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Abstract

This study investigates determinants of sustainable consumption behaviour in Belgium. To gain a better insight in
sustainable consumption, we conducted a study where sustainable attitudes and behaviour as well as some individual
characteristics like involvement, certainty and values related to sustainable products are scrutinized. We explore if
determinants as hypothesised by the theory of planned behaviour (TPB) — attitudes, perceived behavioural control, social
norms - influence sustainable consumption intention in general and according to different levels of involvement, certainty
and values. The empirical research builds on a survey with a sample of 456 young consumers, using a questionnaire and
an experimental design with manipulation of key constructs through showing advertisements for sustainable dairy. The
stepwise multiple regression showed that 50% of the variance in intention to consume or purchase sustainable dairy was
explained by the combination of attitudes, perceived social influences, perceived consumer effectiveness and perceived
availability. In addition, different levels of involvement, certainty and value orientation entail different strengths of the
determinants. The findings yield public policy and marketing recommendations for stimulating sustainable food

consumption among the young.
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Introduction

The notion of sustainable development has become of widespread influence for government, industry as well as
the general public. Consumers’ interest in sustainable food production and consumption increases, raising the
potential influence of sustainability on consumer purchase decisions. In recent years, organic and other sustainable

products are appealing to consumers’ values (Conner, 2002).

Sustainability is defined as a combination of three aspects: economic (profit), ecological (planet) and
social (people) aspects (Reheul et al., 2001). The economic aspect has to do with a fair price for both
agricultural entrepreneurs and consumers. The ecological component involves care for the natural and
animal production factors, the living environment in general and the quality of life for humans (food

safety and quality).

The social component finally concerns on the one hand an integration of agriculture in the priorities and
needs of the society/citizens (in other words what is social acceptable) and on the other hand an
appreciation and support for the agro-sector from the society but also from the government (a

sustainable supporting policy).

Many consumers display increasing demands for convenience foods in order to manage time and work more
efficiently (cf. Homo oeconomicus who seeks to achieve his objectives with minimal costs, Faber et al., 2002), a
trend which is likely to continue as young consumers take their habits into their older age, and one that the food

industry needs to acknowledge and provide for.

In addition, an increasing segment of consumers consciously buys ethical or sustainable products (organic, fair
trade, animal welfare, environmental friendly, local’...) (Crane, 2001). Sustainable consumption is based on a
decision making process that takes the consumer’s social responsibility (animal welfare, environment, fair trade;
cfr Homo Politicus who tries to consider what is best for society, Faber et al., 2002) into account in addition to

individual needs like taste, price and convenience (Meulenberg, 2003) and health (Mathijs, 2003).



Several studies concentrated on attitudes towards sustainability and sustainable consumption behaviour (Shrum et
al., 1995; Verbeke and Viaene, 1999; De Pelsmacker et al., 2003). The attitude towards organic products is in
general more favourable in comparison with regular products for both organic and non-organic consumers.
Organic products are perceived to be better with respect to taste, quality, safety, impact on health and on the
environment, while a more negative attitude is found for the aspects price, appearance, availability and
conservation (Cera-foundation, 2001). In addition, a positive perception exists of regional and local food products
since they have the image of freshness and quality and contribute to the regional economies and identity.

The critical question is the extent to which interested consumers turn their expressed interest into actual
purchasing habits, in that even where consumers do have concerns about ‘conventionally’ produced food, their
support for alternatives is usually conditional, often determined by price issues. Grunert and Juhl, 1995) found a
high covariation between environmental attitudes and buying frequency in the sense that the more environmentally
concerned an individual is, the more likely s/he is to buy organic foods. However, recent research shows that most
consumers are prepared to try local foods (at least in principle), but this was usually conditional upon it being
measured against issues of price, convenience, accessibility and perceived quality (Weatherall et al., 2003).
Practice shows that most of the ethical labelling initiatives like organic food, products free from child labour, legal
logged wood and fair-trade products often have market shares of less than 1% (MacGillivray, 2000). This is due to
the attitude-behaviour gap: attitudes alone are a poor predictor of marketplace behaviour (Kraus, 1995; Ajzen,
2001). Recent research shows that 52% of consumers were interested in purchasing “earth-sustainable” foods, but
did not purchase those foods owing to the perceived barriers of lack of availability, inconvenience, price
(Robinson and Smith, 2002) habit and trust. In addition, social responsibility is often not the most dominant
criteria during purchase decisions (Boulstridge and Carrigan, 2000). Personal (e.g. ignorance about sustainable

products) as well as contextual (e.g. lack of sustainable products locally) factors may inhibit sustainable purchases.

Despite several papers indicating consumer profiles and barriers, there is gap in thorough understanding of
consumer decision-making towards sustainable food consumption, i.e. the specific role of individual
characteristics like involvement, certainty and values. Our objective is to explore the predictive value of attitudes,

perceived behavioural control and subjective norms in explaining intention (as put forward by the theory of

? “‘Buying local’ has become an ethical issue, incorporating a range of civic concerns that include acknowledging
local products as being environmentally friendly, animal welfare friendly, good for the local economy and



planned behaviour, Ajzen, 1985) for sustainable products, variables which relative importance in determining
intentions and ultimately behaviour can prove quite useful in devising effective behavioural influence strategies. In
the present research, we will include other variables that can additionally explain consumer’s intentions to
purchase sustainable products. More specifically, we will investigate the role involvement, certainty and values
play in this intention formation process. The aim is to gain a better understanding of sustainable purchase
behaviour and to formulate recommendations for stimulating sustainable food consumption among young
consumers. Consumers are not homogenous, and there is the opportunity to target specific groups with particular
messages about the sustainability of the food they purchase. Before we will outline the study design, we will
explain more thoroughly the theory of planned behaviour, which is used as theoretical framework of our study and

the possible role of involvement, certainty and values as influencers of the determinants of behavioural intentions.

