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A greater share of the stomach? Role of provenance and ethical standards on

consumers’ food choices and purchasing intentions

Abstract

Purpose: Provenance and ethical standards reflect foods that are traceable and are
supportive of the environment, sustainability and justice in the food supply chain. The aim of
this study was to understand higher education consumers’ food choices and to examine the

predictors of purchasing intention of food with provenance and ethical standards.

Methodology: An online questionnaire was completed by 296 students and staff members of
University of Central Lancashire. The questionnaire collected information on
sociodemographic profiles; food choices, provenance and ethical standards; ethical
purchasing and sourcing requirements and purchasing intention of food products with
provenance and ethical standards. Descriptive statistics were used to determine the
frequency of distribution of all sociodemographic characteristics. Multiple regression was
used to examine if attitude, perceived behavioural control and subjective norms of the
Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) significantly predict the consumers’ purchasing intention
(step 1). Exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the behavioural items using principal
components estimation and varimax rotation. Multiple regression on the expanded TPB (step
2) using the obtained factor scores were conducted to determine if the factors were
significant predictors of purchasing intention of food with provenance and ethical standards.

Findings: Multiple regression on the expanded TPB model revealed that only attitude and
perceived behavioural control were significant predictors of purchasing intention of food with
provenance and ethical standards. The regression model explained about 50% of the
variance of the intent to purchase food with provenance and ethical standards where R? =
0.50, (Adjusted R? = 0.47). This was significantly different from zero F (5, 89) = 17.77, p <
0.001. The incorporation of ‘Preference for ethically sourced food and ‘Perceived knowledge

and status of provenance standards’ did not increase the prediction of purchasing behaviour.

Originality: Two broad themes were identified from the factor analysis where the first factor
prioritises ‘Preference for ethically sourced food’ and the second factor conceptualises
‘Perceived knowledge and status of provenance standards’. The Theory of Planned
Behaviour (TPB) was expanded to incorporate both factors but did not increase the
prediction of purchasing intention. The authors recommend that other potential predictors

e.g. moral concerns or perceived value of food with provenance and/or ethical standards to
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be tested using an extended TPB framework. The study is of value to higher and further

education catering services to encourage more sustainable and local food consumption.

Keywords: animal welfare; ethics; origin; sustainability; Theory of Planned Behaviour

Introduction

Place of provenance refers to any place where a food is indicated to come from (EEC
2913/92). The significance attached to food provenance by consumers will impact the
economic development of local or international economies, transport systems, relation
between urban and rural areas and social welfare consequences on farmers and workers
(Morgan et al., 2006). Food provenance is very much driven by geographical indications
(Gangjee, in press) and traceability (Mattevi and Jones, 2016). Previous studies on food
provenance among US and Canadian consumers found that only 2.2% of 1248 consumers
indicated that their knowledge of the product’s country of origin might have influenced their
product choice (Liefeld, 2005) while Kemp et al. (2010) reported that 5.6% of 251 UK
consumers in a revealed preference survey selected country of origin as one of the reasons
when purchasing fresh food items. Only 3.6% indicated that they had consciously selected
British produce as they were less harmful for the environment (Kemp et al. 2010). In a
separate study, rural consumers were found to place more importance on British and locally
produced food. The maijority of the rural consumers also expressed positive attitudes
towards farming and food provisioning issues compared to urbanites (Weatherell et al.,
2003). The emergence of Farmers’ Markets in the UK since 1997 also emphasised the
concept of provenance, creation of face-to-face interaction between producers and
customers, linking locality to quality, ethical and environmental qualities (Holloway and
Kneafsey, 2000; Ramsingh and Wallace, 2015). Other crucial examples include the
Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) which initiated the ‘Mapping the Local Food
Web toolkit’ (CPRE, 2012) and Sustainable Food Cities Network by Soil Association, Food
Matters and Sustain (Soil Association, 2017). Local and sustainable food projects help to
increase awareness of food origins, create new jobs and small businesses and develop best
practices from farm to fork (CPRE, 2012; Sustainable Food Cities, n.d.). There may exist a
link between provenance and ethical standards as Lazzarini et al. (2017) revealed that
consumers rated locally produced food products more positively. This was influenced by
both environmental impact and sustainability of food (Lazzarini et al. 2017; Sims 2009).
Order processing time and uniqueness of local food products were also found to significantly

influence restaurants’ purchasing decision (Sharma et al., 2014).
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Ethical values are also reflected in food sustainability which comprises promotion of good
health (although provenance is not necessarily an indicator of healthy products), social
inclusion and affordability. It is also supportive of the local economy, promotes animal
welfare and fair trade, encourages sustainable farming with high environmental standards
and reduced energy consumption (Sustainable Development Commission, 2011). According
to Koster (2009), these ethical, environmental, integrity and sustainability values represent
the extrinsic characteristics of the food products. In fact, the environmental and ethical
production can be represented as the two main dimensions in sustainable food (Grunert et
al. 2014). On the other hand, the intrinsic characteristics of food choices are represented by
food safety, nutrition and price (Lusk, 2008), sensory appeal (Steptoe et al., 1995), taste and
availability (Lusk, 2008; Honkanen and Frewer, 2009), familiarity, natural content of food
(Pieniak et al., 2009) and weight control (Steptoe et al., 1995).

Previous studies identified the gap between attitudes towards sustainable behaviour and
purchasing intention of sustainable food products. Being involved in sustainability, certainty
of information about products and perceived consumer effectiveness influenced consumers’
attitudes towards purchasing of sustainable products (Vermeir and Verbeke 2006). Shaw et
al. (2000) described control, ethical obligation and self-identify as influential factors among
UK consumers when purchasing Fairtrade grocery products. Similarly, McEachern et al.
(2007) found moral obligations influence consumers’ attitudes and purchasing behaviour
towards Freedom Food branded meat. Consumers’ location also influenced their ethical
brand choice. Meanwhile, a positive moral attitude had stronger influence in purchasing of
organic foods in UK and ltaly (Arvola et al., 2008). Similarly, positive moral attitude
significantly affects consumers’ purchasing intention of sustainably sourced food (Dowd and
Burke, 2013). Animal welfare, social welfare of farm workers and support for family farms
were the top three additional ethical attributes in purchasing of organic food in the UK
(Zander and Hamm, 2010) while support for sustainable food production was prominent in
Australia (Dowd and Burke, 2013). Consumers were also willing to pay more for organic food
with additional ethical attributes (Zander and Hamm, 2010). An investigation in selected
countries in Asia and Asia Pacific revealed that ethical concern was not considered an

important influence of food choice by all countries except Japan (Prescott et al., 2002).

