis in this study starts with the descriptive statistics that include details about 

the demographics of the respondents which will help in knowing the characteristics of 

the respondents. Later, the inferential statistics are analysed, and they include the 

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) that help 

us understand the relationship between the variables and to know the variability and 

reliability of the dimensions. For a better reliability and validity an item from the 

involvement scale was removed (involvement 1). After that the multiple regression 

assumptions were done. Structural equation modelling (SEM) was used to test the 

hypotheses. SEM is a method designed to analyse the hypothesized model and it is 

done for complex models and other several types. Demographics are analysed by using 

the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 22.00, while AMOS 

software version 22.00 will be used for the EFA and CFA. Before starting the analysis, 

the researcher removed the responses of 6 respondents due to the evidence of lack of 

engagement as evidenced by answering the exact same answer for all questions. The 

following analysis is done for 386 respondents out of 392.  

5.1.Respondentsô Demographic Characteristics  

This section shows the demographics of the respondents in terms of their age, gender, 

level of education, income per month, marital status, whether they know organic food, 

and whether they purchased organic food previously or not.  

5.1.1. Respondentsô gender  

In the table 5.1 we can see the respondent’s gender of the participants of this research.  

Table 5.1 Respondents’ Gender. 

Gender 
Frequency Percent 

Male 139 36.0 

Female 247 64.0 

Total 386 100.0 
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This questionnaire included two subcategories of gender which are male and female, 

64% (247 respondents) of respondents were female, and 36% (139 respondents) were 

male.  

5.1.2. Respondentôs age 

The age of the respondents that participated in this research is represented in the table 

5.2. 

Table 5.2 Respondent’s Age. 

Age 
Frequency Percent 

Less than 25 145 37.6 

25-34 124 32.1 

35-44 86 22.3 

45-54 21 5.4 

> or = to 55 10 2.6 

Total 386 100.0 

 

The age group in the questionnaire is presented across five age categories. The first 

category which is “Less than 25” has the greatest percentage which is 37.6% (145 

respondents) of the respondents were from this age group. Followed by the second age 

group “25-34” which had 32.1% (124 respondents) of the respondents from this age 

group. We can notice that the first two groups have the highest percentage of response 

and this can be explained by the method of distributing the data which was mainly by 

using the online platform, and obviously the first two age groups have more access to 

online platforms than other age groups. Third category is the age of “35-44”, and 

22.3% (86 respondents) of the respondents who answered the questionnaire were from 

this category. The fourth category is the ages of “45-54”, only 5.4% (21 respondents) 

of the respondents were in this group. Last and fifth group is the ages that are above 

55, with only 2.6% of respondents (10 respondents) who responded were from this 

group.  

 

5.1.3. Marita l status 

The marital status of the respondents in this research is explained in the table 5.3.  
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Table 5.3 Marital Status. 

Marital Status 
Frequency Percent 

Single 259 67.1 

Married 127 32.9 

Total 386 100.0 

 

As we can see in table 5.3 that most of the respondents were single 67.1% (259 

respondents), whereas the married respondents were only 32.9% (127 respondents).  

5.1.4. Educational level of respondents  

The educational level of the respondents in this research is explained in the table 5.4.  

Table 5.4 Educational Level. 

Educational Level 
Frequency Percent 

Primary School 9 2.3 

High School 65 16.8 

Bachelor's Degree 186 48.2 

Master's Degree 105 27.2 

PHD Degree 21 5.4 

Total 386 100.0 

 

There are five educational levels in this research which are primary school, high 

school, bachelor’s degree level, master’s degree level, and PHD degree level. Most of 

the respondents have a bachelor’s degree, 48.2% (186 respondents) of the respondents. 

Whereas 27.2% (105 respondents) of the respondents have a master’s degree. 16.8% 

(65 respondents) of the respondents have a high school degree. Respondents with PHD 

degree were only 5.4% (21 respondents) of the respondents. And the fewest 

respondents with primary school degree 2.3% (9 respondents) are in the sample of this 

study.   

5.1.5. Income per month of the respondents  

The income per month of the respondents in this research is explained in the table 5.5.  
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Table 5.5 Income Per Month. 

Income Per Month 
Frequency Percent 

2020 TL and Below 137 35.5 

2021-3500 TL 86 22.3 

3501-5000 TL 75 19.4 

5001-7000 54 14.0 

7001 and more 34 8.8 

Total 386 100.0 

 

The table 5.5 shows us that the majority of the respondents has the lowest income 

level, which is 2020 Turkish Liras and below, they constitute of 35.5% (137 

respondents) of the sample study. Whereas respondents with an income per month 

between 2021-3500 Turkish Liras were 22.3% (86 respondents). 19.4% (75 

respondents) of the respondents have an income level of the 3501-5000 Turkish Liras. 

14% (54 respondents) of the respondents have an income level between 5001 and 

7000. Fewest category was the category whose income per month 7001 and more, 

which have only 8.8% (34 respondents) of the respondents.  

5.1.6. Organic food knowledge  

Respondents were asked by a yes/no question if they know what the organic food is: 

“Do you know what organic food is?”. Table 5.6 shows the respondents answers to 

this question.  

Table 5.6 Organic Food Knowledge. 

ñDo you know what 

organic food is?ò 

Frequency Percent 

Yes 373 96.6 

No 13 3.4 

Total 386 100.0 

 

According to the frequency table 5.6 it shows that 96.6% (373 respondents) of the 

respondents answered with “yes”, and that only 3.4% (13 respondents) of the 

respondents answered with “no”.  
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5.1.7. Organic food previous purchase 

Respondents were asked another yes/no question which is to ensure that they know the 

definition of organic food, to make sure that what we are mentioning “organic food” 

is the same thing they claimed that they know about in the previous question. And then 

followed by a question about whether they previously purchased organic food or not. 

The definition and question were as following: “Organic food is the food that is 

processed without including any synthetic fertilizers, growth hormones or pesticides. 

Have you ever purchased it?”. The table 5.7 shows the results to the question asked.  

Table 5.7 Previous Purchase of Organic Food. 

ñHave you ever 

purchased 

organic food?ò 

Frequency Percent 

Yes 333 86.3 

No 53 13.7 

Total 386 100.0 

 

In table 5.7 we can see that 86.3% (333 respondents) said that they purchased organic 

food previously and 13.7% (53 respondents) answered that they did not. The 

percentage of people who answered “yes” in the previous question has decreased. 

Which indicates that not all people who know what organic food is have purchased it, 

or it might indicate that they thought that organic food was something else after seeing 

the definition.   

5.2.Descriptive Statistics  

Descriptive statistics is used to determine basic information regarding the variables 

and to check the relationship among these variables. There are different methods to do 

the descriptive analysis. In this research the mean and standard deviation are going to 

be examined among the variables.  

5.2.1. Descriptive analysis for functional value (quality  and price) 

The table 5.8 include descriptive statistics about all the questions that are set to 

measure the functional value for both quality and price.  

