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Abstract: This study aims to identify the factors influencing the purchase behavior of organic foods
among young generation customers in Bangladesh. The study adopted the theory of planned
behavior as a base and developed 11 hypotheses based on the extant empirical literature. Adopting
the purposive sampling method, the primary data were obtained from a cross-sectional sample of
464 young Bangladeshi consumers using a survey method. In order to identify the key relationship
among the study variables, the structural equation modeling (SEM) approach was employed using
AMOS software, version 25. The study employed a purposive sampling method to pick young
respondents through online media. The study revealed that health consciousness, environmental
consciousness, food safety consciousness, price consciousness, novelty consciousness, and trust
are factors that significantly affect purchase intention and subsequently, the actual purchase of
organic foods. The novelty consciousness factor got the highest predicting power, followed by food
safety concerns among Generation Y. The research also found that trust and price consciousness
exhibit positive and negative moderating effects, respectively, on the relationship between purchase
intention and actual purchase. However, the study did not find any moderating role of price
consciousness on the association between environmental consciousness and purchase intention. As
policy recommendations, informing and educating young consumers about organic products, their
novelty, and other benefits of consuming is critical for fostering their purchase.

Keywords: Generation Y; intention–behavior gap; organic products; price consciousness; trust

1. Introduction

Nowadays, people tend to be more aware of the social and ecological consequences
of their purchases [1] and as a result, ethical consumerism is on the rise [2]. Ethical
consumerism is the practice of purchasing items based on moral and personal beliefs as
well as social factors, as opposed to solely economic considerations [3,4]. Buying organic
foods is a form of ethical consumption, as it is produced without using chemical pesticides
and herbicides, bioengineering, ionizing radiation, synthetic fertilizers, or sewage sludge
in the production of these foods. Because of this, the global demand for organic foods has
gradually but significantly increased [5], with sales estimated to have exceeded $90 billion
in the last two decades [6].

Yet, the consumption of organic foods is not widespread among Bangladeshis. Despite
possessing the ideal agricultural climate regions, organic food production is still a relatively
recent development in Bangladesh. According to the Bangladesh Organic Products Manu-
facturers Association (BOPMA), Bangladeshi organic producers grow fruits, vegetables,
dairy products, fruit juices, dried vegetables, and seafood [7]. A significant number of
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studies [8–12] exist on green consumer intention or behavior toward general products in
Bangladesh. However, there is a dearth of research in the context of organic food products.
Although [13,14] examined organic tea and organic food purchases, respectively, from the
Bangladeshi perspective, it is necessary to conduct additional research on organic products
to ascertain the reasons for their limited adoption and the various ways to accelerate their
spread.

Understanding the green consumer behavior of Generation Y is critical in the design
of green marketing strategies that are relevant to the target generation [15,16]. The Gener-
ation Y population are sometimes referred to as Millennials [17], Generation Me [18], or
Echo Boomers [19] due to their “baby boomers offspring” status and the huge increase in
birth rates between the early 1980s and mid-1990s (ages now 26–41 years). Generation Y
individuals are highly sophisticated, technologically adept, and impervious to traditional
marketing techniques. Additionally, they are more diverse in race and ethnic origins and
tend to be more segmented in terms of media usage. Finally, owing to their rapid access to
the internet, individuals have less brand loyalty and readily adopt new habits, styles, and
means of communication [20]. According to researchers [21,22], Generation Y customers
are typically enthusiastic about acquiring green products. Thus, the examination of this
consumer segment will aid in the development of a more comprehensive realization of
consumers of Generation Y and the associated issue of sustainable consumption. A study of
Generation Y’s customer loyalty in banking [23] and their intention to green purchase deci-
sions in green products is being conducted in Bangladesh [7]. However, to the researcher’s
knowledge, no comprehensive paper exists on the consumer behavior of Generation Y on
organic food items in Bangladesh.

Although the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) is popular, the intention–behavior
gap is one of its shortcomings. Few empirical research studies [24–26] have explored the
intention–behavior gap for organic products, and it can be concluded that some elements
might impede the transition of intentions into behaviors [26]. Ismael and Ploeger [27]
conducted their study from the perspective of a developed country (Germany), with sub-
jective well-being as a moderator filling the gap. From the Bangladeshi perspective, trust
regarding the authenticity of organic products is important in terms of the production
process, its labeling, and its retailers, regarding whether they are supplying the original
products or not. This is owing to the difficulty in finding genuine products among the
several adulterated ones due to the lack of surveillance from regulatory authorities. Sim-
ilarly, Nguyen et al. [28] assessed the attitude–behavior gap in Vietnam and suggested
product availability as a moderator to fill the gap. During physical shopping, the avail-
ability of organic products was difficult and time-consuming to search and order from
various shopping malls. In the COVID-19 pandemic, the e-commerce industry has become
popular in Bangladesh and now online orders have become easier. It is just a click away
from getting online grocery products, including organic foods. For this reason, organic
product availability is not considered as a construct here in this research. Rather, lower
prices became more important owing to the lower purchasing power of consumers amid
the lingering pandemic. Thus, a gap exists in the literature, particularly from a developing
country’s perspective.

To properly address such an apparent gap, the study researches the determinants of
the green purchase decisions of organic food products based on generation Y consumers
and assesses the moderation effects of trust and price consciousness between intention and
actual behavior.

The remainder of the paper is split into seven parts: Section 2 outlines a review of the
literature and the formation of hypotheses, Section 3 presents the methodology, Section 4
outlines the outcome of the research, Section 5 presents the results and discussion, Section 6
rounds off the theoretical part of the study, Section 7 fully highlights the policy implications,
and the final section (Section 8) discusses the limitations and suggestions for future studies.
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2. Literature Review
2.1. Theoretical Framework and Hypothesis Development

Specialized theoretical models such as the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) and
the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) have been established to quantify and identify
behavioral intention variables, particularly from an individual perspective. The TRA model
of attitude–behavior research is well-known and widely used [29]. According to experts,
the anticipation of future behavior based on prior acts is inadequate [30]. The TPB [31] is a
well-known paradigm derived from the TRA that handles changeable perceived behavioral
control. Ajzen and Fishbein [32] observed that values must be analyzed within the context
of the situation at hand to anticipate specific behaviors. The intention–behavior gap is the
limitation of the TPB theory, which has been addressed in this study, adding trust and price
consciousness as moderator variables (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework.

2.1.1. Health Consciousness

The health consciousness (HC) of individuals depicts their attitude toward health
issues, i.e., their willingness to take action to protect their health [33,34]. There is a
widespread belief that organic foods are healthier because they are nutritionally dense and
chemical-free [35]. According to Bryla [36], the essential characteristic of organic food for
Polish customers is its healthfulness. Thus, health consciousness is a critical factor in the
intake of organic foods [37]. Empirical data depicts that HC has a beneficial and influential
effect on customers’ purchases and consumption intentions. Consumers who are worried
about their health are more inclined to purchase organic foods than foods grown with
non-organic methods [38–40]. The scholars [40–42] discovered that health consciousness
is a more powerful motivator of the intention to purchase organic foods. As a result, the
following hypothesis can be presented.

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Health consciousness positively influences the purchase intention of or-
ganic foods.

2.1.2. Environmental Consciousness

Environmental consciousness refers to the extent to which individuals are aware of
and willing to address environmental concerns [43]. Numerous environmental benefits
have been ascribed to organic farming, including soil preservation, maintaining farm
ecosystems, and ground and surface water protection [44,45]. According to Aman et al. [46]
and Asif et al. [47], environmental concerns have a major impact on Sabahan consumers’
buying intentions (Table 1). While Xu et al. asserted that environmental consciousness has
no direct effect on intention, Pagiaslis and Krontalis [48] discovered environmental concern
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to be directly and positively related to consumers’ intentions to purchase green products.
Environmental concern is a crucial factor in assessing the desire to purchase organic
food [49] since the purchase of organic foods is regarded as an environmentally friendly
action. Thus, the more concerned a consumer is about the environment, the stronger their
green purchasing intention and behavior [42]. Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Table 1. Empirical Literature on Organic Foods.

