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Introduction

The present-day food market may be further subdivided into four submarkets:
the market of functional food, the market of conventional products, the market
of convenience foods and the market of organic food, respectively (Luczka,
2019, p. 267). The world organic food market is estimated at 135 billion euro.
Approximately 2% global cropped area are covered by organic certification.
In 2022 global organic cropland area increased by over 20 million hectares,
reaching 96 million hectares. The number of organic producers grew as well,
exceeding 4.5 million. Organic food sales in 2022 amounted to almost 135
billion euro, compared to merely 15.1 billion euro in 2020. Mean annual global
organic food expenditure per capita is 17 euro (Willer et al., 2024, p. 29).
The primary challenges faced by the world organic food market include
inflation-driven growth in food prices, geopolitical factors disturbing supply
chains, the impact of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine on the global economy, and
concerns over excess of supply as a consequence of overproduction.

Consumer demand for organic food varies and results from health, ethical
and environmental considerations. However, competition from such products
as plant-based alternatives, vegan products or GMO-free products makes it
more difficult for BIO or organic food products to be easily distinguishable
on the market. Participants in the EU organic agriculture sector claim that
the European Commission needs to more effectively encourage consumers to
purchase organic products (FiBL, 2024).

Consumption of organic food is a form of consumption supporting
environmental protection efforts, important both for the present and
future generations. It is a concept, within which consumers are assigned
responsibility or co-responsibility in solving environmental problems by
assuming environmentally friendly approaches and behaviours. Issues related
to degradation of the natural environment (e.g. climate change, generation
of waste, air pollution, natural disasters, etc.) are increasingly changing
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consumer behaviour, with buyers choosing organic products as an alternative
to more conventional products (Zaremohzzabieh et al. 2021, p. 732).

Food production using organic farming methods is crucial for the
concept of sustainable development, currently being a highly topical issue.
This strategy should facilitate attaining social, economic and environmental
aims. It comprises actions, which are to satisfy basic human needs, improve
the quality of life and provide an adequate quantity of goods and services,
while combining then with efforts to preserve the natural environment and
protect its resources (Domagalska, Buczkowska, 2015, p. 374). Organic
production means innovation, progress and a very high standard of specialist
knowledge. In order to obtain satisfactory yields in organic agriculture it is
essential to have a deep understanding of nature, agriculture and processes
related to cultivation of each crop. Organic agriculture is the art and skill
to manage these processes and mechanisms so as to obtain superior quality
products (Rzytki, 2015, p. 22).

The market of organic products exhibits specific characteristics, determined
by unique behaviours and environmental awareness of consumers, the degree
of economic development and wealth, implemented agricultural policy, as
well as natural conditions found in individual countries, both in Europe and
worldwide.

Consumer habits have been changing dramatically in recent decades:
at present consumers are less willing to make purchase decisions based on
brand loyalty or price, instead choosing products, which are consistent with
their system of values, manifesting preferences towards more environmentally,
ethically and socially sustainable products. The growing prosperity of
individual populations, enhanced consumer awareness concerning food quality
and safety, as well as the effect of organic food on human health promote
increased purchases of organic food. Demand for organic food is mainly
driven by trends in consumer behaviours, resulting from increased consumer
awareness and focus on quality. Quality of organic food is the primary element
of its competitive advantage over conventional food. Additionally, it needs to
be stressed that according to the recent Nielsen report the Covid pandemic did
not impede demand for organic products in the European countries; instead,
consumers have proven to be more willing to purchase products labelled with
the organic logo. Maintenance of an appropriate diet and lifestyle during the
COVID-19 pandemic became even more important, since in order to combat
viral infections and ensure mental health and well-being it is necessary to
provide sufficient levels of nutrients supporting the immune system. During the
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pandemic customers decided to purchase certified products, frequently from
local suppliers. The value of this market during the pandemic year increased
by 20%. Unfortunately, organic products still account for as little as 0.5% of
the entire shopping basket of an average consumer.

The primary aim of this monograph is to provide a diagnosis of consumer
behaviours for inhabitants of the Visegrad Group (V4) countries in the market
of organic food products. Investigations were conducted within the framework
of a project financed by the International Visegrad Fund in the period from
December 2023 to February 2024 among inhabitants of the V4 countries
(600 consumers from each country). The following research centres
participated in this study: the University of Life Sciences in Lublin, the Poznan
University of Life Sciences, the College of Polytechnics Jihlava, the Czech
University of Life Sciences Prague, the University of Economics in Bratislava
and the Research Institute of Organic Agriculture. The Visegrad Group
(also called the Visegrad Four or V4) was established on 15 February 1991
as a form of regional cooperation between four Central European countries,
i.e. the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia. These countries share
not only geographical vicinity and similar geopolitical conditions, but also
common history, culture and traditions (Czyz, 2018, p. 71). The V4 countries
were selected for this study, because within the European common organic
food market to date the Central and Eastern European countries (CEECs) have
played the role of a niche market. Since 2004 the character of this market to
a considerable extent has been affected by regulations binding in the European
Union, since the V4 countries accessed the EU at the same time.

In order to realise the project objectives, resulting in the preparation of this
monograph, studies were conducted based on primary and secondary sources
to determine the condition of organic agriculture and the market of its products,
as well as consumer behaviour in the organic food market in the Visegrad
Group member countries. The authors posed the following research questions
during the implementation of the project’s objectives, the answers to which are
presented in this monograph. “What are the most important determinants of
the purchase of organic food?”, “How is organic food recognized and selected
among other types of food?”, “What product groups are mostly purchased by
organic food consumers?”, “What is the organic food purchase frequency?”,
“What are the most common places for organic food purchases?”.

Based on the recorded results the authors presented the development
of organic agriculture in individual V4 countries. An in-depth analysis
concerned consumer behaviour in the organic food market and within the
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framework of the undertaken objective it also covered the ecoconsumer
profile in the V4 countries.

This publication comprises the introduction, four chapters and the
conclusions. The first three chapters are review studies and they were
prepared based on analyses of secondary sources: monographs, research
papers, as well as documents of national and international organisations.
The final chapter is based on empirical studies conducted by the authors and
it presents results along with conclusions concerning consumer behaviour
related to organic products.

In the first chapter the authors focused on the presentation of the
investigated market participant, i.e. the consumer. In this sense the consumer
is a key agent, making purchase decisions. To a certain degree consumers
through their decisions affect the structure of production, its quality and
quantity. Identification of consumer behaviour patterns is particularly
important to facilitate development of both production and marketing
strategies, which is evident not only in the organic food market, but
practically in all other markets.

The second chapter is devoted to organic agriculture and the market
of organic products within the European single market. The common
agricultural policy (CAP) was investigated in more detail, as it defines the
directions for development not only in the case of organic agriculture, but
European agriculture as a whole. Changes taking place in organic agriculture
were presented in reference both to the countries specifically investigated in
this study and the entire European Union. The subchapter presenting findings
reported in earlier studies on organic food consumers is of particular interest
as well.

The next chapter concerns the development of organic agriculture in
individual V4 countries. Each subchapter refers to a single country: the Czech
Republic, Slovakia, Hungary and Poland. This chapter also presents changes
in the total area under organic farming in the V4 countries and elsewhere.

Chapter 4 is based on the results of empirical studies, particularly when
discussing the analysis of consumer behaviour in the organic food markets
of the V4 member countries. This chapter starts from a detailed presentation
of the investigated consumer profile, subsequently moving to the discussion
of the structure and character of the analysed respondent population sample.
The results discussed in this chapter show the distribution of the sample not
only in terms of the respondents’ sex, but also place of residence, income
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level, number of people in the household, as well as whether they purchase
organic food. Purchase intentions concerning organic products declared
by respondents from the V4 countries were discussed along with the logos/
labelling, based on which consumers identify organic food. An interesting
contribution is provided by the analysis of the way, in which consumers
combine consumption of organic food with other types of products (regional,
ethnic, non-GMO products, etc.). This chapter also presents the frequency
of purchases for individual organic products. A particularly important
aspect of the presented analysis is related to the discussion of barriers for
the development of this market in the opinion of the respondents. Using
the adopted research tool the authors asked the respondents to assess
selected elements, which in their opinion may minimise the effects of the
existing barriers. The analysis presents barriers most commonly indicated
by the respondents in these four, relatively different countries; nevertheless,
opinions on the main barriers to purchase are consistently similar, as it is the
high price and limited availability of organic products.

The final part sums up the presented studies discussed in this monograph,
indicating areas requiring further investigations. The authors also propose
specific solutions, which may be implemented by institutions supporting
organic agriculture and market participants in order to promote this
agricultural production method and to strengthen the organic food market.
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Chapter I

Consumer in the organic food market.
Example of the Visegrad countires

1.1. The concept and essence of consumption
behaviour

According to Carnogursky (2023, p. 30), various forms of consumer
buying behaviour have been observed since time immemorial. Practically,
since the beginning of trade people have taken the role of buyers when faced
with a choice between alternatives. Nowadays people are subjects involved
in the consumption process and are defined as a consumers. Consumers are
customers who buy goods and services for their personal consumption as
individuals, as well as purchasing them for consumption within a family or
joint household. In turn, Solomon (2017, p. 5) defines consumer behaviour as
the purchasing behaviour of the consumer as a final customer. Additionally,
Carnogursky (2023, p. 36) in relation to consumer purchasing behaviour
stated that consumer behaviour is defined as the activities that characterise
a consumer in the course of purchasing behaviour and use of those products
or services.

Shiffman et al. (2012, p. 3) termed consumer buying behaviour as ‘shopping
behaviour’ and defined it as consumers’ acts of searching for and evaluating
alternatives, including the buying process, using and disposing of products and
services, all in relation to the expected satisfaction of their needs.

Mazdik et al. (2021, p. 346) added that consumer purchasing behaviour
must also be seen in the context of the mental and social processes that precede
or follow purchasing behaviour. At the same time, consumer decision-making
needs to be perceived in the context of willingness to spend money and other

CEDEWU.PL



Chapter I. Consumer in the organic food market. Example of the Visegrad countires

personal resources available to them, such as time, the effort they have to
expend to purchase products or services, while observing what consumers
buy, the reasons for buying, when the buying behaviour occurs, the location of
the purchase, the frequency of purchase and the loyalty and frequency of use
of the products or services purchased. They thus confirmed the conclusions
presented by Schiffman et al. (2012, p. 3), who stated that examining consumer
behaviour helps to understand and enable more accurate predictions of
what consumers buy, why they buy, and where, when, how often, and how
consumers buy. In turn, Mazdik et al. (2021, p. 346) pointed out the difficulty
of measuring and predicting purchasing behaviour due to its complexity.
Thus, the main effort of marketers is not only to identify and measure this
consumer purchasing behaviour, but also direct it in the desired direction to
meet marketing objectives of the companies that sell these goods or services.
In the context of the difficulty of predicting consumer behaviour, this confirms
conclusions presented by Smith (2000, p. 10), who nevertheless argued that
predicting the behaviour of groups of customers is easier than predicting the
consumption behaviour of individuals.

Solomon (2017, p. 8) identified the main elements that relate to consumer
buying behaviour as cognition and understanding of consumer thinking, their
feelings, the process of evaluating and selecting alternatives, the influence of
the environment, behaviour during decision making and buying, the ability
and limitations of knowledge and skills to work with information and make
decisions, motivational factors and differentiation, and the processes of
purchase decision making according to the preference and importance of
the product to the consumer. Moreover, consumers do not primarily perceive
products and services in terms of the core product and actual utility in their
purchasing behaviour. The most important factor in purchasing behaviour
appears to be the actual product, which is determined by e.g. brand and
perceived quality. Consumers are also increasingly making decisions based
on ‘enhanced products’, which are primarily intangible factors providing
additional attractiveness or benefit to the product or service for the customer,
such as longer warranty periods, better credit terms, service, etc.

This is confirmed by observations by Trommsdorff and Steinhoff (2009),
who indicated that a current line of inquiry into consumer buying behaviour
is that consumers often buy products and services not because of their main
function, but primarily because of their perceived quality or value to the
consumer. Obviously, the core product and the function of the product or
service are important; however, other product dimensions, such as the actual
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and enhanced product, are currently the main considerations in consumer
purchasing decisions.

In the context of the defined elements of consumer purchasing behaviour,
Carnogursky (2023, p. 32) also highlighted the need to access relevant data
on consumers, consumer purchasing habits and preferred media types in
order to develop an appropriate communication message and media plan to
reach consumers. In turn, McCarthy (2016, p. 8) argued that understanding
consumer buying behaviour is very challenging, since the whole process is
very demanding, complex, and dynamic, because consumers are faced with
a number of complex decisions in the process of buying behaviour and are
influenced by several situational factors.

For example, Trommsdorff and Steinhoff (2009, p. 30) stated that for
marketers the main aspect in understanding consumer buying behaviour is
not consumption itself and its influences, but rather characteristics of the
customer. Therefore, they argued that the concept of the target customer
should be referred to, rather than just the consumer or consumer behaviour,
since the target customer implies multiple roles for the subject: decision-maker,
buyer, and consumer. Therefore, Vysekalova (2011, p. 15) pointed out that
consumer purchasing behaviour must be viewed comprehensively, rather than
without reference to general human behaviour and in isolation from societal
influences. Tur¢inkova et al. (2007, p. 4) also stated that consumer buying
behaviour is a multidisciplinary topic.

Carnogursky (2023) summarised consumer buying behaviour into five
sequential steps. Similarly, Vysekalova (2011, p. 48) and Rojik et al. (2016,
p. 15) defined consumer buying behaviour as a process based on five stages:

1. “Problem recognition — Awareness of the need we want to satisfy by
the purchase. Whether the needs are tangible or intangible, or in
terms of time, current and future, we usually try to satisfy the needs
that we feel are urgent first. The hierarchy of needs is illustrated by
a number of models, the most famous being Maslow’s pyramid,;

2. Information seeking — We need a certain amount of information to
make a decision, because a lack of information increases the feeling
of risk, and an excess of information can lead to disorientation.
The form, in which information reaches us is important, both from
personal and media sources;

3. Evaluation of alternatives — Comparison of information and selection
of the most appropriate solution, involvement of emotional processes;
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4. Purchase decision - After selecting products, deciding when to make
the purchase, except for impulse purchases;

5. Purchase evaluation — Customer satisfaction with the purchase, the
retailer should be interested in “post-purchase” behaviour to attract
regular customers and, on their recommendation, possibly new
customers.”

For example, Ingram et al. (2024, p. 59) added feedback to these stages,
which is provided within the above-mentioned five basic stages/phases of buying
behaviour and is based on the purchase evaluation phase. It is the monitoring
and working with feedback that is important in removing dissonance.
This type of buying behaviour can be identified in highly competitive
environments, where consumers have a high level of interest in buying, but
perceive little difference between competing brands. In such situations the
consumer does not have a strong belief in the benefits of the brand and buys
mainly on the basis of other cues, which may be the opinion of family, friends
or the salesperson. Thus, the consumer may be hesitant to make a purchase
(de Chernatony, 2010, p. 152). For example, Rojik et al. (2016, p. 15) saw
a high risk of this behaviour in the case of regional foods. As the food market is
highly competitive, consumers prefer regional food, among other things simply
because of its perceived higher quality. Where such a dissonance occurs,
consumers may turn away from the brand permanently.

Figure 1.1. Typology of consumer purchasing processes

2 Extensive solutions
2 £ f the probl
8§ o & of the problem
Qb
8
s =
£
g2
8 = E§ Limited solution Removing
= of the problem dissonances
Weak High

Buyer involvement

Source: Assael (1987) in de Chernatony (2010).
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De Chernatony (2010, p. 112) further pointed out an important
consideration in consumer purchasing behaviour to be the role that the brand
plays for the consumer and the possible paradoxes that arise from the ever-
decreasing amount of time consumers have to make decisions at the ever-
increasing number of options, from which to choose. Another paradox is the
situation when the consumer has plenty of money, but the key element is value.
The third paradox is explicitly at the communication level - consumers prefer
products that satisfy their needs, but at the same time they do not want to be
bothered with direct offers. According to de Chernatony, these paradoxes may
present opportunities for the brand. Two types of opportunities are presented
in Figure 1.2.