¶ FV_Quality1: The organic food has consistent quality  
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¶ FV_Quality2: The organic food is well made 

¶ FV_Quality3: The organic food product has an acceptable standard of quality 

¶ FV_Quality4: The organic food product would perform consistently 

¶ FV_Price1: The organic food product is reasonably priced.  

¶ FV_Price2: The organic food product offers value for money.  

¶ FV_Price3: The organic food product is a good product for the price.  

¶ FV_Price4: The organic food product would be economical. 

Table 5.8 Descriptive Statistics for Functional Value (Quality and Price). 

We can notice in table 5.8 that most of the functional value (quality) items have high 

mean score compared with the functional value (price). The highest mean was for the 

sentence “the organic food is well made” (3.56) and it also has the lowest standard 

deviation (1.061) which indicated that most of the people agreed on this statement. 

The average mean of the variable functional value-quality is 3.457 which is considered 

 
FV_ 

Quality

1 

FV_ 

Quality

2 

FV_ 

Quality

3 

FV_ 

Quality

4 

FV_ 

Price

1 

FV_ 

Price

2 

FV_ 

Price

3 

FV_ 

Price

4 

Mean 3.42 3.56 3.43 3.42 2.10 2.79 2.78 2.04 

Median 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 

Mode 4 4 4 4 2 3 3 2 

Std. 

Deviation 

1.126 1.061 1.067 1.079 1.027 1.002 1.057 1.014 

 

Frequency  

        

Strongly 

Disagree 

28 22 29 27 122 43 51 134 

Disagree 51 38 45 48 158 104 106 152 

Neither 

Disagree 

nor Agree 

98 94 83 94 57 141 114 61 

Agree 147 167 189 169 42 88 107 30 

Strongly 

Agree 

62 65 40 48 7 10 8 9 
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high and the median is 4 which indicates that most of people agree on the statements 

related to functional value-quality and it is seen also in the frequencies where most 

responses where in the agree category in all of the four statements.  

However, when it comes to the functional value-price, we notice that the mean of most 

scale items is low, it is between 2.04 and 2.79, with an average of 2.427. the lowest 

mean was for the statement “the organic food product would be economical”. This 

shows us that most people do not agree that the price of organic food is economical 

nor reasonable. This is also proven in the frequencies, most of the respondents 

answered with “disagree” on most of the statements related to the functional value- 

price.  

5.2.2. Descriptive statistics for social value 

Table 5.9 include descriptive statistics about all the questions that are set to measure 

the social value. The statements of social value are as following: 

Social_Value1: Buying the organic food product would help me to feel acceptable.  

Social_Value2: Buying the organic food product would improve the way that I am 

perceived.  

Social_Value3: Buying the organic food product would make a good impression on 

other people.  

Social_Value4: Buying the organic food product would give its owner social approval 

Table 5.9 Descriptive Statistics for Social Value. 

 

 
      Social_Value1 Social_Value2 Social_Value3 Social_Value4 

Mean 2.61 2.68 2.69 2.60 

Median 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 

Mode 2 4 4 2 

Std. Deviation 1.159 1.182 1.204 1.133 

 

Frequency  

    

Strongly Disagree 81 80 84 81 

Disagree 106 89 89 103 

Neither Disagree 

nor Agree 

93 85 91 100 

Agree 93 111 106 93 

Strongly Agree 13 12 16 9 
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The average mean of the social value variable is 2.645, with slightly high standard 

deviation for almost all the items, and with a median of 3. The sentence with the lowest 

mean is “Buying the organic food product would give its owner social approval” with 

a mean of 2.60, which shows that most of the respondents did not agree on this 

statement. The standard deviation shows us that not all the respondents agreed on same 

thing, there is a difference in their opinion which is also shown in the frequencies of 

the statement. Respondents answered as an average of frequencies mostly as agree, 

followed by disagree, followed by neither agree nor disagree, with very close numbers 

of respondents for these three answers. This indicate that there are two types of people 

some who really consider social value affects their purchase intention toward organic 

food and the others don’t, there is no single opinion that is agreed on. 

5.2.3. Descriptive statistics for emotional value 

Table 5.10 include descriptive statistics about all the questions that are set to measure 

the emotional value. The statements of emotional value are as following: 

¶ Emotional_Value1: Buying the organic food products make me feel a 

better/responsible person.  

¶ Emotional_Value2: Buying the organic food products makes me feel good 

about myself.  

¶ Emotional_Value3: Buying the organic food products makes me feel that I am 

doing good for organic farming/environment/small farmers.  

¶ Emotional_Value4: Buying the organic food products makes me feel more 

conscious person.  

¶ Emotional_Value5: Buying the organic food products makes me feel that I am 

doing the right thing.  

Table 5.10 Descriptive Statistics for Emotional Value. 

 
Emotional   

_Value1 

Emotional 

_Value2 

Emotional 

_Value3 

Emotional 

_Value4 

Emotional 

_Value5 

Mean 3.17 3.42 3.56 3.45 3.66 

Median 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

Mode 4 4 4 4 4 

Std. Deviation 1.196 1.182 1.148 1.137 1.065 
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In table 5.10 it is noticed that the mean for all the items is above 3, with the highest 

mean for Emotional Value 5 with the statement “Buying the organic food products 

makes me feel that I am doing the right thing”, and it shows the lowest standard 

deviation as well which indicates that most respondents agreed on this statement. 

However, standard deviation for the rest of the items indicates that not all of the 

respondents agree on these statements. In the frequency it is shown that a high number 

of respondents responded with “agree” in most of the statements, and the rest of the 

respondents are with different opinions, some disagree and some neither agree nor 

disagree.  

5.2.4. Descriptive statistics for involvement  

Table 5.11 include descriptive statistics about all the questions that are set to measure 

the involvement scale. The statements of involvement are as following: 

¶ Involvement1: Organic foods are very important to me. 

¶  Involvement2: Organic foods are continually of interest to me.  

¶ Involvement3: Organic issues have a great concern with me.  

¶ Involvement4: I’m highly involved in searching and reading information about 

organic food. 

Table 5.12 Descriptive Statistics for Involvement. 

Table 5.11 Descriptive Statistics for Emotional Value. 

Frequency 

Strongly Disagree 46 39 30 30 25 

Disagree 72 50 41 53 28 

Neither Disagree 

nor Agree 

76 62 73 73 73 

Agree 154 180 167 172 188 

Strongly Agree 38 55 75 58 72 

 Involvement1 Involvement2 Involvement3 Involvement4 

Mean 3.65 3.32 3.17 3.00 

Median 4.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 

Mode 4 4 3 4 

Std. Deviation 1.116 1.090 1.088 1.159 
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Table 5.11 shows us descriptive analysis for the involvement variable, the mean for all 

of the items is 3 and above, with an average of 3.285 which is considered good, the 

mode is 4 for all items except for involvement 3. The mean of the statement “Organic 

foods are very important to me” is the highest mean (3.65) and with near to low 

standard deviation which means most respondents agree on this statement. According 

to the frequencies, few respondents disagree when compare with the respondents who 

agree on the involvement statements.  