Context Guiding Theory/DV Sample Size/Methods Significant Variables Reference

Bangladesh TPB/organic food
purchase 337/SEM (AMOS)

Normative structure,
trustworthiness, attitude,

perceived behavioral control, and
self-efficacy

[14]

Bangladesh None/buying intention 174/PLS-SEM

Perceived price, perceived value,
environmental concern, product

attributes, health benefits, perceived
quality, and buying intention

[13]

India
Theory of consumption
values (TCV)/ethical

consumption
452/SEM AMOS

Social value, emotional value,
epistemic value, and ethical

consumption intentions
[50]

India
None/purchase

behavior of green
products

Young people/SEM
AMOS

Healthiness, price, brand,
availability, certification, and

eco-friendliness
[51]

India None/purchase
intention 438/SEM AMOS Health consciousness, food safety

concern, and consumer attitude [52]

Pakistan, Turkey
and Iran

None/intention to
purchase 736/SEM AMOS

Attitude, health consciousness,
subjective norms, perceived

behavior control, and environmental
concern

[47]

China None/organic food
purchase intention 680/SEM (AMOS)

Environmental concern,
environmental responsibility, and

price sensitivity
[53]

New Zealand
Reasoned action

approach/purchase
behavior

1052/SEM AMOS PBC, actionable labeling, subjective
norms, and intention [54]

Norway

Big five
personality

model/organic food
consumption

3501/Binary logistics
regression

Extraversion, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, emotional

stability, and openness to experience
[55]

Note: TPB = Theory of Planned Behavior, SEM = Structural Equation Modeling, AMOS = Analysis of a Moment Structures, PLS = Partial
Least Square.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Environmental consciousness positively influences the purchase intention of
organic foods.

2.1.3. Food Safety Consciousness

Food safety is a primary reason for the choice of organic foods [39]. The consumption
of organic products mitigates the hazards connected with the consumption of chemically
processed foods [56]. Owing to the health benefits of organic foods, safety concerns have
been recognized as a significant motivator of purchase intention [57–59]. The concern
of consumers towards food safety drives them to opt for organic products and tends to
place higher premiums on local manufacturing [60]. The purchasers of organic products
believe that their actions are of immense benefit to the surrounding residents [61] and their
families [56]. Hence, we advance the following hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 3 (H3). Food safety consciousness positively influences the purchase intention of
organic foods.

2.1.4. Price Consciousness

Price consciousness is the propensity of individuals to spend time and energy shop-
ping for the best deals on (grocery) products [62]. According to prior research, people
with strong levels of price sensitivity are less inclined to enforce their environmental
knowledge and views on their intention to engage in green consumption. As observed by
Hack [63], one of the primary reasons for people’s avoidance of organic foods is high costs.
Willer et al. [6] discovered that organic foods are unpopular in underdeveloped nations
due to their high costs. Katt and Meixner [42] discovered a negative association between
price consciousness and organic foods purchase intention, resulting in our proposition of
the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Price consciousness negatively influences the purchase intention of or-
ganic foods.

2.1.5. Novelty Consciousness

The term “novelty consciousness” is regarded as an individual’s urge to purchase
novel products [64]. A consumer’s desire to discover new products is a motivator that
impacts their purchase patterns. Afshar Jahanshahi and Jia [9] discovered more conclusive
evidence, suggesting that novelty consciousness (NC) has a significant impact on green
purchasing patterns. They also observed a favorable correlation between the propensity of
customers to opt for products that enhance their distinctiveness (creative choices) and green
product-purchasing patterns in Peru and Bangladesh. Similarly, Lang et al. [65] discovered
that customers in the United States with a high degree of creative freedom demonstrated
high levels of openness in the acceptance of sustainable fashion goods or services (e.g.,
renting clothing, swapping, and clothing repairs). Thus the following hypotheses are
postulated:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Novelty consciousness positively influences the purchase intention of or-
ganic foods.

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Novelty consciousness positively influences the actual purchase of or-
ganic foods.

2.1.6. Trust

Trust in organic foods is observed from the enforcement of high premiums on the taste,
quality, certification, marketing, and production methods of organic foods, notwithstand-
ing its inherent weaknesses. Trust in the production process of organic foods, including
standards and control, has strong causal impacts on intention and behavior [66,67]. Ac-
cording to reports, a clear and visible label on the product is a prerequisite for organic
food products [39]. Following the study conducted by Perrini et al. [68], trust in vendors
among Italian consumers is significantly reliant on retailers’ commitments to customer’s
rights and the environment. Trust has a significantly positive effect on a consumer’s buying
intention [69] and has also been highlighted as a significant predictor of behavioral inten-
tion [70]. The purchasing and non-purchasing behaviors of consumers are significantly
influenced by trust [71–74], which is particularly pronounced in the purchase of organic
foods [67,72,75]. Yu’s [76] study indicated that customers’ trust has a substantial impact
on their propensity to purchase organic products. As a result, the following hypothesis is
developed:

Hypothesis 7 (H7). Trust in labeling positively influences the purchase intention of organic foods.
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2.1.7. Purchase Intention and Actual Behavior

Purchase intention, which represents the possibility of individual customers to pur-
chase, is an important indicator of customers’ future consumption behaviors [77]. Due to
the scarcity of behavioral data, only a few researchers have investigated the effects of inten-
tion on actual behavior [78]. Ajzen [79] asserted that intentions are the immediate results of
actual behavior. Furthermore, Zeithaml [80] stated that the mediation of behavioral inten-
tions has been extensively studied. According to the findings of Wee et al. [81], purchase
intention has a considerable effect on actual behavior. The study [55] also highlighted a
strong positive relationship between the intention to purchase organic foods and actual
behavior, while Carfora et al. [82] observed the same trend for the purchase behavior of
organic milk. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 8 (H8). Purchase intention positively influences the purchase behavior of organic foods.

2.1.8. The Mediating Role of Trust and Price Consciousness

Although studies indicate that the relationship between customer intention and actual
behavior is consistent, this relationship can be further strengthened by incorporating certain
moderators [83]. Harris and Hagger [84] argued that a customer may have the intention
but still fail to act on it. The evidence suggests that a lack of trust is a significant barrier to
the purchase of organic goods by consumers [67,85]. Sultan et al. [5] discovered that trust
acts as a moderator in the intention–behavior gap.

Likewise, the primary reason for the non-purchase of eco-friendly food products by
frequent purchasers is the cost [86]. In the case of Malaysia’s generation Y, price con-
sciousness has been observed to be a mediator between the apparel interest and purchase
intention of organic products [87]. The high cost of green foods is a variable contributing to
the discord between the purchase intention of green foods and practices [86]. Additionally,
as per prior research, people with high degrees of price sensitivity may be less inclined to
impose their environmental knowledge and views on their intention to engage in green
consumption. According to Yue et al. [53], price sensitivity did reduce the link between
environmental concerns and green consumption intention, resulting in the undermining of
the favorable effect of environmental concerns on green consumption intention.

Hypothesis 9 (H9). Trust significantly moderates the intention–behavior relationship.

Hypothesis 10 (H10). Price consciousness plays a negative moderating role between organic
purchase intention and behavior.

Hypothesis 11 (H11). Price consciousness negatively moderates between environmental con-
sciousness and purchase intention.

3. Research Methodology

This is an empirical study that utilizes a cross-sectional survey method. In this regard,
the data were only obtained to assess the features of the population at a particular moment.

3.1. Sample and Data Collection Procedures

This study employed data from an online survey targeted at various online e-commerce
sites such as Chaldal, Meena click, Khas food, and Direct Fresh. The study employed a
purposive sampling method to pick young respondents. For this purpose, researchers
created a messenger and WhatsApp group and sent them Google Docs question links
individually after confirming their date of birth. As of 2021, the age group of 26–41 years
is considered generation Y. The questionnaire was administered to 20 research experts,
and before the collection of data, several changes were made depending on the pilot study
recommendations. The current research gathered 464 completed responses (6.8% response
rate), eliminating incomplete (206) and screened-out (140) responses. Although the re-
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sponse rate of the online surveys was lower than that of pen-and-paper and face-to-face, it
was consistent with rates reported in the other studies [13].

The survey was taken voluntarily. We contacted them with the research’s background,
aims, and methodology, as well as the benefits to managers and policymakers in the
relevant disciplines. Therefore, we chose individuals who readily consented to join. They
were informed that the information would be used strictly for academic reasons and
would remain anonymous. The questionnaire also excluded information such as names,
race, and religion, which could be used to discriminate. The study ensured respect for all
respondents regardless of socio-economic status. Also, the research article did not appear to
have used personal images, audio, video, or general information that would have violated
the respondents’ rights. We only presented the processed data and made no particular
opinions or statements.