Theoretical framework

The theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1985) postulates three conceptually independent determinants of
intention: attitude towards the behaviour, subjective norm and perceived behavioural control. Attitude towards the
behaviour refers to the degree to which a person has a favourable or unfavourable evaluation or appraisal of
behaviour, while subjective or social norms refer to the perceived social pressure to perform or not to perform the
behaviour. Behavioural control indicates whether the consumer can easily consume a certain product or whether
its consumption is difficult or impossible. Behavioural control is assumed to reflect past experience as well as
anticipated difficulties or facilitating conditions. When people believe they lack the resources or opportunities to
perform behaviour, they are unlikely to form strong intentions to perform the behaviour. According to the theory
of planned behaviour, the immediate antecedent of behaviour is the intention to perform behaviour. As a general
rule, the stronger the intention to engage in behaviour, the more likely should be its performance. Furthermore,
perceived behavioural control directly influences behaviour in that even if one intends to do something, he or she

may be unable to do so if the behaviour is not under volitional control.

Sparks et al. (1997) have pointed out that perceived behavioural control reflects both inner control factors (e.g.
self-efficacy) and external perceived difficulty factors (e.g. perceived barriers). More specifically, both availability
(i.e. barrier) (Sparks and Shepherd, 1992) and perceived consumer effectiveness have been related significantly to

perceived control.

community or organically produced.



In the present research, we look at two determinants of behavioural control, namely availability and perceived
consumer effectiveness. The term ‘availability’ indicates if a consumer can easily obtain or consume a certain
products. Although the motivation of consumers to buy sustainable products can be high, it is possible that this
does not result in actual sustainable consumption behavioural intention due to a low availability of the product

(Vermeir and Verbeke, 2005). Consumers claim that a higher availability could increase their consumption.

Perceived consumer effectiveness (PCE), or the extent to which the consumer believes that his personal efforts can
contribute to the solution of a problem, is another control factor. A high PCE is necessary to motivate consumers to

express their positive attitudes towards sustainable products in actual consumption (e.g. Roberts, 1996).

The theory of planned behaviour has shown to provide an excellent framework for conceptualising, measuring and
empirically identifying factors that determine behaviour and behavioural intention and offer a systematic approach
to campaign development (Montano et al., 1997). A recent study on purchase intentions towards sustainable foods
shows that attitudes, perceived behavioural control and subjective norms independently predict purchase intention
of sustainable products (Robinson and Smith, 2002). However recently, some authors argue that self-related
variables should be included in research on consumer food choice intention (e.g. Sparks and Shepherd, 1992;
Robinson and Smith, 2002). Personal or contextual factors can keep positive attitudes from being expressed in
action (e.g. Tanner and Kast, 2003). In other words, different levels of personal or situational factors could
influence the extent to which attitudes are predictive of or translated in behavioural intention. For example,
Bisonette and Contento (2001) argue that when adolescents are involved with organically or locally produced
food, because they feel that it is important to them personally or because they are worried about the effects of
specific food production practices, they are more likely to say that they intend to act. Grunert and Juhl (1995)
found that the more environmentally concerned (or involved) an individual is, the more likely s/he is to buy

sustainable foods.

In the present research, we focus on three possible determinants of the intention
formation process, namely involvement, certainty and values. In the next paragraphs, we

will outline these three characteristics.

The classical attitude-intention-behaviour models like the theory of planned behaviour ignore the potential role of

involvement. Involvement is activated when the object (a product, service, promotional message) is perceived as



being instrumental in meeting important needs, goals and values. The object is important to the self, because it
addresses important values and goals in his or her life. The relevance of investigating consumer involvement or
perceived personal importance pertains to its function as a motivational force. The less important the consequences
of a product purchase on the person’s need satisfaction, the lower this person’s involvement towards this product,
the less motivated the person is to invest cognitive effort in making a decision. The extent to which a consumer is
involved in a product influences the consumer’s decision process for this product. It influences the extensiveness
of information search, the length of the decision-making process, formation of beliefs, attitudes and intentions as
well as behavioural outcomes such as variety seeking behaviour, brand-switching behaviour, brand-commitment
or loyalty, frequency of product usage and shopping enjoyment (Verbeke and Vackier, 2004).

Different levels of involvement lead to different manners of processing. People are motivated to invest cognitive
effort in a decision making process (reasoned processing) thereby taking possible future outcomes into account,
when they are highly involved, while automated processing or habitual behaviour occurs when consumers have
low motivation due to low involvement (Jager, 2000).

We argue that individuals with high and low levels of involvement, and consequently reasoned or automated
processors, will take different criteria into account when making a decision (see figure 1). For example,
individuals who are highly involved, and thus considering the possible outcomes of their behaviour, could be more
inclined to consider PCE in their decisions (i.e. “can my behaviour have positive consequences for the
environment?”’), while lowly involved individuals could be more inclined to use social norms as a guide for their
behaviour, because this information is relatively easy to process and leads to quick and effective decision making.
In addition, habitual buyers could consult less their attitudes (positive or negative) compared to reasoned
processors, because they lack the motivation to process information, while for reasoned processors, the presence of
a negative attitude, for example, is more predictive of their buying intention. Given their relative lack of active
interest in improving knowledge, the challenge is to provide information in a format that grabs consumers’
attention, which is relevant to them and which helps them make decisions about issues important to them. If policy
makers know which information is valued or used to make decisions (e.g. social norms, availability), they can use

this information as such to improve communication strategies towards these consumers.

In addition, many consumers are not highly confident in their ability to purchase sustainable foods (Robinson and
Smith, 2002). The less information available (e.g. about availability or need-satisfying capacity of the product)

and/or the more complex and contradictory this information is, the more uncertain consumers may be regarding



what products to choose. We argue that certain consumers will have different determinants that guide their
behaviour compared to uncertain consumers. If an individual is relatively certain about the outcome of their
behaviour, s/he is inclined to gather and process information without considering the behaviour or opinion of
others (like social norms) as a main source of information on behavioural opportunities ((i.e. individual processors,
cfr. Jager, 2000). On the other hand, relative uncertainty about the need-satisfying capacity of opportunities
stimulates social processing or the observation of the behaviour or opinion of others as a means to get information
(i.e. social norms) (cfr. social processors, Jager, 2000). In addition, uncertain social processors could be less
inclined to follow their attitudes (positive or negative) because they especially consider others’ opinions, while

certain processors will translate, for example negative attitudes, in a refraining from buying sustainable products.