5.2.5. Descriptive statistics for purchase intention  

Table 5.12 include descriptive statistics about all the questions that are set to measure 

the purchase intention scale. The statements of purchase intention are as following: 

¶ Purchase_Inten1: I expect myself to consume organic food.  

¶ Purchase_Inten2: I would buy organic food.  

¶ Purchase_Inten3: I plan to consume organic food 

¶ Purchase_Inten4: I intend to purchase organic food product within the near 

future.  

Table 5.14 Descriptive Statistics for Purchase Intention. 

Table 5.13 Descriptive Statistics for Involvement (Continued) 

 

Frequency  

    

Strongly Disagree 29 26 25 44 

Disagree 34 65 81 91 

Neither Disagree 

nor Agree 

55 100 129 106 

Agree 193 151 106 110 

Strongly Agree 75 44 45 35 

 
Purchase_ 

Inten1 

Purchase_ 

Inten2 

Purchase_ 

Inten3 

Purchase_ 

Inten4 

Mean 3.56 3.54 3.53 3.53 

Median 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

Mode 4 4 4 4 

Std. Deviation 1.122 1.034 1.052 1.121 
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Table 5.12 shows us descriptive analysis for the purchase intention variable, the mean 

for all of the items is 3 and above, with an average of 3.54 which is considered good, 

the mode is 4 for all items. The mean of the statement “I expect myself to consume 

organic food” is the highest mean (3.56) and with near to low standard deviation which 

means most respondents agree on this statement. According to the frequencies, few 

respondents disagree when compare with the respondents who agree on the purchase 

intention statements.  

5.3.Normality Assessment  

Normality is done for parametric statistical analysis, and it is done by two ways, either 

by graphical way or a numerical way. The skewness and kurtosis are the numerical 

method. The skewness value indicates how symmetrical is the distribution, whereas 

the kurtosis indicates the peak of the distribution. Perfectly normal distribution has the 

value of zero for both kurtosis and skewness. Hence, having skewness and kurtosis 

values near to zero will indicate that the data distribution is normal and symmetric. 

Having skewness values that are different from zero indicates that the data is not 

normally distributed and not symmetric. High skewness is when the values are below 

-1 or more than 1, moderate skewness (almost symmetric) when values are between -

1 and -0.5 or between 0.5 and 1. The height of the peak is determined by the kurtosis 

coefficient, and theoretically having this value significantly different from 3, it 

indicated a normal distribution, but if kurtosis coefficient is different, it indicated that 

the data is not normally distributed (Altman & Bland, 1996:1200). The values for both 

skewness and kurtosis must not be above 3 nor below -3 (Dori´c et al., 2009). The 

table 5.13 shows us that both skewness and kurtosis values are not below -3 nor above 

3 which indicates that the data is normally distributed.  

Table 5.15 Descriptive Statistics for Purchase Intention (Continued). 

Frequency      

Strongly Disagree 31 19 25 27 

Disagree 35 48 43 49 

Neither Disagree 

nor Agree 

73 78 66 66 

Agree 180 188 205 180 

Strongly Agree 67 53 47 64 
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Table 5.16 Skewness and Kurtosis. 

Variables  
Skewness  Kurtosis  

FV-Quality1 -.519 -.434    

FV-Quality2 -.695 .020 

FV-Quality3 -.783 -.045 

FV-Quality4 -.640 -.210 

FV_Price1  .804 -.047    

FV_Price2 -.078 -.645 

FV_Price3  -.121 -.948 

FV_Price4  .920 .346 

Social_Value1 .108 -1.079  

Social_Value2 -.007 -1.207  

Social_Value3 .001 -1.174  

Social_Value4 .055 -1.101 

Emotional_Value1 -.407 -.889    

Emotional_Value2 -.708 -.449 

Emotional_Value3 -.748 -.185 

Emotional_Value4 -.657 -.381 

Emotional_Value5 -.943 .479 

Involvement1 -.967 .280   

Involvement2 -.435 -.536 

Involvement3 -.096 -.653  

Involvement4 -.096 -.879 

Purchase_Inten1 -.838 .043   

Purchase_Inten2 -.741 .008  

Purchase_Inten3 -.903 .209 

Purchase_Inten4 -.745 -.205 

 

5.4.Factor Analysis 

The factor analysis is done in two methods to determine the degree by which the 

responses are affected by the constructs. The two methods are the exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).  
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5.4.1. Explanatory factor analysis (EFA) 

EFA analysis determines the relationship between variables. EFA has an important 

role in the analysis by which the researcher relies on to determine the variables that 

will be in the model and whether items of variables need to be removed or not. EFA 

in this research is used for all of the variables. The analysis will group the items of the 

scales according to their correlation. This analysis is as a precursor for the next step, 

which is the CFA, because in this step the data will be cleaned and ready to be used in 

the CFA. While running the EFA a problem appeared in the involvement scale in the 

item involvement 1, it was showing scores below than 0.5 and cross loadings in the 

pattern matrix, in another words the item appeared below two factors. To solve the 

problem this item was removed and all readings where above 0.5 and there were no 

cross loadings appearing, which is what we need. The final results of the EFA are 

shown in detail below. 

Table 5.17 KMO and Bartlett’s Test. 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .915 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 
Approx. Chi-Square 7223.301 

df 276 

Sig. .000 

 

To test the adequacy of the sample we check the KMO value. In the analysis we can 

see that the KMO is 0.915 which is above 0.5, this is an indicator that the sample is 

adequate and have a superb score of adequacies. Values that range from 0.5 to 0.7 

indicates a midcore value for adequacy, whereas values ranging from 0.7 to 0.8 are 

good, between 0.8 and 0.9 are considered as great values for adequacy. Bartlett test 

Sig value should be below 0.05 to indicate the sample’s multivariate normality. In the 

analysis it is shown that the Sig value is 0.000 which is acceptable (Pallant, 2013:148). 

Table 5.18 Communalities. 

Variables  Initial  Extraction  

FV-Quality1 .699 .753 

FV-Quality2 .720 .812 

FV-Quality3 .617 .615 
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Table 5.19 Communalities (Continued) 

FV-Quality4 .572 .545 

FV_Price1  .508 .611 

FV_Price2 .619 .681 

FV_Price3  .576 .590 

FV_Price4  .466 .556 

Social_Value1 .668 .666 

Social_Value2 .746 .792 

Social_Value3 .739 .770 

Social_Value4 .729 .785 

Emotional_Value1 .665 .625 

Emotional_Value2 .746 .730 

Emotional_Value3 .692 .726 

Emotional_Value4 .760 .855 

Emotional_Value5 .731 .733 

Involvement2 .695 .718 

Involvement3 .713 .871 

Involvement4 .592 .630 

Purchase_Inten1 .719 .734 

Purchase_Inten2 .736 .804 

Purchase_Inten3 .750 .774 

Purchase_Inten4 .745 .741 

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood   

 

Communalities indicates the proportion of variance in each variable accounted for by 

each factor. There are no values below 0.3 which is required to show that all items 

fitting appropriately. The lowest value was 0.466 of the functional value-price (item 

4), which indicates that 46% of the variance of the functional value-price (item 4) are 

common.  
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Table 5.20 Total Variance Explained. 