Figure 1.2. Brand opportunity in a time-poor society

Source: de Chernatony (2010, p. 197).

Along with the approach to consumption as a tool for satisfying needs,
Solomon (2017) presented four types of consumption, defined as:

1. experience (aesthetic or emotional response to the consumption of
a product or service),

2. ameans of integration (the consumption of a product or service and
its use integrates it into the society),

3. classification (the consumer is perceived and classified by the society
according to the products or services chosen),

4. play (consumption is play or entertainment).

Research on consumer purchasing behaviour in relation to branded products
or services (including organic products) was conducted e.g. by de Chernatony
(2010, p. 200), who stated that consumers prefer branded products or services
depending on how they most closely match their needs; as a consequence, he
related these needs to Maslow’s pyramid of needs. Consumer buying behaviour
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in relation to brands was also referred to Maslow's theory by Tikkanen (2007,
p. 721), who applied this analogy directly to the food sector. Furthermore, this
issue in relation to Maslow’s pyramid of needs was addressed e.g. in a study by
Swiss Re (de Chernatony, 2010, p. 206), with specific needs listed in analogy
with the brand type (see Figure 1.3).

Figure 1.3. Brands match which type of consumer needs

Need Type of Brand

Self-actualization Citizen

Brands

Self-esteem Status Brands

Socialization /Social Support Brands \
Security / Paternal Brands \

Generics
Sustenance

Source: Rojik et al. (2016, p. 206) following Swiss Re.

According to such authors as Kardes, Cronley, and Cline (2011, p. 8),
consumer buying behaviour is influenced by political, economic, technological,
social, cultural, personal and psychological factors. In turn, these factors
influence consumer buying behaviour itself. Literature on the subject presents
a number of different theoretical approaches to defining consumer buying
behaviour and the impact of factors that influence it as well as outcomes of
consumer behaviour itself, or categories thereof. In this respect one of the
main theoretical approaches is that followed e.g. by Vysekalova (2011, p. 38),
termed as the customer behaviour black box model.

For example, Kotler (2015, p. 310) referred to this model as “stimulus-black
box-response”, where stimuli entering this black box (Self Concept & Lifestyle)
can be identified and recorded in the form of subsequent customer responses.
In the case of product brands, these are defined as the choice of a specific
product, the choice of a specific product brand, the choice of a specific retailer,
the time and timing of the purchase, and the amount the buyers are willing
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to pay. A model of consumer purchasing behaviour is given in Figure 1.4.
As can be seen, marketing and other stimuli enter the black box, which then
passes through phases in the two-part black box depending on the buyer’s
characteristics and then enter the consumer’s decision-making process. The
buyer’s reactions then emerge from the black box, which, as mentioned above,
are observable. Kotler (2015, p. 184) further pointed out that cultural, social,
personal, and psychological factors are overwhelmingly beyond the control of
marketers; nevertheless, they must be addressed.

Figure 1.4. Model of buying behaviour

Market stimuli Other stimuli Characteristics | Decision-making Buyer’s
of the buyer process Responses
e Product e Economic of the buyer
* Price  Technological  Product choice
e Distributi-on * Political « Choice of brand
e Communication | ¢ Cultural > |« Choice
of distribution
e Timing of
purchase
e Available
amount

Source: Rojik et al. (2016) after Kotler (2015, p. 202).

1.2. Types of consumption behaviour

Consumer behaviour refers to final consumers - individuals and households
purchasing goods and services for personal use. Consumers in the world market
differ from one another in terms of their age, income, education, etc. (Kotler,
Armstrong, 2004). Additionally, consumer behaviour varies depending on the
nature of the product being purchased (Gburova, 2019). Consumers behave
differently when buying daily use items and when buying a car or house.

There are many reasons to investigate consumer behaviour or consumption.
Apart from the question “Who?” it is important for every company to ask the
following questions: “What?, Where? When? How? Why?”. For a company’s
success in the market it is essential to know what consumers buy, where they
buy, in what way and how much they buy, when and why they buy (Zak et al.,
2021). The answers to these questions reflect aspects of consumer behaviour.
There are several theories and models that address consumer behaviour.
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Experts (e.g. Kotler, Armstrong, 2004; Sadman, 2023) agree on four main
types of consumer behaviour (see Figure 1.5), that were originally described
by Assael (1987): complex-buying behaviour, dissonance-reducing buying
behaviour, habitual buying behaviour, and variety-seeking buying behaviour.
They reflect different levels of consumer involvement and differences between
brands and/or risks associated with their purchases.

Figure 1.5. Main types of consumer behaviour

High involvement Low involvement
dsl'f?:r'gscag; Complex-buying Variety-seeking buying
between brands behaviour behaviour
Few differences Dissonance-reducing ) ) )
between brands buying behaviour AT T BT

Source: Sadman, 2023.

Complex buying behaviour occurs when consumers are highly involved in
the whole purchasing process and perceive significant differences between
brands. They spend substantial time and effort in gathering information. They
are very careful, deliberate and make buying decisions after gaining a thorough
understanding of the product. This behaviour type is relate to high-value and
occasional purchases such as houses, cars, or high-tech electronic devices
(Schiffman, Kanuk, 2014).

Dissonance-reducing buying behaviour occurs when consumers are highly
involved in the whole purchasing process, but perceive only a few differences
between brands. This behaviour is typical in the case of infrequently bought
and expensive products. Consumers find it difficult to distinguish between
products, even though they spend a lot of time and financial resources on
purchases. Consumers focus on post-purchase cognitive dissonance and feel
regret about the choice they made. Therefore, they start to look for additional
information to reduce the dissonance.

Habitual buying behaviour occurs when consumers are not very involved in
the buying decision-making and perceive minimal differences between brands.
This type of behaviour is common when purchasing daily use products.
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Variety-seeking buying behaviour occurs when consumers are not very
involved in the buying decision-making process and perceive significant
differences between brands. This behaviour is often driven by a desire for
novelty and change, which is common in such product categories as snacks
and beverages (Schiffman, Kanuk, 2014).

Following Assael’s typology of consumer behaviour, Koudelka (1997)
described 4 types of consumer behaviour very similarly:

1. Complex consumer behaviour — with complex behaviour this is a rare
purchase, when the customer goes through a more complex decision-
making process. Because this is a rare purchase of an unknown
product, customers search for the necessary information themselves.
They are interested in competing products, their advantages and
disadvantages. When buying such a product, trained sales staff is
more useful to the customer than a printed advertisement.

2. Mismatch-reducing consumer behaviour - this behaviour represents
a situation where on the market there are several similar products
with the same characteristics. The purchase is therefore usually
made relatively quickly and is influenced e.g. by the price and
quality advantage. The customer compares the real advantages and
disadvantages of specific products only after some time, based on
experience.

3. Variety-seeking consumer behaviour represents a consumer’s situation,
in which they decide between different products, but the reason
for changing the purchased goods is not related to dissatisfaction.
The purchase is carried out emotionally, it is unplanned.

4. Stereotyped consumer behaviour — consumers become passive
recipients of information concerning the product, they do not take
a long time to decide when buying — the choice is a matter of the
moment or affection for a specific brand. Advertising for these
products is often repeated and aimed at improving awareness of the
product.

Eisenberg et al. (2006) discussed four types of customers, who differ
fundamentally in the speed of their decision-making and the factors that
influence them during the buying process as follows:

1. Comparison customers (represented by 5 to 10%) — Well-informed
consumers can create an image of a given product or service,within
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a very short time based on the available information. If they decide
to buy the offered product, it must reflect the values they profess
and correspond with their personalities. They want their social
status to be reflected by exclusive goods that secondarily emphasize
their superiority. They want the best product on the market at
the lowest price. Their big egos play a very important role during
the decision process. When making their decision, the discussion
forums provide them with enough information, which is shared by
existing customers. They strictly follow rational decisions based on
logic. They are willing to spend money only when having the best
ratio of price to added value. They are not affected by discounts;
however, they only respond to true information that tells them what
the product/service is the best at. They can make quick decisions.
They want to know that the product is the best and that by buying
it, they will become the best.

To attract comparison customers, it is recommended to use such
words as the highest, best, and premium quality to highlight benefits
of the product, to back up each claim with real facts and convince
them that buying a given product is a smart decision.

2. Spontaneous customers (represented by 25 to 35%) — Spontaneous
customers decide very quickly, but it is not easy to impress them.
It is necessary to be creative and find a way to show the offer in a way
that touches their feelings. If a company succeeds, it will win a large
part of the customers. A spontaneous customer acts impulsively,
prefers creative modern rendering and stylish things. However, even
a spontaneous customer does not have to buy a product on the web
as soon as he/she likes it; it is appropriate to attract him/her back to
the product through remarketing. This customer responds very well
to discounts and limited offers. He/she wants to know all benefits,
what to do with the product, what the added value is; on the other
hand, such a customer does not compare and analyse competitive
products. Spontaneous customers want to make quick and simple
purchases. They do not think rationally or economically. They just
want a product that interests them without prior any evaluation or
consideration.

To attract a spontaneous customer, it is necessary for the company to
show them how fun the given product is, what the benefits of using
the product are, to convince him/her that many people use the same
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product, to give him/her a limited time offer that should be new,
unconventional, trendy and exclusive.

. Methodical customers (represented by 45%) do not make a buying

decision immediately, but they take time to think over the offer,
as they are motivated by quality, honesty and rational arguments.
As they are not very emotional and look for details, they require facts,
specifications, reviews, and recommendations, as well as verify every
claim and statement. They compare competing products.

For marketers, it is recommended to focus on presenting product
features and benefits that are proven by facts, certificates, and
recommendations.

4. Humanistic customers (represented by 10 to 15%) — their behaviour

reflects personal values that they profess. They care about the
environment and require real proof of advertising claims. Their
decision-making is a long-term process. They are empathetic with
their surroundings and do not need to follow trends. They do not
want to compromise their code of ethics. They try to achieve their
goals and satisfy needs in a humane way. Their socially responsible
behaviour is often associated with sympathies for organisations that
defend human rights and the environment.

To attract a humanistic customer, it is recommended to use real stories
of people satisfied with the product to pinpoint environmentally
friendly aspects of the product or the corporate social responsibility
policy.

Figure 1.6. Types of customers based on their consumer behaviour

Quick

Slow

Logical Emotional

Comparison customer Spontaneous customer

What is the most important criterion? Why should I buy your product right now?

Methodical customer Humanistic customer
How does your product or service Who did you help solve the same problem
work? | have?

Source: Eisenberg et al., 2006.
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In addition to the above-mentioned main types of consumer behaviour

(Figure

1.

1.6), experts on consumer behaviour also defined other types:

Impulsive consumer behaviour is characterised by spontaneous, sudden,
unplanned purchases driven by emotions rather than rational decision-
making. This behaviour is common, especially for such products as
fashion items, gadgets, and accessories (Verplanken, Orbell, 2003).
Retailers can stimulate impulsive buying through strategic store
layouts, attractive displays, and point-of-sale promotions. Limited-time
offers and visually appealing packaging can also enhance impulsive
purchases; placing small products near checkout counters can
encourage last-minute purchases (Solomon et al., 2016).
Loyalty-based behaviour occurs when consumers consistently
buy products of the same brand due to a strong preference and
satisfaction with its products. This behaviour is crucial for brand
success, ensuring repeat purchases and positive word-of-mouth
marketing (Kotler, Keller, 2016). Marketers should focus on building
and maintaining customer loyalty through loyalty programs,
personalised marketing, and high-quality customer service. Brands
should also engage with loyal customers through social media and
exclusive offers (Schiffman & Kanuk, 2014).

. Experimental buying behaviour involves consumers who desire
to try new and innovative products to gain new experiences.
This behaviour is prevalent in such industries as technology, fashion,
and entertainment, where consumers are drawn to the latest trends and
products (Thggersen, 2010). Marketers should emphasize innovation
and uniqueness in their products. Launch events, influencer marketing,
and early adopter programs can attract experimental buyers.
Continuous innovation and frequent product updates are essential to
keep this consumer segment engaged (Hawkins et al., 2013).
Compulsive buying behaviour is characterised by an inability to resist
purchase, often leading to excessive and unnecessary purchases,
consequently resulting in financial problems and emotional distress
(Wood et al., 2005). Marketers should promote responsible consumption,
provide support resources for compulsive buyers, and address the
negative impacts of this type of behaviour (Kotler, Keller, 2016).

. Ethical consumption behaviour is driven by consumers’ values
and beliefs regarding social and environmental responsibility.
They prefer socially and environmentally responsible products.
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This type of behaviour is increasingly common, as consumers become
more aware of sustainability, environmental protection and/or fair
trade (Solomon et al., 2016). Marketers should emphasize their
brand’s ethical practices and sustainability efforts. Transparent
communication about sourcing, production processes, and corporate
social responsibility initiatives can attract ethical consumers
(Schiffman, Kanuk, 2014).

6. Sustainable consumption behaviour involves making purchasing
decisions that minimize the environmental impact and promote long-
term sustainability. This behaviour is becoming more widespread
with the growing awareness of environmental issues (Thggersen,
2010). Marketers should adopt sustainable practices and highlight
these efforts in their marketing. Offering eco-friendly products,
reducing packaging waste, and supporting environmental causes can
appeal to sustainability-conscious consumers (Hawkins et al., 2013).

Over the past years (especially the COVID-19 pandemic) retail trends have
been characterised by a transition of shopping from conventional stores to
an online environment. Consumer expectations are completely different
than a few years ago; consequently; trends and consumption behaviour has
changed. Florian (2023) described online consumer behaviour that reflects
how consumers make decisions to purchase products in e-commerce.
Expectations such as product availability, convenient pricing and delivery
influence how consumers make purchasing decisions. According to a study
by Linnworks (2024), convenience is a key priority when selecting a retailer.
Nine in ten consumers prioritise using a retail site that offers a seamless
experience. Online consumers look for a frictionless, cross-device e-commerce
experience. They seek a transfer between devices throughout a buying journey
- they expect to start the buying process on a notebook at work, continue on
a smartphone on the way back home, or finish it in the evening. Social media
and marketplaces play important roles in the consumer journey. More than
nine in ten consumers start their product search in a marketplace, while
76% have made impulse purchases via social channels due to the ease of
purchase. Nearly nine in ten consumers prefer seamless and flexible payment
options that speed up their decision-making and prompt them to spend more.
In turn, 95% of consumers consider convenient delivery options as a major
factor in online shopping.
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Even though we can generally divide consumers into groups based on
their behaviour, it is not easy to clearly classify consumer behaviour that is
influenced by the situation, in which people find themselves, their mood and
individuality. Depending on the situation, consumers can face several different
factors. The product itself also plays a significant role in the decision.

1.3. Determinants of consumption behaviour

To date literature on the subject has not provided a single dominant
approach to classification methods concerning conditions determining
consumer behaviours. Consumer behaviour in the market is affected by
numerous factors, differing in their mode of action and intensity. These factors
may be related directly to the consumer, while they may also be associated
with the environment, in which a given person operates (Samuk, Sidorowicz,
2021, p. 75). “These factors in the literature on the subject are classified in terms
of several criteria. The criteria include e.g. the scale of impact (microeconomic,
mesoeconomic and macroeconomic factors), the relationship with the economic
sphere (economic and non-economic factors, including biological,, demographic,
social, cultural and psychological factors), the criterion associated with a given
person (internal and external factors)” (Gardocka-Jatowiec, 2015, p. 122-124).

Factors influencing consumer behaviour may be divided into two groups,
i.e. consumer-dependent and those independent of the consumer, generated
by the environment. “The former refer to the genetic variation among humans,
which determines their individual consumption requirements. In turn, the
latter are related to the diversity in environmental conditions, under which
the consumer is functioning”. As a consequence of the impact of both these
factor groups consumer behaviours are characterised by a multitude of needs,
preferences, attitudes and responses, which definitely influence the decision-
making process related to purchase situations (Gajewski, 1997, pp. 23-24).