Within the food service supply chain i.e. food procurement, storage, preparation, cooking
and service, Baldwin et al. (2011) reported that food procurement contributed the highest
environmental impact. Food procurement here includes purchasing of food and beverages
from other food processors, agricultural producers and brokers/foodservice suppliers. Public
and private food services are in a strong position to support their local economy and
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sustainable food production (Wahlen et al., 2012). For example, the UK food service sector
is set to reach a value of US$ 68.8 billion by 2019 (Horizons, 2015) while the food service
industry in the US represents more than US$ 782 billion (National Restaurant Association,
2016). The value of food procurement in selected UK universities was US$27 million per
annum (Rimmington et al. 2006) while the university and college foodservice settings in US
represent more than US$33 billion in revenue (Technomics, 2016). Food services in higher
education institutions play a significant role in sourcing for local food and providing food with
additional ethical values. In the UK, the University Caterers Organisation (TUCO) is
committed to ensure sustainability best practices and the health and wellbeing of consumers
(TUCO, 2016). Previous studies within university settings had looked at reducing food waste
behaviours (Harvard University Sustainability, 2016; Painter et al., 2016; Whitehair et al.
2013), sustainable food consumption (Vermeir and Verbeke, 2006), campus sustainable
food projects (Barlett, 2011), using locally sourced fresh organic foods (Fien, 2002),
community-supported agriculture programmes on campus (Wharton and Harmon, 2009) and
behaviour towards locally sourced food (Campbell et al., 2014). Despite studies on
importance of sustainable food, ethical food consumption and country of product’s origin,
there is a gap in understanding of the influence of food provenance and ethical standards

towards consumers’ purchasing behaviour within the higher education sector.

Thus, the aim of this study is to understand higher education consumers’ food choices and
to examine the predictors of purchasing intention of food with provenance and ethical
standards using the TPB framework. This is followed by exploring other potential variables to
be included as additional constructs in the extended TPB framework. The Theory of Planned
Behaviour is one of the most useful framework in explaining human behaviour (Ajzen 1991)
and is often used in studies to examine food choices. TPB has successfully predicted
consumers’ purchasing decisions of Fair Trade food products (O’Connor et al., 2017), buying
sustainable seafood (Honkanen and Young, 2015) and purchasing local food (Sharma et al.,
2014) whilst other studies found benefits in expanding TPB by adding new constructs. For
example, additional constructs such as moral attitude and health concern improved the
predictive power of TPB in purchasing organic food (Yadav and Pathak, 2016) while
perceived value and willingness increased the predictive power of consumer green purchase
intention (Yadav and Pathak, 2017).

Methodology

An online survey was conducted among students and staff from University of Central
Lancashire. The online questionnaire was developed using Survey Monkey® (Survey
Monkey®, Palo Alto, CA, USA) after reviewing the current literature and discussion with the
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catering and hospitality department. A questionnaire consisting of 4 sections: i)
demographics; (ii) food choices, provenance and ethical standards; (iii) ethical purchasing
and sourcing policy and (iv) purchasing intention of food products with provenance
standards was developed. The TPB section assessed participants’ purchasing intention and
is divided into attitudes, subjective norms and perceived behavioural control. Behavioural
intention is influenced by: a person’s attitudes; beliefs about whether individuals who are
important to the person approve or disapprove of the behaviour; and perceived control over
performing the behaviour. The more positive the attitude, the higher the social expectations
and control an individual feel about performing a behaviour, the more likely it is that the
individual will do so (Ajzen, 1985).

A pilot test was carried out among students and staff (n=12) who provided recommendations
to add and rephrase some questions. This helped to maximise clarity, interpretation of
questions and to ensure reliability. The internal consistency of the questionnaire was
evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha. The ICC values range between 0 and 1, with values
above 0.8 considered excellent reliability, 0.6 — 0.8 good, 0.4 — 0.6 moderate, and less than
0.4 as poor reliability (Landis and Koch 1977). The survey took 15 minutes to complete and
was only available in English. Participants were provided with information regarding the
survey and informed consent was given prior to answering the questions. Adverts regarding
the survey were posted in both student and staff online information boards and 2 reminders
were sent out during the survey period.

Descriptive statistics were used to determine the frequency of distribution of all
sociodemographic characteristics. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the
behavioural items using principal components estimation and varimax rotation. Using the
TPB as a guide, the authors predicted that positive attitudes towards food provenance and
ethical standards, strong subjective norms and greater perceived control will result in
stronger purchasing intention behaviour. Further analyses on the obtained factor scores
were conducted to determine if the factors were significant predictors of purchasing intention

of food with provenance and ethical standards.

Results and Discussion 296 participants responded to the online survey with a good
balance between staff and students, but heavily skewed to female respondents. None of the
food provenance and ethical standards in Table 1 were recognised by more than 50% of the

respondents.

Insert Table 1
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Overall, this is similar to Ellis et al. (2009) who found that recognition of individual quality
assurance logos was poor, although in this study only the names of standards were
provided. RSPCA Assured (previously Freedom Food) was most recognised followed by
Rainforest Alliance and Red Tractor. RSPCA Assured places importance on animal welfare,
compassion and respect in the food supply chain (RSPCA Assured, 2016). McEachern et al.
(2007) revealed in a previous study that although 20% of the respondents were strongly
concerned about animal welfare, only 5% were attracted to the Freedom Food brand.
Enhanced marketing communications on the ethical value of Freedom Food brand was
recommended by McEachern et al. (2007). Similarly, Grunert et al. (2014) identified that
consumers have better understanding of labels such as animal welfare, Rainforest Alliance,
Fairtrade and Carbon Foorprint as these labels seemed to be self-explanatory. The image of
British farming is often communicated to consumers through the Red Tractor logo which
represents the British Farm Standards and help consumers to identify UK produce. Red
Tractor differs from other value-based scheme as it is specifically a British scheme, certifying
British produce and represents a flavour of ‘buy British’ (Richards et al., 2011). Promotion of
the logo to consumers has been limited and there have been efforts to reconnect farmers
and consumers (Duffy et al. 2003; Dowler et al., 2009; Kirwan et al., 2013; Morris and
Kirwan, 2010).

Table 2 shows the perceived importance of ethical and provenance food standards. Animal
welfare received the highest mean score for importance. This is similar to previous studies
where the majority of consumers value the importance of purchasing meat that has been
produced with high animal welfare standards (Clonan et al., 2010; Defra, 2012; Schroder
and McEachern, 2004). Support for local businesses and sustainable purchasing were also
considered important. This reflects Chambers et al. (2007) and Weatherell et al. (2003) who
reported widespread enthusiasm for local foods and like the idea of supporting local farmers
and their own national economy. Interestingly Fairtrade was perceived as important by the
respondents but this is contradictory to the % of recognition of Fairtrade brand in Table 2.
Fairtrade was listed under ‘Other types of certification’ and respondents were given the
option to provide their own answers. This may have reduced the actual amount of
recognition by the respondents. However, Fairtrade is important, as the UK has one of the
largest markets for Fairtrade products such as tea, coffee, chocolate and bananas and also
in brewed coffee and tea in cafes such as Starbucks (Pierrot et al., 2011) and McDonalds
(Ladhari and Tchetgna, 2015; Murphy et al., 2011). The Fairtrade scheme addresses equity
and justice in international commodity markets and aims to reduce poverty, increases

participation and empowerment of producers and workers in developing countries (Melo et
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al., 2014; Philips, 2014; Smith, 2010). Fairtrade-labelled products were more influential
compared to organic labels in Belgium (Rousseau, 2015), similar to these findings, while
consumers claimed that food and drinks tasted better with FairTrade logo (Lotz et al., 2013;
Tang et al., 2016).