In table 5.16 the cumulative percentage of the variance is 71.314% for six factors. 

Usually it is accepted to be above 50%, so having it above 60% is considered very 

good.  

The reproduced correlation was tested, and the residuals are computed between 

observed and reproduced correlations. There are 4 (1.0%) nonredundant residuals with 

Factor Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation 

Sums of 

Squared 

Loadings 

 Total % of 

Varianc

e 

Cumulativ

e % 

Total % of 

Varian

ce 

Cumulat

ive % 

Total 

1 9.802 40.843 40.843 9.491 39.545 39.545 7.579 

2 2.946 12.275 53.118 2.664 11.100 50.645 4.938 

3 2.119 8.828 61.946 1.798 7.492 58.136 5.753 

4 1.800 7.498 69.444 1.254 5.224 63.360 7.244 

5 1.333 5.552 74.996 1.331 5.544 68.904 5.486 

6 .813 3.389 78.385 .578 2.410 71.314 4.185 

7 .558 2.325 80.711     

8 .484 2.019 82.730     

9 .449 1.873 84.602     

10 .408 1.700 86.303     

11 .376 1.567 87.870     

12 .359 1.496 89.366     

13 .313 1.304 90.670     

14 .293 1.220 91.890     

15 .277 1.155 93.045     

16 .247 1.028 94.073     

17 .222 .924 94.998     

18 .203 .847 95.845     

19 .193 .802 96.647     

20 .183 .760 97.408     

21 .175 .730 98.138     

22 .158 .658 98.796     

23 .152 .634 99.430     

24 .137 .570 100.000     
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absolute values greater than 0.05, which is accepted as it is recommended to be less 

than 5%.  

Table 5.21  Pattern Matrix. 

Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

FV_Quality1   .857    

FV_Quality2   .954    

FV_Quality3   .800    

FV_Quality4   .712    

FV_Price1      .817 

FV_Price2      .671 

FV_Price3      .579 

FV_Price4      .793 

Social_Value1  .787     

Social_Value2  .892     

Social_Value3  .864     

Social_Value4  .883     

Emotional_Value1 .628      

Emotional_Value2 .655      

Emotional_Value3 .857      

Emotional_Value4 1.077      

Emotional_Value5 .811      

Involvement2     .649  

Involvement3     .958  

Involvement4     .785  

Purchase_Inten1    .820   

Purchase_Inten2    .960   

Purchase_Inten3    .752   

Purchase_Inten4    .688   

 

In table 5.17 the pattern matrix is displayed; it shows that all 6 factors are perfectly 

loading (except for the item involvement 1 in the involvement factor was removed due 

to presence of cross loading). As an evidence of convergent validity, we have loadings 

of above 0.5, and as an evidence of discriminant validity we have no strong cross 
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loadings. The first factor is presented with four items that are related to the functional 

value-quality, the second factor is with four items also and that is related to the 

functional value- price factor. The third factor with four items of social value, the 

fourth value with five items of emotional value factor, the fifth item with three items 

of involvement factor, and the last factor with four items of purchase intention. In the 

EFA, six factors were found with 24 items. 

Last thing to test in the EFA is the reliability of the factors by checking the Cronbach’s 

alpha scores. The values should be above 0.70 to indicate a good internal consistency 

(Hair, 2013:33). In the table 5.18 all the of the Cronbach’s alpha scores are above 0.70 

which is required.  

Table 5.22 Variables Reliability Results. 

Variables  
Total Items Cronbachôs alpha Ŭ 

Functional Value- Quality 4 .892 

Functional Value- Price 4 .825 

Social Value 4 .920 

Emotional Value 5 .922 

Involvement 3 .883 

Purchase Intention 4 .922 

5.4.2. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

CFA is the analysis that is done after having all the analysis done in EFA. CFA is done 

to confirm the theory behind the hypothesized model. The analysis is based on the 

theorized relationship between the observed and unobserved variables. The covariance 

matrix of population is assessed while doing the CFA by comparing it with the 

covariance matrix of the model hypothesized. The aim of the researcher from the CFA 

is to lower the differences that will appear between the theorized and the experimental 

model (Schreiber, Nora, Stage, Barlow, & King, 2006: 323).  

5.4.2.1.Validity and reliability  

First step that is done in the CFA is the measurement of validity and reliability. 

Validity is done to test the scales’ accuracy and reliability is done to test the 

consistency (Smith and Albaum, 2005: 360-364). In order to make sure that the scale 

is reliable we should get a similar result twice. The reliability and validity 

measurement help in getting the data ready for next step and makes sure that there are 
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no mistakes in the data, and in case there is we should fix it before proceeding to the 

next step. Construct validity is done in this research which is consisted of convergent 

validity and discriminant validity. Convergent validity is done by having two 

supposedly correlated measures that are related to the same construct to make sure that 

they are correlated. In discriminant validity the opposite thing is done, which means 

that we take two supposedly uncorrelated measures to prove that they are uncorrelated 

(Smith and Albaum, 2005: 360-364). Reliability is made to test the quality of the scale, 

to check that the results do not have any error, because if an error appears this indicates 

a lack of significant relationship between variables (Muijs, 2010: 71). Different types 

of reliability that exists, however, in this study the composite reliability will be used 

(McDonald’s coefficient) that is used to test the scale’s internal consistency. The 

thresholds required to have a good validity and reliability are as following: for 

reliability: Composite Reliability (CR) >.7, for convergent validity: Average Variance 

Extracted (AVE)> .5. For discriminant validity: Maximum Shared Variance (MSV) < 

AVE square root, and AVE > inter construct correlations (Hair et al., 2010). In the 

table 5.19 it is indicated that we have convergent validity as evidenced by the AVE all 

above 0.5, we have reliability as evidenced by CR all above 0.7, we have discriminant 

validity based on the square root of the AVE being  greater than any enter factor 

correlation on this matrix. 

Table 5.23 Validity and Reliability Results. 

 
CR  AVE MSV MaxR(H) Involvement Emotional Social Quality Intention Price 

Involvement 0.886 0.722 0.596 0.895 0.849           

Emotional 0.925 0.712 0.510 0.928 0.530 0.844         

Social 0.914 0.729 0.266 0.925 0.227 0.516 0.854       

Quality 0.886 0.662 0.286 0.908 0.349 0.512 0.278 0.814     

Intention 0.917 0.736 0.596 0.923 0.772 0.714 0.259 0.499 0.858   

Price 0.801 0.512 0.286 0.860 0.407 0.526 0.394 0.535 0.476 0.715 
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5.4.2.2.Factor loadings: 

Factor loading is an important step in the factor analysis, it shows the relationship 

within the latent and observed variables. This is demonstrated in table 5.20 CFA factor 

loadings; the table indicates that there is a significant relationship between the latent 

and observed variables. As evidenced by p less than 0.001 in all the correlations, where 

p *** indicates that the value of p is less than 0.001. On the other hand, the estimates 

shown in the table indicates that an increase of the latent variable by 1 has an increase 

of the observed variable by the estimated number. To clarify more, when Emotional 

which is the emotional value, raise by 1, the emotional value 2 which is the second 

question (second item) of the emotional value scale, raise by 1.035. Moreover, the S.E 

shown in the table is the variable’s standard error, to clarify it more, an example from 

the table 5.20 will be explained. An estimate of 1.035 has a S.E of 0.050, whereas an 

estimate of .947 has a S.E of 0.55. The results indicate that the variables’ scales are 

appropriate to continue with next steps of testing the hypothesis. 