Finally, we consider values as a possible influencer of the determinants of behavioural intentions. Human values
are referred to as relatively stable beliefs about the personal or social desirability of certain behaviours and modes
of existence (Rokeach, 1973; Jager, 2000). For example, some people may attach great value to comfortable
living, adhering to a materialistic life style, while others are more concerned with the environment and adhere to a
more non-materialistic lifestyle. Many people live in relatively stable environments and thus their values will be
quite stable.

Values influence both sustainable attitudes and behaviour (e.g. towards recycling, McCarthy and Shrum, 1994;
towards green purchase behaviour, Chan, 2001). Values can play an important role in the consumer’ decision
process like sustainable product choice and brand choice (Burgess, 1992). Several authors have linked sustainable
or ethical behaviour to personal values (Finegan, 1994; Sikula and Costa, 1994; Fritzsche, 1995; Grunert and Juhl,
1995; Thogersen, 2001; De Pelsmacker et al., 2003). In general, the values ‘honesty’ (Finegan, 1994; Fritzsche,
1995), idealistic (i.e. a world of peace and beauty; Finegan, 1994; equality; De Pelsmacker et al., 2003; and not
harming others; Van Kenhove et al., 2001), ‘universalism’ (Grunert and Juhl, 1995; Thogersen, 2001),
‘benevolence’ and ‘self-direction’ (Grunert and Juhl, 1995), ‘equality’ (Sikula and Costa, 1994; Roozen et al.,
2001), ‘“freedom’, ‘honest’, ‘responsible’ (Sikula and Costa, 1994), ‘obedience’ (Finegan, 1994) were associated
with sustainable behaviour, while civic spirit (i.e. obedience, politeness, cleanness and self-control) and personal
gratification (an exciting life, pleasure, cheerful) (De Pelsmacker et al., 2003), ambition (Finegan, 1994; Roozen et
al., 2001), ‘a comfortable life” (Finegan, 1994; Roozen et al., 2001), “sense of accomplishment”, ‘family security’
and ‘national security’ (Roozen et al., 2001), ‘power’, ‘security’, ‘conformity’ and ‘tradition’ (Grunert and Juhl,

1995) are more characteristic of flavour or brand lovers (versus fair trade lovers/likers) or less ethical behavioural



patterns. The confirmation of a causal influence between some values like universalism to a sustainable
consumption pattern implies that promoting the right values through socialization and national institutions can

facilitate the achievement of the long-run goal of sustainable consumption (Thogersen, 2001).

According to Jager et al. (2000), the values a person adheres, or an enduring preference for certain opportunities,
will be an important aspect in determining the persons’ choices and their used decision criteria. For example, a
person that values protection will rather use the relative safety of the street a bakery is located in as a decision
criterion instead of the taste of the bread. Thogersen and Grunert-Beckmann (1997) argue that values are crucial to
understand environment-related behaviours but that the importance of values will be underestimated if critical
mediating constructs are not assessed like for example attitudes, norms and perceived behavioural control. The
purpose of the present research is to extend previous research by exploring the determinants that individuals —who
adhere different values- take into account when purchasing or refraining from purchasing sustainable products. We
already know that some values are associated with the purchase of sustainable products while others are correlated
with the acquisition of regular products. With this research, we want to investigate if individuals with different
values use social norms, behavioural control and attitudes in a different manner. Given this information, more
specific communication strategies could be developed for different value seekers. For example, if our research
shows that individuals who adhere the value ‘security’ are more inclined to use social norms or PCE compared to
low security seekers, tailored communication strategies could be generated to stimulate security seekers to

purchase sustainable products (e.g. by emphasizing or increasing importance of social norms or PCE).

Study design

This study investigates determinants of sustainable consumption behaviour in Belgium. To gain a better insight in
sustainable consumption, we conducted a study where sustainable attitudes and behaviour as well as some
individual characteristics like involvement, certainty and values related to sustainable products are scrutinized. We
explore if determinants as hypothesised by the theory of planned behaviour (TPB) — attitudes, perceived
behavioural control, social norms - influence sustainable consumption intention in general and according to
different levels of involvement, certainty and values. Identifying several individual characteristics that explain the
influence that attitude, perceived behavioural control and social norms have on behaviour could help policy

makers to attune communication efforts to promote sustainable consumption to specific segments increasing the



effectivity of the communication. In addition, understanding the reason a consumer buys or refuses to buy
sustainable products could help designers of sustainable products, which attributes/advantages should be stressed
or added and which attributes/advantages should be downplayed. Consumers are not homogenous, and there is the

opportunity to target specific groups with particular messages about the sustainability of the food they purchase.

AN EMPIRICAL STUDY OF SUSTAINABLE CONSUMPTION IN FLANDERS

Method, Data Collections and Material

We address several individual characteristics in our study that could influence sustainable consumption:
involvement, certainty, availability, PCE, social norms and values. Survey data were collected through
questionnaires in Belgium. The sample for this study consisted of 456 higher educated youngsters in the age group
19-22 drawn from the population of Flanders. We especially incorporated youngsters because they are the
consumers of the future, capable of making a difference in the next 50 years. They are in the end stage of forming
their personal identity and developing a personal system of beliefs, morals and values. They will take their habits
into their older age and therefore provide policy makers with ample possibilities to create sustainable food
consumption habits within the Flemish population. Youngsters could be engaged in developing solutions to the
problems of the current and future food system. In addition to being the next generation of adults with consumer
power, they currently also have considerable spending power and can influence food choices in their households.
Furthermore, we deliberately chose higher educated youngsters because they already have some knowledge on the
concept of sustainability. If respondents do not know the sustainability concept, questions about involvement and
certainty could not be answered, making it impossible to categorize consumers according to their
involvement/certainty levels. Furthermore, it would be impossible for laymen to answer the questions about
availability, perceived consumer effectiveness, attitudes and behavioural intention of sustainable products.

We administered the questionnaire collectively during classes. The respondents were offered a questionnaire at
random when entering the classroom. The questionnaire consists of an advertisement for sustainable dairy
products (‘Le Fermier’) and several 7-point scales: a list of Schwartz Values, validated scales of involvement, PCE
and social norms towards sustainable consumption and validated self-constructed scales of availability, certainty,

attitudes and behavioural intention of Le Fermier dairy products (i.e. sustainable products). We chose dairy as the
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sustainable product under investigation because it is one of the most frequently purchased organic products (Cera-

foundation, 2001).