Insert Table 2

TPB model for purchasing intention of food with provenance and ethical standards

Multiple linear regression was performed to evaluate the TPB model for purchasing intention
behaviour (Step 1). Cronbach alpha analyses of their responses revealed moderate to high
reliability (Table 3) demonstrating consistency between subjects when answering the
questions. Intention to perform the behaviour was predicted from direct attitudes, subjective
norms (SN) and perceived behavioural control (PBC). The regression model explained about
50% of the variance of the intent to purchase food with provenance and ethical standards
where R? = 0.50, (Adjusted R? = 0.47). This was significantly different from zero F (5, 89) =
17.77, p < 0.001. Two predictors (attitude and PBC) contributed significantly to the prediction
of purchasing behaviour. This suggests that participants with positive attitudes (3=0.67)
towards ethical products were more likely to purchase them. This is in line with Michaelidou
and Hassan (2016) who found that attitude and purchase intention towards organic and free-
range produce were driven by ethical lifestyle. Usage of food products labelled with
environmental and ethical values were also related to positive motivation (Grunert et al.,
2014). It is suggested that purchasing of local and ethically-labelled food products can be
increased by relating consumers’ positive attitude and motivation with their moral and ethical

lifestyle.
Insert Table 3

There is a negative relationship between perceived behavioural control (i.e. availability of
food with provenance and ethical standards and ease of differentiation) and purchasing
behaviour (B =-0.22). The lack of such food and difficulty to differentiate conventional with
ethically labelled food products reduce the likelihood of purchase behaviour. This behaviour
is reflected in Table 4 i.e. ‘| have access to a wide selection of ethically sourced food on
campus’ which received 3.06 + 0.91 mean scoring (n=210). Respondents were largely
undecided about the availability of such food on-campus. However, respondents scored 3.61
1 0.91 on ‘Il have access to a wide selection of ethically sourced food off-campus’. This
suggests a higher availability of ethically-labelled food products from off-campus shops and
cafes. Finally, most of the respondents somewhat agreed that they ‘will choose to buy
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ethically sourced food from campus in future’ (3.52 + 0.90). Hjelmar (2011) described that
convenience behaviours will influence purchasing behaviour of organic food products. In this
case, organic foods should be made available and they have to be clearly visible with an
eco-label to promote purchasing behaviour. Provision of ethical and local food can be
improved by increasing the availability and displaying the products more prominently in
university’s cafes and refectories. This can potentially increase consumers’ convenience
behaviour to purchase the products. There were no significant relation between subjective
norms and purchasing intention of food with provenance and ethical standards. This
contradicts Kimura et al. (2012) findings where extrinsic social factors were found to

influence buyer’ motives.

Insert Table 4

Exploratory factor analysis and extended TPB model

Table 5 summarises the results of the factor analysis. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) =0.88 and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity X* (136) = 1466.11, p < 0.001. Principal component analysis of 14

variables yielded 5 components with eigenvalues = 1 together accounting for 73.58% of the
variance. However, based on eigenvalue = 1 criterion and inspection of the scree plot and
interpretability, only two factor loadings were selected (Conway and Huffcutt, 2003). The two
factors explained 39.31% of the item variance. All items that are loaded higher than 0.5 are
considered in the interpretation of the factors. When factors are loaded higher than 0.5, this
is considered significant (Hair et al., 2006; Verain et al., 2015). Factor 1 consisted of 7 items
relating to purchasing and consumption of ethically sourced food and is labelled ‘Preference
for ethically sourced food’. The findings reflected previous studies where consumers
preferred ethical attributes such as animal welfare, regional or local production, organic
products and fair prices to farmers (Zander and Hamm, 2010; Zander et al., 2013) and
preference for local food (Niva et al., 2014). Factor 2 composed of 3 items concerning
understanding and influence of provenance standards and is labelled ‘Perceived knowledge
and status of provenance standards’. Grunert et al. (2014) revealed that usage of food
products with sustainability labels were related to understanding of the labels. This has led to
further analyses of the factor scores where ‘Preference for ethically sourced food’ and
‘Perceived knowledge and status of provenance standards’ were regressed to predict
purchasing behaviour.

Insert Table 5

Insert Figure 1
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The Theory of Planned Behaviour was expanded to incorporate the two factor scores
derived from principal component analysis (Step 2). Preference for ethically sourced food
and perceived knowledge of provenance standards were found to be underlying factors
derived from the 14 food choices, provenance and ethical purchasing variables. Further
regression of both factors (preference for ethically sourced food and perceived knowledge of
provenance standards) were not significant predictors of purchasing intention of food with
provenance and ethical standards (Figure 1). Attitude and perceived behavioural control
remain the two significant predictors of the consumers’ purchasing intention of food with
provenance and ethical standards. This is dissimilar to Bahm et al. (2009) who found
significant positive relationship in knowledge of organic food products and recognition of
organic seal with attitude and purchasing of organic products. Previous empirical studies
investigating the impact of nutrition and food safety knowledge have also produced mixed
results. Although there is general consensus that knowledge is necessary, however, nutrition
and food safety knowledge were not translated into healthy eating (Grunert and Wills, 2007;
Verbeke, 2008) and food safety behaviours (Asiegbu et al., 2016; Baser et al., 2016; Lim et
al., 2016). The lack of relation between perceived knowledge of provenance standards and
purchasing behaviour may also be due to contradiction among consumers e.g. in supporting
either local food and/or Fairtrade products imported from other countries. Consumers may
struggle when making ethical choices whilst considering to support British products or
international food products (Adams and Raisborough, 2010). Vermeir and Verbeke (2006)
also found that limited information and/or more complex or contradictory information may

result in uncertainty among consumers on what products to purchase.