In turn, Rudnicki (2012, p. 32) distinguishes two types of consumer
behaviour in the market, i.e. intentional and unintentional. Intentional
behaviours are always conscious, purposeful and sensible actions, reflecting
the convictions of the consumer and his/her needs. In contrast, unintentional
actions are typically undertaken by consumers on the spur of the moment.
Intentional and unintentional behaviours may be divided into voluntary, i.e.
resulting from the consumer’s independent decision and needs, and forced,

CEDEWU.PL

25



26

Consumer in the organic food market. Example of the Visegrad countries

resulting from a necessity. Voluntary behaviours are those, which are not
limited by anything and are initiated by the willingness to have certain specific
goods. Forced behaviour is characterised by the fact that it is undertaken under
certain pressure, or results from the influence of others on the consumer.
Voluntary and forced behaviours are divided into rational and irrational
(Surel, 2018, p. 11). In their study Kamerschen et al. (1991) presented rational
behaviour as such an internally cohesive behaviour, which makes it possible for
a person to maximise satisfaction. According to Kiezel (2003, p. 31), “rational
behaviour is such a behaviour, which is justified both economically and socially,
psychologically, physiologically and organisationally. It needs to be stressed that
rational decisions are based on available knowledge, acquired by the consumer.
In every case it is determined by specific external and internal conditions (limited
resources and means, such characteristics as the ability to plan, calculate,
perceive the need for effective actions, active acquisition of information, etc.)”.

Another division was provided by Wojcik (2017, p. 27-28), who indicated
needs and motivations of individual people as factors influencing consumer
behaviour. This division distinguishes social needs, which affect the consumer’s
perception of himself/herself and the relations he/she has with others. Another
group comprises individual needs, defined as physiological or psychological,
while the last group includes consumption needs, composed of individual and
social needs.

In her study Karczewska (2010, pp. 478-481) stressed that purchasing
behaviours of consumers are determined by demographic, economic, socio-
cultural and psychological factors. Thus, demographic determinants include
age, sex, education, economic status, and the stage of the family life cycle.
Economic factors comprise income, price, products, point of sale and
advertising, while socio-cultural determinants of purchasing behaviours
are composed of family, leaders of opinion and reference groups. In turn,
psychological factors influencing purchasing behaviours of consumers include
motivations, needs, convictions and beliefs, as well as attitudes.

In turn, Solomon (2006, p. 45) stated that consumer behaviour is affected
by factors determining diversification between individual people, among which
he listed individual needs, perception, learning and memory, observed values,
motivations, personality, lifestyle and gender roles.

The primary conditions affecting consumer behaviour are related with
economic factors, which are the basis for economic and management processes
(Kirchler, Hoelzl, 2015, p. 195; Chou et al., 2020, p. 2). Economic factors
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determining consumer behaviour may be divided into internal (consumer-
dependent), including income, savings and loans, household equipment
(durable goods/appliances) along with the current level and structure of
consumption, as well as external (independent of the consumer), such as
supply, price, sales policy and the institutional information system (Grzega,
2010, p. 104). Income is one of the most important determinants affecting
consumption, since it influences the potential to satisfy consumption needs
(Smyczek et al., 2017, p. 71). Income levels reflect the economic situation
of consumers. Income sources and its level result from adaptive behaviours
of individual people to market conditions. Income is a factor determining
consumption, forcing consumers to choose the most important of the
perceived needs (Wlodarczyk-Spiewak, 2001, p. 159). The level of income
has a direct effect on the total volume of consumption expenditure and
indicates general proportions, in which income is divided into consumption
and savings. Responses of consumers to an increased level of income vary.
An increase in income for poor consumers leads to growing expenditure to
purchase goods satisfying basic needs (food, clothing). In contrast, a growth
in income in the case of rich consumers leads first of all to an increase in
spending to purchase durable goods, as well as expenses related to culture and
entertainment, holidays abroad and education of children. The proportion of
income allocated to savings is also increased. A growth in income results in
a shift of consumers’ preferences from inferior goods to superior goods. Such
a shift results in a changed demand structure, consisting in an increased share
in net household’s outgoings to purchase superior goods and a reduction of
such outgoings to buy inferior goods (Rudnicki 2004, pp. 140-141). Moreover,
income level also determines price elasticity of demand for food. In the case of
low and medium income levels it is high. This means that even a slight change
in prices may considerably influence the quantity and quality of purchased
food products. With increasing income levels the price elasticity of food
demand will be gradually reduced and at high income levels it will approach 0,
which means that the quantity of purchased food is no longer determined by its
prices. In practice consumers with high incomes hardly ever pay attention to
the level of prices for the food products they purchase (Bywalec, 2010, p. 117).
According to Cyran (2014, p. 367), a significant effect on consumer behaviour
is also exerted by past income, i.e. savings, as well as future income, such as
loans. Savings instil a permanent character in certain consumption habits,
thus contributing to a transfer of the unconsumed part to a future period,
either in the form of money or as accumulated durable goods.
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A significant economic factor affecting consumer behaviour is connected
with leisure time out of work, which the consumer has after performing their
chores, fulfilling family obligations and meeting their physiological needs
(Milewski, Kwiatkowski, 2005, pp. 96-100). This is the time, which a person
may use as he/she pleases, following their individual preferences (Cushman
et al., 2008, pp. 11-12).

External economic variables influencing consumer behaviour may
include supply of goods and services, price levels and relations, retail and
service infrastructure, information system, as well as the overall economic
situation in a given country, including the stage of the business cycle and
economic equilibrium on the market, the legal and financial system, the level
of private affluence, as well as principles governing public life. An important
role is also played by the state, equipped with a set of instruments, through
which it may influence consumer behaviour (Swiatowy, 2006, p. 135). Price
is another significant factor affecting decisions made by consumers during
purchase activities. As it was observed by Kiezel (2004, p. 48), price modifies
the level of consumption. It determines the level of demand for specific goods
and is a factor influencing the choice of a given product by the consumer.
It is generally considered to be a determinant of value, as it should reflect
differences in benefits resulting from purchase and use of a specific product
compared to competitive products. Consumers’ responses to price changes
depend on many factors, e.g. the number of available substitutes, the character
of these goods, the hierarchy of satisfied needs, and the level of income at the
disposal of the buyer (Falkowski, Tyszka, 2009, p. 223).

Cultural and social factors determining consumer behaviour comprise the
group of non-economic factors. In the model of factors affecting consumer
behaviour they are treated as those, which are of primary importance
and exerting the greatest effect on consumer behaviour (Kotler, 2004,
pp. 161-162). Culture as the entire body of tangible and intangible heritage
of humanity, passed on from generation to generation, comprises such
important components as subcultures, traditions, customs, habits, rituals,
beliefs, worldview, symbols, etc. (Adamczyk 2014, p. 9; Malysa-Kaleta, 2010,
p. 118). In the opinion of Bywalec and Rudnicki (2002, pp. 184-187), culture
may affect diversification of tastes, preferences, opinions, purchasing habits,
as well as the frequency and place of shopping activity. The impact of cultural
elements on various aspects of behaviour may be both direct and indirect in
character. Within the indirect effect individual people are exposed to culture
through mass media, which very often present specific values, attitudes and
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behaviours. Other elements in the process, in which culture is passed on, are
related to various institutions, e.g. the state, school, and the family, which
either through mass media or directly modify specific behaviours of individual
people (Bartosik-Purgat, 2011, pp. 102-103). A crucial characteristic of
culture is its adaptability, i.e. variability and adaptation to living conditions.
It is because culture is constantly changing depending on the stage in social
development, economic changes or the emergence of new phenomena and
problems (Jachnis, 2007, p. 341).

Consumers frequently make purchases under the influence of opinions,
ideas or behaviours of other people. The reference group is a model to be
followed in relation to the attitudes, evaluations and aspirations of the
consumer, while it is also treated as a source of information and it serves as
a point of reference or benchmark to compare the individual consumer’s social
position (Brzozowska-Wos, 2010, p. 44). Reference groups suggest purchasing
a specific type of goods and choosing a specific brand. These choices may
concern simultaneously both the type of product and the brand, or either of
them separately. In this way they influence purchase decisions concerning
consumer goods. Reference groups play a significant role in the purchases
of luxury goods, whereas their role is slight when buying basic necessities
(Swiatowy, 2006, p. 175). Sometimes consumer behaviour is affected by
the so-called leader of opinion, most frequently being outside the group of
consumers, which he/she influences. It is through these leaders of opinion that
it is easier for companies to reach hardly accessible consumers and thus win
new market segments (Swiatowy, pp. 110-112).

Demographic factors are also important determinants for consumption
behaviours. First of all, demographic conditions differentiate needs of
consumers, constituting incentives or barriers for specific market behaviours
and determining the conditions, under which these behaviours occur (Kiezel
2010, p. 128). The age of the consumer is of paramount importance among
variables determining consumer behaviour (Tomi¢ et al., 2017, p. 757; Kautish
etal., 2022, p. 267; Helm, Landschulze, 2013, pp. 32-33). Needs and the volume
of consumption change with age, while the manner, in which market choices
are made, is also transformed. Depending on age the structure of consumption
varies. For example, for young people goods and services related to physical
fitness and entertainment rank high. In contrast, for older people an important
position in the structure of consumption is given to services connected with
maintenance of health and body condition (Bylok, 2013, p. 124).
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Next to age, an important factor characterising consumers is their sex.
It is because sex differentiates expectations of consumers in relation to specific
consumer goods and thus the use of some products is ascribed only to women or
men. In men the decision-making process is linear in character, while in women
it is “a spiral path” (Berletta, 2006, p. 58). Based on studies conducted to date it
was found that women generally invest more time in shopping and they like to
take time to consider what to buy (Ramprabha, 2017, p. 57; Mihi¢ et al., 2018,
p. 101). They are interested first of all in the benefits provided by the functions
of the product or characteristics of services. Women rather than men value
the opinion of their acquaintances or experts. Men show a different attitude to
information coming from their environment - they less often consider the opinion
of others (Nowak, 2009, pp. 132-141). For them the most significant aspect is the
specific information concerning the product, they purchase a product based on
the most important expectations. For men details are not equally important,
because men tend to be more superficial (Matysa-Kaleta, 2015, p. 281).

An important factor influencing consumer behaviour is also connected with
the level of education and job/profession (Gajjar, 2013, p. 12; Durmaz, Giindiiz,
2021, p. 254). They affect the degree, to which needs of individual people
and their type are manifested. People with university education have higher
requirements not only in relation to themselves, but also to their environment.
Thus, higher order needs are more evidently manifested than it is in people
with lower education (Sleszyr’lska-Swiderska, p. 37). With an increase in the
level of education the scope of the potential to make consumption choices
is expanded (Rudnicki, p. 102). These factors also influence sensitivity to
information from various sources, choice of the point of purchase and brand,
as well as leisure time activity (Sowa, 2010, p. 134).

Another demographic determinant is connected with the number of people
in the household. With an increase in the size of the household the average
monthly consumption of food products per person in the household decreases
(Sowa, 2010, p. 132).

The course of the shopping process, as well as decisions concerning
consumption of specific products or services may also be dependent on the
stage of the family life cycle. Depending on each of these stages the volume and
structure of expenditures on consumer goods and services vary considerably
(Rader et al., 2014, p. 611). In the family life cycle changes in the level and
structure of consumption expenditure are influenced particularly by such
moments in the life of every person as e.g. getting married, starting a family,
death, retirement, or divorce (Solomon, 2006, p. 433; Sowa, 2010, p. 128).
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It was shown that the family life cycle influences both the structure and value
of household expenditure (Zelazna et al., 2002 after Bywalec, 2007).

In consumer research increasing attention is paid to psychological aspects
of consumer behaviour in the market. The importance of emotions, feelings,
needs, individual preferences and inclinations is particularly stressed (Drabik
201; Hanus, 2017, p. 71; Kautish, Sharma, 2020, p. 116). As it was stated by
Foxall and Goldsmith (1998, p. 62), “psychological factors due to their subjective
character influence the final decision of the consumer”. In the opinion of Katon
(1964, p. 13), “a positive attitude leads to the purchase of specific goods even
when the need to buy them is not experienced strongly. In turn, a negative
attitude does not lead to the purchase of the goods even in a situation of strongly
experienced necessity to satisfy the need and it is feasible to satisfy it”. This leads
us to an observation that consumers do not always behave rationally and their
typical behaviour - due to the propensity for impulsive behaviour - it not
always connected with conscious choice (Sleszyniska-Swiderska, 2017, p. 21).
Consumers are influenced by emotions they are feeling and their actions are
frequently intuitive or subconscious (Wawrzyniak, 2017, p. 176).

Perception is a significant category connected with psychological
conditions determining consumer behaviour, being the foundation for all
human decisions, including market decisions. Thanks to perception buyers
become aware of the existence of specific products, see differences between
brands and points of sale; thus, it may be concluded that it is a pre-condition
and introduction to any purchase behaviour (Kiezel 2010, p. 135). Perception
is influenced by many factors (Jachnis, Trelak, 2002, p. 92), e.g. the specific
character of stimuli (the appearance of the product, the way it is advertised),
circumstances, at which the factor appeared and its internal context
(e.g. the consumer’s knowledge on the product), as well as the external context
(e.g. advertising), along with the potential and psycho-physical characteristics
of the consumer, his/her personality and motivation.

In view of the diversity of factors influencing consumer behaviour it
is difficult to fully predict the actual behaviour of a consumer in a specific
situation. Factors affecting these behaviours operate jointly and simultaneously
(Smoluk-Sikorska et al., 2024, p. 24). Moreover, consumers differ in terms of
their perception, which results from their subjective experiences and current
personal situation. Two people may be exposed to the same stimuli, but the
manner, in which each of them recognises, selects, organises and interprets
these stimuli is an individual process based on their own needs, values and
expectations (Schiffman, Wisenbli, 2019, p. 114).
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1.4. Sustainable food consumption

Sustainable food consumption as part of Sustainable Development
and the Farm to Fork Strategy

Goal 12 of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development aims to ensure
sustainable consumption and production patterns. Paragraph 28 of the 2030
Agenda reads: “We (Countries) commit to making fundamental changes in the
way that our societies produce and consume goods and services. Governments,
international organizations, the business sector, and other non-state actors
and individuals must contribute to changing unsustainable consumption and
production patterns, including through the mobilization, from all sources, of
financial and technical assistance to strengthen developing countries’ scientific,
technological, and innovative capacities to move towards more sustainable
patterns of consumption and production. We encourage the implementation
of the 10-Year Framework of Programmes on Sustainable Consumption and
Production. All countries take action, with developed countries taking the lead,
taking into account the development and capabilities of developing countries”
(United Nations, 2024a).

Achieving a healthy and sustainable food future is a critical global priority
that depends on each nation’s commitment to sustainability. Implementing
practices that both meet societal needs and protect the environment is
essential (Harvard T.H. Chan, 2024). The inclusion of food consumption issues
in political agendas worldwide underlines their importance. In his keynote
address at the UN Food Systems Summit, UN Secretary-General Anténio
Guterres stated: “More than 100 countries have submitted voluntary progress
reports on transforming food systems. Countries are making decisive efforts to
integrate this priority into national and regional laws, policies and programs”
(United Nations, 2024).

As policy programs aim to promote healthy eating habits, there is a growing
need to predict their effectiveness. Understanding the factors that influence
food choice requires examining not only dietary habits, but also cultural, social,
psychological and biological contexts. Categorising food choice factors solely
by socio-demographic variables is insufficient (Benda Prokeinova, 2021). It is
essential also to consider personality traits, lifestyle, and behaviour.