Table 5.24 CFA Factor Loadings. 

   

Estimate S.E. P 

Emotional_Value1 <--- Emotional 1.000 
  

Emotional_Value2 <--- Emotional 1.035 .050 ***  

Emotional_Value3 <--- Emotional .919 .051 ***  

Emotional_Value4 <--- Emotional .974 .049 ***  

Emotional_Value5 <--- Emotional .947 .055 ***  

Social_Value1 <--- Social 1.000 
  

Social_Value2 <--- Social 1.146 .053 ***  

Social_Value3 <--- Social 1.222 .067 ***  

Social_Value4 <--- Social 1.157 .063 ***  

FV_Quality1 <--- Quality 1.000 
  

FV_Quality2 <--- Quality .958 .043 ***  

FV_Quality3 <--- Quality .812 .046 ***  

FV_Quality4 <--- Quality .771 .048 ***  

Purchase_Inten1 <--- Intention 1.000 
  

Purchase_Inten2 <--- Intention .956 .042 ***  

Purchase_Inten3 <--- Intention 1.042 .050 ***  
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Table 5.25 CFA Factor Loadings (Continued) 

Purchase_Inten4 <--- Intention 1.098 .054 ***  

Involvement2 <--- Involvement 1.000 
  

Involvement3 <--- Involvement 1.045 .048 ***  

Involvement4 <--- Involvement .980 .053 ***  

FV_Price1 <--- Price 1.000 
  

FV_Price2 <--- Price 1.465 .127 ***  

FV_Price3 <--- Price 1.422 .126 ***  

FV_Price4 <--- Price .894 .079 ***  

These outcomes are based on the CFA of the built CFA model in figure 5.1  
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Figure 5.1 CFA Model 

5.4.2.3.CFA Model fit  

The model fit is developed to understand whether the hypothesized model has a good 

fit or not. The fit of the model is tested according to a specific criterion and then the 

researcher notices whether it is well fitted or not, this will help us understand the 

correlation between variables and to some modifications if needed while checking 
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modification indices. As shown in figure 5.1 some of the errors were covaried to get a 

better result of model fit. The table 5.21 shows results of model fit followed by an 

explanation for each score. 

Table 5.26 Model Fit Scores of the Analysis of CFA. 

Indices  
Obtained 

Fit Indices 

Threshold  Result   

Chi-square/ df (CMIN/DF) 2.395 < 3 Acceptable 

Fit 

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) 0.890 > 0.90 Acceptable 

Fit  

Adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) 0.857 > 0.80 Acceptable 

Fit 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.955 ≥ 0.95 Perfect Fit 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

(REMSA) 

0.060 < 0.05 Acceptable 

Fit 

Standardized Root Mean Square (SRMR) 0.0557 < 0.09  Acceptable 

Fit 

 

In the table 5.21 we can notice that the CMIN/DF= 2.395 which is considered as 

acceptable fit according to the threshold that is more or equal to 2 and less or equal to 

3. Whereas in order to consider it as a perfect fit it should be more or equal to 0 and 

less or equal to 2 (Dilek, Boyacı, Prof, & Atalay, 2016:141). The p-value showed a 

significant result where p= 0.000.  

Adjusted goodness of fit (AGFI) and goodness of fit (GFI), it is good to get values that 

are near 1(Hu & Bentler, 1999). In this study AGFI is equal to 0.857 which is 

considered as acceptable fit. Values for AGFI which are .90 ≤ AGFI ≤ 1.00 are 

considered as perfect fit, whereas values .80≤ AGFI ≤ .90 are considered as acceptable 

fit. GFI in this study is 0.890 which is considered as acceptable fit. Values of GFI .90 

≤ GFI ≤ 1.00 are considered as perfect fit and .85≤ GFI ≤ 90 are considered acceptable 

fit (Dilek, Boyacı, Prof, & Atalay, 2016:141). 

Another indicator that we take into consideration while we are testing the model fit is 

the comparative fit index (CFI). CFI supposes that the latent variables are not 

correlated and then it contrasts the hypothesized and the null models (Byrne, 2012). In 
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this study the CFI value was 0.955 which is considered as perfect fit. Values of CFI 

.95 ≤ CFI ≤ 1.00 are considered as perfect fit whereas values .90 ≤ CFI ≤ .95 are 

considered as acceptable fit. 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is for the treatment of 

uncorrelated matters in the sample of the study (Byrne, 2012). The value of RMSEA 

in the study is 0.060 which results in acceptable fit model. The RMSEA values of .00 

≤ RMSEA ≤ .05 are considered as perfect fit and .05 ≤ RMSEA ≤ .08 as acceptable 

fit.  

Standardized Root Mean Square (SRMR) obtained fit indices of this study is 0.0557 

which is according to the criteria considered as acceptable fit. SRMR values of .00 ≤ 

SRMR ≤ .05 are considered as perfect fit and values of .05 ≤ SRMR ≤ .10 are 

considered as acceptable fit (Dilek, Boyacı, Prof, & Atalay, 2016:141).  

Based on the values in table 5.21, the model has a good fit, and we can continue in the 

further steps of the analysis.  

5.5.Multivariate Assumptions  

Before moving to the mediation and hypothesis testing an important step to do is the 

multicollinearity test. It is a test that is done to check the correlation within the 

independent variables, if a correlation occurs this indicates that the hypothesized 

regression of the coefficients is unachievable (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). The values 

that are needed in the multicollinearity test are a tolerance value that is >0.1 and VIF 

< 3 (statwiki.kolobkreations.com, 2020). By having a value within the mentioned 

thresholds, we will make sure that we don’t have a collinearity between the variables 

and the hypothesized multiple regression is attained. In the table 5.22 we can that the 

tolerance values are above 0.1 and the VIF values are below 3, which is what we need 

to prove that the independent variables are not correlated.  

Table 5.27  Collinearity Statistics. 

Variable 
Tolerance VIF  

Functional Value- Price  .518 1.932 

Involvement  .639 1.564 

Functional Value-Quality  .579 1.727 

Social Value  .663 1.508 

Emotional Value  .419 2.385 

Dependent variable: Purchase Intention  

http://statwiki.kolobkreations.com/
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5.6.Testing the Hypothesis  

 

 

Figure 5.2 Structural Model 

The next step that is done after checking the model fit and after analysing all the values 

that predicts whether it is has a good fit or not, we go further with the analysis of the 

structural model to check the relationship between the latent variables and observable 

variables. We also check whether there is a mediation or not by checking the direct 

and indirect effects. The indirect effects determines whether there is a mediation or not 

(Schreiber et al., 2006:328). The structural model in figure 5.2 is done with using the 

response of 386 respondents, and by using AMOS.22 on 24 items out of 25 which 

were assessed in the CFA step. After that the global test is examined which determines 

the significance of the hypothesis by checking the p-value, model fit, and R- square.  
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Table 5.28 Model Fit Scores of the Structural Model. 