The advertisement promoted sustainable dairy products called ‘Le Fermier’. The advertisement consisted of an
attractive photograph of dairy products with the heading ‘Sustainable dairy, in and out of the hands of your
farmer’. In addition, some information about the sustainable production methods and the sustainable consequences
of Le Fermier products is provided.

Respondents first completed the Schwartz value questionnaire (Schwartz, 1992, see appendix for items).
Afterwards, respondents received the advertisement promoting Le Fermier dairy products and the respondents
were instructed to fill in the remaining questions (e.g. attitudes, behavioural intention, availability, PCE, certainty,
social norms, and involvement). Direct measuring of attitudes was performed with a 7-point semantic differential
including 6 bipolar adjectives: good vs. bad, good vs. bad quality, attractive vs. unattractive, ethical vs. unethical,
good vs. bad price-quality ratio, respect vs. no respect for humans and animals. Three bipolar adjectives measured
the attitude towards buying Le Fermier products on a 7-point scale (positive vs. negative, wise vs. unwise,
meaningful vs. useless) and behavioural intentions (good vs. little chance, likely vs. unlikely, certainly vs.
uncertain). The direct measure of social norms consisted of 5 statements on a 7-point Likert scale: People who are
important to me/family/society/friends/people who influence my buying behaviour think I should buy sustainable
food products. We measured behavioural control using the PCE scale constructed by Roberts (1996) and a self-
constructed 3-item scale of availability on a 7-point Likert scale. We asked respondents how easily they could
acquire Le Fermier products or find them in their neighbourhood and to what degree they thought that these
products were easily available. Furthermore, we used an existing questionnaire (Roberts, 1996) to measure
involvement towards sustainable consumption. To test the certainty consumers have about the sustainability of Le
Fermier products we asked respondents to indicate how certain they were about 5 items on a 6-point scale (e.g.
how certain are you that Le Fermier products are ecologically produced/ stimulate employment/ are produced

respecting animal welfare/ provide a fair income for the producer/ are better for me).

Empirical results

We used regression analysis to analyse the relationships proposed by the TPB, while factor analyses, using

principal components, are used to describe the constructs. Furthermore, we divided our respondents in several

11



groups according to their level of involvement, certainty and values using median split and reanalysed the data.

The reliability of the constructs is tested by the Cronbach’s alpha.

Theory of Planned Behaviour

In the following section, behavioural intention and its three main determinants, attitude toward buying Le Fermier
products, social norms and perceived behavioural control, are fist described using Cronbach’s alpha, factor
analysis and mean scores. Secondly, the influence of the determinants of intention to buy Le Fermier products is
examined through multiple regressions.

The Cronbach’s alpha of the attitude and al intention towards buying Le Fermier products is .80 and .92
respectively, exceeding the .60 cut-off value. A factor analysis resulted in only one factor for both constructs.
Mean attitudes towards buying Le Fermier products were 5.094, while mean behavioural intentions were 4.186
(see table 1 for mean values). The Cronbach’s alpha for social norms was .61 and again only one factor was
extracted. Mean values for social norms were 3.89. The Cronbach’s alpha of perceived behavioural control,
availability and PCE is .69, .80 and .72 respectively. A factor analysis confirmed the two factors, PCE and
availability, explaining 57.52% of the variance, when the items with a loading lower than 0.6 are not taken into

consideration. Mean availability was 3.57, while mean PCE scored 4.46.

<Insert table 1>

<Insert table 2>

Table 2 shows the regression coefficients between behavioural intentions and its hypothesised determinants, p-
values for significance and explained variance for the dependent variable ‘sustainable consumption behavioural
intention’. Attitude towards purchasing Le Fermier products, PCE, availability and social norms have a highly
significant positive impact on sustainable consumption intention and explain 50.1% of the variance. The high
positive correlation between attitude and intentions already reveals that there are few respondents with a high
attitude and low intentions. Besides the effect of attitudes, social norms, PCE and availability have an additional

positive effect on the purchase intention.

Involvement
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The involvement scale has a satisfactory internal reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.5). The correlation between
sustainability involvement and behavioural intention is significant and positive (.339). After classifying
respondents in two involvement categories using median split (low, high), results showed that highly involved
respondents have a significantly higher intention to buy the sustainable dairy products than low involvement
respondents (see table 1). The same holds for all other constructs of TPB, except for availability. Lowly involved
respondents do not believe that Le Fermier dairy products are less available compared to highly-involved
respondents.

Furthermore, high sustainability involvement does lead to a higher impact of PCE and a lower impact of social
norms on the intention to buy sustainable dairy products. The results, presented in table 3, indicate that lowly
(versus high) involved respondents rely more on social norms, while highly (versus lowly) involved respondents
rely more on PCE. Both groups equally rely on availability and attitudes.

<Insert table 3>

Certainty

With a Cronbach’s alpha of .85, the certainty construct has a satisfactory internal reliability. Certainty has a direct
effect on intention to purchase sustainable diary (r=.438). The classification of respondents in low versus high
certainty groups (using median split) showed that highly certain respondents are more inclined to buy sustainable
dairy products compared to uncertain respondents (see table 1). Furthermore, certain (vs. uncertain) consumers
have more positive attitudes, have higher social norms and believe that Le Fermier dairy products are more
available, while no differences exists for PCE.

In addition, high certainty leads to a higher predictive value of social norms with respect to intentions (see table 4).

<Insert table 4>

Values

All value constructs had ample reliability varying ranging from .66 for spirituality to .86 for universalism. Table 5

shows the mean values for the different value constructs. In general, Flemish youth attach most importance to

hedonism, stimulation and achievement, while they are relatively less interested in tradition, power and

spiritualism.
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We also tested if values could influence the intention to buy sustainable products. Only tradition (r=.132) and
power (r=-.102) were slightly but significantly correlated with intention. We classified our respondents in low
versus high value groups for each of the 11 values. Subsequent regression analyses showed that for respondents
who score high (versus low) on universalism, stimulation, power and achievement, social norms are not
significantly predictive of intentions (see table 5 for beta coefficients). On the contrary, respondents who have a
low (vs. high) level of benevolence, spiritualism, conformism, tradition, security, hedonism and self-direction do
not take social norms into account in their purchase intentions. In addition, PCE does not significantly explain
intentions for respondents who do not adhere universalism, benevolence and security. No differences between high

and low value scores were found for availability and attitudes.