3.2. Development of the Questionnaire

The data were obtained by administering a structured questionnaire. The question-
naire was adapted from several previous research studies and included 25 items. Health
consciousness was assessed using the Nagaraj [52] and Asif [47] items, and three items were
adapted from Sumi & Kabir [13] to measure trust in organic products. Novelty conscious-
ness was measured with the three items adapted from the study by Afshar Jahanshahi &
Jia [9]. Four items of food safety consciousness and environmental consciousness were also
obtained from [54] and Nagaraj [52], respectively. Price consciousness was measured using
the items from Prakash [21] and Katt & Meixner [42]. The purchase intention and actual
purchases were adapted from Asif [47]. Some changes were made to the phrasing to suit
organic food viewpoints. All items were measured on a 5-point Likert scale, with 1 indi-
cating “strongly disagree”, and 5, “strongly agree.” In addition, demographic questions
concerning the occupation, age, education, and gender of respondents were requested.

3.3. Statistical Analysis

The theoretical framework was investigated using SPSS and AMOS version 21. As
suggested by Anderson and Gerbing [88], a two-stage Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)
approach was employed. The first stage involved the conduction of the Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) to determine the reliability and validity of the measurement model.
The whole structural model was computed in the second stage to assess the overall model fit
and postulated associations using the standardized regression coefficients (β) and p-values.

4. Results
4.1. Descriptive Statistics

The respondents’ demographic profiles are as follows: 324 males (69.8%) and 140 (30.2%)
females. The majority of the respondents (190; 40.9%) were aged 25–34, followed by 29.1% in
the age range 35–44, which indicates that the respondents were young. Most responders, i.e.,
195, (42.0%) were graduates, followed by 107 (23.0%) and 87 HSC graduates (18.8 percent).
The majority of respondents, or 245 (52.8%), were students, followed by 130 service holders
(28%) and 89 entrepreneurs (19.2%).

4.2. Measurement Model
4.2.1. Data Screening and Normality

Before the estimation model was implemented, the data were tested for outliers and
normality to satisfy the normality assumption of the general linear model. To classify
outliers, Cook’s distance was measured. Considering Steven’s [89] recommendation that
responses with a Cook’s value greater than one are omitted, a total of eight outliers were
excluded in the final analysis. In terms of normality, the results fit as the variance from
normality was not an issue. The skewness and kurtosis values were less than ±3 and
±10 [90], respectively (Table 2).
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Table 2. Correlation of Latent Variables and Square Roots of AVE.

HC EC FSC PC TL NC PI AP

Health consciousness (HC) 0.809
Environmental consciousness
(EC) 0.299 ** 0.842

Food safety consciousness (FSC) 0.391 ** 0.339 ** 0.875
Price consciousness (PC) −0.296 ** −0.212 ** −0.536 ** 0.801
Trust of labeling (TL) 0.192 ** 0.165 ** 0.326 ** −0.273 ** 0.841
Novelty consciousness (NC) 0.479 ** 0.448 ** 0.598 ** −0.414 ** 0.298 ** 0.829
Purchase intention (PI) 0.503 ** 0.431 ** 0.738 ** −0.615 ** 0.422 ** 0.678 ** 0.769
Actual purchase (AP) 0.437 ** 0.392 ** 0.535 ** −0.370 ** 0.206 ** 0.792 ** 0.606 ** 0.833
Mean 3.638 3.798 3.464 2.122 3.353 3.208 3.277 3.313
Std. deviation 0.744 0.701 0.834 0.639 0.801 0.913 0.814 0.837
Skewness −0.628 −0.400 −0.270 0.416 −0.265 −0.257 −0.220 −0.340
Kurtosis 1.150 1.090 −0.064 0.363 −0.213 −0.110 −0.354 0.168
R2 - - - - - - 0.670 0.770

Note: Bold indicates the square root of AVE. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

4.2.2. Reliability and Validity

The reliability values (Appendix A) exceed 0.70 for the confirmatory analysis of
each factor utilizing the composite reliability, often referred to as Alpha in Cronbach’s
alpha [91,92]. The Average Variance Extracted (AVE) describes the extent to which objects
with constructs are mutually represented. Each AVE is considered ideal for construction
if it has a minimum value of 0.50 [93]. Finally, the Fornell–Larcker test confirms that all
factors exhibit sufficient discriminant validity. Statistics from the CFA indicate that survey
instruments have the property of perfection in evaluating the intent to buy.

The discriminant validity of the constructs was calculated using the Fornell–Larcker
criteria and Heterotrait–Monotraits ratio (HTMT). To assess a construct’s discriminant
validity, the square root of its AVE value must exceed its highest correlation with any other
construct in the model [94]. This is aligned with the outcomes of this study (Table 2).

Similarly, the HTMT, associated with the disattenuated construct score, tests the
constructs’ connection (Table 3). Centered on a threshold value less than 0.9, this analysis
concludes the absence of discriminant validity issues [95]. The study suggests that, on
average, reliability and validity are satisfactory.

Table 3. Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio (HTMT).

HC EC FSC PC TL NC PI AP
VIF

PI AP

Health consciousness 1.240 -
Environmental
consciousness 0.342 1.174 -

Food safety
consciousness 0.442 0.380 1.604 -

Price consciousness 0.347 0.247 0.614 1.420 -
Trust of labeling 0.221 0.188 0.366 0.316 - -
Novelty consciousness 0.553 0.514 0.675 0.486 0.339 - 1.853
Purchase intention 0.573 0.492 0.824 0.709 0.477 0.770 - 1.853
Actual purchase 0.501 0.446 0.600 0.434 0.231 0.891 0.682 - -

VIF = Variance Inflation Factor.

4.2.3. Multicollinearity and Coefficient of Determination

The Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) is a useful technique to assess the presence of
multicollinearity among independent variables, as suggested by Kleinbaum et al. [96]. The
result (Table 3) indicates that the VIF varied between 1.240 and 1.853, exhibiting within a
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standard of one to five [97]. This indicates that multicollinearity was not a barrier in the
advancement of this study to the next analysis.

Santosa [98] suggested the quantification of the model’s explanatory ability by evalu-
ating the coefficient of determination of the endogenous variable (R2). Any value greater
than 0.26 is considered higher, while any value less than 0.13 is considered weaker. Also,
any value between these two levels is deemed to be mild [99]. As all the endogenous values
discovered in this research pass the analysis’ prerequisites (see Table 2), and as suggested
by Falk and Miller [100], the model is said to have a high degree of explanatory capacity.

4.3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Common Method Bias Testing

Based on the guidelines provided by Harman [101], common method bias was tested
using Harman’s single-factor analysis approach that utilizes the exploratory factor analysis
method. The single factor represented 27.5% of the variance in the factors, which is less
than the 50% threshold. This affirms the absence of the common method bias.

In the measurement model, the confirmation of factors was examined using the Confir-
matory Factor Analysis (CFA). The resulting CFA model produced good fit indices: Normed
Chi-square (χ2/df) = 2.401 is less than 3 [102] and the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) = 0.910,
Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI) = 0.911, Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI) = 0.924, Incre-
mental Fit Indices (IFI) = 0.932, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = 0.922, and Normed Fit Index
(NFI) = 0.911 are above 0.90 [103]. The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)
value is 0.065, which is lower than 0.08 [104]. The t-values corresponding to all the items
was significant at a rate of less than 5%.

4.4. Structural Modeling

Further to the conduction and passing of the CFA test, the structural model assessment
was used to test the goodness of fit indices of the proposed model. The outcome of the SEM
presented a well fitted data (χ2/df = 2.642, GFI = 0.906, CFI = 0.901, IFI = 0.912, NFI = 0.902;
AGFI = 0.903). An RMSEA value of 0.069 was obtained, and this justifies the obtained
cut-off value of less than 0.08 [104]. Other fit indices like the CFI, GFI, IFI, and NFI met the
standard value of approximately 0.9 and higher [105]. As a result, the data in this study
properly matches the model, as observed from the good fit of the indicators.