Limitations and future research

The results from this study cannot be generalise to other populations due to the small
sample size and setting. The survey was based on self-reporting, hence findings should be
interpreted with caution. Clayton and Griffith (2004) suggested that observational approach
would produce higher reliability and accuracy. The implication for future studies is to carry
out observational studies of consumers selecting and purchasing food with or without
provenance and ethical standards. Similarly, caterers can measure the sales and/or demand
for such food. Other factors can be explored to improve prediction power of purchasing
intention of food with provenance and ethical standards. Price was not included as a factor in
the theory of planned behaviour and the authors strongly recommend it be analysed in future
prediction. Price may be a significant factor in consumers’ purchasing behaviour as noted in
Bondy and Talwar (2011). During recession periods, consumers who occasionally purchase

Fairtrade products were found to decrease their purchases as they became more price
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aware. Future research should also look into barriers that prevent consumers from
purchasing more local and ethically produced food. It will also be interesting to stratify the
consumers according to generations i.e. Generation X, Y and baby boomers. The
foodservice sector in higher education caters for one of the most influential consumer
segments today — the Generation Y or millennials (individuals born between 1980s and
2000) make up 26% of the UK population (Countrywide, 2015) and 25% of the US
population (Apresley, 2016). This group is also more ethnically diverse and socially
conscious and spends more on food and drinks (Apresley, 2016; Jang et al., 2011). Previous
research revealed that only a small segment of generation Y or millennials strongly
supported ethical products (Young and McCoy, 2016). The authors also recommend further
studies to determine the association between local or imported food (in relation to food
provenance standards) with ethical standards. As provenance deals with country of origin, is
there a possibility that consumers may associate local foods with as being more
sustainable? Moral concerns and perceived value of food with provenance and ethical
standards can be used as additional constructs to improve the predictive power of an
extended TPB.

Conclusion

The aim of the study was to achieve a better understanding of consumers’ food choices, and
purchasing intention of food with provenance and ethical standards. Consumers recognised
a good selection of provenance and ethical standards and perceived animal welfare as the
most important in ethical food products. A majority of the consumers also support local
economies and sustainable purchasing of food products but were undecided about reducing
food miles. Two broad underlying factors were identified from a factor analysis of 14
variables on consumption of ethically and regionally produced food products. Both factors
were incorporated into TPB to predict purchasing intention but did not increase the prediction
power. The expanded TPB found that only attitude and perceived behavioural control are
significant predictors of purchasing behaviour. This study is of value to food catering
services particularly higher and further education caterers to improve consumption of local
and ethically-produced food. The provision of sustainable, safe, quality food products is the
commitment of the University Caterers Organisation in the UK. This can be done by
increasing the availability and/or displaying the products more prominently. Food catering
services can utilise social media, university’s internal communication and marketing
strategies to further orientate consumers’ attitude in purchasing sustainably sourced food
products. Similarly, positive attitudes of consumers can be improved by linking their

motivation to purchase the products with their moral principles and ethical lifestyle.

© Emerald Publishing Limited

This is a pre-print of a paper and is subject to change before publication. This pre-print is made available with the understanding
that it will not be reproduced or stored in a retrieval system without the permission of Emerald Publishing Limited.



Downloaded by University of Central Lancashire At 08:42 25 January 2018 (PT)

References

Adams, M. and Raisborough, J. (2010), “Making a difference: ethical consumption and the
everyday”, , Vol. 61 No. 2, pp. 256-274.
Ajzen, I. (1985). From intent

ions to actions: A Theory of Planned Behaviour. In, J. Kuhl, and
J. Beckmann (Eds.), *).

Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

Ajzen, 1. (1991), “The Theory of Planned Behavior”, _

. \/o!. 50, pp. 179-211.
Apresley  (2016), “Generation Y part one: Marketing”, available at:

http://www.timeforge.com/site/blog/marketing-generation-cash-elusive-demographic/
(accessed 25 October 2016).

Arvola, A., Vassallo, M., Dean, M., Lampila, P., Saba, A., Lahteenmaki, L., et al. (2008),
“Predicting intentions to purchase organic food: The role of affective and moral
attitudes in the theory of planned behaviour”, daagtig. Vol. 50 No. 2-3, pp. 443-454.

Asiegbu, C.V., Lebelo, S.L., and Tabit, F.T. (2016), “The food safety knowledge and
microbial hazards awareness of consumers of ready-to-eat street-vended food”,

imaasiEanisal \/o!. 60, pp. 422-429.

Bahm, M.J., Samonte, A.V. and Shows, A.R. (2009), “Organic foods: Do eco-friendly
attitudes predict eco-friendly behaviours?” h Vol.
58 No. 3, pp. 195-202.

Baldwin, C., Wilberforce, N. and Kapur, A. (2011), “Restaurant and food service life cycle
assessment and development of a sustainability standard”, *
IR, o/ 6 No. 1. pp. 4040

Barlett, P.F. (2011), “Campus sustainable food projects: Critique and engagement”,
H, Vol. 113 No. 1, pp. 101-115.

Baser, F., Ture, H., Abubakirova, A., Sanlier, N., and Cil, B. (2017), “Structural modeling of
the relationship among food safety knowledge, attitude and behavior of hotel staff in
Turkey’, innaaiinaiisgd. \/o!. 73, pp. 438-444.

Bondy, T. and Talwar, V. (2011), “Through thick and thin: How Fair Trade consumers have
reacted to the global economic recession”, | KNGKGcGcGNG \/o. 101, pp.

365-383.
Campbell, J., DiPietro, R.B., and Remar, D. (2014), “Local foods in a university setting: Price

consciousness, product involvement, price/quality inference and consumer's
wilingness-to-pay’, NN o -2, o, 39-
49.

Chambers, S., Lobb, A., Butler, L., Harvey, K., and Bruce T.W. (2007), “Local, national and
imported foods: A qualitative study”, daagkig, Vol. 49 No. 1, pp. 208-213.

Clayton, D.A. and Giriffith, C.J. (2004), “Observation of food safety practices in catering using
notational analysis”, | . \/o!. 106 No. 3, pp. 211-227.

Clonan, A., Holdsworth, M., Swift, J. and Wilson, P. (2010), UK consumers’ priorities for
sustainable food purchases. 84™ Annual Conference of the Agricultural Economics
Society.

Conway, J.M., and Huffcutt, A.l. (2003), “A review and evaluation of exploratory factor
analysis practices in organizational research”, *
Vol. 6 No. 2, pp. 147-168.

Countrywide (2015), “Generation Y?, available at:
http://www.countrywide.co.uk/media/59418/countrywide-generation-y.pdf (accessed
25 October 2016).

CPRE, Campaign to Protect Rural England (2012), “Mapping local food webs toolkit”,
available at: http://www.cpre.org.uk/resources/farming-and-food/local-
foods/item/3076-mapping-local-food-webs-toolkit (accessed 22 August 2017).

Defra (2012), “The animal welfare provenance of food — communication and engaging with
consumers: a review of evidence and interventions”, available at: file://lha-012/pers-

© Emerald Publishing Limited

This is a pre-print of a paper and is subject to change before publication. This pre-print is made available with the understanding
that it will not be reproduced or stored in a retrieval system without the permission of Emerald Publishing Limited.


http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-4446.2010.01312.x&isi=000278342800003&citationId=p_1
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.appet.2007.09.010&isi=000254126600032&citationId=p_5
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ijhm.2014.05.014&isi=000341902200005&citationId=p_12
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1548-1433.2010.01309.x&isi=000287360800016&citationId=p_9
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1177%2F1094428103251541&isi=000181734600001&citationId=p_16
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1007%2F978-3-642-69746-3_2&citationId=p_2
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodcont.2015.08.021&isi=000364882900056&citationId=p_6
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.appet.2007.02.003&isi=000247623700023&citationId=p_13
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2F0749-5978%2891%2990020-T&isi=A1991GQ64400003&citationId=p_3
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2F0749-5978%2891%2990020-T&isi=A1991GQ64400003&citationId=p_3
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodcont.2016.08.032&isi=000390965800040&citationId=p_10
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1080%2F07448480903295292&isi=000273376600002&citationId=p_7
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&system=10.1108%2F00070700410528790&citationId=p_14
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1007%2Fs10551-010-0726-4&isi=000292815600002&citationId=p_11
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1007%2Fs11367-010-0234-x&isi=000286101300005&citationId=p_8
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1007%2Fs11367-010-0234-x&isi=000286101300005&citationId=p_8

Downloaded by University of Central Lancashire At 08:42 25 January 2018 (PT)

J/00075EF2/Downloads/10455_121115-AnimalwelfareREAreportFINAL.pdf
(accessed 26 October 2016).