<Insert table 5>

In addition differences exists in the order of magnitudes of the four components for different levels of the values
(see table 5). We performed stepwise regression analyses to get an indication of which variable contributes most in
the explanation of intentions. Attitudes are the most important predictor for all respondents, independent of their

value levels. Furthermore, some interesting differences occur, we will discuss the most striking (see table 5).

Respondents with a high level of universalism, especially follow their PCE to guide their intentions, while low
universalists especially use their social norms. On the other hand, respondents who adhere tradition are especially
guided by social norms, while low traditionalists follow their PCE beliefs to drive their intentions. Respondents
who pursue security are guided by PCE, while low security respondents look at the availability of the product.
Low achievers are especially driven by PCE, while high achievers follow the availability. Similarly, high
hedonists are guided by PCE, while low hedonists look at availability. Respondents low in stimulation are
especially guided by social norms, while high stimulators are driven by availability. Finally, low self-directors are

driven by PCE, while high self-directors follow their social norms.

Discussion

In this study, based on the TPB, the stepwise multiple regression showed that 50% of the variance in intention to

consume or purchase sustainable dairy was explained by the combination of attitudes, perceived social influences,
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perceived consumer effectiveness and perceived availability. Attitudes were the leading contributors of prediction
behavioural intentions (cfr. Bisonette and Contento, 2001).

Thus, a positive attitude towards sustainable products is a good starting point to stimulate sustainable
consumption. However, a positive attitude does not always result in the desired behavioural intention. This is due
to the fact that two other factors determine the decision-making process, social influences and perceived
behavioural control. Perceived behavioural control concerns among other things the availability of products on the
market and the perceived consumer effectiveness. Both influence consumers’ purchase intentions: consumers who
think that sustainable products are easily available and/or who believe that their behaviour has an impact on, for
example, the environment, are more inclined to buy sustainable products. In addition, consumers who experience

high social pressure to buy sustainable products, have a higher behavioural intention towards these products.

We argued that different levels of involvement will lead to different manners of processing. Our results showed
that especially the influence of social norms and PCE differed according to the involvement level. No differences
were found for the use of attitudes. Lowly involved consumers use social norms, in addition to attitudes and
availability (and PCE, to a lower extent) to make purchase decisions, while highly involved consumers are
especially guided by their PCE, in addition to attitudes (and availability to a lower extent). Lowly involved
consumers are not really motivated to engage in an effortful information search and they rely on simple heuristics
to decide which products to purchase. They are guided by more ‘obvious’ beliefs like attitudes and availability;
they probably think to themselves ‘do I feel good about this product?’ and ‘is it easily available?’, when the
answer to both questions is yes, they are probably inclined to buy the product under consideration. In addition,
they consider what ‘important’ people think they should do; this information is after all relatively easy to process,
most people have an idea about the opinions of their peers/family. To a lesser degree, lowly involved consumers
follow their PCE; reflecting on the consequences of their behaviour is probably too effortful to engage in. In
addition, lowly involved consumers are not losing any sleep about sustainable consumption and its consequences,
thus, they are less motivated to take their possible beneficiary role into account.

On the contrary, reasoned processors or highly involved consumers especially follow their attitudes and their PCE.
They are willing to take into account the future outcomes and possible consequences of their behaviour and use
this information to guide their intentions. To a lower extent, they consider the availability of the product, the more
available, the higher their purchase intention, indicating that low availability is still a strong barrier for consumers,

even though they are highly involved towards sustainable consumption. Finally, they do not consider social norms;
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probably they make up their own mind about their consumption pattern of sustainable products instead of

following other ones’ opinions, because sustainability is an important concept for them.

Furthermore, we argued that consumers, who differ in certainty, will consider different determinants to guide their
behavioural intention. We found that the consideration of social norms differed between certain and uncertain
consumers, while no real differences were found for attitudes, PCE and availability. We found that consumers,
who are less certain about the sustainable character of the products, take their attitudes, availability and PCE
beliefs into account when deciding to purchase sustainable products, while certain consumers also consider social
norms.

The latter result is contradictory to our expectations. As mentioned above, the determinant for social influences is
uncertainty about availability and the need-satisfying capacity of products, due to a lack of clear information.
However, our results show that intentions of uncertain consumers are less guided by social norms compared to
certain consumers. Possibly, our measurement of certainty was not accurate. Jager et al. (2000) claim that
uncertainty will lead to social processing if it is caused by a lack of knowledge on availability and need-satisfying
capacity of the product. However, we measured the certainty that the product that we advertised had indeed
sustainable characteristics. We did not ask about the respondents’ certainty about the availability of the product or
what the product can do for them, only what the product can do for the environment, job opportunities, etc. We
can conclude however, that respondents who believe in the sustainability claims of the product (i.e. certain
consumers), are more guided by social norms compared to respondents who do not believe that the product is
sustainable (i.e. uncertain consumers). The latter ones will intend to buy the product if they have a positive attitude
towards buying it, or believe the product is available or if they believe they could make a difference, but they do
not take their social environment into account. We can label these consumers as individual decision makers: they
look at their own attitudes, PCE and their beliefs about availability to guide their behavioural intention and they
are not influenced by social norms. In addition, these consumers seem to have some more problems with believing
what advertisers or communications tell them. Possibly they will have more hesitances to believe in labels attached
to sustainable products. The social processors (in this case, the believers in the sustainability of the product) are
more likely to follow social norms instigated by friends and family, which is understandable since they also easily
believe the claims we —as unknown- made about the product.

Finally, our results showed that consumers who adhere traditional values (e.g. be humble, devout, respect

traditions, no extreme ideas or feelings) are more inclined to buy sustainable products, while power seekers
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(influential, preserving image, having authority, respect and power over others) are less inclined. The former are
probably more willing to buy sustainable products because they want to steer a middle course, while the latter
could care less about instigating a behaviour that is not associated with gaining power.

Furthermore, attitudes and availability beliefs were significant for predicating behavioural intentions for low or
high pursuers of all values, while some differences occurred for social norms and PCE. In addition, attitudes were
most important in guiding behavioural intention for all consumers, while availability, PCE and social norms varied
in importance according to the value levels.