The study findings (see Table 4 and Figure 2) indicate the existence of statistically
significant positive relationships between health consciousness (β = 0.249, p < 0.01), envi-
ronmental consciousness (β = 0.150 p < 0.01), food safety consciousness (β = 0.547, p < 0.01),
novelty consciousness (β = 0.298, p < 0.01), trust (β = 0.242, p < 0.01), and purchase intention.
The perceived cost (β = −0.375, p < 0.01) also has a significant negative relationship with
the purchase intention. Other significant relationships were observed to exist between
purchase intention (β = 0.075, p < 0.05), novelty consciousness (β = 0.854, p < 0.01), and
actual purchase. Thus, the outcomes corroborate Hypotheses 1–8.

4.5. Moderation Analysis

The moderation effect was assessed based on the interaction effects of the variables.
The study results (Table 4 and Appendix B) show that trust (β = 0.127, t = 2.469, p < 0.05) and
price consciousness (β = 0.103, t = 2.122, p < 0.05) have positive and negative moderating
effects, respectively, on the association between purchase intention and actual purchase. In
contrast, price consciousness does not moderate the association between environmental
consciousness (β = −0.065, t = −1.534, p > 0.05) and the intention to buy. Therefore,
hypotheses 9 and 11 are accepted, while Hypothesis 10 is rejected.
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Table 4. Structural Model and Hypothesis Testing Result.

Hypotheses STD Beta STD Error t-Values p-Values Significance
(p < 0.05)

H1: HC→ PI 0.249 0.027 6.27 *** 0.000 Supported
H2: EC→ PI 0.150 0.022 4.04 *** 0.000 Supported
H3: FSC→ PI 0.547 0.030 11.69 *** 0.000 Supported
H4: PC→ PI −0.375 0.038 −8.63 *** 0.000 Supported
H5: NC→ PI 0.298 0.023 7.49 *** 0.000 Supported
H6: TL→ PI 0.242 0.024 6.27 *** 0.000 Supported
H7: PI→ AP 0.075 0.046 2.271 0.023 Supported
H8: NC→ AP 0.854 0.042 15.936 *** 0.000 Supported
H9: TL*PI→ AP 0.127 0.058 2.469 ** 0.017 Supported
H10: PC*EC→ PI 0.065 0.053 1.534 0.094 Not supported
H11: PC*PI→ AP −0.103 0.072 −2.122 ** 0.035 Supported

** Significant at 5% level, *** Significant at 1% level, STD = Standard, HC = health consciousness, EC = envi-
ronmental consciousness, FSC = food safety consciousness, PC = price consciousness, TL = trust of labeling,
NC = novelty consciousness, PI = purchase intention, AP = actual purchase.
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As illustrated in Figure A1, the impact of the interaction between price consciousness
was plotted on a graph, and the slope of the low price-conscious group was observed to
be steeper than that of the high price-conscious group. This depicts that the low price-
conscious group’s purchase intention is more strongly linked with an actual purchase than
it is for the high price-conscious group.

5. Discussion

As empirically established in this study, health consciousness affects the purchase
intention of organic foods, thus validating the first hypothesis. This implies that Gen-
eration Y consumers prefer to purchase organic foods due to their health benefits. This
result confirms the observation from past studies [42,47,52,89]. The study also corroborates
Hypothesis 2, which postulates environmental consciousness as having a relationship with
the purchase intention of organic foods, as those that are more environmentally conscious
have a greater intention to purchase organic foods. Since Generation Y consumers are
more interested in green products [21,22], the outcome is also in support of the Bangladesh
context. However, this result is also is in line with past empirical studies [13,42,89] on
organic products.



Foods 2021, 10, 2278 11 of 19

As per the result of this study, the third hypothesis (H3) of the existence of a significant
relationship between food safety consciousness and the purchase intention of organic foods
was supported, which is in accordance with the studies of Hsu et al. [58], Pino et al. [59],
and Prentice et al. [57] but contrary to the study conducted by Nagaraj [52]. This signifies
that people intend to purchase organic foods due to safety concerns as they perceive or-
ganic foods to be safer than other foods. Consistent with the study conducted by Katt &
Meixner [42], the present study unveiled price consciousness as being negatively related to
purchase intention. This implies that a higher price concern results in a lower purchase
intention of organic products. The trust in organic products influences its purchase inten-
tion. This proposition is confirmed in this study. The trust in retailers also enhances the
purchase intention of organic products. This result is aligned with the findings of Yu [86]
and Sumi and Kabir [13], who observed trust to be a dominant factor predicting purchase
intention.

As expected and in line with past works of literature [54,82], purchase intention is
the driver of purchase behavior. This connotes that the greater the purchase intention,
the greater the purchase behavior. Likewise, novelty consciousness was observed to
be significantly related to actual purchases. Possessing novelty-seeking behavior tends
to result in the purchase of organic foods since they are still fairly new to consumers.
Young people are also sensitive to innovativeness, which is also proved for Bangladeshi
Generation Y people. This result (H8) supports Afshar Jahanshahi and Jia’s [9] study, which
holds a similar conclusion.

With respect to moderation effects, this study endorsed the moderating role of trust
between intention and actual purchase. This result is in line with the study conducted by
Sultan et al. [5], who discovered the moderating role of trust in the intention–behavior
relationship. This implies that the stronger the trust a consumer holds to purchase organic
foods, the higher their chances to purchase the product. In reverse, price consciousness
plays a negative moderating role in the relationship between the purchase intention and
actual purchase. In other words, as buying intentions increase, those having low price
consciousness will be more likely to acquire organic products than individuals with high
price consciousness. However, contrary to the study conducted by Yue et al. [53], the
positive association between environmental concern and the intention to purchase did not
have a moderating effect on price consciousness.

6. Conclusions

The study aimed to determine the factors affecting the purchase behavior of organic
foods among the generation Y population in Bangladesh. The study revealed health con-
sciousness, environmental consciousness, food safety consciousness, price consciousness,
novelty consciousness, and trust as the factors that significantly affect the purchase inten-
tion of organic foods and subsequently, the actual purchase of organic foods. The research
also observed that trust and price consciousness have positive and negative moderating
effects, respectively, on the relationship between purchase intention and actual purchase.
The study did not find any moderating role of price consciousness between environmental
consciousness and purchase intention.

7. Implications
7.1. Theoretical Implications

This research has contributed to the extant literature in numerous ways. First, the
present study worked on actual behavior instead of purchase intention as an endpoint.
Thus, it caters to the limitation of many organic food research studies and contributes to the
insights of actual purchase behavior from consumers’ perspectives. Second, the intention–
behavior gap is the pressing issue experienced in individual behavior models, particularly
for organic food products [104,106]. Consumers express a highly positive intention towards
organic foods when probed, indicating a deficiency in intention–behavior, as many of these
intentions do not transform into ultimate behavior. Sultan et al. [5] was the only scholar to
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have explored these gaps and outlined possible reasons for organic products’ purchase.
The current study provides possible reasons for such gaps as well.

Third, the current study contributes to academia by establishing the moderating roles
of price and trust between intention and actual behavior. It also establishes the moderation
role of price consciousness in the intention–behavior gap. Existing research mainly regards
price as a direct or indirect precedent of green procurement, while overlooking the moderat-
ing impacts of pricing consciousness in the consumption of organic products. To the best of
our knowledge, this study is one of the first to empirically examine how price consciousness
moderates the intention–behavior relationships. In addition, moderation of trust for an
organic product is found to be significant from the Bangladeshi perspective. Although the
moderating role of trust in the promotion of organic consumption behavior has attracted
the attention of scholars [5] in developed countries, studies in developing countries are
still scarce. This study stresses the importance of trust for developing countries, with an
empirical investigation being particularly conducted to address the intention–behavior
gap.

Fourth, the present study concentrates on the younger generation as respondents.
Owens and Nowell [107] have commented that young consumers show an inclination
towards emotional appeal rather than rationality, indicating the need for this age group to
be separately studied to identify the emotional appeals, particularly to consumer behavior
in Bangladesh. The study intends to paint a picture of the current young consumers’ views
to inspire more precise and prominent directions for the future growth of organic products
among consumers and businesses while also contributing to the body of knowledge on
Generation Y as consumers and citizens.

7.2. Practical Implications

The outcome of this investigation has substantial practical relevance. To begin, pre-
vious research has indicated that customers who prefer organic food items place a lower
emphasis on price [108]. However, this study’s findings indicated otherwise. In other
words, we observed that Bangladeshi consumers place a higher concentration on price.
Bangladeshi consumers generally compare the prices of regular food products to those of
more expensive organic foods. Marketers could thus examine this issue and try to improve
the value of organic foods by stressing the health benefits it offers to customers, thereby
encouraging them to pay a small premium.