The EU implements many activities to ensure sustainable food consumption
and facilitate the transition to a healthy and sustainable diet. One example is
The Farm to Fork Strategy, one of the important strategies of the European
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Green Deal, aiming to make food systems fair, healthy, and environmentally-
friendly. The Farm to Fork Strategy seeks to improve the availability and
price of sustainable food and promote consumers’ adoption of healthy and
sustainable diets. Key elements include improving consumer information,
strengthening sustainable food procurement, and encouraging the adoption
of fiscal measures that support sustainable food consumption. The strategy
sets out both regulatory and non-regulatory initiatives, with the common
agricultural and fisheries policies as critical tools to support a just transition
(European Commission, n.d. a). Four specific objectives of The Farm to Fork
Strategy are shown in Figure 1.7.

Figure 1.7. Four specific objectives of The Farm to Fork Strategy
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Source: https:/food.ec.europa.eu/horizontal-topics/farm-fork-strategy en.

The strategy sets out the following actions (European Commission, n.d. a):

1. Proposal for a harmonised mandatory front-of-pack nutrition
labelling to enable consumers to make health-conscious food choices.

2. Proposal to require origin indication for certain products.

3. Determine the best modalities for setting minimum mandatory
criteria for sustainable food procurement to promote healthy and
sustainable diets, including organic products, in schools and public
institutions.
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4. Proposal for a sustainable food labelling framework to empower
consumers to make sustainable food choices.

5. Review of the EU promotion programme for agricultural and food
products to enhance its contribution to sustainable production and
consumption.

6. Review of the EU school scheme legal framework with a view to
refocus the scheme on healthy and sustainable food.

As part of the Farm-to-Fork Strategy, the European Commission announced
revision of EU rules on the information provided to consumers. The aim of
revising Regulation (EU) No. 1169/2011 (on the provision of food information
to consumers to ensure better labelling information) is to help consumers
make healthier and more sustainable food choices and tackle food waste, by
proposing to (European Commission, n.d. b):

* introduce harmonised mandatory front-of-pack nutrition labelling
and set nutrient profiling criteria to restrict claims made on foods,

* extend mandatory origin or provenance information for certain
products,

* revise the rules on date marking (‘use by’ and ‘best before’ dates).

As part of the Farm to Fork Strategy, the Commission has proposed
a framework for sustainability labelling to enable consumers to make informed
and sustainable food choices. This proposal aims to regulate the information
provided to consumers on the sustainability of food products. Complementing
other labelling initiatives such as front-of-pack nutrition labelling, animal
welfare labelling and green claims, this framework will cover consumer
information on food products’ nutritional, climate, environmental and social
aspects (European Commission, n.d. b).

Nowadays, consumers have problems with labels claiming the
environmental performance of products and companies (Figure 1.8). Many
environmental claims lack credibility, leading to extremely low consumer
confidence levels. This situation can lead to consumers being misled and
companies presenting a deceptive picture of their environmental impact,
a practice known as greenwashing. To combat this, the EU has proposed a new
law on green claims to combat greenwashing and protect both consumers
and the environment. By ensuring that environmental labels and claims are
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credible and trustworthy, consumers will be able to make more informed
purchasing decisions (European Commission, n.d. c).

Figure 1.8. Brief information concerning current green claims

539% 40% £ 112 T® 230

53% of green claims give vague, 40% of claims have no supporting Half of all green labels offer weak There are 230 sustainability labels

misleading or unfounded evidence or non-existent verification and 100 green energy labels in the

information EU, with vastly different levels of
transparency

Source: https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/circular-economy/green-claims_en.

The proposal on green claims aims to (European Commission, n.d. ¢):

* make green claims reliable, comparable and verifiable across the EU,

* protect consumers from greenwashing,

* contribute to creating a circular and green EU economy by enabling
consumers to make informed purchasing decisions,

* help establish a level playing field regarding the environmental
performance of products.

To ensure consumers receive reliable, comparable and verifiable
environmental information on products, the proposal includes (European
Commission, n.d. ¢):

* clear criteria on how companies should prove their environmental
claims and labels,

* requirements for these claims and labels to be checked by an
independent and accredited verifier, and

* new rules on governance of environmental labelling schemes to
ensure they are solid, transparent and reliable.

The proposal targets explicit claims made voluntarily by businesses towards
consumers, cover the environmental impacts, aspects or performance of
a product or the trader itself, are not currently covered by other EU rules.
Some examples of green claims are shown in Figure 1.9.
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Figure 1.9. Some examples of green claims

“Packaging made of 30% recycled “Company's environmental footprint “CO2 emissions linked to this
plastic” reduced by 20% since 2015” product halved as compared to

2020”

Source: https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/circular-economy/green-claims_en.

Consumer sustainable consumption and consumer sustainable food
consumption

Consumers have a significant impact not only on the global economy, but
also on the environment through their purchasing decisions. Consequently,
towards the end of the 20th century discussions expanded beyond sustainable
development to focus on consumers and sustainable consumption. In 1994,
at a symposium in Oslo, a definition of sustainable consumption emerged:
it involves the use of services and products that improve the quality of life
while minimising the depletion of natural resources, the presence of toxic
materials, and the emission of waste and pollutants throughout the life cycle of
a service or product. The aim is to ensure that the needs of future generations
are not compromised. Sustainable consumption refers to lifestyle, purchasing
habits, and how consumers use and dispose of products. Higher environmental
awareness of consumers is manifested mainly in economically developed
countries, where consumers are more aware of the impact of environmental
changes on their health and safety (Z4k et al., 2022).

Sustainable consumption is at the core of the definition of sustainable
development (Kramer, 2011, p. 7), which is described in the United Nations
documents (2019) as development that meets the basic needs of all people
and preserves, protects and restores the health and integrity of the Earth’s
ecosystem, without exceeding the long-term limits of the planet’s ecosystem
capacity. The definition is based on two concepts (Maciejewski, 2020):

* the concept of needs,
* the concept of restrictions imposed by the ability of the natural
environment to meet current and future needs.
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Using these definitions, it is possible to identify a set of consumer
behaviours that can be described as sustainable. They can be observed both in
the market and in the household. According to Zratek (2018, p. 64), sustainable
market behaviours consist of buying organic products, buying ethical (socially
responsible) products, and avoiding waste. Sustainable household behaviours
also combine deconsumption, collaborative (shared) consumption and post-
consumer waste disposal. Sustainable consumption as a goal and condition for
eco-development is and should be supplemented with knowledge concerning
its various aspects (Gustavsen, Hegnes, 2020). Still, from a scientific point of
view the definition and the components of this concept do not seem to be fully
recognised and complete.

Verain et al. (2015) described factors promoting sustainable food
consumption, including “health motives, environmental motives, naturalness,
and taste”. Studies in the literature reveal that consumers lack/have low
awareness of healthy eating and sustainable consumption (de Koning et al.,
2015; Gao et al., 2020; Mancini et al., 2017).

When investigating consumer awareness of organic foods, Lee and Hwang
(2016) found that “consumers who believe that organic foods are safe and eco-
friendly may also believe that overall quality of organic foods is high, which
increases value perceptions”.

Food consumption, particularly meat and meat products, is one of the main
drivers of environmental impacts. Although meat is vital to meet the basic
human needs for nutrition, it poses a critical threat to the environment (Bielik
et al., 2021). Among meat types, production systems for beef (and meat of
other ruminants) “convert resources less efficiently” than it is for pork and
poultry: “Three times more feed is needed to produce 1 kg of beef compared
to pork and, consequently, more cropland is used” (Lazzarini et al., 2016).
However, consumers are not aware of this problem (Lazzarini et al., 2016).
The concept of eating insects as a meat substitute is mainly theoretical; in
reality, consumers who support this idea may not be willing to purchase and
consume insects themselves (Modlinska, 2021).

Food attributes such as freshness, price, quality, taste, familiarity,
convenience, safety, healthiness, naturalness, and environmentally friendly
production affect consumers’ food choices (Hoek et al., 2017). Environmental
and social attributes are considered secondary (Annunziata and Scarpato,
2014). “Organic” is also a credence attribute (Lee and Hwang, 2016) because
consumers cannot evaluate the claimed quality of organic products on their
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own. Because consumers cannot observe the credence attributes of sustainable
food products, eco-labels play a major role in promoting these types of foods
on the market (Daugbjerg et al., 2014; Lazzarini et al., 2016). For such reasons,
food product labelling systems in developed countries are expanding quickly.

Annunziata and Mariani (2018) showed that consumers’ attitudes toward
organic products are influenced by such attributes as resource-saving, low-
energy inputs, the absence of chemicals; animal welfare, better working
conditions for farm workers, public health concerns, fair prices for producers,
and support for small farms and rural communities. The study by Annunziata
and Scarpato (2014) found that consumers who do not trust labels or
sustainability claims for food products will not tend to translate their positive,
sustainable attitudes into a behavioural intention.

Barriers toward sustainable food consumption can be classified into three
groups (Thi Xuan Dieu Phan, 2024):

* product-related barriers (e.g., high price of sustainable products
(organic products), unacceptable/unsatisfactory taste of sustainable
products),

* consumer-related barriers (e.g., eating habit is one of the main
barriers to sustainable food consumption). Consumers want to
eat in the same way following their habits, or see no benefit from
eating more sustainable food and they lack motivation to consume
sustainable food, do not trust sustainable labels and certifications,
some consumers said that they lack cooking skills for plant-based
products, therefore, they experience difficulties when moving to this
eating pattern),

* food-market-related barriers (e.g., poor supply - difficulty in finding
these products when shopping is the most popular barrier).

The literature review shows that “sustainable food consumption” is not
a new topic and has been investigated in many studies, but investigations
concerning sustainable food consumption are still quite fragmented, and
most of them focus on single aspects of sustainable food consumption only
(Annunziata, Mariani, 2018).
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Chapter II

Organic agriculture
and organic food market
in the European Union

2.1. The concept and objectives of organic agriculture

Organic farming has been defined slightly differently by several countries
and a variety of organisations, but all these definitions converge on the idea
that it is an agricultural system that relies on ecosystem management rather
than external agricultural inputs (FAO, 1999). The International Federation of
Organic Agriculture Movement (IFOAM), a non-governmental organisation
that networks and promotes organic agriculture internationally, was founded
in 1972. IFOAM has defined organic farming as follows: “Organic agriculture
is a production system that sustains the health of soils, ecosystems and people.
It relies on ecological processes, biodiversity and cycles adapted to local
conditions, rather than the use of inputs with adverse effects. Organic agriculture
combines tradition, innovation and science to benefit the shared environment
and promote fair relationships and a good quality of life for all involved”
(IFOAM, 2008). There are many different terms for this environmentally
friendly, sustainable way of farming, but they all mean the same thing.
The term for the production method is legally protected in most countries.
Both in the European Union’s predecessor, the EEC (European Economic
Community), and subsequently in the EU the term has been protected since
1992: in English it is ‘organic’, in French, Italian, Portuguese and Dutch it is
‘biological’, and in Danish, German and Spanish it is ‘ecological’ (FAO, 1998).
In recent years both agroecology and regenerative agriculture have been
strengthening worldwide, and there is a lively debate on whether these trends
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are mutually reinforcing or competing, although the parties involved mostly
agree that the principles of the two trends stem from the same source.

IFOAM'’s principles aim to address all aspects of sustainability (ecology,
economy, society, and health). While the IFOAM principles provide the basis
for the production of organic food (IFOAM-Organics International, 2020), they
extend beyond the strict definition of agricultural production. They provide
guidance on the management of natural resources, plants and animals,
landscape management, cooperation and trade, and the production of healthy
food and other products. Overall, they indicate sustainable ways of living for
future generations. According to the IFOAM, organic farming is based on 4
principles: health, ecology, fairness, and care.

1. Principle of health: “Organic Agriculture should sustain and enhance
the health of soil, plant, animal, human and planet as one and
indivisible. This principle points out that the health of individuals
and communities cannot be separated from the health of ecosystems
- healthy soils produce healthy crops that foster the health of
animals and people. Health is the wholeness and integrity of living
systems. It is not simply the absence of illness, but the maintenance
of physical, mental, social and ecological well-being. Immunity,
resilience and regeneration are key characteristics of health. The role
of organic agriculture, whether in farming, processing, distribution,
or consumption, is to sustain and enhance the health of ecosystems
and organisms from the smallest in the soil to human beings. In
particular, organic agriculture is intended to produce high-quality,
nutritious food that contributes to preventive health care and well-
being. In view of this it should avoid the use of fertilizers, pesticides,
animal drugs and food additives that may have adverse health
effects.” (IFOAM, 2020).

2. Principle of ecology: “Organic Agriculture should be based on living
ecological systems and cycles, work with them, emulate them and
help sustain them. This principle roots organic agriculture within
living ecological systems. It states that production is to be based
on ecological processes, and recycling. Nourishment and well-
being are achieved through the ecology of the specific production
environment. For example, in the case of crops this is the living
soil; for animals it is the farm ecosystem; for fish and marine
organisms, the aquatic environment. Organic farming, pastoral and
wild harvest systems should fit the cycles and ecological balances in
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nature. These cycles are universal but their operation is site-specific.
Organic management must be adapted to local conditions, ecology,
culture and scale. Inputs should be reduced by reuse, recycling and
efficient management of materials and energy in order to maintain
and improve environmental quality and conserve resources. Organic
agriculture should attain ecological balance through the design
of farming systems, establishment of habitats and maintenance of
genetic and agricultural diversity. Those who produce, process, trade,
or consume organic products should protect and benefit the common
environment including landscapes, climate, habitats, biodiversity, air
and water.” (IFOAM, 2020).

. Principle of fairness: “Organic Agriculture should build on
relationships that ensure fairness with regard to the common
environment and life opportunities. Fairness is characterized by
equity, respect, justice and stewardship of the shared world, both
among people and in their relations to other living beings. This
principle emphasizes that those involved in organic agriculture
should conduct human relationships in a manner that ensures
fairness at all levels and to all parties — farmers, workers, processors,
distributors, traders and consumers. Organic agriculture should
provide everyone involved with a good quality of life, and contribute
to food sovereignty and reduction of poverty. It aims to produce
a sufficient supply of good quality food and other products. This
principle insists that animals should be provided with the conditions
and opportunities of life that accord with their physiology, natural
behavior and well-being. Natural and environmental resources that
are used for production and consumption should be managed in
a way that is socially and ecologically just and should be held in
trust for future generations. Fairness requires systems of production,
distribution and trade that are open and equitable and account for
real environmental and social costs.” (IFOAM, 2020)

. Principle of care: “Organic Agriculture should be managed in
a precautionary and responsible manner to protect the health and
well-being of current and future generations and the environment.
Organic agriculture is a living and dynamic system that responds
to internal and external demands and conditions. Practitioners of
organic agriculture can enhance efficiency and increase productivity,
but this should not be at the risk of jeopardizing health and well-
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being. Consequently, new technologies need to be assessed and
existing methods reviewed. Given the incomplete understanding
of ecosystems and agriculture, care must be taken. This principle
states that precaution and responsibility are the key concerns in
management, development and technology choices in organic
agriculture. Science is necessary to ensure that organic agriculture
is healthy, safe and ecologically sound. However, scientific knowledge
alone is not sufficient. Practical experience, accumulated wisdom and
traditional and indigenous knowledge offer valid solutions, tested by
time. Organic agriculture should prevent significant risks by adopting
appropriate technologies and rejecting unpredictable ones, such as
genetic engineering. Decisions should reflect the values and needs
of all who might be affected, through transparent and participatory
processes.” (IFOAM, 2020)

The general objectives of organic production, based on Regulation (EU)
2018/848 of the European Parliament and of the Council and the IFOAM
principles, are:

producing a wide variety of high-quality food and other agricultural
and aquaculture products that respond to consumers’ demand for
goods that are produced by the use of processes that do not harm
the environment, human health, plant health, or animal health and
welfare;

contributing to the protection of the environment and the climate;
using renewable resources as much as possible; working in a closed
system as far as possible with regard to organic matter and nutrient
elements;

stimulating and enhancing biological cycles in the agricultural
system - involving micro-organisms, soil flora and fauna, plants and
animals;

maintaining and increasing the long-term productivity of soils;
making a substantial contribution to achieving a non-toxic
environment by avoiding all forms of pollution from agricultural
techniques;

contributing to high animal welfare standards and, in particular, to
meeting the species-specific behavioural needs of animals;
encouraging short distribution channels and local production in the
various areas of the European Union;
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* encouraging the preservation of rare and native breeds in danger of
extinction;

* contributing to the development of a supply of plant genetic material
adapted to the specific needs and objectives of organic farming;

* contributing to a high level of biodiversity, in particular through the
use of diverse plant genetic material, such as organic heterogeneous
material and organic varieties suitable for organic production;

* fostering the development of organic plant breeding activities in
order to contribute to the favourable economic prospects of the
organic sector;

* ensuring that farmers have adequate yields and satisfaction from
their work, including safe drinking water (Council of the European
Union, 2018; IFOAM, 2020).