Dowd, K., and Burke, K.J. (2013), “The influence of ethical values and food choice
motivations on intentions to purchase sustainably sourced foods”, daaatilg Vol. 69,
pp. 137-144.

Dowler, E., Kneafsey, M., Cox, R. and Holloway, L. (2009), “Doing food differently:
Reconnecting biological and social relationships through care for food”, mftitiasita
Bauiew Vol. 57 No. S2, pp. 200-221.

Duffy, R., Fearne, A. and Healing, V. (2005), “Reconnection in the UK food chain: Bridging
the communication gap between food producers and consumers”, giilisksbaas
wauaal Vol. 107 No. 1, pp. 17-33.

EEC 2913/92 (1992), “Council regulation (EEC) No 2913/92 of 12 October 1992 establishing
the Community Customs code”, available at: http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:31992R2913:en:HTML
(accessed 13 June 2017).

Ellis, K. A., Billington, K., McNeil, B. and McKeegan, D.E.F. (2009), “Public opinion on UK
milk marketing and dairy cow welfare”, fuunisiisiiamm. \/o!. 18 No. 3, pp. 267-282.

Fien, J. (2002), “Advancing sustainability in higher education: Issues and opportunities for
researcr, NN /o' 3 No. 3
pp. 243-253.

Gangjee, D.S. (In press), “Proving provenance? Geographical indications certification and its
ambiguities”, World Development doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2015.04.009

Grunert, K.G., Hieke, S., and Wills, J. (2014), “Sustainability labels on food products:
Consumer motivation, understanding and use”, attadakgy, \/ol. 44, pp. 177-189.

Grunert, K.G. and Wills, J.M. (2007), “A review of European research on consumer response
to nutrition information on food labels”, _ Vol. 15 No. 5, pp.
385-399.

Hair, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J., Anderson, R.E. and Tatham, R.L. (2006), Multivariate
data analysis. New Jersey: Pearson Prentice Hall.

Harvard University Sustainability (2016), “Harvard University dining services”, available at:
https://green.harvard.edu/topics/food (accessed 24 October 2016).

Hjelmar, U. (2011), “Consumers’ purchase of organic food products. A matter of
convenience and reflexive practices”, daaakilg. Vol. 56 No. 2, pp. 336-344.

Holloway, L. and Kneafsey, M. (2000), “Reading the space of the farmers' market: A
preliminary investigation from the UK”, | . \/o!. 40 No. 3, pp. 285-299.

Honkanen, P., and Frewer, L. (2009), “Russian consumers' motives for food choice”,
Alasgtis Vol. 52 No. 2, pp. 363-371.

Honkanen, P., and Young J.A. (2015), “What determines British consumers’ motivation to
buy sustainable seafood?” | N \/o!. 117 No. 4, pp. 1289-1302.
Horizons (2015), “UK foodservice sector set to be worth £56.3 billion by 2019”, available at:
http://www.hrzns.com/news/uk-foodservice-worth-56bn-2019 (accessed 24 October

2016).

Jang, Y.J., Kim, W.G., and Bonn, M.A. (2011), “Generation Y consumers’ selection attributes

and behavioral intentions concerning green restaurants”,
, Vol. 30 No. 4, pp. 803-811.

Kemp, K., Insch, A., Holdsworth, D.K., and Knight, J.G. (2010), “Food miles: Do UK
consumers actually care?” aaaskiielay Vol. 35 No. 6, pp. 504-513.

Kimura, A., Mukawa, N., Yamamoto, M., Masuda, T., Yuasa, M., Goto, S., et al. (2012), “The
influence of reputational concerns on purchase intention of fair-trade foods among
young Japanese adults”, * Vol. 26 No. 2, pp. 204-210.

Kirwan, J., libery, B., Maye, D., and Carey, J. (2013), “Grassroots social innovations and
food localisation: An investigation of the local food programme in England”, Glghal

I \/o!. 23 No. 5, pp. 830-837.

© Emerald Publishing Limited

This is a pre-print of a paper and is subject to change before publication. This pre-print is made available with the understanding
that it will not be reproduced or stored in a retrieval system without the permission of Emerald Publishing Limited.


http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&system=10.1108%2FBFJ-06-2014-0199&isi=000352710300005&citationId=p_34
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodqual.2012.05.002&isi=000306774900009&citationId=p_38
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodpol.2013.12.001&isi=000332751200017&citationId=p_27
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.appet.2010.12.019&isi=000289186000018&citationId=p_31
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.appet.2013.05.024&isi=000322606400018&citationId=p_20
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&isi=000268352700007&citationId=p_24
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.gloenvcha.2012.12.004&isi=000328179400002&citationId=p_39
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.gloenvcha.2012.12.004&isi=000328179400002&citationId=p_39
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1007%2Fs10389-007-0101-9&citationId=p_28
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1111%2F1467-9523.00149&isi=000088352500001&citationId=p_32
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-954X.2010.01893.x&isi=000275532000011&citationId=p_21
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-954X.2010.01893.x&isi=000275532000011&citationId=p_21
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ijhm.2010.12.012&isi=000293207400006&citationId=p_36
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ijhm.2010.12.012&isi=000293207400006&citationId=p_36
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&system=10.1108%2F14676370210434705&citationId=p_25
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.appet.2008.11.009&isi=000264632600014&citationId=p_33
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&system=10.1108%2F00070700510573177&isi=000233972200002&citationId=p_22
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&system=10.1108%2F00070700510573177&isi=000233972200002&citationId=p_22
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodpol.2010.05.011&isi=000284347700002&citationId=p_37

Downloaded by University of Central Lancashire At 08:42 25 January 2018 (PT)

Késter, E.P. (2009),” Diversity in the determinants of food choice: A psychological
perspective”, , Vol. 20 No. 2, pp. 70-82.

Ladhari, R., and Tchetgna, N.M. (2015), “The influence of personal values on fair trade
consomption. NN ! 57 pp. 265477

Landis, J.R. and Koch, G.G. (1977), “The measurement of observer agreement for
categorical data”, Gigaiasiss, Vol. 33, pp. 159-174.