For example, high universalists -who are broad-minded, loyal and wise, want to protect the environment and be
one with nature, and strive for a just, peaceful and beautiful world- consider the consequences that their behaviour
has for the environment, while consumers who do not adhere these ‘unselfish’, ‘exemplary’ values rather look at
the opinions of others to guide their sustainable consumption behavioural intention. In other words, high
universalists will buy sustainable products for internal reasons, namely, if they believe that they can make a
difference, while low universalists will buy them if others believe they should buy them, thus for external reasons.
Availability is for both groups least important.

In addition, high benevolence consumers or the kind-hearted consumers (i.e. true friendship, love, reliability and
honesty are important) and security seekers (moderate, healthy, clean, strive for belonging, safety and national
security) consider as well the feelings of others (social norms) as their own beliefs about PCE to instigate
sustainable behavioural intention, while consumers who are less ‘soft’ or less ‘controlling’ only consider their own
feelings/attitudes and the ease of availability. One difference between high benevolers and high security seekers is
that social norms and PCE are somewhat more important to security seekers, possibly because reckoning with
other ones’ and own opinions gives one more control over the environment (i.e. you know what others will think
of you) and him-(or her)self and therefore security, while it only slightly contributes to the solidness of
relationships (i.e. different opinions are accepted in solid relationships).

Consumers who adhere spirituality (i.e. acceptance of own living conditions, inner calm, focus on spiritual,
mental versus material affairs) also consider their own feelings and beliefs (attitudes and PCE), as well as practical
(i.e. availability) claims and others’ opinions —i.e. social norms- (to a lesser degree), while the latter are less
important for the less spiritual consumer. The same results apply to high conformists — who are highly
conscientious, obedient, polite, disciplined, respect their parents, the elderly and applaud order — and high
traditionalists — who are humble, devout, respect traditions, no extreme feelings or opinions); both have similar

strict, conscientious values and both consider their own feelings and beliefs as well as other’s opinions and
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practical issues. On the other hand, low traditionalists or conformists do not consider social norms; they probably
let their hair down once in a while and leave others opinions behind them. In addition, hedonists, who enjoy life,
also consider others’ opinions in addition to attitudes, PCE and availability, while consumers who find pleasure
less important, also refrain from considering others opinions. Contrary to our expectations, consumers who are
independent, self-respecting and freedom in mind and body (high self-directive), are liable to social pressure,
while the more ‘dependent’ consumers are not considering social norms. High self-directors still maintain freedom
even though they look at other people to make their decisions -possibly only independent consumers can combine
both their own as other one’s opinions, while consumers who do not claim to look for independence, ‘practice’
independence by only looking at their own opinions and beliefs when deciding to buy particular products.

Some differences occur between the importance high spiritualists, conformists, traditionalists, hedonists and self
directors attach to the different determinants of behavioural intention. All five groups follow especially their
attitudes; hedonists, spiritualists and conformists also especially follow their PCE, probably because translating the
idea that one can make a difference in actual behaviour can heighten the pleasure level, inner calm level and the
conscientious level that respectively high hedonists, spiritualists and high conformist strive for. High conformists
look in addition at the availability of the sustainable products, probably because availability is contributory to the
level of order or following standards (i.e. visit regular shops) they can adhere in their lives. High hedonists and
spiritualists, on the other hand, do not fully consider the availability of the products, possibly this practical issue
does not conflict with striving for pleasure or inner calmness.

High traditionalists and high self directors consider social norms before availability and PCE but we have to note
that self-directors only slightly look at social norms, PCE and availability, especially attitudes are important for
them in directing their behavioural intention. This is in line with their need for independency; they especially
consider their own feelings and only slightly the opinions of others. High traditionalists on the other hand
especially consider social norms and availability and to a lesser degree their own beliefs about PCE, probably
because following generally accepted (i.e. what people -important to them- think and what is generally easily
available) behavioural patterns gives them the feeling that they are engaging in traditional behaviour.

An interesting difference also occurs for low spiritualists, conformists, traditionalists, hedonists and self-directors.
They all follow their attitudes in guiding their sustainable behavioural intention and none of them follow social
norms, but low self-directors, or ‘dependent’ consumers also especially follow their own beliefs about PCE. In
other words, even though these consumers do not claim to strive for independence or freedom, they do look

especially to what they can do for the environment (cfr. low power and achievement strivers) instead of following
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the generally accepted opinions. In addition, the ease of availability is also very important to them, the more easily
available a product is, the more they are inclined to buy it. The latter characteristic is also very important for low
hedonists and low spiritualists, probably, product availability is especially appreciated by consumers who do not
strive for pleasure at any means or who do value material things, because high availability means easy to access
and makes consumption somewhat less complex (‘I buy the available product’), while pleasure seekers or
spiritualists can live with this limited barrier. Low traditionalists and low conformists both equally value PCE and
availability, possibly because they both pass over the similar concepts of traditions and conformity.

Finally, consumers who strive for power (influential, preserving image, having authority, respect and power over
others), achievement (ambitious, competent, intelligent, successful, self-respecting) and stimulation (want
challenges and change) consider their own opinions and practical issues, but do not consider other one’s opinions,
while less ‘selfish’ or ‘self-satisfying’ consumers take others into account. In addition, high power seekers and
high achievement seekers differ in their use of PCE and availability in making decisions: power seekers especially
value PCE, while achievement seekers especially look at the availability of the products. Power seekers possibly
attain power by displaying that one man can make a difference, while achievers are more contextually driven (‘a
product that is available will be bought, no excessive effort is done for purchasing products’). High stimulators
both value PCE and availability, possibly their balance between internal thoughts (i.e. PCE) and external situations
(i.e. availability), makes it possible for them to welcome or seek challenges and changes. In addition, low
achievers and power seekers especially consider their own beliefs (i.e. PCE) and to some extent the availability
and social norms, they probably want to keep a balance between own thoughts, other ones' opinions and contextual
factors, with a special interest in their own beliefs instead of focussing on achieving success or influence. Low
stimulators also seem to consider as well contextual as inner factors, but they especially also look at others’

opinions.