The results strengthen the claim that environmental and health concerns influence
organic food purchasing intentions. Marketers should inform consumers about the health
and ecological benefits of organic food, as these features remain the main incentive for the
purchase of organic foods. The health and environmental concerns of consumers will make
them resort to organic foods even if they cost more than normal meals [40]. Additionally,
communication regarding health benefits is critical, as customers can connect them to their
self-benefits.

Generation Y customers are more adaptable and willing to support efforts that benefit
society [16]. Thus, informing and engaging Generation Y consumers about green behavior
is critical for fostering a favorable attitude towards eco-friendly products and sustainability.
Additionally, consumers that seek novelty during their shopping visits are more likely
to buy green products. It is recommended that retailers and marketers emphasize the
novelty of their green products and the manner it differs from regular items, as well as any
revolutionary green technology that the product incorporates to increase sales.

As discovered in this study, trust has a moderating effect on the existing relationship
between intention and behavior; educating customers on various organic certifications, pro-
duction processes, packaging, and trustworthy retailers can be accomplished through mass
communication and in-store communication. Certifying bodies could instill confidence
in customers regarding the reliability of organic labeling. Such trust may spur consumers
into purchasing organic foods that are properly labeled and certified.
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8. Limitations and Research Direction

This study has certain shortcomings. First, the contextual factors of the organic product
were only considered in the current research. Future studies could include cognitive
factors such as self-efficacy, attitude, and perceived behavioral control, along with other
factors considered in the model. Second, the current study concentrated on consumers
who were generally younger and resided in metropolitan areas. The findings may differ
from other age groups (Generation Z) or those residing in semi-urban and rural areas.
Summarily, future research may focus on the following areas: first, cross-cultural studies to
determine whether and how cultural gaps affect the consumption of organic foods. Second,
comparable research should be conducted among customers residing in smaller towns and
semi-urban areas, as consumers in such cities and towns are more likely to be exposed
to locally produced foods and may have a more favorable attitude toward organic food
purchases. Third, the current study only relied on the moderating variable in exploring the
gap between intention and actual behavior and did not include any mediating variables.
Upcoming research could consider mediating variables such as product availability, values,
and attitude, etc., in examining the intention–behavior gap.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Cronbach Alpha, Composite Reliability, AVE.

Constructs Item Loading Alpha α CR AVE

Health Consciousness [47,53] 0.833 0.849 0.655

I choose food carefully to ensure good health. 0.687

As I go about my day, I am conscious of the state of my health. 0.857

I often think about health-related issues. 0.871

Trust [13] 0.869 0.877 0.707

Organic food labels are easily understood. 0.938

Organic food certification is extremely reliable. 0.833

Organic food promotion is credible. 0.739

Novelty Consciousness [9] 0.862 0.867 0.687

It is great to purchase something fresh and exciting. 0.708
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Table A1. Cont.

Constructs Item Loading Alpha α CR AVE

By purchasing distinctive things or companies, I actively aim to create my
personal uniqueness. 0.918

I always buy new products when it is launched 0.847

Environmental Consciousness [54] 0.872 0.878 0.709

I am a firm believer in nature and wildlife preservation. 0.726

When making a majority of my purchases, I consider the potential
environmental consequences. 0.830

Human beings are severely abusing the environment. 0.954

Food Safety consciousness [53] 0.907 0.908 0.766

I am concerned about the quality and safety of food today. 0.902

Most foods now contain pesticide spray and fertilizer residues. 0.885

The number of artificial additives and preservatives in food is highly
worrying. 0.838

I now purchase a greater variety of fresh fruits and vegetables than I did a
few years ago.

Price Consciousness [21,42] 0.839 0.842 0.641

The price of organic foods is relatively high. 0.722

I attempt to purchase food goods that have discounts. 0.896

I compare food prices from different brands. 0.774

Purchase Intention [47] 0.885 0.812 0.591

If organic foods are available, I am interested in buying them. 0.821

If organic foods are available, I intend to purchase them. 0.776

I plan to purchase organic products during my next grocery shop. 0.704

Actual Purchase [13] 0.877 0.871 0.694

I consume organic items regularly as healthy food. 0.722

I have purchased “organic fruits” five times in the last five years. 0.915

I choose to buy organic products even if I need to search for the next shop. 0.850



Foods 2021, 10, 2278 15 of 19

Appendix B

Foods 2021, 10, x FOR PEER REVIEW 15 of 18 
 

 

I choose to buy organic products even if I need to search for the next shop. 0.850    

Appendix B 

  
(a) (b) 

 
(c) 

Figure A1. (a,b) Trust and price consciousness moderates intention-behavior (c) price consciousness do not moderate EC 
and PI relationships. 

References 
1. Boehm, R.; Kitchel, H.; Ahmed, S.; Hall, A.; Orians, C.M.; Stepp, J.R.; Robbat, A., Jr.; Griffin, T.S.; Cash, S.B. Is agricultural 

emissions mitigation on the menu for tea drinkers? Sustainability 2019, 11, 4883. 
2. Harrison, A.; Scorse, J. Multinationals and anti-sweatshop activism. Am. Econ. Rev. 2010, 100, 247–273. 
3. Davies, I.A.; Lee, Z.; Ahonkhai, I. Do consumers care about ethical-luxury? J. Bus. Ethics 2012, 106, 37–51. 
4. Bucic, T.; Harris, J.; Arli, D. Ethical consumers among the millennials: A cross-national study. J. Bus. Ethics 2012, 110, 113–131. 
5. Sultan, P.; Tarafder, T.; Pearson, D.; Henryks, J. Intention-behaviour gap and perceived behavioural control-behaviour gap in 

theory of planned behaviour: Moderating roles of communication, satisfaction and trust in organic food consumption. Food 
Qual. Prefer. 2020, 81, 103838. 

6. Willer, H.; Lernoud, J. The World of Organic Agriculture. Statistics and Emerging Trends 2019; Research Institute of Organic 
Agriculture FiBL and IFOAM Organics International: Frick, Switzerland, 2019; ISBN 3037361190. 

7. Nekmahmud, M.; Fekete-Farkas, M. Why Not Green Marketing? Determinates of Consumers’ Intention to Green Purchase 
Decision in a New Developing Nation. Sustainability 2020, 12, 7880, doi:10.3390/su12197880. 

8. Zahan, I.; Chuanmin, S.; Fayyaz, M.; Hafeez, M. Green purchase behavior towards green housing: An investigation of 
Bangladeshi consumers. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. 2020, 27, 38745–38757, doi:10.1007/s11356-020-09926-3. 

9. Jahanshahi, A.A.; Jia, J. Purchasing green products as a means of expressing consumers’ uniqueness: Empirical evidence from 
Peru and Bangladesh. Sustainability2018, 10, 4062, doi:10.3390/su10114062. 

10. Zheng, G.-W.; Siddik, A.B.; Masukujjaman, M.; Alam, S.S.; Akter, A. Perceived Environmental Responsibilities and Green 
Buying Behavior: The Mediating Effect of Attitude. Sustainability 2021, 13, 35. 

11. Siddique, M.Z.R.; Saha, G.; Kasem, A.R. Estimating green purchase behavior: An empirical study using integrated behavior 
model in Bangladesh. J. Asia Bus. Stud. 2021, 15, 319–344. 

12. Amin, S.; Tarun, M.T. Effect of consumption values on customers’ green purchase intention: A mediating role of green trust. 
Soc. Responsib. J. 2020, doi:10.1108/SRJ-05-2020-0191. 

13. Sumi, R.S.; Kabir, G. Factors affecting the buying intention of organic tea consumers of Bangladesh. J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. 
Complex. 2018, 4, 24. 

Figure A1. (a,b) Trust and price consciousness moderates intention-behavior (c) price consciousness do not moderate EC
and PI relationships.