Lang, T. and Heasman, M. (2004), Food wars: The global battle for mouths, minds and
markets. Taylor and Francis:

Lazzarini, G.A., Visschers, V.H.M., and Siegrist, M. (2017), “Our own country is best: Factors
influencing consumers’ sustainability perceptions of plant-based foods”, inaasiaiaaadii
e, \ol. 60, pp. 165-177.

Liefeld, J.P. (2004), “Consumer knowledge and use of country-of-origin information at the
point of purchase consumer knowledge and use of country-of-origin information at
the point of purchase”, * Vol. 4 No. 2, pp. 85-87.

Lim, T., Chye, F.Y., Sulaiman, M.R., Suki, N.M., and Lee, J. (2016), “A structural modeling
on food safety knowledge, attitude, and behaviour among Bum Bum island
community of Semporna, Sabah”, xaatkissisel \ol. 60, pp. 241-246.

Lotz, S., Christandl, F., and Fetchenhauer, D. (2013), “What is fair is good: Evidence of
consumers’ taste for fairness”, h Vol. 30 No. 2, pp. 139-
144.

Lusk, J.L. and Briggeman, B.C. (2009), “Food values”, _
meaasassias. Vol. 91 No. 1, pp. 184-196.

Mattevi, M., and Jones, J.A. (2016), “Traceability in the food supply chain: Awareness and
attitudes of UK small and medium-sized enterprises”, innathiaanisal, \/o!. 64, pp. 120-
127.

McEachern, M.G., Monika J.A. Schréder, Willock, J., Whitelock, J., and Mason, R. (2007),

“Exploring ethical brand extensions and consumer buying behaviour: The RSPCA
and the “Freedom food” brand”, * Vol. 16
No. 3, pp. 168-177.

Melo, I., Turnhout, E., and Arts, B. (2014), “Integrating multiple benefits in market-based
climate mitigation schemes: The case of the climate, community and biodiversity
certification scheme”, _ Vol. 35, pp. 49-56.

Michaelidou, N., and Hassan, L.M. (2010), “Modeling the factors affecting rural consumers’
purchase of organic and free-range produce: A case study of consumers’ from the
island of Arran in Scotland, UK”, aatsssksy, \Vol. 35 No. 2, pp. 130-139.

Morgan, K., Marsden, T., and Murdoch, J. (2006). Worlds of food: Place, power, and
provenance in the food chain. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Morris, C., and Kirwan, J. (2010), “Food commodities, geographical knowledges and the
reconnection of production and consumption: The case of naturally embedded food
products”, aaaiassdEd Vol. 41 No. 1, pp. 131-143.

Murphy, A., and Ben Jenner-Leuthart. (2011), “Fairly sold? Adding value with fair trade
coffon n caros:. IR o\ 75 No 7. pp. 506.515

National Restaurant Association (2016), “Facts at a glance”, available at:
http://www.restaurant.org/News-Research/Research/Facts-at-a-Glance (accessed 24
October 2016).

Niva, M., Makela, J., Kahma, N. and Kjaernes, U. (2014), “Eating sustainably? Practices and
background factors of ecological food consumption in four Nordic countries”, Jaural
I \/ol. 37 No. 4, pp. 465-484.

O’Connor, E.L., Sims, L., and White, K.M. (2017), “Ethical food choices: Examining people’s
Fair Trade purchasing decisions”, _ Vol. 60, pp. 105-112.

Painter, K., Thondhlana, G., and Kua, H.W. (2016), “Food waste generation and potential

interventions at Rhodes university, South Africa”, | I NEINGGQEEEER \o'. 56, pp.
491-497.

© Emerald Publishing Limited

This is a pre-print of a paper and is subject to change before publication. This pre-print is made available with the understanding
that it will not be reproduced or stored in a retrieval system without the permission of Emerald Publishing Limited.


http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1002%2Fcb.161&citationId=p_45
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodcont.2015.12.014&isi=000371189000018&citationId=p_49
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.2307%2F2529310&isi=A1977CY39700012&citationId=p_42
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1007%2Fs10603-014-9270-4&citationId=p_57
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1007%2Fs10603-014-9270-4&citationId=p_57
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodcont.2015.07.042&isi=000364882900032&citationId=p_46
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&system=10.1108%2F10610420710751546&citationId=p_50
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.geoforum.2009.09.004&isi=000273172200018&citationId=p_54
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodqual.2017.04.001&isi=000403027700011&citationId=p_58
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodqual.2013.05.010&isi=000324008600008&citationId=p_47
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.envsci.2013.02.010&isi=000329476700006&citationId=p_51
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodqual.2007.11.002&isi=000261856500002&citationId=p_40
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&system=10.1108%2F07363761111181491&citationId=p_55
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodqual.2017.04.008&isi=000403027700018&citationId=p_44
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodqual.2017.04.008&isi=000403027700018&citationId=p_44
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.wasman.2016.07.013&isi=000383827700054&citationId=p_59
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-8276.2008.01175.x&isi=000262346000012&citationId=p_48
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-8276.2008.01175.x&isi=000262346000012&citationId=p_48
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodpol.2009.10.001&isi=000277760300005&citationId=p_52
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jclepro.2014.10.068&isi=000347493700048&citationId=p_41

Downloaded by University of Central Lancashire At 08:42 25 January 2018 (PT)

Philips, D.P. (2014), “Uneven and unequal people-centred development: the case of Fair
Trade and Malawi sugar producers”, H Vol. 31, No. 4,
pp. 563-576.

Pieniak, Z., Verbeke, W., Vanhonacker, F., Guerrero, L., and Hersleth, M. (2009),
“Association between traditional food consumption and motives for food choice in six
European countries”, daaabiég, Vol. 53 No. 1, pp. 101-108.

Pierrot, J., Giovannucci, D. and Kasterine, A. (2011), “Trends in the trade of certified
coffees”, Technical paper. Geneva: International Trade Centre, available at: file://Iha-
012/pers-J/00075EF2/Downloads/Trends-in-the-trade-of-certified-coffees.pdf
(accessed 27 October 2016).

Prescott, J., Young, O., O'Neill, L., Yau, N.J.N., and Stevens, R. (2002), “Motives for food
choice: A comparison of consumers from Japan, Taiwan, Malaysia and New
Zealand”, _ Vol. 13 No. 7-8, pp. 489-495.

Ramsingh, B. and Wallace, C. (2015), Going beyond sights, smells and taste: Shared
responsibility for food safety at farmers markets in the UK. Food & Markets. Prospect
Books: London, pp. 330-342.

Richards, C., Lawrence, G. and Burch, D. 2011, “Supermarkets and agro-industrial foods”,

, Vol. 14 No. 1, pp. 29-47.

Rimmington, M., Smith, J.C. and Hawkins, R. (2006), “Corporate social responsibility and

sustainable food procurement”, | . \/o!. 108 No. 10, pp. 824-837.