Our research has some practical implications. We argue that changing consumer decision-making from automated
to reasoned processing and from social to individual processing can lead to more ‘controllable’ and predictable
consumption behaviour. Highly involved consumers and individual processors (in our case, uncertain consumers)
base their behavioural intention on their attitudes, PCE and availability, three variables that can be altered by well-
developed communication strategies. Consumers’ attitudes can be made positive, if the ‘right buttons are pushed’,
i.e. a specific strategy for a specific segment (e.g. focussing on specific values). Furthermore, the feeling of

availability can be heightened by providing consumers with solutions to their acquisition problems, e.g. giving
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consumer a list of addresses or a telephone number that they can call to attain a list of ‘sustainable’ stores.
Furthermore, to enhance availability beliefs, the levels of sustainable food products available in supermarkets
should be increased, in that this is where the majority of consumer food purchases are (LaTrobe, 2002). However,
this emphasis should not preclude improving consumer access to sustainable products through more localised
outlets, such as local food shops and farmers’ markets, where improving their convenience and logistical
efficiency should be considered. In addition, PCE can be heightened by providing consumers with examples that
ensure them that their behaviour can make a difference in this world (e.g. Chiquita).

On the other hand, the social pressure or the opinions of the general public that are followed by automated and
social processors are difficult to predict and to adapt, especially in the short term.

Thus, making consumers highly involved can help policy makers to influence their behavioural intention.
However, since food purchases occur very frequently, we cannot expect that consumers stay highly involved or
deliberate very extensively for each food purchase. After deliberation and consequently the purchase of a
sustainable product, consumers will need heuristics to develop a new routine in buying these sustainable products.
Heuristics are behavioural rules that are used to reduce complex ecological themes to a level that can be used in
consumers’ daily life. Ideally, the repeated purchase of sustainable products will lead to sustainable habits,
provided that the attitudes remain positive, the availability remains high and the PCE is still believed.

Several strategies can be put forward for enhancing consumers’ involvement. For example, improving consumers’
knowledge on agricultural and food production can enhance consumers’ involvement (Vermeir and Verbeke,
2005). For example, the value of the countryside could be directly promoted through such initiatives as
demonstration farms, or indirectly by promoting the benefits of local and regional food in ways that match their
demands for taste, customer service, food quality, availability, accessibility and affordability. In addition,
knowledge could be increased by enhancing the visibility of sustainable products through identifiable labels, signs
and brochures within a grocery store. In addition, involvement can be heightened by showing the consumer that a
particular product responds to their needs (e.g. risk avoidance or perceived personal benefits), and that this product
(or these needs) are important (Vermeir and Verbeke, 2005).

In addition, guiding the consumer into becoming individual processors instead of social processors also can make
sustainable behavioural intention more impressionable and predictable. Previous research also shows that social
motivation (i.e. belonging to a group, cfr. social pressure) does not often lead to sustainable consumption
(Bontinckx, 2002). Consumers who are uncertain about logos, labels, availability etc... (and therefore social

processors) are not inclined to ‘putting their money where their mouth is’ in terms of ethical products, i.e.
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translating their positive attitude into behavioural intention. In an environment that is dominated by uncertainty,
the consumer seeks primarily for some kind of rational support to his/her purchase choice. This requested rational
support and guarantees can not be delivered unless a waterproof system of identification, traceability and control is
established (Verbeke and Viaene, 1999). It is essential that schemes and standards are sufficiently transparent to
allow consumers to understand what they are buying into, if the market for ethical goods is to grow, in other
words, consumers have to become individual processors, who are certain about their knowledge and the
information they receive.

People are heterogeneous, and developing a strategy to reach all consumers at the same time is a
hopeless task. Consumers are clearly not a homogenous group, and raising their awareness of the issues
involved within food production needs to be targeted accordingly. This may be in terms of matching the
messages about sustainable food production to the recipient group. Sustainable products can be
promoted to the broader public through communication efforts. Through providing information, certain
features of products can be addressed; the need-satisfying capacity and the values linked with
sustainable products can be presented, etc. Robinson and Smith (2002) argue that it is important to
convey educational messages appealing to consumer attitudes and beliefs about sustainable produced
foods and not a specific demographic of people. They also found in their study that psychosocial
variables and past behaviour (compared to demographics) were most predictive of intention to purchase
sustainable produced foods. In the present study, we investigated, amongst others, the influence of
involvement, certainty and values on purchase behavioural intention of sustainable products. Our results
can assist in future marketing efforts to effectively promote sustainable produced foods among the
young. Different strategies can be put forward for different value seekers, for example, high
achievement oriented youngsters could be persuaded by increasing the favourableness of their attitudes
(e.g. by linking achievement to sustainable products), their beliefs in availability, and to a lesser degree

their PCE.

Limitations and Future Research
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Bisonette and Contento (2001) included perceived responsibility (to improve the environment) and self-identity
(i.e. environmental concern and health consciousness) in their research in addition to attitudes, perceived social
influences and perceived behavioural control and found that these additional variables influenced intentions to
consumer or purchase locally grown foods. In addition, Sparks and Shepherd (1992) also confirmed that self-
identity influenced green behaviour. Future research could benefit from incorporating perceived responsibility and
self-identity.

In addition, the inclusion of personal norms increases the amount of behavioural variance explained, also after
controlling for attitudes, subjective norms and perceived control (e.g. Thogersen, 2002). However, the latter
especially has an influence on behaviours if consumers have had direct experience with the product under
investigation. We can expect that a minority of our subjects had experience with sustainable dairy so personal
norms would not have had much influence in our study. However, future research should incorporate this variable
in order to fully explain behavioural intention and behaviour. Finally, past experiences also have a significant
impact on behavioural intentions and behaviour (e.g. Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980; Bagozzi, 1981). As mentioned
before, past (or direct) experience with sustainable dairy products is probably low for our respondents, however
incorporating this variable in our research could have provided additional explained variance.

Another limitation is that there is no actual measure of behaviour in our study. In our case, it was impossible to ask
for real behaviour since the product under consideration (Le Fermier dairy products) were non-existent. In
addition, previous research indicates that behavioural intention is highly positively correlated with behaviour,
although some variable could influence this relation. Future research should try to include behavioural measures —

if possible- to overcome or measure the influence of the latter variables.