One of the main characteristics of organic farming practices is that it
focuses on the production processes and not on the product itself (El-Hage
Scialabba, 2003; Council of the European Union, 2018). Organic food is the
product of sustainable, controlled farming and food production systems that
prohibit or limit the use of substances and technologies that are potentially
hazardous to health and the environment, such as synthetic pesticides,
fertilisers, soil improvers, genetically modified organisms, and their derivatives
in crop production; artificial veterinary drugs and yield enhancers in animal
production; and a range of artificial additives and processing agents and
ionising radiation in processing. Organic production applies high animal
welfare standards and promotes the protection of the natural environment and
sustainability. The operator applies organic farming principles and legislative
requirements with increased control from production through processing to
retailing (Council of the European Union, 2018; FAO, 2020).

Organic farming uses natural methods to control pathogens, pests, and
diseases, so since natural biological methods of control are used, no harmful
residues accumulate in the plants from the substances used in production.
The emphasis is on prevention. The yields of products produced in organic
ways are generally lower, and because of the methods used, they are usually
more costly to produce (e.g., due to the need for more manual labour) than
products from chemical (conventional) farming. Certified organic products
are generally more expensive, but also of higher quality and added value (FAO,
2022). Only agricultural raw materials and food products that have been
produced with respect to the corresponding legislation can be sold as organic,
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and this cannot be influenced by any subjective judgement or nutritional trend.
The organic food production standards do not refer to the final product and
its specific parameters, but to the whole production process, and therefore no
food can be certified as organic afterwards on the basis of laboratory tests.
There are a number of terms in a common vernacular that appear to be similar,
such as ‘chemical-free’, ‘natural’, ‘ reform’, and  traditional’, but these cannot
be considered in the context of the standards of organic farming.

The UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) is also involved in
examining issues related to food security and organic agricultural research.
The Codex Alimentarius Commission’s Guidelines for the Production,
Processing, Labelling and Marketing of Organically Produced Foods help
ensure that organic product requirements are uniform worldwide (FAO/OMS,
2007). Legislators worldwide consider the IFOAM standard requirements and
the relevant Codex Alimentarius standards when drafting legislation.

The issues of climate change and food safety and quality are real
challenges for modern society and future generations. The negative impacts of
industrial agriculture and the increasing health risks make sustainability and
environmental awareness in farming and consumption increasingly important.
Organic food is the most successful green food, and organic farming is one of
the most sustainable agricultural production systems in terms of environmental
and social well-being (Reganold, Wachter, 2016; Boone et al., 2019; Smith
et al., 2019; Panyor, 2020; Kowalska et al., 2021). The principles of organic
farming are nowadays applied in many countries all over the world. Further
chapters provide information on the current state of organic farming and
organic food consumption habits in the Visegrad Group countries.

2.2. The common agricultural policy
and the development of organic agriculture

The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is crucial in supporting the
European agricultural sector. It was launched in 1962 and constitutes
a partnership between agriculture and society. It aims first to (The Common
Agricultural...):

* support farmers and improve agricultural productivity while
ensuring a stable supply of affordable food,
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* protect and ensure decent living conditions for farmers,

* support counteracting climate change as well as sustainable
management of natural resources,

* maintain rural areas and landscapes across the EU,

* maintain the rural economy by supporting workplaces in agriculture,
agri-food, and related sectors.

The CAP is the policy of all EU countries. Its main areas include income
support through direct payments, ensuring income stability and rewarding
farmers for environmentally friendly practices, and the provision of public
services such as caring for the countryside, market-based measures to deal
with market barriers such as a sudden drop in demand or a fall in prices due
to a temporary market surplus, as well as rural development actions including
national and regional programmes.

The CAP has undergone several reforms in recent decades, i.e., towards
greater agricultural sustainability. One of the most significant reforms was the
MacSharry reform!, under which, in 1990, work was begun on the rules of
organic production and labelling of organic food, as a result of which Council
Regulation (EEC) No. 2092/91 of June 24 1991 was adopted (Council 1991).
The regulation concerned requirements for organic production, allowed
substances used in organic farming, processing requirements, including the
content of permitted additives, rules for controlling farmers and processors,
labelling of organic food, and rules for import from third countries.

Tools aimed at achieving environmental protection goals, such as the
so-called agri-environmental programmes that enabled support for organic
farming, were also important elements of this reform. The support system for
organic farms is based on the belief that farmers should receive income not
only from agricultural production, but also from practices that contribute to
maintaining the traditional character of rural areas and using environmentally
friendly production systems. This support includes subsidies for crop area and
additional tools, such as subsidies for the costs of inspections, training, and
research programmes. The direct effect of its implementation was an increase
in the number of organic farms and the organic farming area. Initially, agri-
environmental programmes resulted from Regulation 2078/92, which introduced
a wide range of support options, while at the same time, it was supposed to
favour the natural environment and preserve the rural landscape (Council 1992).

! Ray MacSharry was an Irish politician and EEC Commissioner for Agriculture and Rural Development

from 1989 to 1992. In 1992, he initiated the most significant reforms of the CAP.
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Due to the dynamic development of organic farming and the need to update
the requirements, Council Regulation (EC) No. 1804/1999 of July 19 1999
came into force, extending the scope of Regulation (EEC) No. 2092/91 on
the production of organic agricultural products and labelling of agricultural
products and foodstuffs to include animal production. It expanded the scope
of organic agricultural production and possibilities of supporting it, and it
introduced voluntary labelling of organic food products (Council 1999).

The following CAP reforms have increased the importance of agri-
environmental programmes. Regulation 1257/99 on supporting rural development
was adopted as part of these changes. It defined the objectives of agri-
environmental programmes, conditions for participation in these programmes,
the amount of subsidies, and the control system (Council 1999). This support was
financed from the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund.

Regulation 1257/99 specified the following activities subject to support
(Liro 2003, p. 98):

e use of agricultural land following environmental protection
standards, in particular maintaining genetic diversity in agricultural
production,

* extensification of agricultural production or maintaining extensive
grazing on grasslands,

* protection of nature coexisting with agriculture, especially species
threatened with extinction,

* maintaining cultural and historical values in rural areas,

* planning to take into account environmental aspects in agricultural
production.

The implementation of the agri-environmental programme was obligatory
for the Member States. Still, freedom was retained regarding programming
activities, selecting objectives, programme participation conditions, and
the amount of subsidies. This was mainly due to the diversified economic,
geographical, and natural conditions of farms, as well as the type of agricultural
economy (Liro, 2003, p. 100).

In 2001, support for organic farming in the EU amounted to approximately
EUR 275 million, while in 2003, it was over EUR 460 million, respectively.
The subsidised organic area increased from approximately 1.45 to 2.48

million hectares. On average, a supported organic farm obtained EUR 186/ha
in 2001 and EUR 185/ha in 2003. The highest number of supported organic
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farms was found in Austria, Sweden, and Italy, while the largest organic area
was reported in Sweden, Germany, Austria, the UK, and Italy. However, the
largest amount of funds was allocated to organic farming in Austria, Sweden,
Germany, and Italy. The highest average payment rates were applied in Greece,
Italy, Austria, and Belgium (EU Rural... 2006). In 2005, financial support for
organic farming amounted to EUR 660 million.

With the development of organic farming, further changes in regulations
and support principles were necessary. In 2005 Regulation 1698/2005 on
support for rural development by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD) was adopted (Council 2005). The primary task of
the fund was to promote sustainable development of rural areas in the EU.
Its implementation was based on the creation of a single source of financing
and the definition of common priority axes for the EU Member States, which
was intended to ensure simplification of the administration system and
implementation of an integrated approach to the programming process by
adopting main recommendations in the area of rural development. Organic
farming was primarily supported by Pillar 2 of the CAP, which included the
development of rural areas that, in addition to organic farming, included
improving the condition of the natural environment and landscape, supporting
less favoured areas and afforestation of land. The Member States have
elaborated and co-financed multi-annual programmes in rural development
based on these common assumptions.

In turn, on January 1, 2009, the new Council Regulation (EC) No. 834/2007
of 28 June 2007 on organic production and labelling of organic products and
repealing Regulation (EEC) No. 2092/91 (Council 2007) entered into force.
The regulation included, among others, a clear definition of the goals and
requirements of organic production and its application at all stages of organic
production, accidental use of GMOs, the obligation to label organic products
with the EU logo, and increasing the freedom of trade in organic products,
including with third countries. It laid the foundation for further changes in
the legislation on organic farming, including the list of permitted substances,
controls, and other detailed regulations. However, the regulation did not cover
detailed provisions such as collective catering.

Although the previously introduced indication facilitated the recognition of
organic food and contributed to its popularisation, it was poorly recognisable
and not very transparent. It also resembled the logo of the Protected
Designation of Origin and Protected Geographical Indication. Therefore,
Council Regulation No. 834/2007 changed the graphic design of this indication
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(Fig. 1). According to this regulation, in order for a product to be labelled as
organic, it must contain at least 95% organic ingredients and the content of
accidental GMO residues cannot exceed 0.9%.

Figure 2.1. The organic food logo
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Source: The organic logo, https:/agriculture.ec.europa.eu/farming/organic-farming/organic-logo_en.

During further work on adapting support to the conditions, in which
organic farming operates, Regulation No. 1305/2013 on support for rural
development through the EAFRD was adopted for the years 2014-2020,
which, among 46 other instruments, introduced a specific measure for organic
farming (Regulation 2013).

Since 2015, all the Member States have been obliged to use 30% of their
direct payments to finance support to farmers applying sustainable agricultural
practices that help improve the climate and environment. This process is
called “greening the CAP”. It is implemented through three basic measures,
i.e., maintaining permanent grassland, crop diversification (agricultural
producers must grow at least two different types of crops if their agricultural
area is larger than 10 ha, and at least three types of crops if it exceeds 30
ha), maintaining an environmental focus area on at least 5% of agricultural
land for farms exceeding 15 ha (permanent grassland), i.e. fallow land,
landscape elements, buffer zones, woodland, intercrops and nitrogen-fixing
crops. What is important is that the practices used on an organic farm are
recognised in advance as meeting these three criteria. It uses the so-called
green direct payments without the need to fulfill additional obligations due to
their contribution to achieving environmental goals. In the long term, it may
contribute to disseminating sustainable food production systems, sustainable
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management of natural resources, considering climate change, and sustainable
territorial development (Westhoek 2014, p. 2, Przewodnik... 2018).

Organic farming can also be supported by Pillar 1 (concerning specific
environmental requirements, animal welfare, and food safety). The Action Plan
for the future of EU organic production adopted by the European Commission
in 2014 recommends that the Member States use the opportunities and
instruments to support organic farming introduced through the new legal
framework for rural development, blue growth provisions, and common policy
provisions for fishing. New rural development programmes are characterised by
a more flexible structure that allows combining various tools to stimulate rural
development, including organic producers. The Member States may also decide
to allow multiple agri-environment-climate and animal welfare obligations
to be combined with organic farming obligations. Suppose a Member State
decides in its rural development programme on the possibility of combining
instruments. In that case, organic producers can use e.g. the cooperation
instrument, under which it is possible to support cooperation in the field of
technology, environment, and trade between various entities in the food chain
(e.g., in the field of development of innovative products, processes, practices
and technologies, investments in physical assets). Another instrument provides
support also for agricultural product quality systems. Within them, farmers are
encouraged to create organisations that produce high-quality products, e.g.,
producer groups that strengthen the market power of individual producers.
Organic farming may also be supported under thematic sub-programmes
of rural development programmes. One of them is, for example, the sub-
programme on climate change mitigation and biodiversity. To some extent other
instruments, e.g. those dedicated to small farms and short supply chains, may
also be important forto organic agricultural producers (Przewodnik... 2018).

At the EU level, direct support for agriculture under Pillar 1 amounted to
EUR 321.7 billion, with support for organic agriculture amounting to EUR 6.3
billion, i.e., 1.5% of the total EU budget allocated to agriculture. In turn, the
funds allocated to greening, climate measures, and environmental protection in
agriculture amounted to EUR 119 billion (with a share of 28.9% of the budget
allocated to agriculture). However, the majority of spending, almost two-thirds
of the EU budget for agriculture, was therefore directed towards achieving other
objectives unrelated to environmental protection and climate-smart agricultural
practices or sustainable agricultural systems, to which the EU continues to give
higher priority. Thus, despite the reforms, the EU’s incentives were still too weak
to increase farmers’ interest in converting to organic methods.
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Table 2.1. Main funds from the EU budget for the transition to environmentally
and climate-friendly practices and organic farming under the CAP 2014-2020

% of % of total EU
Budget Allocation Billion euro total budget for
EAFRD agriculture

Budget allocation for Pillar 1 and Pillar 2

. Pillar 1 — European Agricultural Guarantee Fund
(EAGF) — Market related expenditure & direct payments 312.70 - 76.00
(Commitment appropriation)

2. Pillar 2 — European Agricultural Fund for Rural

Development (EAFRD) — as adopted by EC
3. Total EU budget for agriculture Pillar 1 and Pillar 2
[1+2]

—_

99.00 - 24.00

411.70 100.00

Greening Component (Pillar 1)
4. Total national ceilings for direct payments 2014-2020 297.60 - 72.30

5. Greening component (maximum 30% of direct )
payments [4]) 89.30 21.70

Climate and environmental issues (Pillar 2)
6. Contribution to environment & climate issues —

including organic farming (minimum 30% of EAFRD [2]) 2.10 30.00 20
Organic farming support (conversion and maintenance payments)
7. EAFRD organic farming support (Measure 11)

_ as adopted by EC 6.30 6.40 1.50
8. Total public expenditure (EU & Member States) 9.90 ) )

for organic farming support (Measure 11))
Total environmental and climate change spending for agriculture (Pillar 1 and Pillar 2)

9. EU budget for transition towards environmental and
climate-friendly agriculture [5+6] 113.00 ) 28.90

Source: Stolze et al. 2016, p. 3.

Regulations concerning organic production required further changes. A new
regulation was adopted in 2018, but it did not enter into force until 2022 due
to the need for producers to adapt to the changes and because of delays caused
by the coronavirus pandemic. Among other things it introduced changes in
obtaining seed material for crop plants or animal feed, poultry breeding, and
aquaculture. It also tightened the requirements in processing (e.g., restrictions
on the use of flavours, the use of ionizing radiation, adsorption resins,
nanomaterials, and permitted cleaning and disinfecting agents), in certification
and control (facilitations for farmers with a low risk of non-compliance, new
certification rules ), as well as imports from third countries (need to renegotiate
agreements with third countries). The regulation also introduced provisions to
make it easier for small farmers to switch to organic production, with the range
of products enlarged to include, among others, beeswax, sea salt, or wool, which
may be marketed as organic (Regulation 2018).
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In terms of support, the next CAP reform was prepared in June 2021 during
negotiations between the European Parliament, the EU Council, and the
European Commission. This agreement was adopted on December 2, 2021,
and the new CAP came into force on January 1, 2023. This reform introduces
changes to the existing conditionality and greening regimes to reflect higher
environmental protection ambitions and contribute to the achievement of the
European Green Deal goals. Order, above all, can be achieved by encouraging
climate and environmentally-friendly agricultural practices. Under the EGD,
the Commission adopted the Farm to Fork Strategy, the Biodiversity Strategy,
the proposal for a Climate Law, and the new Circular Economy Action Plan,
all addressing issues important to agriculture and rural areas.