Rousseau, S. (2015), “The role of organic and fair trade labels when choosing chocolate”,
, Vol. 44, pp. 92-100.

RSPCA Assured (2016), “‘RSPCA Assured”, available at:
https://www.rspcaassured.org.uk/about-us/ (accessed 25 October 2016).

Schroder, M.J.A. and McEachern, M.G. (2004), “Consumer value conflicts surrounding
ethical food purchase decisions: a focus on animal welfare”,

I \/ol. 28 No. 2, pp. 168-177.
Sharma, A., Moon, J., and Strohbehn, C. (2014), °

‘Restaurant’s decision to purchase local
foods: Influence of value chain activities”,

fasessussni \/ol. 39, pp. 130-143.
Shaw, S. Shiu, E. and Clarke, I. (2000), “The contribution of ethical obligation and self-

identity to the theory of planned behaviour: An exploration of ethical consumers”,

IR \ o/ No. &, pp. 679694,

Sims, R. (2009), “Food, place and authenticity: local food and the sustainable tourism
experience’. NN \/o\. 17, p. 321.336.

Smith, S. (2010), “For love or money? Fairtrade business models in the UK supermarket
soctor, NN /0! 2 No. Supploment 2. pp. 257266,

Soil Association (2017), “Sustainable food networks”, available at:
https://www.soilassociation.org/our-campaigns/better-food/transforming-the-way-we-
eat/sustainable-food-communities/ (accessed 22 August 2017).

Steptoe, A., Pollard, T.M. and Wardle, J. (1995), “Development of a measure of the motives
underlying the selection of food: The food choice questionnaire”, 4aagtig, Vol. 25
No. 3, pp. 267-284.

Sustainable Development Commission (2011), “Looking back, looking forward: Sustainability
and UK food policy 2000-20117, available at: http://www.sd-
commission.org.uk/data/files/publications/FoodPolicy10_Report_final_w.pdf
(accessed 20 October 2016).

Sustainable Food Cities (n.d.), “About Sustainable Food Cities”, available at:
http://sustainablefoodcities.org/about (accessed 22 August 2017).

Tang, S., Arciniegas, C., Yu, F., Han, J., Chen, S., and Shi, J. (2016), “Taste moral, taste

good: The effects of Fairtrade logo and second language on product taste
evaluation”, ﬁ Vol 50, pp. 152-156.

© Emerald Publishing Limited

This is a pre-print of a paper and is subject to change before publication. This pre-print is made available with the understanding
that it will not be reproduced or stored in a retrieval system without the permission of Emerald Publishing Limited.


http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1362%2F026725700784683672&citationId=p_71
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1007%2Fs10460-014-9500-z&isi=000344799700003&citationId=p_60
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1006%2Fappe.1995.0061&isi=A1995TK29400006&citationId=p_75
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1080%2F09669580802359293&isi=000265646600003&citationId=p_72
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.appet.2009.05.019&isi=000268604500013&citationId=p_61
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.2752%2F175174411X12810842291146&isi=000209072100002&citationId=p_65
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1470-6431.2003.00357.x&citationId=p_69
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1470-6431.2003.00357.x&citationId=p_69
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1007%2Fs10551-010-0582-2&isi=000287183300007&citationId=p_73
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&system=10.1108%2F00070700610702082&isi=000242796100002&citationId=p_66
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ijhm.2014.01.009&isi=000336465500015&citationId=p_70
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ijhm.2014.01.009&isi=000336465500015&citationId=p_70
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2FS0950-3293%2802%2900010-1&isi=000179381900008&citationId=p_63
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodqual.2016.02.011&isi=000372767300019&citationId=p_78
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodqual.2015.04.002&isi=000356186800012&citationId=p_67

Downloaded by University of Central Lancashire At 08:42 25 January 2018 (PT)

Technomics (2016), “Us Foodservice industry  forecast’, available at:
https://www.technomic.com/Resources/Industry_Facts/dynUS_Foodservice_Forcast.
php (accessed 24 October 2016).

TUCO (2016), “The University Caterers Organisation”, available at:
http://www.tuco.ac.uk/about/about-us (accessed 13 June 2017).

Verain, M.C.D., Dagevos, H., and Antonides, G. (2015), “Sustainable food consumption.
Product choice or curtailment?” gaagkig, Vol. 91, pp. 375-384.

Verbeke, W. (2008), “Impact of communication on consumers’ food choices”, [

I \/ol. 67, pp. 281-288.

Vermeir, |. and Verbeke, W. (2006), “Sustainable food consumption: Exploring the consumer
“Afttude - behavioral mtention" gap". NN
Ethics, Vol. 19 No. 2, pp. 169-194.

Wahlen, S., Heiskanen, E., and Aalto, K. (2012), “Endorsing sustainable food consumption:
Prospects from public catering”, & Vol. 35 No. 1, pp. 7-21.

Weatherell, C., Tregear, A., and Allinson, J. (2003), “In search of the concerned consumer:
UK public perceptions of food, farming and buying local”, | EGcNG,
Vol. 19 No. 2, pp. 233-244.

Wharton, C. and Harmon, A. (2009), “University engagement through local food enterprise:
Community-supported agriculture on campus”,
Alubeitian, Vol. 4 No. 2, pp. 112-128.

Whitehair, K.J., Shanklin, C.W., and Brannon, L.A. (2013), “Written messages improve
edible food waste behaviors in a university dining facility”,
I \/ol. 113 No. 1, pp. 63-69.

Yadav, R., and Pathak, G.S. (2016), “Intention to purchase organic food among young
consumers: Evidences from a developing nation”, &amatilg, Vol. 96, No. 1, pp. 122-
128.

Yadav, R., and Pathak, G. S. (2017), “Determinants of consumers’ green purchase behavior
in a developing nation: Applying and extending the Theory of Planned Behavior”,

, Vol. 134, pp. 114-122.

Young, M.E., and McCoy, A.W. (2016), “Millennials and chocolate product ethics: Saying

one thing and doing another”, , Vol. 49, pp. 42-53.

Zander, K. and Hamm, U. (2010), “Consumer preferences for additional ethical attributes of
organic food”, “ Vol. 21 No. 5, 495-503.
Zander, K., Stolz, H., and Hamm, U. (2013), “Promising ethical arguments for product

differentiation in the organic food sector. A mixed methods research approach”,
Akaglis Vol. 62, pp. 133-142.