Conclusion

A substantial number of studies show that consumers value the ethical aspect in a product and that there is a
willingness to pay for ethical products. However, consumers’ behavioural intention in the marketplace is
apparently not consistent with their reported attitude towards products with an ethical dimension. In this study, we
tried to go further in the explanation of the attitude/behavioural intention gap by capturing the purchase intention
for biological dairy. More specifically, we examined if the determinants for purchase intentions according to the
theory of planned behaviour, namely, attitudes, social norms, PCE and availability, are significant in different

circumstances. Different levels of involvement, certainty and value orientation entail different strengths of the
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determinants. The findings yield public policy and marketing recommendations for stimulating sustainable food

consumption among the young.
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Table 1. Mean Values of TPB components

Behavioural attitude Availability PCE Social Norms
Intention

General 4.19 5.09 3.58 4.47 3.89

High Involvement | 4.51 542 3.59 4.77 4.07

Low Involvement 3.83 4.77 3.55 4.17 3.69

High Certainty 4.65 5.40 3.76 4.56 4.06

Low Certainty 3.56 4.67 3.35 433 3.67
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Table 2. Correlation and regression coefficients of TPB components

Correlation Regression p-value
coefficient coefficients %
explained
variance
Attitude towards purchasing Le | .666 .542 .000 50.1
Fermier products
Social norms 371 .108 .004
PCE 389 161 .000
Availability 266 150 .000




Table 3. Correlation and regression coefficients of TPB components according to involvement level

Correlation Regression
coefficient coefficients B * p-value %
explained
variance
Involvement level Low High Low High Low High Low high
Attitude towards purchasing Le | .658 .645 529 553 .000 .000 497 483
Fermier products
Social norms 448 227 133 .089 .030 .079
PCE 331 355 111 217 .049 .000
Availability 270 273 .160 143 .002 .005

* Significant regression coefficients are in bold
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Table 4. Correlation and regression coefficients of TPB components according to certainty level

Correlation Regression
coefficient coefficients B * p-value %
explained
variance
Certainty level Low High Low High Low High Low high
Attitude towards purchasing Le | .647 .594 532 499 .000 .000 476 419
Fermier products
Social norms .349 287 051 J21 .396 .022
PCE 398 342 159 183 .010 .000
Availability .300 181 176 123 .002 .013
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Table 5. Mean values of Schwartz values and TBP components among Flemish youth

Values Gene Gene
(N=456) ral ral
Universalism 3.93  Stimulation 4.20
Benevolence 3.97  Self-direction 4.06
Spiritualism 3.55  Attitude 5.09
Conformism 4.13 BI 4.19
Tradition 3.13  Involvement 4.82
Security 4.03  Availability 3.58
Power 346  Certainty 3.48
Achievement 421 PCE 4.47
Hedonism 423 SN 3.89
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Table 6. Regression coefficients of TPB components according to Schwartz value levels.
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Table 7. Predictive value of TPB components according to Schwartz value levels

Values Level PCE Availability SN Att. buying
Universalism Low 3 2 1
High 2 3 1
Benevolence Low 2 3 1
High 2 3 4 1
Spirituality Low 3 2 1
High 3 2 1
Conformism Low 2 3 1
High 2 3 4 1
Tradition Low 2 3 1
High 4 3 2 1
Security Low 3 2 1
High 2 4 3 1
Power Low 2 3 4 1
High 2 3 1
Achievement Low 2 3 4 1
High 3 2 1
Hedonism Low 3 2 1
High 2 4 3 1
Stimulation Low 4 3 2 1
High 3 2 1
Self-direction Low 2 3 1
High 3 4 2 1
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework

Involvement Certainty Values
Perceived Behavioural Attitude Social/ subjective Norms
Control

Behavioural
Inention
Behaviour

Theory of Planned

Behaviour
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Appendix: Schwartz values and items.

Value Items

Value Factor

Equality (equal opportunity for all)

Universalism

Unity with nature (fitting into nature)

Wisdom ( a mature understanding of life)

A world of beauty (beauty of nature and the arts)

Social justice (correcting injustice, care for the weak)

Broad-minded (tolerant of different ideas and beliefs)

Protecting the environment (preserving nature)

A world at peace (free of war and conflict)

Helpful (working for the welfare of others)

Benevolence

Responsible (dependable, reliable)

Forgiving (willing to pardon others)

Honest (genuine, sincere)

Loyal (faithful to my friends, group)

Mature love (deep emotional and spiritual intimacy)

True friendship (close, supportive friends)

A spiritual life (emphasis on spiritual not material matters)

Spirituality

Meaning in life ( a purpose in life)

Inner harmony (at peace with myself)

Detachment (from worldly concerns)

Obedient (dutiful, meeting obligations)

Conformism

Self-discipline (self-restraint, resistance to temptation)

Politeness (courtesy, good manners)

Honouring of parents and elders (showing respect)

Respect for tradition (preservation of time-honoured customs)

Tradition

Devout (holding to religious faith and belief)

Accepting my portion in life (submitting to life’s circumstances)

35



Humble (modest, self-effacing)

Moderate (avoiding extremes of feeling and action)

National security (protection of my nation from enemies)

Security

Reciprocation of favours (avoidance of indebtedness)

Family security (safety for loved ones)

Sense of belonging (feeling that others care about me)

Social order (stability of society)

Healthy (not being sick physically or mentally)

Clean (neat, tidy)

Social power (control over others, dominance)

Power

Wealth (material possessions, money)

Authority (the right to lead or command)

Preserving my public image (protecting my “face”)

Social recognition (respect, approval by others)

Ambitious (hardworking, aspiring)

achievement

Capable (competent, effective, efficient)

Influential (having an impact on people and events)

Successful (achieving goals)

Intelligent (logical, thinking)

Self-respect (belief in one’s own worth)

Pleasure (gratification of desires)

Hedonism

Enjoying life (enjoying food, sex, leisure, etc.)

An exciting life (stimulating experiences)

stimulation

Daring (seeking adventure, risk)

A varied life (filled with challenge, novelty and change)

Creativity (uniqueness, imagination)

Self-Direction

Independent (self-reliant, self-sufficient)

Choosing own goals (selecting own purposes)

Curious (interested in everything, exploring)
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Freedom (freedom of action and thought)
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