Indices  
Obtained 

Fit Indices 

Threshold  Result   

Chi-square/ df (CMIN/DF) 2.687 < 3 Acceptable 

Fit 

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) .877 > 0.90 Acceptable 

Fit  

Adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) .842 > 0.80 Acceptable 

Fit 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) .945 ≥ 0.95 Acceptable 

Fit 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

(REMSA) 

.066 < 0.05 Acceptable 

Fit 

Standardized Root Mean Square (SRMR) .0706 < 0.09  Acceptable 

Fit 

 

In the table 5.23 we can notice that the CMIN/DF= 2.687 which is considered as 

acceptable fit according to the threshold that is more or equal to 2 and less or equal to 

3 (Dilek, Boyacı, Prof, & Atalay, 2016:141). The p-value showed a significant result 

where p= 0.000.  

AGFI is equal to 0.842 which is considered as acceptable fit. Values for AGFI which 

are .90 ≤ AGFI ≤ 1.00 are considered as perfect fit, whereas values .80≤ AGFI ≤ .90 

are considered as acceptable fit. GFI in this study is 0.877 which is considered as 

acceptable fit. Values of GFI .90 ≤ GFI ≤ 1.00 are considered as perfect fit and .85≤ 

GFI ≤ 90 are considered acceptable fit (Dilek, Boyacı, Prof, & Atalay, 2016:141). 

CFI value is 0.945 which is considered as acceptable fit. Values of CFI .95 ≤ CFI ≤ 

1.00 are considered as perfect fit whereas values .90 ≤ CFI ≤ .95 are considered as 

acceptable fit. 

The value of RMSEA is 0.066 which results in acceptable fit model. The RMSEA 

values of .00 ≤ RMSEA ≤ .05 are considered as perfect fit and .05 ≤ RMSEA ≤ .08 as 

acceptable fit.  

Standardized Root Mean Square (SRMR is 0.0706 which is according to the criteria 

considered as acceptable fit. SRMR values of .00 ≤ SRMR ≤ .05 are considered as 
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perfect fit and values of .05 ≤ SRMR ≤ .10 are considered as acceptable fit (Dilek, 

Boyacı, Prof, & Atalay, 2016:141).  

Based on the values in table 5.22, the model has a good fit, and we can move to the 

hypothesis testing.  

Meditation analysis allows us to test the mediator impact on the relationship between 

the independent and dependent variable. In order to check for the mediation, we should 

check if the mediator has an effect on the dependent variable, and if the independent 

variable has an effect on the dependent variable. To prove the mediation, we need a 

strong correlation between the independent variable, dependent variable, and 

mediation variable (Hair, 2013:33). In the table 5.24 we can see the results of the 

mediation.  

Table 5.29 Meditation Results. 

Hypothesis 
Direct Beta 

without 

mediator 

Direct with 

mediator 

Standardized 

indirect effect 

(two tailed 

significance) 

(BC) 

Result 

Functional Value 

(quality) -

Involvement-

purchase intention 

.142 (.007) .103 (.020) .041 (.366) No mediation (indirect is not 

significant)  

Functional Value 

(price) -

Involvement-

purchase intention 

.117 (.040) .028 (.559) .089 (.018) Full mediation (direct effect 

was significant prior to the 

addition of the mediator, 

insignificant after adding 

mediator, and indirect is 

significant) 

Emotional Value-

Involvement-

purchase intention 

.668 (***) .407 (***) .261 (.001) Partially mediated (direct 

with mediator and indirect 

effect are significant)  

Social Value-

Involvement-

purchase intention 

-.170 (***) -.113 (.006) -.059 (.082) No mediation (indirect is not 

significant)   

Involvement-

purchase intention  

.547 (***) - - Involvement significantly 

affects purchase intention  
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Table 5.24 shows us the direct relationship of independent variables with the 

dependent variable, where it indicates that there is a significant relationship between 

all of the three tested consumption values and purchase intention (the dependent 

variable). Both functional (quality and price) value, and emotional value has positive 

significant effect on purchase intention, whereas the social value has negative 

significant effect on purchase intention. With having the emotional value with the 

highest correlation with the purchase intention.  

While by interpreting the direct relationship between the independent and dependent 

values with having the mediator we can see that all values have significant effects 

except for the functional value (price) has an insignificant effect after introduction of 

the mediator.   

The standardized indirect effect shows significant values for emotional value and 

functional value (price), while for social and functional value (quality) it shows 

insignificant relationship.  

While analysing the given data we can interpret the following: 

¶ H1: There is a positive relationship between functional value-quality and organic 

food purchase intention in terms of mediating the effect of involvement  

By looking at table 5.24, we can interpret that involvement doesn’t mediate the 

relationship between functional value-quality and purchase intention, which means 

that our hypothesis (H1) is not accepted, and null hypothesis is accepted.  

¶ H2: There is a positive relationship between functional value-price and organic 

food purchase intention in terms of mediating the effect of involvement. 

According to table 5.24, involvement fully mediates the relationship between 

functional value-price and purchase intention, which means that our hypothesis (H2) 

is accepted. 

¶ H3: There is a positive relationship between emotional value and organic food 

purchase intention in terms of mediating the effect of involvement. 

From table 5.24 we can notice that involvement partially mediates the relationship 

between emotional value and purchase intention, which means that our hypothesis 

(H3) is accepted.  
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¶ H4: There is a positive relationship between social value and organic food 

purchase intention in terms of mediating the effect of involvement. 

Involvement doesn’t mediate the relationship between social value and purchase 

intention, which means that our hypothesis (H4) is not accepted, and null hypothesis 

is accepted. 

¶ H5: Involvement has positive effect on organic food purchase intention 

Involvement positively affects the purchase intention according to the direct effect 

result shown in table 5.24. 
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6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  

6.1.Introduction  

This chapter will provide further discussions of conclusion of the study, the limitations, 

and recommendations for the future. In the discussion of conclusion, the researcher 

will explain the research findings, and will conclude the hypotheses results. Then the 

limitations will be explained in detail for future studies as well as the recommendations 

for future researches.  

6.2.Findings and Conclusion  

This study allowed us to evaluate the consumer’s purchase intention to organic food 

and how it is affected by two things, first thing is the consumption value theory, we 

tested three values out of five which are the functional value (price & quality), social 

value, and emotional value. The second thing is the involvement factor and how it 

plays its role as a mediator between the consumption values and purchase intention. 

The main aim is to assess the factors that influence the purchase intention toward 

organic food in Turkey, as well as to test the mediation effect of involvement as it 

plays a huge role in affecting the purchase intention as seen in the literature.  

Organic market is expanding day after day, year after year in Turkey, hence knowing 

what affects the purchase intention will help marketers to find solutions that might 

increase the purchases of organic market furthermore.  