The Farm to Fork Strategy and the Biodiversity Strategy aimed to reduce the
use of pesticides, antibiotics, and artificial fertilizers in agriculture, increase
the share of organic farming, as well as the share of landscape elements and
set-aside areas, while also tightening animal welfare requirements. In addition,
several qualitative objectives were planned, including the need to preventthe
decline in the number of birds and insects, particularly pollinating insects, in
agricultural areas.

In addition to the above-mentioned financial support instruments, other
tools used at the level of the Member States are also necessary to achieve
the assumed goals. For example, the European Green Deal envisaged the
creation of innovative methods to protect crops against pests and diseases,
considering the potential role of new, innovative, and safe techniques in
increasing sustainability of the food system (https://food.ec.europa.eu/
horizontal-topics_pl).

Generally speaking, the original European Green Deal (EGD) aimed at
expanding the use of sustainable practices, i.e., precision agriculture, organic
farming, agroecology, agro-forestry, and more stringent animal welfare
requirements. This is one of the forms of achieving various goals indicated
in the EGD, including the EU’s ambitions in the field of climate change and
the protection and restoration of ecosystems and biodiversity, as well as those
aimed at increasing resilience of European agriculture, e.g. by promoting
diversification of agricultural production (the so-called agrodiversity).
Mandatory requirements under the proposed conditionality regime could help
steer agriculture towards more sustainable practices, i.e., crop rotation, soil
protection, maintenance of permanent grasslands, protection of wetlands and
peat bogs, the Natura 2000 Directive, and the need to protect existing landscape
elements or designate an area on each farm for ,non-productive” elements.
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In turn, the elements which are voluntary for farmers, the so-called
eco-schemes in Pillar 1 of the CAP - accounting for over 44.7 bn euro and
23% European Agricultural Fund budget for years 2023-2027 — were to
be the primary instrument to support precision farming, organic farming,
agroecology, and agro-forestry, as well as other approaches or specific
practices relevant to climate change, natural resources management,
and biodiversity. Eco-schemes have enabled many farms to increase their
environmental efficiency. Unlike previous ,greening” instruments, they are
elaborated by the Member States according to a ,bottom-up” approach,
which may promote better adaptation of environmental objectives to existing
agricultural conditions, but in some Member States they are not ambitious
enough to translate into the dynamic development of organic agriculture
(Midler et al. 2023, pp. 20-29, Approved... 2023).

Practices and systems that can be supported under Pillar 1 of the CAP
through eco-schemes may still be eligible for funding under the second pillar
(35% of the agri-environment and climate budget). This support will be
implemented primarily in the form of multi-year contracts (eco-schemes will
operate on an annual basis) and will complement eco-schemes. Support for
rural development within the scope of commitments will also apply to voluntary
actions aimed at improving the state of the environment and mitigating and
adapting to climate change. This may be attained through a wide and diverse
range of tools established by the Member States, e.g. in terms of biodiversity,
especially the Natura 2000 areas, agricultural land with high natural values,
extensive permanent pastures, as well as supporting a payment system based
on results in the protection of specific species or animal welfare (Midler et al.
2023, pp. 8-11).

The proposed changes could result in a decreased intensity of agricultural
production, which will be accompanied by compensation in the form of
additional subsidies (Krzyzanowski, 2021, pp. 42-44). Tax incentives could
also promote changes towards a more sustainable food system and stimulate
demand for organic food. The EU tax systems should be designed so that the
price of food products reflects the real costs associated with environmental
externalities, i.e., the use of natural resources, greenhouse gas emissions, and
environmental pollution in general. The Common Agricultural Policy proposed
after 2020 is a continuation of the current agricultural policy of the European
Union. The main objective of the Common Agricultural Policy remains to
support agricultural income and the coverage of agriculture and rural areas
through the agricultural policy. As before, the Common Agricultural Policy
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is to be based on three main principles established in the Treaty of Rome,
i.e. the single market (providing equal treatment of producers from all the
Community Member States), preferences (according to which products from
the Community Member States have priority over imported products), and
solidarity (primarily in the sense of the solidarity of each Member State in
financing the common agricultural policy) (Was et al., 2018, p. 42).

During the negotiations on changes to the CAP, the Member States actively
opposed a clear legal link between the CAP and the Green Deal. Finally,
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2021/2289 provides that the
Member States explain their national contribution to achieving the Union’s
2030 targets set out in the Farm to Fork Strategy and the Biodiversity Strategy
in order to enable the European Commission to assess the coherence and
the contribution of the proposed CAP Strategic Plan, as well as the Union’s
environment and climate legislation and commitments. The Member States’
plans are estimated to be insufficient to achieve the assumed goal of a 25%
share of organic crops in the EU (Willer, 2023, p. 236).

Currently, due to farmers’ protests across the EU, changes are expected
to be introduced in the EGD strategy, primarily in terms of relaxing the
requirements for farmers. These changes are subject to negotiation and their
final shape will be presented in the future.

2.3. Quantitative changes in EU organic agriculture

with regard to the V4 group

By combining production of safe food with reduced use of artificial fertilisers
and pesticides while undertaking comprehensive actions to eliminate water, air
and soil pollution, organic agriculture is in line with the green transformation
concept, promoted since 2019. Moreover, development of organic production
contributes to a shortening of supply chains, strengthening the position of
farmers and increasing their income (Miecznikowska-Jerzak, 2022, p. 265).

To a considerable extent the development of organic agriculture in the
EU countries is related with natural conditions for farming. In countries
with less favourable natural conditions for the development of agricultural
production the share of organic farming is greater, whereas in those with more
advantageous natural and soil conditions intensive farming is dominant and
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the percentage of utilised agricultural area farmed in the organic system is
much smaller. The area farmed applying organic methods in the EU in 2022
was 16.87 million hectares of agricultural area, accounting for 10.39% total
utilised agricultural area. Interest in organic agriculture in individual EU
member countries varies considerably (Figure 2.2). In 2022 the largest organic
cropland area was recorded in large agricultural EU countries, such as France
(2.87 million ha), Spain (2.67 million ha), Italy (2.34 million ha) and Germany
(1.85 million ha). The next positions in this ranking were taken by Greece
(0.90 million ha), Portugal (0.76 million ha) and Austria (0.70 million ha).
In turn, small countries such as Malta (66.40 ha), Slovenia (51826 ha), Cyprus
(7738.00 ha) and Luxemburg (8255.00 ha) ranked last. Among the Visegrad
Group countries in 2022 the largest organic cropland area was farmed in the
Czech Republic (562394.60 ha), followed by Poland (509286 ha), and Hungary
(293597 ha), whereas it was smallest in Slovakia (162565.00 ha).

Figure 2.2. Agricultural area under organic farming in the EU countries in 2022 (ha)
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In the investigated years, along with the increase in the organic agricultural
area in the EU the number of organic farms increased as well (Figure 2.3).
In 2022 for the total number of organic farms amounting to 419.0 thousand
the highest share was found in Italy (82.6 thousand), Greece (58.7 thousand),
France (58.4 thousand) and Spain (56.0 thousand). The share of these four
countries in the total number of organic farms was 34% (jointly 141.0 thousand
farms). In terms of the number of organic producers in the V4 group Poland
takes the first place (18.6 thousand), followed by Hungary (51.0 thousand),
Czechia (50.53 thousand) and Slovakia (716).

Figure 2.3. The number of organic farmers in the EU countries in 2022
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The area of organic cropland in the EU countries has been growing
systematically (Table 2.2, Figure 2.4). In the analysed period the greatest
increase in organic farmland area was recorded in such countries as Latvia
(11-fold), Cyprus (9-fold), Lithuania (7-fold), Estonia and France (5-fold each).
During that period in Poland the area of organic cropland increased 6-fold, i.e.
from 82730 ha in 2004 to 509286 ha in 2022, in Slovakia it was 3-fold, from
51186 ha to 162565 ha, while in the other Visegrad Group countries it was
2-fold, as in Czechia it was from 263299 ha to 562394.6 ha and in Hungary
from 133009 ha to 293597 ha, respectively.

Table 2.2. Changes (in ha and%) for the area under organic farming in the EU*

from 2004 to 2022

Country Aref: rl::i(:li]r;[:g:mc Are': rl::“i(:lzr;(;g;mc Change [ha] Change [%]
Austria 505802.0 705835.0 200033.0 139.5
Belgium 23728.0 101828.0 78100.0 4291
Cyprus 867.0 7738.0 6871.0 892.5
Czechia 263299.0 562394.0 299095.6 213.5
Denmark 154921.0 303093.0 148172.0 195.6
Estonia 46016.0 231011.0 184995.0 502.0
Finland 162024.0 339460.0 177436.0 209.5
France 534037.0 2876052.0 2342015.0 538.5
Germany 767891.0 1859842.0 1091951.0 242.2
Greece 249508.0 924852.8 675344.8 370.6
Hungary 133009.0 293597.0 160588.0 220.7
Ireland 30670.0 95701.0 65031.0 312.0
Italy 954362.0 2349880.0 1395518.0 246.2
Latvia 26138.0 302177.0 276039.0 1156.0
Lithuania 36864.0 265364.8 228500.8 719.8
Luxembourg 3158.0 8255.0 5097.0 261.3
Malta 13.0 66.4 53.4 510.7
Netherlands 48152.0 76375.0 28223.0 158.6
Poland 82730.0 509286.0 426556.0 615.6
Portugal 215408.0 759977.0 544569.0 352.8
Slovakia 51186.0 162565.0 111379.0 317.5
Slovenia 22606.0 51826.0 29220.0 229.2
Spain 733182.0 2675331.0 1942149.0 364.8
Sweden 222100.0 597204.0 375104.0 268.8
Total 9861503.0 16878245.0 7016742.0 1711

* Excluding Bulgaria, Romania, which accessed the EU in 2007, Croatia accessed the EU in 2013.

Source: the authors’ elaboration based on FiBL. https:/statistics.fibl.org/data.html.
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Figure 2.4. Area under organic farming in the EU countries (2004 and 2022)
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* Excluding Bulgaria, Romania, which accessed the EU in 2007, Croatia accessed the EU in 2013.

Source: the authors’ elaboration based on FiBL. https://statistics.fibl.org/data.html.

Austria continues to be a leader in terms of the area of organic cropland,
which in 2022 accounted for over 27%. The following countries ranked next:
Estonia (23%), Sweden (almost 20%), Portugal (19%), Italy (almost 18%),
Greece (almost 16%) and Czechia (15%). In this ranking Slovakia was 17th
(over 8%), Hungary 20th (almost 6%) and Poland 24th (over 3%). Poland
outranked only Bulgaria, Ireland and Malta (Figure 2.5).

For more than a decade now we have been observing increased interest in
organic agriculture in the European Union, which has been manifested both in
the level and structure of production, as well as the number and size of farms.
In the years 2004-2022 the area of organic farmland in the EU increased
from 9.86 million ha to 16.88 million ha, i.e. 71%. The largest area of organic
agricultural area among the EU countries was recorded in France, Spain, Italy
and Germany. In each of those countries the area of organic farmland ranged
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from 1.85 million (Germany) to 2.87 million (France). During the analysed
period, along with an increase in the area under organic agriculture in the EU
the number of organic farms was also growing.

Figure 2.5. The share of area under organic farming in the EU countries in 2022 (%)
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Source: the authors’ elaboration based on FiBL. https:/statistics.fibl.org/data.html.

2.4. Development of the EU organic food market

The organic food market is crucial for the development of organic
agriculture. The necessary pre-condition for sustainable profitability of organic
production is connected with efficient sale of products from organic farms
at adequate prices, ensuring compensation for costs incurred on measures
protecting the natural environment and climate.

Considering the level of market development in a given country, three
categories of countries can be distinguished depending on different growth
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rates of the organic food market, its share in the food market, and the level
of development of distribution channels. These are mature, developing, and
emerging markets. The first group includes Western European countries
(e.g., Germany, Italy, France, Switzerland, Austria), the USA, and Canada.
The second group comprises Portugal, the Visegrad Group countries, and
some Asian countries, whereas the third group comprises the other Central
and Eastern European countries.

Mature (established) markets are characterised by a relatively high share
of organic products in the food market, high sales value and the predominant
presence of retail chains in distribution channels. However, the growth
dynamics of these markets is lower due to their high saturation with organic
food. In turn, developing markets are characterised by lower sales value and
a smaller share in the total food market, as well as a greater share of specialist
stores and a higher growth rate of this market. The last group — emerging
markets - is characterised by the predominance of direct sales, a small share
in the food market, and consequently low sales value. Nevertheless, in view of
the high dynamics of development and the size of the potential sales market,
this group is considered to have the greatest development prospects (Richter,
2005; Padel, Midmore, 2005, pp. 629-632).

Historically, the global organic food and drink market has grown from 15.2
billion euro in 2020 to 127.7 billion euro in 2022, which means a double-
digit annual growth of the organic food market. A significant increase was
observed in 2020. The coronavirus pandemic stimulated the demand for
organic and healthy foods, as consumers bought organic products trying to
boost their immune systems. Future market growth will continue to be affected
by macroeconomic and political factors, which are impacting organic food
prices, thus, also driving consumer demand.

The EU countries have a dominant position in the organic food market.
The value of this market in 2021 was almost EUR 47 billion, which represents
27% of the value of the global organic food market. Between 2000 and 2002,
this value increased about 8 times; however, in 2022, a decrease was observed,
which may have resulted from a difficult economic and political situation in
Europe (Table 2.3).
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Table 2.3. Changes in the value of the organic food market in the EU in 2000-2022

Value of the_orgz_m_ic Dynamics of changes

Year food market in million .
euros (previous year = 100)
2000 5557.90 -
2001 6298.50 113.33
2002 7184.10 114.06
2003 7914.67 110.17
2004 8469.58 107.01
2005 8848.10 104.47
2006 10470.96 118.34
2007 12112.95 115.68
2008 13674.30 112.89
2009 14867.49 108.73
2010 16069.98 108.09
2011 17783.41 110.66
2012 18753.54 105.46
2013 20068.31 107.01
2014 21707.01 108.17
2015 24924.62 114.82
2016 28455.63 11417
2017 32162.96 113.03
2018 35819.83 111.37
2019 38994.83 108.86
2020 45043.73 115.51
2021 46665.00 103.60
2022 45098.46 96.64

Source: the authors’ study based on FiBL data, https:/statistics.fibl.org/data.html.

Among the EU countries, for the analysed years the German organic
food market was the largest in terms of value — in 2022, it amounted to
over 15 billion euro (Figure 2.6). The following places were taken by France
(€12 billion), Italy (over €3.6 billion), Sweden (€2.6 billion), Spain
(€2.5 billion), Austria (€2.5 billion) and Denmark (almost €2.2 billion). It is
worth noting that most Central and Eastern European countries, including
the V4 group, ranked very low, which may indicate low maturity of their
organic food markets and their initial development stage. Nevertheless,
Portugal came last (with the organic food market worth 21 million euro).
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Figure 2.6. Value of the organic food market in selected EU countries in 2022
(million euros)
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Source: the authors’ study based on FiBL data, https:/statistics.fibl.org/data.html.

Market size is closely related to the population of a given country; therefore,
the level of spending on organic food per capita is an important indicator for
the development of the organic food market. It depends on various factors,
the most important of which are income, the level of environmental awareness
among consumers, trade strategies, and the development of distribution
channels. In 2022 this expenditure amounted on average to 102 euro per year
in the EU (Figure 2.7). The first places were taken by Denmark, Luxembourg,
Austria, Sweden (above 200 euro), Germany, and France (100-200 euro).
As in the previous ranking, the Central and Eastern European countries ranked
very low, confirming earlier conclusions regarding the level of development of
the organic food market in those countries. Portugal again took the last place
(with organic food spending of 2 euro per year).
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Figure 2.7. Consumption of organic food per capita in selected EU countries in 2022
(in euro)
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Source: the authors’ study based on FiBL data, https:/statistics.fibl.org/data.html.