References
1. Boehm, R.; Kitchel, H.; Ahmed, S.; Hall, A.; Orians, C.M.; Stepp, J.R.; Robbat, A., Jr.; Griffin, T.S.; Cash, S.B. Is agricultural

emissions mitigation on the menu for tea drinkers? Sustainability 2019, 11, 4883. [CrossRef]
2. Harrison, A.; Scorse, J. Multinationals and anti-sweatshop activism. Am. Econ. Rev. 2010, 100, 247–273. [CrossRef]
3. Davies, I.A.; Lee, Z.; Ahonkhai, I. Do consumers care about ethical-luxury? J. Bus. Ethics 2012, 106, 37–51. [CrossRef]
4. Bucic, T.; Harris, J.; Arli, D. Ethical consumers among the millennials: A cross-national study. J. Bus. Ethics 2012, 110, 113–131.

[CrossRef]
5. Sultan, P.; Tarafder, T.; Pearson, D.; Henryks, J. Intention-behaviour gap and perceived behavioural control-behaviour gap in

theory of planned behaviour: Moderating roles of communication, satisfaction and trust in organic food consumption. Food Qual.
Prefer. 2020, 81, 103838. [CrossRef]

6. Willer, H.; Lernoud, J. The World of Organic Agriculture. Statistics and Emerging Trends 2019; Research Institute of Organic
Agriculture FiBL and IFOAM Organics International: Frick, Switzerland, 2019; ISBN 3037361190.

7. Nekmahmud, M.; Fekete-Farkas, M. Why Not Green Marketing? Determinates of Consumers’ Intention to Green Purchase
Decision in a New Developing Nation. Sustainability 2020, 12, 7880. [CrossRef]

8. Zahan, I.; Chuanmin, S.; Fayyaz, M.; Hafeez, M. Green purchase behavior towards green housing: An investigation of Bangladeshi
consumers. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. 2020, 27, 38745–38757. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

9. Jahanshahi, A.A.; Jia, J. Purchasing green products as a means of expressing consumers’ uniqueness: Empirical evidence from
Peru and Bangladesh. Sustainability 2018, 10, 4062. [CrossRef]

10. Zheng, G.-W.; Siddik, A.B.; Masukujjaman, M.; Alam, S.S.; Akter, A. Perceived Environmental Responsibilities and Green Buying
Behavior: The Mediating Effect of Attitude. Sustainability 2021, 13, 35. [CrossRef]

11. Siddique, M.Z.R.; Saha, G.; Kasem, A.R. Estimating green purchase behavior: An empirical study using integrated behavior
model in Bangladesh. J. Asia Bus. Stud. 2021, 15, 319–344. [CrossRef]

12. Amin, S.; Tarun, M.T. Effect of consumption values on customers’ green purchase intention: A mediating role of green trust. Soc.
Responsib. J. 2020. [CrossRef]

13. Sumi, R.S.; Kabir, G. Factors affecting the buying intention of organic tea consumers of Bangladesh. J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark.
Complex. 2018, 4, 24. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.3390/su11184883
http://doi.org/10.1257/aer.100.1.247
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1071-y
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1151-z
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2019.103838
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12197880
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-020-09926-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32632682
http://doi.org/10.3390/su10114062
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13010035
http://doi.org/10.1108/JABS-04-2019-0120
http://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-05-2020-0191
http://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc4030024


Foods 2021, 10, 2278 16 of 19

14. Ashraf, M.A.; Joarder, M.H.R.; Ratan, S.R.A. Consumers’ anti-consumption behavior toward organic food purchase: An analysis
using SEM. Br. Food J. 2019, 121, 104–122. [CrossRef]

15. Taufique, K.M.R.; Vaithianathan, S. A fresh look at understanding Green consumer behavior among young urban Indian
consumers through the lens of Theory of Planned Behavior. J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 183, 46–55. [CrossRef]

16. Kanchanapibul, M.; Lacka, E.; Wang, X.; Chan, H.K. An empirical investigation of green purchase behaviour among the young
generation. J. Clean. Prod. 2014, 66, 528–536. [CrossRef]

17. Howe, N.; Strauss, W. Millennials Rising: The Next Great Generation; Vintage: New York, NY, USA, 2000; ISBN 0375707190.
18. Twenge, J.M. Generation Me-Revised and Updated: Why Today’s Young Americans Are More Confident, Assertive, Entitled—and More

Miserable than Ever Before; Simon and Schuster: New York, NY, USA, 2014; ISBN 1476755566.
19. Armour, S. Generation Y: They’ve arrived at work with a new attitude. USA Today 2005, 6, 2005.
20. Social Marketing, Generations X, Y, Z and the Others. 2021. Available online: http://socialmarketing.org/archives/generations-

xy-z-and-the-others/ (accessed on 6 September 2021).
21. Prakash, G.; Pathak, P. Intention to buy eco-friendly packaged products among young consumers of India: A study on developing

nation. J. Clean. Prod. 2017, 141, 385–393. [CrossRef]
22. Deloitte, L.P. Big Demands and High Expectations: What Generation Y Wants from Business, Government, and the Future

Workplace. 2014. Available online: https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/global/Documents/About-Deloitte/
gx-dttl-2014-millennial-survey-report.pdf (accessed on 6 September 2021).

23. Alam, M.M.D.; Noor, N.A.M. The relationship between service quality, corporate image, and customer loyalty of Generation Y:
An application of SOR paradigm in the context of superstores in Bangladesh. SAGE Open 2020, 10. [CrossRef]

24. Carrington, M.J.; Neville, B.A.; Whitwell, G.J. Why ethical consumers don’t walk their talk: Towards a framework for understand-
ing the gap between the ethical purchase intentions and actual buying behaviour of ethically minded consumers. J. Bus. Ethics
2010, 97, 139–158. [CrossRef]

25. Grimmer, M.; Miles, M.P. With the best of intentions: A large sample test of the intention-behaviour gap in pro-environmental
consumer behaviour. Int. J. Consum. Stud. 2017, 41, 2–10. [CrossRef]

26. Hassan, L.M.; Shiu, E.; Shaw, D. Who says there is an intention–behaviour gap? Assessing the empirical evidence of an
intention–behaviour gap in ethical consumption. J. Bus. Ethics 2016, 136, 219–236. [CrossRef]

27. Ismael, D.; Ploeger, A. The potential influence of organic food consumption and intention-behavior gap on consumers’ subjective
wellbeing. Foods 2020, 9, 650. [CrossRef]

28. Nguyen, H.V.; Nguyen, N.; Nguyen, B.K.; Lobo, A.; Vu, P.A. Organic food purchases in an emerging market: The influence
of consumers’ personal factors and green marketing practices of food stores. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 1037.
[CrossRef]

29. Fishbein, M.; Ajzen, I. Belief, Attitude, Intention and Behavior: An Introduction to Theory and Research; Addison-Wesley: Boston, MA,
USA, 1975.

30. Ogden, J. Some problems with social cognition models: A pragmatic and conceptual analysis. Health Psychol. 2003, 22, 424–428.
[CrossRef]

31. Ajzen, I. From Intentions to Actions: A Theory of Planned Behavior. In Action Control; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany,
1985; pp. 11–39.

32. Ajzen, I.; Fishbein, M. Understanding Attitudes and Predicting Social Behaviour; Prentice-Hall: Englewood Cliffs, NJ, USA, 1980.
33. Chen, M. Attitude toward organic foods among Taiwanese as related to health consciousness, environmental attitudes, and the

mediating effects of a healthy lifestyle. Br. Food J. 2009, 111, 165–178. [CrossRef]
34. Pham, T.H.; Nguyen, T.N.; Phan, T.T.H.; Nguyen, N.T. Evaluating the purchase behaviour of organic food by young consumers in

an emerging market economy. J. Strateg. Mark. 2019, 27, 540–556. [CrossRef]
35. Dubé, L.; Labban, A.; Moubarac, J.; Heslop, G.; Ma, Y.; Paquet, C. A nutrition/health mindset on commercial Big Data and drivers

of food demand in modern and traditional systems. Ann. N. Y. Acad. Sci. 2014, 1331, 278–295. [CrossRef]
36. Bryła, P. Organic food consumption in Poland: Motives and barriers. Appetite 2016, 105, 737–746. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
37. Rana, J.; Paul, J. Consumer behavior and purchase intention for organic food: A review and research agenda. J. Retail. Consum.