The research hypotheses included the three consumption values (functional, 

emotional, and social) as the independent variable, the purchase intention as the 

dependent variable, and involvement as a mediator factor between the consumption 

values and purchase intention. The study tested four hypotheses related to the effect of 

consumption values on the purchase intention, and a fifth one to test the effect of 

involvement on purchase intention to detect the mediation relationship. According to 

the hypothesized model we can determine the following conclusions. 

First, Turkish consumers when asked the following question: “Do you know what 

organic food is?”, 96.6% (375 respondents) of the respondents answered with “yes”, 

and 3.4% (13 respondents) of the respondents answered with “no”. After that, a 
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question was asked with the definition of the organic food, the question was “Organic 

food is the food that is processed without including any synthetic fertilizers, growth 

hormones or pesticides. Have you ever purchased it?”. 86.3% of the respondents said 

that they purchased organic food previously and 13.7% respondents answered that they 

did not. This might indicate either that not all consumers who know what is organic 

food purchase it, or that after knowing the real meaning of the organic food the 

respondents realized that it is something else to what they had thought, or that people 

know what is organic food but do not purchase it due to several reasons, and these 

reasons are addressed in this study.  

Second, the functional value is measured by two aspects, first one is the functional 

value in terms of quality, the second one in terms of price. To start first with the 

functional value-quality the results showed that there is a positive direct relationship 

between the functional value quality and purchase intention (without the mediator), 

however, the indirect effect is insignificant, hence, involvement does not mediate the 

relationship between functional value quality and purchase intention. In another 

words, consumers will buy the organic food for its quality, they don’t need to be 

involved in the organic food to buy it, believing that the product is high quality is 

enough for them. However, when we come to the functional value- price, there is a 

positive direct relationship between the functional value-price and purchase intention, 

there is also significant indirect effect, and it is a full mediation. This indicates that 

people who purchase organic food are highly involved with it to pay the higher price 

for organic food compared with the conventional food. This finding will help 

marketers to target consumers who are highly involved with organic food.  

Third, results for emotional value showed that there is a direct positive relationship 

between emotional value and purchase intention without the mediator, and there is also 

a partial mediation, where involvement partially mediates the relationship between 

emotional value and organic food purchase intention. This shows us that people who 

are involved with organic food and concerned about the emotional value toward 

organic food (in terms of consumers respecting farmers wellbeing, feeling better about 

their selves, feeling that they are responsible, conscious, care about the environment), 

are more likely to purchase organic food.  

Fourth, results for social value showed us that involvement does not mediate the 

relationship between the social value and purchase intention of organic food. However, 

there is a significant negative relationship between the social value organic food 
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purchase intention without the mediation of involvement. This means that consumers 

do not purchase organic food because they feel that they are more acceptable, or that 

the organic food gives them social approval or good impression on other people when 

they purchase organic food, they purchase it due to reasons other than the social value. 

Last thing is the involvement, the results of the direct relationship between 

involvement and purchase intention showed us a significant positive relationship and 

this indicates that consumers who are highly involved in a certain product are more 

likely to purchase that product compared with consumers who have low involvement. 

Hence involvement is a factor that plays a good role in affecting the purchase intention.  

To conclude, functional value and emotional value has a positive significant 

relationship with the purchase intention of organic food without including the 

mediator, and there is a negative significant relationship between the social value and 

organic food purchase intention without the inclusion of the mediator (involvement). 

However, after the addition of involvement as a mediator, it resulted with a full 

mediation between the functional value- price, partial mediation with the emotional 

value and the organic food purchase intention. Whereas it shows no mediation between 

functional value-quality and social value with the organic food purchase intention. 

Hence, Turkish consumers who are highly involved in the organic food buy the product 

no matter how high the price is. Emotionally involved Turkish consumers purchase 

organic food. As a result, the marketers may target these two groups when they need 

to increase the purchases of organic market. 

6.3.Recommendations  

According to the conclusion and discussion in the previous section, we can notice that 

there is a correlation between the three studied consumption values and purchase 

intention of Turkish consumers toward organic food. Involvement plays role in some 

values as a mediator such as the functional value-price and emotional value, whereas 

it did not mediate the relation between consumption values (functional value-quality, 

social value). Hereafter, we can recommend the following: 

¶ We recommend marketers to target Turkish consumers with high involvement 

in the organic food. As it appears that involvement has a positive effect on the 

purchase intention of organic food. Especially that it mediates the relationship 

between both the functional value-price and emotional value with the purchase 

intention. Hence marketers will benefit a lot from targeting these groups. 
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¶ Also, we advise marketers to take into consideration the consumption values 

tested in this study (functional value, emotional value, social value) and notice 

that they all have significant effect on the purchase intention of organic food, 

knowing that emotional and functional value has positive significant direct 

effect whereas social value has negative direct effect on the organic food 

purchase intention. 

¶ It appears that consumers who are highly involved with organic food buys it 

although it has a high price, therefore, government might take into 

consideration to support furthermore the organic market to help all Turkish 

consumers, the non-involved ones in purchasing organic food. 

¶ Promote organic food by targeting consumers who care about the emotional 

value which includes that buying an organic food will help them feel good 

about themselves, about the farmers and environment, will help them feel more 

conscious as responsible. By looking at these consumers and targeting them 

the organic market might expand further.  

¶ Another recommendation is to find a strategy that targets the non-involved 

Turkish consumers by finding specific advertisements, by this way we can 

assure that all involved and non-involved Turkish consumers are targeted.  

6.4.Limitation of the Research 

The study has few limitations which are as following: 

¶ The sampling design have a limitation in which we used the non-probability 

sampling, the convenience method, which might cause a limitation because 

respondents does not represent the population as it is presented if compared 

with probability sampling. This is noticed because most of the respondents’ 

age is within the categories “less than 25” up to 44 years. Also, the females 

represent 64% of the respondents, which is not representative for the 

population as if it will be if a probability sampling was chosen.  

¶ The survey was collected by distributing the survey online, which might be a 

limitation because maybe some consumers of organic food do not have access 

to the internet, so using focus groups, or interviews might be better for future 

studies (for example, focus groups can include both young and old consumers 

who care about their health and that are highly involved in organic food, 

especially that our sample is few in people who aged above 45 years old). 
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¶ Another limitation is not having two groups (organic consumers and non-

organic consumers). Having two groups helps us understand the difference 

between both groups which allows marketers to understand more why non-

organic consumers do not purchase organic food for example. 

6.5.Future researches 

The study shows that it is beneficial to do further studies in the same area to 

determine furthermore the needed marketing strategy, especially that in Turkey 

there is no previous study that had both consumption value theory and involvement 

as a mediator, hence studies to confirm the results is needed with the following 

suggestions: 

¶ Implement the same research but add the other two remaining consumption 

values which are the epistemic value and conditional value  

¶ Implement the same study but with having two groups (organic and non-

organic consumers) 

¶ Future studies might include a mediator other than the mediator used 

(involvement) to the research model.  