The share of the organic food market in the total food market in a country
adequately measures the importance of the former. As in previous years,
the highest market share was achieved in Denmark (12%), Austria (11.5%),
Luxembourg and Sweden (with 8.2% each) (Figure 2.8). In the past in many
countries, the value of the total food market was growing slowly and food
prices remained stable or showed a downward trend, which translated into
a relatively rapid increase in the share of organic products in the entire
food market. This process was interrupted due to the pandemic and war in
Ukraine, which caused inflation and a simultaneous increase in the value of
food markets (Willer et al., 2023, p. 135).
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Figure 2.8. Share of organic food in the total food market in EU countries in 2022 (%)
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Source: the authors’ study based on FiBL data, https:/statistics.fibl.org/data.html.

The organic food market in the EU is characterised by shortages of some
agricultural products. According to estimates, to meet the growing demand
on the EU national markets in 2022, the EU imported 2.73 million tonnes of
organic products. The largest importers within the EU were the Netherlands
(0.99 million tonnes), Germany (0.45 million), and Belgium (0.27 million
tonnes; Figure 2.9). Poland and Czechia ranked eleventh showing increased
demand for organic food and further opportunities to develop domestic organic
agriculture, which does not fully meet consumer demand. In turn, organic food
imports are less significant for other Eastern and Central European countries.

In terms of imports, tropical fruits were the most frequently imported
products (almost one-third of all EU imports of organic products — 0.87 million
tonnes), followed by oilcakes (0.22 million tonnes) and soybeans (0.19 million
tonnes). Ecuador was the largest supplier of organic agri-food products to the
EU (0.35 million tonnes, corresponding to nearly 13% of total organic food
imports to the EU). The other important third-country suppliers included the
Dominican Republic, Ukraine, Peru, and China (9%, 8%, 7%, and almost 7%,
respectively).
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Figure 2.9. Imports of organic food in selected EU countries in 2022 (million tonnes)

Netherlands

Germany

Francja

Begium

Italy

Sweden

Spain

Ireland

Denmark

Austria

Poland

Czechia

Lithuania

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2

Source: the authors’ study based on FiBL data, https:/statistics.fibl.org/data.html.

Considering the development of organic agriculture and the market for
its products, an important component is connected with the number of
processors, constituting an essential sales channel for organic farms and,
simultaneously, suppliers of a wide range of desirable organic products to
consumers. Therefore, organic food processing is a key element of both market
development and organic farming. From 2000 to 2022, the number of organic
food processing plants in the EU countries increased over 5.4-fold; in 2022, it
amounted to nearly 86 thousand (Figure 2.10). This confirms a considerable
increase in investments in the business environment of organic farming, which
promoted both the development of this agriculture system and increased
profitability of organic agricultural production, while leading to expansion of
the range of organic food products.
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Figure 2.10. Number of organic food processors in the EU in 2000-2022
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Source: the authors’ study based on FiBL data, https://statistics.fibl.org/data.html.

In the EU countries, the largest number of organic food processing plants
are located in Italy (23.6 thousand - nearly 28% of all organic processing
plants in the EU), Germany, France (both 19.5 thousand and 23%), and Spain
(almost 6 thousand and nearly 7%) (Figure 2.11). The top positions in this
ranking are consistent with the ranking of countries with the largest organic
area, which indicates that coordinated activities were carried out in those
countries, leading not only to an increase in the organic farmland area, but
also the development of the entire market infrastructure, complementing
and supporting the expansion of organic farming. The last places in terms of
the number of organic food processing plants were taken by relatively small
countries, i.e., Cyprus, Latvia, and Malta.
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Figure 2.11. Number of organic food processors in EU countries in 2022
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Source: the authors’ study based on FiBL data, https:/statistics.fibl.org/data.html.

The development of the organic food market largely depends on the efficient
organization of distribution channels. A typical method of selling organic
products is direct sales, the main advantage of which is offering relatively low
prices and an opportunity to become acquainted with this farming system.
A drawback of direct sales is connected with a lack or shortage of processed
products in the offered range of products and the need to look for producers
and therefore incur additional transport costs. Direct selling is more common
in France and Ireland (Figure 2.12). In contrast, in the Dutch, Greek, German,
Belgian and also French markets the relatively common distribution channels
for organic food are specialist stores offering both fresh and processed
products. However, the area covered by the operations of such specialist stores
is small, which makes it challenging to collect a diverse range of products.
Also, organic food prices are relatively high compared to those offered in other

distribution channels.
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In recent years, large-format stores have been developing dynamically, as
numerous super — and hypermarkets began to appear. Essential characteristics
of this form of sales include a wide range of products and the convenience of
making comprehensive and quick purchases. Offering organic food in such
stores significantly increases its availability thanks to the large number of
supermarket customers. It is the most common channel in Denmark, Austria,
Greece, and the Netherlands.

Figure 2.12. Organic food distribution channels in selected EU countries in 2022
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Source: the authors’ study based on FiBL data, https:/statistics.fibl.org/data.html.

A vital element of the organic food market is price. The price level for
organic products is higher compared to food from conventional agriculture.
The so-called price premiums are different for individual product groups
or countries. Production costs of organic food are higher, because organic
production methods require careful management of the whole process,
from raw materials and subsidiary materials to packaging (the product is
manufactured using an environmentally friendly approach and production
method). Yields are lower than in conventional agriculture due to the exclusion
of artificial fertilizers and pesticides. Organic production is more complex than
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the nonorganic one, as it requires more knowledge and effort from the farmer,
is more labour-consuming, and imposes particular restraints in using specific
inputs (fertilizers, plant protection means). Apart from the higher production
costs, price relation between organic food and conventional food are also
influenced by market maturity, demand-supply relations, distribution channels,
and the level of product processing development (Pilarczyk, Nestrowicz, 2010,
pp. 161-170).

Adding environmental attributes to a product increases initial costs, but
also enhances its perceived value (Zeithaml, 1999, pp. 3-4). Relationships
between organic and conventional food prices in the European Union vary
greatly, reaching over 300% in particular markets and depend, among other
things, on market maturity, supply-demand relationships and the development
of distribution channels. In more developed markets with effective and efficient
distribution channels, with predominant retail chains, price premiums are
much lower, reaching several dozen percent. In contrast, in less developed
markets, they may amount to several hundred percent.

2.5. The organic food consumer in a view of previous
research

Typical characteristics of average purchasers of organic food may be
defined based on a review of literature on organic food consumption. Many
researchers present those buyers as young, educated, experienced, modern
and active, living in inner harmony with themselves and the outside world,
open, sensitive and making independent decisions (Padel, Foster, 2005, p. 605;
Aertsens et al., 2011, pp. 1353-1378; Akter et al., 2023, p. 5). Thus consumers
buying organic food are aware of their needs, make a purchase only when
they are convinced of its indispensability and value, while also knowing its
origin and further disposal after consumption. Eco-consumers are rational in
their actions, they are aware that through their purchases and consumption
they have an impact on the natural environment, of which they are part
(Kondratowicz-Pozorska, 2011, p. 112). Thus, Zakowska-Biemas (2011,
pp. 126-128) and Grzybowska-Brzezinska and Grzywinska-Rapca (2018,
pp. 168-177) indicated that the most numerous group of consumers declaring
interest in organic food includes both young people and senior citizens.
Generally, it is women rather than men that have a positive attitude towards
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organic food, they are more willing to purchase and consume it (Fatha,
Ayoubi, 2023, pp. 499-515; Roitner-Schobesberger et al., 2008, pp. 112-121;
Wojciechowska-Solis, Smiglak-Krajewska, 2023, pp. 2350-2367). Moreover,
it was found that men are more convinced of their knowledge concerning
organic food (Aertsens et al., 2011, pp. 1353-1378). Studies have also shown
that purchasers of organic food are typically individuals with above-average
income levels (Krystallis et al., 2006, pp. 81-106; Urena et al., 2008, pp. 18-26;
Smoluk-Sikorska, 2022, pp. 84-85).

The steadily growing interest in organic food among consumers has
attracted the attention of the academic community, as evidenced by the
increasing demand for research on the profile, habits, and attitudes of
consumers with respect to the topic (Ditschun, 2010). Although a number of
publications on organic food have already been presented, comparative studies
between various countries are still scarce. Thus, any new investigations on the
subject may potentially provide new insights and contribute to the international
body of knowledge.

Interest in and preference for organic and local food in the EU has been
growing steadily over the last two decades. It is crucial for food producers
and retailers to be aware of the changing determinants for organic and
local food purchases in the post-COVID world (Aitken et al., 2020; Ham et
al., 2018; Smiglak-Krajewska et al., 2021). For several reasons this is also
of interest for food policymakers, including particularly the fact that organic
food production is based on the use of sustainable technologies with positive
impacts on ecosystems and biodiversity (Van Loo, 2017). Many articles
published worldwide have identified constructs that help to thoroughly
understand factors and motivators that determine consumer behaviour when
choosing organic and regional or local foods. It is considered to be a dynamic,
multifaceted, and contextual phenomenon (Sobal et al., 2014) that is influenced
by various factors, such as moral norms (Tandon et al., 2020), subjective factors
such as health and well-being, hygiene (Apaolaza et al., 2018), social pressure
(Hansen et al., 2018) and geographical distance, etc.

Consumer attitudes and reasons for buying products labelled as organic
are important when examining consumer behaviour towards this type of food.
For example, Pilaf et al. (2018) identified two main reasons why consumers
buy these products: egoistic and altruistic motivations. The main reasons for
the egoistic motivation include such factors as the higher perceived quality of
organic food and the belief that organic food is associated with health benefits
and better nutritional properties compared to conventional products. In turn,
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altruistic motivation is mainly based on satisfying higher level needs such as
solidarity with the region, environmental reasons, or animal welfare (Kareklas
et al., 2014).

Zagata (2014), who studied the Czech market, indicated that organic
consumers perceive organic products as “chemical-free food” with health
benefits, which was confirmed by research (Soroka et al., 2021). In that study
the authors also suggested that both Slovaks and Czechs highly value health
benefits of organic food, with Slovak respondents considering the short shelf life
of these products as a critical barrier. The most common negative influence on
purchase intentions in Czechia and Slovakia is connected with the awareness
of its high prices at the time of an unfavourable economic situation (Rédiger
et al., 2015; Zamkova et al., 2018). In turn, Zivelova et al. (2013) confirmed
the growing interest of Czech consumers in these products despite a greater
price difference in relation to conventional food compared to that in Western
Europe. Wojciechowska-Solis et al. (2022) reported that Polish consumers pay
particular attention to freshness and quality of products they consume. Their
study even showed that the desire to eat better quality products is the main
motivation for Polish consumers to buy organic food. However, Dudziak et al.
(2022) stated that although the demand for organic food in Poland is growing,
its share in total market sales remains low. Subsequently, Smoluk-Sikorska et
al. (2024) reported that the main obstacle to the growth of demand for organic
food in Poland is related to high prices of organic food. Similarly, Mazurek-
Kusiak et al. (2021) stated that demand in Hungary is almost twenty times
lower than in Western European countries. Wos et al. (2022) showed that the
main obstacle for Poles is the high price of organic food. This is also the main
reason why Hungarians refuse to buy organic food ( for details see Wu et al.,
2022). Factors supporting growth of organic food consumption in Hungary are
discussed e.g. in a study by Kis et al. (2023).

However, there are still many fundamental questions to be answered
concerning price-related purchasing behaviour of consumers. In total, in nine
countries the annual consumption of organic food exceeded €100 per capita.
On average, European consumers spent €65.7 per capita per year on organic
food, while across the EU countries the average amount spent on organic
food was €104.3 per capita. In the Central and Eastern European countries,
consumer spending remains low (Willer et al., 2024; Wunsch, 2024).

Previously, initial research conducted by Dr. Zdmkové's team pointed out
several problems: organic products in Czechia are most often purchased by
respondents aged 45+, who also tend to spend more money on this product
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range (Zamkova et al., 2018). It turned out that the frequency of buying
organic food increases with age. Furthermore, it was shown that when it
comes to organic food, Czech respondents most frequently purchase fruit and
vegetables, milk and dairy products (Zamkova et al., 2014), while the number
of young Czech and Slovak respondents regularly buying organic food was only
negligible (less than 8%). Current research shows that the frequency of buying
organic food is generally higher in the Western EU countries than in the V4
countries. University educated women and respondents from households with
a higher standard of living more frequently purchase organic food (Zamkov4,
Prokop, 2013; Zamkova, Blaskova, 2013; Rojik et al., 2022; Zamkova et al.,
2021; Rojik et al., 2021; Zamkova et al., 2020; Zamkova et al., 2022; Zamkova
et al., 2023; Zamkova et al., 2024). Respondents tend to buy organic food
in shopping centres and supermarkets. Apart from the main reason why
consumers decide not to buy organic food, i.e. its price, respondents do
not believe that organic food is better than conventional food. According to
Zamkova and Blaskova (2013), a significant number of respondents still are
not convinced of benefits provided by organic food.

As already mentioned, in Poland high prices of organic food are the main
barrier to the growth in demand for organic food. Smoluk-Sikorska et al. (2024)
focused their research on quantifying the size of the gap between consumers’
willingness to pay more for organic food and the actual barriers to buying
organic food. The study showed low consumer acceptance of high prices for
organic food in Poland (only 14% of consumers surveyed were willing to pay
more than 40% for organic food). In order to reduce these differences, the
authors suggested that measures to promote the development of the organic
market should be intensified, with further involvement of supermarket chains.
Alongside these activities, the authors argued that organic food should be
promoted because, as their research shows, Polish men have a less positive
perception of organic food and therefore they should be the primary focus of
promotional measures.

The authors then examined food habits of Hungarian organic food
consumers (Pércsi et al., 2024). They found that, as in other countries
worldwide, Hungarian organic food consumers tend to consume organic food
primarily for health reasons. According to those authors, direct sales, including
online purchasing, are preferred in the choice of channels in Hungary, as direct
contact with producers is very important because of mistrust, which is one of
the barriers to further consumption growth. It was also found that Hungarian
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organic food consumers are more likely to be environmentally conscious, as
they are more aware of the environmental impact of their food choices .

The organic food market is developing worldwide. The area used for
organic agricultural production in the EU continues to increase, and in 2022
reached 16.9 million hectares. France continued to lead as the number one
country in terms of farmland under organic management with 2.9 million
hectares, followed by Spain (2.7 million hectares), Italy (2.3 million hectares),
and Germany (1.9 million hectares). In 2022, European consumers spent an
average of 64 euros on organic food per person (102 euros in the EU). Retail
sales of organic products in Europe reached a total value of 53.1 billion
euros in 2022. In the UE, there were 85,956 processors. In the EU countries,
the largest number of organic food processing plants are located in Italy
(nearly 24,000).

The presented data indicates that among the Visegrad Group countries in
2022 the largest organic cropland area was farmed in Czechia (562394.60 ha),
followed by Poland (509286 ha) and Hungary (293597 ha). In contrast, it was
the smallest in Slovakia (162565.00 ha). In terms of the number of organic
producers in the V4 group, Poland takes first place (18.6 thousand), followed
by Hungary (51.0 thousand), Czechia (50.53 thousand), and Slovakia (716).

Many researchers present organic food buyers as young, educated,
experienced, modern, and active, living in inner harmony with themselves
and the outside world, open, sensitive, and making independent decisions.
The typical organic food buyers are mostly females with higher education and
income from the urban environment.
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Chapter III

Organic agriculture
in the V4 group countries

3.1. Development processes in organic agriculture
in Czechia

Organic farming started to develop in Czechia in the 1990s. The beginnings
of the organic trend were inspired by the ideas of traditional biologists from
abroad (Zagata, 2010). In 1992 a decline of organic farming was observed due
to the decision of the new liberal government, which ended economic support.
In their view, while this direction should not have been completely exempted
from certain obligations, it was not entitled to special support from public
funds. At that time the designation ‘organic food” was unknown to consumers
and the whole sector stagnated (Zagata, 2010).