Serv. 2017, 38, 157–165. [CrossRef]
38. Irianto, H. Consumers’ attitude and intention towards organic food purchase: An extension of theory of planned behavior in

gender perspective. Int. J. Manag. Econ. Soc. Sci. 2015, 4, 17–31.
39. Paul, J.; Rana, J. Consumer behavior and purchase intention for organic food. J. Consum. Mark. 2012, 29, 412–422. [CrossRef]
40. Yadav, R.; Pathak, G.S. Intention to purchase organic food among young consumers: Evidences from a developing nation. Appetite

2016, 96, 122–128. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
41. Teng, C.-C.; Lu, C.-H. Organic food consumption in Taiwan: Motives, involvement, and purchase intention under the moderating

role of uncertainty. Appetite 2016, 105, 95–105. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
42. Katt, F.; Meixner, O. Is it all about the price? An analysis of the purchase intention for organic food in a discount setting by means

of structural equation modeling. Foods 2020, 9, 458. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
43. Alibeli, M.A.; Johnson, C. Environmental concern: A cross national analysis. J. Int. Cross-Cult. Stud. 2009, 3, 1–10.
44. Keegan, W.J.; Moriarty, S.E.; Duncan, T.R. Marketing; Prentice Hall: Englewood Cliffs, NJ, USA, 1995.

http://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-02-2018-0072
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.02.097
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2013.10.062
http://socialmarketing.org/archives/generations-xy-z-and-the-others/
http://socialmarketing.org/archives/generations-xy-z-and-the-others/
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.09.116
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/global/Documents/About-Deloitte/gx-dttl-2014-millennial-survey-report.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/global/Documents/About-Deloitte/gx-dttl-2014-millennial-survey-report.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1177/2158244020924405
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0501-6
http://doi.org/10.1111/ijcs.12290
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2440-0
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods9050650
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16061037
http://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.22.4.424
http://doi.org/10.1108/00070700910931986
http://doi.org/10.1080/0965254X.2018.1447984
http://doi.org/10.1111/nyas.12595
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2016.07.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27417333
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2017.06.004
http://doi.org/10.1108/07363761211259223
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2015.09.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26386300
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2016.05.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27178878
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods9040458
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32276419


Foods 2021, 10, 2278 17 of 19

45. Egea, J.M.O.; de Frutos, N.G. Toward consumption reduction: An environmentally motivated perspective. Psychol. Mark. 2013,
30, 660–675. [CrossRef]

46. Aman, A.H.L.; Harun, A.; Hussein, Z. The Influence of Environmental Knowledge and Concern on Green Purchase Intention:
The Role of Attitude as Mediating Variable. Br. J. Art Soc. Sci. 2012, 7, 145–167.

47. Asif, M.; Xuhui, W.; Nasiri, A.; Ayyub, S. Determinant factors influencing organic food purchase intention and the moderating
role of awareness: A comparative analysis. Food Qual. Prefer. 2018, 63, 144–150. [CrossRef]

48. Pagiaslis, A.; Krontalis, A.K. Green consumption behavior antecedents: Environmental concern, knowledge, and beliefs. Psychol.
Mark. 2014. [CrossRef]

49. Smith, S.; Paladino, A. Eating clean and green? Investigating consumer motivations towards the purchase of organic food.
Australas. Mark. J. 2010, 18, 93–104. [CrossRef]

50. Kushwah, S.; Dhir, A.; Sagar, M. Understanding consumer resistance to the consumption of organic food. A study of ethical
consumption, purchasing, and choice behaviour. Food Qual. Prefer. 2019, 77, 1–14. [CrossRef]

51. Ghosh, S.; Datta, B.; Barai, P. Modeling and promoting organic food purchase. J. Food Prod. Mark. 2016, 22, 623–642. [CrossRef]
52. Nagaraj, S. Role of consumer health consciousness, food safety & attitude on organic food purchase in emerging market: A serial

mediation model. J. Retail. Consum. Serv. 2021, 59, 102423.
53. Yue, B.; Sheng, G.; She, S.; Xu, J. Impact of consumer environmental responsibility on green consumption behavior in China: The

role of environmental concern and price sensitivity. Sustainability 2020, 12, 2074. [CrossRef]
54. Aitken, R.; Watkins, L.; Williams, J.; Kean, A. The positive role of labelling on consumers’ perceived behavioural control and

intention to purchase organic food. J. Clean. Prod. 2020, 255, 120334. [CrossRef]
55. Gustavsen, G.W.; Hegnes, A.W. Individuals’ personality and consumption of organic food. J. Clean. Prod. 2020, 245, 118772.

[CrossRef]
56. Padel, S.; Foster, C. Exploring the gap between attitudes and behaviour: Understanding why consumers buy or do not buy

organic food. Br. food J. 2005, 107, 606–625. [CrossRef]
57. Prentice, C.; Chen, J.; Wang, X. The influence of product and personal attributes on organic food marketing. J. Retail. Consum.

Serv. 2019, 46, 70–78. [CrossRef]
58. Hsu, S.-Y.; Chang, C.-C.; Lin, T.T. An analysis of purchase intentions toward organic food on health consciousness and food safety

with/under structural equation modeling. Br. Food J. 2016, 118, 200–216. [CrossRef]
59. Pino, G.; Peluso, A.M.; Guido, G. Determinants of regular and occasional consumers’ intentions to buy organic food. J. Consum.

Aff. 2012, 46, 157–169. [CrossRef]
60. Winter, M. Embeddedness, the new food economy and defensive localism. J. Rural Stud. 2003, 19, 23–32. [CrossRef]
61. Zepeda, L.; Deal, D. Organic and local food consumer behaviour: Alphabet theory. Int. J. Consum. Stud. 2009, 33, 697–705.

[CrossRef]
62. Lichtenstein, D.R.; Ridgway, N.M.; Netemeyer, R.G. Price perceptions and consumer shopping behavior: A field study. J. Mark.

Res. 1993, 30, 234–245. [CrossRef]
63. Hack, M.D. Organically grown products: Perception, preferences and motives of Dutch consumers. Proc. XII Int. Symp. Hortic.

Econ. 1992, 340, 247–254. [CrossRef]
64. Manning, K.C.; Bearden, W.O.; Madden, T.J. Consumer innovativeness and the adoption process. J. Consum. Psychol. 1995, 4,

329–345. [CrossRef]
65. Lang, C.; Armstrong, C.M.; Liu, C. Creativity and sustainable apparel retail models: Does consumers’ tendency for creative

choice counter-conformity matter in sustainability? Fash. Text. 2016, 3, 24. [CrossRef]
66. Giampietri, E.; Verneau, F.; Del Giudice, T.; Carfora, V.; Finco, A. A Theory of Planned behaviour perspective for investigating the

role of trust in consumer purchasing decision related to short food supply chains. Food Qual. Prefer. 2018, 64, 160–166. [CrossRef]
67. Nuttavuthisit, K.; Thøgersen, J. The importance of consumer trust for the emergence of a market for green products: The case of

organic food. J. Bus. Ethics 2017, 140, 323–337. [CrossRef]
68. Perrini, F.; Castaldo, S.; Misani, N.; Tencati, A. The impact of corporate social responsibility associations on trust in organic

products marketed by mainstream retailers: A study of Italian consumers. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 2010, 19, 512–526. [CrossRef]
69. Piri, Z.; Lotfizadeh, F. Investigation of the influence of perceived quality, price and risk on perceived product value for mobile

consumers. Asian Soc. Sci. 2016, 12, 103. [CrossRef]
70. Sultan, P.; Wong, H.Y.; Sigala, M. Segmenting the Australian organic food consumer market. Asia Pacific, J. Mark. Logist. 2018, 30,

163–181. [CrossRef]
71. Chuah, S.H.W.; El-Manstrly, D.; Tseng, M.L.; Ramayah, T. Sustaining customer engagement behavior through corporate social

responsibility: The roles of environmental concern and green trust. J. Clean. Prod. 2020, 262, 121348. [CrossRef]
72. Lee, T.H.; Fu, C.-J.; Chen, Y.Y. Trust factors for organic foods: Consumer buying behavior. Br. Food J. 2020, 122, 414–431. [CrossRef]
73. Roy, S.K.; Balaji, M.S.; Soutar, G.; Lassar, W.M.; Roy, R. Customer engagement behavior in individualistic and collectivistic

markets. J. Bus. Res. 2018, 86, 281–290. [CrossRef]
74. Pandey, S.; Khare, A. The role of retailer trust and word of mouth in buying organic foods in an emerging market. J. Food Prod.