© Emerald Publishing Limited

This is a pre-print of a paper and is subject to change before publication. This pre-print is made available with the understanding
that it will not be reproduced or stored in a retrieval system without the permission of Emerald Publishing Limited.


http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1080%2F19320240902915235&citationId=p_86
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1080%2F19320240902915235&citationId=p_86
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodqual.2015.11.014&isi=000368744200005&citationId=p_90
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1007%2Fs10806-005-5485-3&isi=000237534400004&citationId=p_83
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1007%2Fs10806-005-5485-3&isi=000237534400004&citationId=p_83
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jand.2012.09.015&isi=000316242400008&citationId=p_87
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jand.2012.09.015&isi=000316242400008&citationId=p_87
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.foodqual.2010.01.006&isi=000278303500007&citationId=p_91
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1007%2Fs10603-011-9183-4&citationId=p_84
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.appet.2015.09.017&citationId=p_88
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.appet.2012.11.015&isi=000315070300017&citationId=p_92
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.appet.2015.04.055&isi=000357546600049&citationId=p_81
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2FS0743-0167%2802%2900083-9&isi=000181952800007&citationId=p_85
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ecolecon.2016.12.019&isi=000395219300013&citationId=p_89
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1017%2FS0029665108007179&isi=000259500200006&citationId=p_82
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FNFS-06-2017-0122&crossref=10.1017%2FS0029665108007179&isi=000259500200006&citationId=p_82

Downloaded by University of Central Lancashire At 08:42 25 January 2018 (PT)

Factor 1: Preference for food
with provenance and ethical
standards

Behavioural
Intention

Subjective Behaviour
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Perceived Behavioural B=10.035
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Factor 2: Knowledge
and status of food
provenance standards

Figure 1. Expanded Theory of Planned Behaviour model to predict purchasing intention of
food with provenance and ethical standards (*p < 0.05; **p < 0.001) (n=95). Using multiple
regression, the model explained about 50% of the variance of the intent to purchase food
with provenance and ethical standards where R? = 0.50, (Adjusted R? = 0.47). This was
significantly different from zero F (5, 89) = 17.77, p < 0.001. The Theory of Planned
Behaviour was expanded to incorporate two factor scores derived from principal component
analysis. Both factors were not significant predictors of purchasing intention of food with
provenance and ethical standards.
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Table 1 Recognition of food provenance and ethical standards (n=296)

Food provenance or ethical standards %

Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 41.55
(RSPCA Assured [Previously Freedom Food])

Rainforest Alliance 38.18
Red Tractor 37.16
Soil Association 32.09
Compassion in World Farming (e.g. Good Dairy; Good Egg; 29.05
Good Meat)

Marine Conservation Society 25.68
A Taste of Britain 24.32
Marine Stewardship Council Certified Sustainable Seafood 13.51
Linking Environment and Farming (LEAF) 8.45
Others (Fairtrade, Vegetarian and Vegan Society approved, 3.04

Coeliac UK Crossed Grain Symbol)

*Note: Results are presented as number of respondents (%). Respondents can select more than 1 certification
body or standards (n=296). RSPCA Assured (previously Freedom Food) received the highest recognition
followed by Rainforest Alliance and Red Tractor.
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Table 2 Importance of ethical and provenance food standards (mean, standard deviations
[SD] (all on 5-point scale: not important all — very important) and correlations (n=227)

Ethical and provenance food standards Mean SD
Animal Welfare 4.43 0.82
Fairtrade 4.02 1.03
Organic 3.27 1.15
Reducing food miles 3.60 1.03
Support for local businesses 4.19 0.88
Sustainable purchasing 4.03 0.91

Results are presented as mean * sd. ltems are measured on a 5-point scale ranging from not important at all (1)
to very important (5) using descriptive statistics. Animal welfare received the highest mean score for importance.
Support for local businesses and sustainable purchasing were also considered important.
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Table 3 Descriptive statistics of Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) components for
purchasing intention of food with provenance and ethical standards (n=95)

TPB variables® Composition of items Mean SD Cr(:;sta‘:h,s B
Attitudes Mean of 2 items 3.37 0.78 0.54 0.67**
Subjective Norms Mean of 3 items 2.01 0.99 0.91 0.14
Perceived Behavioural Mean of 2 items 2.94 0.82 0.73 -0.22*
Control (PBC)

Behavioural Intention 3.31 1.02

Results are presented as mean + sd. “The attitudes, subjective norms, perceived behavioural control and
intention items were measured on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) using
descriptive statistics and multiple regression (*p < 0.05 and **p < 0.0001). Cronbach alpha analyses revealed
moderate to high reliability. Attitude and PBC contributed significantly to the prediction of purchasing behaviour.
This suggests that participants with positive attitudes towards ethical products were more likely to purchase them.
There is a negative relationship between perceived behavioural control (i.e. availability of food with provenance
and ethical standards and ease of differentiation) and purchasing behaviour.
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Table 4 Food provenance and ethical standards (n=210)

No. Items Mean SD
1 | understand the concept of provenance standards 3.69 1.15
2 The provenance and ethical status of food influences 3.43 1.16
where | purchase my meals

3 Provenance is concerned about sourcing food locally 3.81 0.87
and responsibly

4 Ethically sourced food is safe and quality food 3.51 0.89

5 The quality of ethically sourced food is more important 3.53 0.94
than price

6 Ethically sourced food is healthy food 3.17 0.93

7 | prefer to eat ethically sourced food products 3.73 0.97

8 My ethics always influence my purchasing intention 3.57 1.13

9 Eating non-ethically sourced food products is against 3.29 1.06
my moral principles

10  Understanding of food provenance labels and 3.64 0.95
standards influence my purchasing intention

11 | will purchase foods labelled with food provenance 3.69 0.98
standards

12 | have access to a wide selection of ethically sourced 3.06 0.91
food on campus

13 | have access to a wide selection of ethically sourced 3.61 0.91
food off campus

14 | will choose to buy ethically sourced foods on campus 3.52 0.90
in future

Results are presented as mean + sd measured on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 strongly disagree (1) to strongly
agree (5) using descriptive statistics. The results are mostly positive suggesting that consumers prefer to
purchase and consume ethically sourced food products.
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Table 5 Exploratory factor analysis of food provenance and ethical standards (n=161)

Factor 1 — Preference for ethically sourced food Component 1 Component 2
Eating non-ethically sourced food products is against my moral .83

principles

My ethics always influence my purchasing intention .82

Understanding of food provenance labels and standards .70 44
influence my purchasing intention

I will choose to buy ethically sourced foods on campus in future .65

| prefer to eat ethically sourced food products .60 49
| will purchase foods labelled with food provenance standards .60 A7
The quality of ethically sourced food is more important than .55

price

Factor 2 — Perceived knowledge and status of provenance

standards

| understand the concept of provenance standards .82
Provenance is concerned about sourcing food locally and .79
responsibly

The provenance and ethical status of food influences where | .46 71
purchase my meals

% of variance 22.95 16.36
Eigenvalues 7.04 1.69
Cronbach’s a 0.91 0.88

Exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the behavioural items using principal components estimation and
varimax rotation. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) =0.88 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity W (136) = 1466.11, p < 0.001.
The two factors explained 39.31% of the item variance. All items that are loaded higher than 0.5 are considered
in the interpretation of the factors. Factor 1 consisted of 7 items relating to purchasing and consumption of
ethically sourced food and is labelled ‘Preference for ethically sourced food’. Factor 2 composed of 3 items
concerning understanding and influence of provenance standards and is labelled ‘Perceived knowledge and
status of provenance standards’.
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