¶ Future studies might add involvement as a moderator instead of mediator. 
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Appendix A: Survey Questionnaire (English Version) 

Demographics: 

1- Gender: 

¶ Male 

¶ Female  

2- Age:  

¶ Less than 25 years  

¶ 25-34 

¶ 35-44 

¶ 45-54 

¶ More than 55 

3- Marital Status:  

¶ Single 

¶ Married 

4- Level of education:  

¶ Primary School  

¶ High School 

¶ Bachelor’s degree 

¶ Master’s Degree 

¶ PHD Degree 

5- Income per month: 

¶ 2020 TL and below 

¶ 2021-3500 TL 

¶ 3501- 5000 TL 

¶ 5001-7000 TL 

¶ 7001 TL and above 

 

 

Questions: 

- Do you know what organic food is? 

¶ Yes  
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¶ No  

- Organic food is the food that is processed without including any synthetic 

fertilizers, growth hormones or pesticides. Have you ever purchased organic 

food? 

¶ Yes  

¶ No 

Answer the following questions from 1 to 5, 1= Strongly Disagree, 2= Disagree, 

3= Neither Disagree nor Agree, 4= Agree, 5= Strongly Agree 

 1= 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2= 

Disagree 

3= 

Neither 

Disagree 

nor 

Agree 

4= 

Agree 

5= 

Strongly 

Agree 

Functional Value Quality:  

- The organic food has consistent quality  

- The organic food is well made 

- The organic food product has an 

acceptable standard of quality 

- The organic food product would perform 

consistently 

     

Functional Value Price:  

- The organic food product is reasonably 

priced.  

- The organic food product offers value for 

money.  

- The organic food product is a good 

product for the price.  

- The organic food product would be 

economical.  
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Continued questionnaire questions. 

Social value: 

- Buying the organic food product would 

help me to feel acceptable.  

- Buying the organic food product would 

improve the way that I am perceived.  

- Buying the organic food product would 

make a good impression on other people.  

- Buying the organic food product would 

give its owner social approval 

     

Emotional Value: 

- Buying the organic food products make 

me feel a better/responsible person.  

- Buying the organic food products makes 

me feel good about myself.  

- Buying the organic food products makes 

me feel that I am doing good for organic 

farming/environment/small farmers.  

- Buying the organic food products makes 

me feel more conscious person.  

- Buying the organic food products makes 

me feel that I am doing the right thing.  

     

Involvement:  

- Organic foods are very important to me. 

- Organic foods are continually of interest 

to me.  

- Organic issues have a great concern with 

me.  

- I’m highly involved in searching and 

reading information about organic food. 

     

Purchase Intention:  

- I expect myself to consume organic food.  

- I would buy organic food.  

- I plan to consume organic food 

- I intend to purchase organic food product 

within the near future.  
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Appendix B: Survey Questionnaire (Turkish Version) 

Demografik Sorular: 

1- Cinsiyet:  

¶ Erkek  

¶ Kadin 

 

2- Yas:  

¶ 25 yaş ve altı   

¶ 25-34 

¶ 35-44 

¶ 45-54 

¶ 55 yaş ve üstü 

 

3- Medeni durumu:   

¶ Bekar 

¶ Evli 

 

4- Eĵitim durumu:  

¶ İlkokul 

¶ Lise  

¶ Üniversite 

¶ Yüksek Lisans 

¶ Doktora 

 

5- Aylēk gelir durumu:  

¶ 2020 TL ve altı 

¶ 2021-3500 TL 

¶ 3501- 5000 TL 

¶ 5001-7000 TL 

¶ 7001 TL ve üstü 

Sorular:  

Organik gēdanēn ne olduĵunu biliyor musunuz? 

¶ Evet 

¶ Hayır 

 

Organik gēdalar, doĵal ¿r¿n kuĸatmasē altēndaki g¿bre, ot ºld¿r¿c¿, zirai 

ilalar, antibiyotikler ve genetiĵi deĵiĸtirilmiĸ organizamalar (GDO) iermeyen, 

kimsayal katkēsēz ¿r¿nlerdir. Hi organik gēda satēnaldēnēz mē? 

¶ Evet 
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¶ Hayır 

 

Aĸaĵēdaki Sorularē Yanētlayēn: 1=Kesinlikle Katēlmēyorum, 2= Katēlmēyorum, 

3= Ne Katēlmēyorum Ne Katēlēyorum, 4=Katēlēyorum, 5= Kesinlikle 

Katēlēyorum 

 1=Kesinli

kle 

Katılmıyo

rum 

2= 

Katılmıyo

rum 

3= Ne 

Katılmıyo

rum Ne 

Katılıyoru

m 

4= 

Katılıyoru

m 

5= 

Kesinlikle 

Katılıyoru

m 

 

Fonksiyonel Deĵer- Kalite  

- Organik gıdalar uygun kaliteye sahiptir. 

- Organik ürünler kalitelidir. 

- Organik gıdaların kabul edilir kalite 

standartları söz konusudur. 

- Organik gıdaların ürün performansı 

yüksektir. 

 

     

Fonskiyonel Deĵer-Fiyat  

- Organik gıdalar makul 

fiyatlandırılmıştır. 

- Organik gıdalar kendileri için ödenen 

fiyatın hakkını verir. 

- Organik gıdalar ödenen fiyata göre iyi 

ürünlerdir. 

- Organik gıdalar ekonomiktir. 

     

Sosyal Deĵer  

- Organik gıda satınalmak kendimi kabul 

görür hissetmeme yardımcı olur. 

- Organik gıda satınalmak diğerleri 

tarafından daha olumlu algılanmama yol 

açar. 

- Organik gıda satınalmak diğer insanlar 

üzerinde iyi bir etki yaratmamı sağlar. 

- Organik gıda satınalmak tüketicisine 

sosyal kabuledilebilirlik sağlar. 

 

     

Devam eden anket soruları. 

 Duygusal Deĵer  
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- Organik gıda satınalmak daha iyi / 

sorumlu bir kişi olarak hissettemi sağlar. 

- Organik gıda satınalmak kendimi daha 

iyi hissetmemi sağlar. 

- Organik gıda satınalmak organik 

tarım/çevre/çiftçiler için iyi bir şey 

yaptığımı hissettirir. 

- Organik gıda satınalmak kendimi daha 

duyarlı bir insan olarak hissettirir. 

- Organik gıda satınalmak doğru bir şey 

yaptığımı hissettirir. 

Ķlginlik D¿zeyi  

- Organik gıdalar benim için önemlidir. 

- Organik gıdalarla sıklıkla ilgilenirim. 

- Organik konulara fazlaca ilgim var. 

- Organik gıdalar hakkında araştırma ve 

okuma yapmaya fazlaca ilgim var. 

 

     

Satınalma Niyeti  

- Organik gēda t¿ketme eĵilimim var. 

- Organik gēda satēnalērēm. 

- Organik gēda satēnalmayē planlarēm. 

- Yakēn zamanda organik gēda 

satēnalmayē d¿ĸ¿n¿yorum. 
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Appendix C: Ethics Committee Approval Form  
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