Mark. 2017, 23, 926–938. [CrossRef]
75. Vega-Zamora, M.; Torres-Ruiz, F.J.; Parras-Rosa, M. Towards sustainable consumption: Keys to communication for improving

trust in organic foods. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 216, 511–519. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20636
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2017.08.006
http://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20698
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ausmj.2010.01.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2019.04.003
http://doi.org/10.1080/10454446.2016.1141138
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12052074
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.120334
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118772
http://doi.org/10.1108/00070700510611002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2017.10.020
http://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-11-2014-0376
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6606.2012.01223.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0743-0167(02)00053-0
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1470-6431.2009.00814.x
http://doi.org/10.1177/002224379303000208
http://doi.org/10.17660/ActaHortic.1995.340.32
http://doi.org/10.1207/s15327663jcp0404_02
http://doi.org/10.1186/s40691-016-0076-7
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2017.09.012
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2690-5
http://doi.org/10.1002/bse.660
http://doi.org/10.5539/ass.v12n1p103
http://doi.org/10.1108/APJML-10-2016-0211
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.121348
http://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-03-2019-0195
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.06.001
http://doi.org/10.1080/10454446.2017.1266543
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.12.129


Foods 2021, 10, 2278 18 of 19

76. Yu, W.; Han, X.; Ding, L.; He, M. Organic food corporate image and customer co-developing behavior: The mediating role of
consumer trust and purchase intention. J. Retail. Consum. Serv. 2021, 59, 102377. [CrossRef]

77. Chen, J.; Lobo, A. Organic food products in China: Determinants of consumers’ purchase intentions. Int. Rev. Retail. Distrib.
Consum. Res. 2012, 22, 293–314. [CrossRef]

78. De Cannière, M.H.; De Pelsmacker, P.; Geuens, M. Relationship quality and purchase intention and behavior: The moderating
impact of relationship strength. J. Bus. Psychol. 2010, 25, 87–98. [CrossRef]

79. Ajzen, I. Perceived behavioral control, self-efficacy, locus of control, and the theory of planned behavior 1. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol.
2002, 32, 665–683. [CrossRef]

80. Zeithaml, V.A. Service quality, profitability, and the economic worth of customers: What we know and what we need to learn. J.
Acad. Mark. Sci. 2000, 28, 67–85. [CrossRef]

81. Wee, C.; Ariff, M.; Zakuan, N.; Tajudin, M.; Ismail, K.; Ishak, N. Consumers perception, purchase intention and actual purchase
behavior of organic food products. Rev. Integr. Bus. Econ. Res. 2014, 3, 378.

82. Carfora, V.; Cavallo, C.; Caso, D.; Del Giudice, T.; De Devitiis, B.; Viscecchia, R.; Nardone, G.; Cicia, G. Explaining consumer
purchase behavior for organic milk: Including trust and green self-identity within the theory of planned behavior. Food Qual.
Prefer. 2019, 76, 1–9. [CrossRef]

83. Elliott, M.A.; Armitage, C.J.; Baughan, C.J. Drivers’ compliance with speed limits: An application of the theory of planned
behavior. J. Appl. Psychol. 2003, 88, 964. [CrossRef]

84. Harris, J.; Hagger, M.S. Do basic psychological needs moderate relationships within the theory of planned behavior? J. Appl.
Biobehav. Res. 2007, 12, 43–64. [CrossRef]

85. von Meyer-Höfer, M.; von der Wense, V.; Spiller, A. Characterising convinced sustainable food consumers. Br. Food J. 2015, 117,
1082–1104. [CrossRef]

86. Buder, F.; Feldmann, C.; Hamm, U. Why regular buyers of organic food still buy many conventional products: Product-specific
purchase barriers for organic food consumers. Br. Food J. 2014, 116, 390–404. [CrossRef]

87. Cham, T.H.; Ng, C.K.Y.; Lim, Y.M.; Cheng, B.L. Factors influencing clothing interest and purchase intention: A study of Generation
Y consumers in Malaysia. Int. Rev. Retail. Distrib. Consum. Res. 2018, 28, 174–189. [CrossRef]

88. Anderson, J.C.; Gerbing, D.W. Structural equation modeling in practice: A review and recommended two-step approach. Psychol.
Bull. 1988, 103, 411. [CrossRef]

89. Stevens, J.P. Applied Multivariate Statistics for the Social Sciences; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2012; ISBN 1136910697.
90. Kline, R.B. Convergence of structural equation modeling and multilevel modeling. In The SAGE Handbook of Innovation in Social

Research Methods; Sage Publications Ltd.: London, UK, 2011.
91. Hair, J.F., Jr.; Hult, G.T.M.; Ringle, C.; Sarstedt, M. A Premier on Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM); Sage

Publications: London, UK, 2014.
92. Nunnally, J.C.; Bernstein, I.H. Psychological Theory; MacGraw-Hill: New York, NY, USA, 1994.
93. Bagozzi, R.P.; Yi, Y.; Nassen, K.D. Representation of measurement error in marketing variables: Review of approaches and

extension to three-facet designs. J. Econom. 1999, 89, 393–421. [CrossRef]
94. Fornell, C.; Larcker, D.F. Structural Equation Models with Unobservable Variables and Measurement Error: Algebra and Statistics.

J. Mark. Res. 1981. [CrossRef]
95. Henseler, J.; Ringle, C.M.; Sarstedt, M. A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-based structural equation

modeling. J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 2015, 43, 115–135. [CrossRef]
96. Kleinbaum, D.G.; Kupper, L.L.; Muller, K.E.; Nizam, A. Applied Regression Analysis and Other Multivariable Methods; Duxbury

Press: Pacific Grove, CA, USA, 1988; ISBN 0534915132.
97. Zuur, A.F.; Ieno, E.N.; Elphick, C.S. A protocol for data exploration to avoid common statistical problems. Methods Ecol. Evol.

2010, 1, 3–14. [CrossRef]
98. Santosa, P.I.; Wei, K.K.; Chan, H.C. User involvement and user satisfaction with information-seeking activity. Eur. J. Inf. Syst.

2005, 14, 361–370. [CrossRef]
99. Cohen, J. Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences; Academic Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1988; ISBN 1483276481.
100. Falk, R.F.; Miller, N.B. A Primer for Soft Modeling; University of Akron Press: Akron, OH, USA, 1992; ISBN 0962262846.
101. Harman, H.H. Modern Factor Analysis; University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL, USA, 1976; ISBN 0226316521.
102. Holbert, R.L.; Stephenson, M.T. Structural Equation Modeling in the Communication Sciences, 1995–2000. Hum. Commun. Res.

2002, 28, 1995–2000. [CrossRef]
103. Bagozzi, R.P.; Yi, Y. On the evaluation of structural equation models. J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 1988, 16, 74–94. [CrossRef]
104. Browne, M.W.; Cudeck, R. Alternative ways of assessing model fit. In Testing Structural Equation Models; Bollen, K.A., Long, J.S.,

Eds.; Sage Publishers Ltd.: California, CA, USA, 1993; pp. 136–162.
105. Aschemann-Witzel, J.; Zielke, S. Can’t Buy Me Green? A Review of Consumer Perceptions of and Behavior Toward the Price of

Organic Food. J. Consum. Aff. 2017, 51, 211–251. [CrossRef]
106. Terlau, W.; Hirsch, D. Sustainable consumption and the attitude-behaviour-gap phenomenon-causes and measurements towards

a sustainable development. Int. J. Food Syst. Dyn. 2015, 6, 159–174.

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2020.102377
http://doi.org/10.1080/09593969.2012.682596
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-009-9127-z
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb00236.x
http://doi.org/10.1177/0092070300281007
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2019.03.006
http://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.964
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9861.2007.00013.x
http://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-01-2014-0003
http://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-04-2012-0087
http://doi.org/10.1080/09593969.2017.1397045
http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-4076(98)00068-2
http://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800313
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210X.2009.00001.x
http://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.ejis.3000545
http://doi.org/10.1093/hcr/28.4.531
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF02723327
http://doi.org/10.1111/joca.12092


Foods 2021, 10, 2278 19 of 19

107. Owens, W.T.; Nowell, L.S. More than just pictures: Using picture story books to broaden young learners’ social consciousness.
Soc. Stud. 2001, 92, 33–40. [CrossRef]
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