In 1999, Law 242/2000 on organic farming was passed, which established
rules for farmers and consumers with regard to organic farming and their
practices. In addition, this law regulates the creation and termination
of registration for persons engaged in organic farming, defines certification
of organic product labelling, while also establishing a control system for
the entire agricultural sector (Law 242/2000).

At the end of 2022, there were 5,050 farms in a total area of 575,464 ha,
representing a 16.2% share of the total cultivated agricultural land according
to the Land Parcel Identification System (LPIS), see Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1. Changes in the total area and number of farms under organic farming

(1990-2022)
Year-to-year
Number of lar.ms Total area unfler 1 D'::; 2‘;'::23&3; change i: the I}:“aurzlac:::g:
Years under organic | organic farming land production number of far_rns organic farming
farming (ha) (%) under. organic (%)
farming (%)
1990 3 480 - - -
1995 181 14982 0.35 -3.2 -5.3
2000 563 165 699 3.86 1.9 49.6
2005 829 254 982 5.98 -0.8 -3.2
2010 3517 448 202 10.55 30.8 12.5
2015 4115 494 661 11.74 5.9 0.1
2016 4243 506 070 12.03 3.1 2.3
2017 4399 520 032 12.37 3.7 2.8
2018 4606 538 223 12.8 47 3.5
2019 4690 540 993 15.22 1.8 0.5
2020 4 665 543 252 15.28 -0.5 0.4
2021 4794 558 124 15.71 2.8 2.7
2022 5050 575 464 16.22 5.3 3.1

Source: The Ministry of Agriculture of Czechia; the authors’ elaboration.

Year-to-year comparisons show a recovery in the organic farming sector
after stagnation in 2019 and 2020. The number of organic farms increased
in 2022 by 5.3% and the total area in organic farming grew by 3.1% (i.e. 256
farms and 17,340 ha). Out of approximately 43,000 farming entities, one in
eight farms is already farming organically.

The area farmed by organic farmers increased again by about 17,340 ha in
2022. This was a higher year-to-year increase than in the previous year. In Figure
3.1 the increase in area is not as significant as in the previous years due to the
adjustment of the methodology. From 2019 onwards, areas that are not registered
in the LPIS are no longer included. The total change in the number of organic
farms, the share of the total agricultural land area, and the area of agricultural
land under organic farming in Czechia since 1990 is shown below (see Figure 3.1).

Over the last ten years the number of organic farms increased 1.3 times from
the original 3,923 farms, while the area of organic farming increased 1.2-fold
from the original 488 thousand ha in 2012. Approximately one-tenth of the area
is currently classified to be in the so-called transition period and represents
the potential for an increase in organic area in the coming years. The positive
development is related to setting conditions for organic farming measures under
the Rural Development Programme (Ministry of Agriculture, 2024).
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Figure 3.1. Changes in the total land area under organic farming, the number of farms

and the share of the total agricultural land in Czechia (1990-2022)
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Source: The Ministry of Agriculture of Czechia; the authors’ elaboration.

Now Czechia is one of twenty countries in the world with the largest area
under organic farming (9th in Europe) and among fifteen countries in the
world with the highest share of organic farming in total agricultural land (7th
in Europe, 5th in the EU after Austria, Estonia, Sweden and now Italy). In
order for Czechia to maintain its position, it is necessary to continue to support
the development of organic farming, in view of the slowing increase in the area
under organic farming in recent years, which is also confirmed by one of the
lowest shares of land classified as being in the transition period (below 10%).

Table 3.2. Comparison of the structure of land under organic farming in selected years

(Czechia)
Land use 1999 | 2003 | 2005 | 2008 | 2011 | 2014 | 2017 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022
% % % % % % % % % %
Permanent grassland| 86.7| 909| 823| 824| 824| 835| 823| 816 804| 794
Arable land| 12.4 7.7 8.1 103 123| 114 138| 172| 184| 195
Permanent crops 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.9 15 1.6 1.2 1.1 1.1 11
Other land 0.5 1.1 9.2 6.4 3.8 3.5 2.8 0.0 0.1 0.1
Total | 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0

Source: The Ministry of Agriculture of Czechia; the authors’ elaboration.
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In terms of land used in organic farming, permanent grassland still
dominates, with an area of more than 457 thousand ha in 2022 (see Tables
3.3 and 3.4) and a 79.4% share of the total area of organically managed
land, see Table 3.2. Since 2004, the area of arable land under organic
farming increased 5.7-fold (in 2022 arable land was almost 112 thousand
ha), see Table 3.4. In the last seven years the share of arable land in the
total land area under organic farming increased significantly and in 2022
it was already 19.5% (see Table 3.2). In 2022 the highest-ever share of
arable land within the organic farming area was recorded. From 2004
to 2013 the area under permanent crops increased almost 7-fold to more
than 7,800 ha. Between 2014 and 2016 a decline was reported, followed
by only a slight increase and stagnation. Permanent crops thus account for
around 1% of all organically cultivated areas. As in previous years, in the
case of permanent crops, fruit crops predominated as orchards (intensive
and extensive) accounted for 53.7%, vineyards for 18.3%, and hopfields
for 0.4%, respectively. Since 2015 the category of ‘other permanent crops’
has also been included under permanent crops (largely orchard meadows),
which accounted for 27.6% of the area of permanent crops in Czechia
(approx. 1 675 ha) (Ministry of Agriculture, 2024).

Table 3.3. Structure of land under organic farming as of 31th December 2022

Area (ha) Annual change 2022/21
Land Under
o - h
e | e | e ||

system
Total organic farmland 51164 524 299 575 464 31 17.340
Permanent grassland 30815 426 200 457 015 1.9 8.313
Arable land 19 568 92 398 111 966 8.9 9.165
Of which: standard arable land 17 637 87 184 104 820 9.3 8.912
— grassland on arable land 1881 5177 7058 4.2 282
— fallow land 50 37 88 -24.9 -29
Permanent crops 659 5409 6 069 -3.0 -191
Of which: orchards 248 3010 3258 -8.5 -302
— vineyards 202 908 1111 2.6 28
— hopfields 11 14 25 113.0 13
— other permanent crops 198 1477 1675 43 70
Other land 122 292 414 14.7 53

Source: The Ministry of Agriculture of Czechia; the authors’ elaboration.
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The total area of organic farmland registered in the Land Parcel
Identification System (LPIS) increased again in 2022 year-to-year by almost
17.3 thousand ha, i.e. by 3.1%. The area of arable land also increased
compared to 2021 by 9.1 thousand ha (a 8.9% increase), see Table 3.3.
The area of permanent grassland also increased by more than 8.3 thousand ha
(1.9%), see Table 3.3. The area of permanent crops remained relatively stable
for a long time, or minor decreases in its area were recorded. In 2022 there
was a year-to-year reduction in the area of permanent crops amounting to 191
ha (i.e. 3.0%). It should be noted that since 2015, in addition to orchards (both
intensive and extensive), vineyards, and hopfields, other permanent crops have
been classified under permanent crops, which include, among other things,
orchard meadows, where the main purpose is not to produce fruit, but to
preserve varietal diversity and landscape character (more than 1.6 thousand
ha). The area of orchards and other fruit orchards under permanent crops
decreased by almost 302 ha (8.5%) yearly. The area under vineyards increased
by 2.6% (27.8 ha). The structure of organic farmland in 2022 according to
LPIS is shown in Table 3.3. Areas in the transition period accounted for 8.9%
of the total area.

Table 3.4. Changes in land use structure in organic farming in Czechia in 2000-2022 (ha)
Land use | 2000 2003 2005 2008 2011 2014 2017 2020 2021 2022

Pgerra”;raen"(} 149705 | 231 683 | 209 956 | 281 596 | 398 061 | 412 644 | 427 717 | 443 262 | 448 703 | 457 015
Arf;?]'g 15295 | 19637| 20776| 35178| 59281 | 56395| 71515| 93701 102800111996
Permgp(f;‘; 462| 928| 820| 3105| 7429| 7774| 6205| 6070| 6260| 6069

Other land 237| 2747| 23440| 21753 | 18157 | 17159| 14595 218 361 414
Total | 167 699 | 254 995 | 254 982 | 341 632 | 482 927 | 493 972 | 520 032 | 543 252 | 558 124 | 575 464

Source: The Ministry of Agriculture of Czechia; the authors’ elaboration.

Czechia is one of the countries with the largest average farm size, both
in conventional and organic farming. Czechia has the second-largest average
size of organic farms within the EU after Slovakia (311 ha) (116 ha in 2022).
Estonia, Sweden, and Lithuania also report sizes above 100 ha. The EU average
is 58 ha. In comparison, the average size of an organic farm in Czechia is
larger than the average size of a conventional farm (approx. 82.2 ha in 2022).
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Table 3.5. Size structure of organic farms in 2021 and 2022

Annual change
oo 2021 2022 e 9
Number
Iarm?h:y) area mufl:rbrﬁ; Area Number of farms Area ’ ofbe Area
Farms
Absol. | (%) (ha) (%) | Absol. | (%) (ha) (%) (%) (%)
Oto<b5| 398 8.3 932 0.2 434 8.6 997 0.2 9.0 7.0
5to<10| 383 8.0 2879 0.5 395 7.8 3005 0.5 3.1 4.4
10to < 50| 1903 39.7| 51491 9.2 1945 38.5| 52550 9.1 2.2 2.1
50t0 <100| 891 18.6| 63762 11.4 979 19.4| 70124 12.2 99| 100
100to <500 | 959 20.0| 212 506 38.1| 1043 20.7 | 228 226 39.7 8.8 7.4
500to < 1000 | 200 4.2| 138 364 24.8 196 3.9| 135482 23.5 2.0 -241
1000 to < 2000 58 1.2| 78606 14.1 56 11| 75470 13.1 341 -4.0
2000 and more 2 0.0 9583 1.7 2 0.0 9610 1.7 0.0 0.3
Total | 4794 | 100.0| 558124 | 100.0| 5050| 100.0| 575464 | 100.0 53| 341

Source: The Ministry of Agriculture of Czechia; the authors’ elaboration.

In terms of the size structure of organic farms, the most typical area of
organic farms for a long time was in the range of 10-50 ha, the share of this
category slightly decreased year-to-year and amounted to 38.5% in 2022, see
Table 3.5. The largest overall decrease in area was in the category of farms of
1000 to <2000 ha, i.e. by 4%. The table also shows that a quarter of the farms
(over 100 ha) account for 78% of organic farmland area, and more than 5% of
the farms (over 500 ha) account for 38% of organic farmland area.

Table 3.6. Area and production in organic arable farming in 2021 and 2022

and a comparison with the total area and production in Czechia in 2022

2021 (organic farming) 2022 (organic farming) 2022 (Czechia)
Total ar . Total ar .
Crops o? :rgaa:ii 0rgan!c o? :rgaa:ita: Orgam_c Total area ToIaI_
e prod(ttl;:tlon e pl’l)d(l:;:llon (ha) prod(l,tl;:llon
(ha) (ha)
Cereals 42 269 112 347 46 658 117426 1386011| 8218416
Common wheat 11419 30136 13737 34 852 854 434| 5188687
Spelt 7250 20 639 8107 22 974 X X
Barley 3972 8809 4109 7918 334504 | 1877363
Rye 1694 4366 2999 7198 24124 128 154
Oats 10710 29 303 9 826 24 970 45 147 167 995
Triticale 4571 12 640 4490 11 622 40 566 207 621
Maize for grain 1230 4168 1367 4 487 80 453 639 467
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2021 (organic farming) 2022 (organic farming) 2022 (Czechia)
Total ar . Total ar .
Crops o?loargz;:i?: Organl_c o?toargz:iz Orgam_c Total area Tolal_
tarmland prod(l:;:tlon tarmland prod(l:;:llon (ha) prod(l:;:llon
(ha) (ha)
Grain legumes 5034 8 683 6 468 9233 45 634 123 948
Peas 2500 4 396 2602 3841 40 627 115135
Lupin 524 913 565 1068 1988 2613
Root crops 428 4259 362 3567 80417 | 4729 460
Potatoes 411 4064 306 3534 21680 655 258
Technical crops 5729 4090 6132 4121 444977 | 1337021
Oilseeds 3498 3448 3567 3 046 437077 1329132
Rape 909 825 490 377 343964 | 1166393
Soya 66 48 158 281 28538 65 541
Mustard 866 796 937 724 13 020 12 208
Aromatic, medicinal
plants and spices 2188 603 2492 1020 7288 5624
Cumin 1481 334 1204 364 3516 2236
Vegetables 256 1394 401 1444 11122 246 247
Forage 43 477 144 704 41752 132 330 467086 | 4610430

Source: The Ministry of Agriculture of Czechia; the authors’ elaboration.

As in previous years, in 2022 the main arable crops were cereals (45.0%) and
forage crops (40.3%), see Table 3.6 and Figure 3.2. Forage crops are dominated
by perennial forage crops such as clover grasses, temporary grasses, or alfalfa
(92.8%). Cereals continue to occupy a significant proportion of area in organic
farming, with a 10.4% year-to-year increase. As in previous years, common wheat
(29.4%) and oats (21.1%) were the most commonly grown cereals. Together,
these two crops accounted for more than 50% of the total cereal area under
organic farming. Other important cereals were spelt (17.4%), triticale (9.6%),
and barley (8.8%). Compared to the previous year, there was an increase in the
area cropped to rye (77.1%), common wheat (20.3%), durum wheat (19.0%) and
spelt (11.8%). The area of buckwheat increased by 65.6%, grain maize by 11.1%,
barley by 3.4%, and other grain cereals by less than 100 ha, i.e. 175%. Similarly
to the previous year, the area under grain legumes also increased in 2022 (28.5%
increase). As in 2018-2021, the area under grain legumes was dominated by
peas (40.2%). The area under industrial crops increased by 7.0% year-to-year.
Increases in the area were recorded for oilseeds (by 2% or 68 ha), aromatic,
medicinal plants and spices (by 13.9% or 304 ha) and other industrial crops (by
69.3% or 30 ha). In oilseeds the increase in area was mainly in oilseed pumpkin
(379 ha), soya beans (92 ha) and mustard (70 ha). The cultivation of arable crops
and vegetables remains consistently low (Ministry of Agriculture, 2024).
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Figure 3.2. Structure of crop groups on arable land by acreage in organic farming

in Czechia in 2022 (%)
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Source: The Ministry of Agriculture of Czechia; the authors’ elaboration.

In 2022 over 438 thousand animals were raised on organic farms (organic
animals). These are animals that have passed the so-called shortest rearing
period (for crop production, referred to as the transition period) and are
already reared in the organic regime. Compared to the previous year, there
was a slight annual decrease of 0.3% in the number of animals reared in 2022
(see Table 3.7). The representation of different livestock categories is balanced
in the long term. Cattle are the most commonly reared species, accounting for
63.8% of all organically reared animals in 2022. Sheep farming followed with
a 16.6% share. Poultry was the third species, whose share exceeded 10% of the
total number of organically reared animals, as in the previous year (15.0%).
Horses represented 2.2% of the total and goats represented 1.8%, respectively.
The least numerous livestock species in the organic farming system are pigs.
Their share remained below 1% for a long time (0.5% in 2022). Rabbit rearing
is negligible in the organic farming system. Table 7 also quantifies the year-to-
year change in livestock numbers in each category. In the case of cattle, there
was a 0.6% increase in the number of animals kept. There was also an increase
of 13.7% in organically reared pigs.
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Table 3.7. Numbers of animals raised on organic farms in Czechia in 2021 and 2022

Ty Number of aIII Number of aIII Annual change

Googories ofanmals | ot uoams | (0% anals o sunat | i mumber o
2022 2021 2022 2022/21 (%)

Total animals 3381 439 921 438 486 -0.3

Cattle 2998 278 346 279 939 0.6

Sheep 980 75600 72912 -3.6

Goats 343 8342 7706 -7.6

Pigs 33 2058 2339 13.7

Poultry 44 65 815 65 850 0.1

Rabbits 0 2 X -100.0

Horses (including ponies and donkeys) 1031 9758 9740 -0.2

Bees (number of swarms) 5 451 305 -32.4

Source: The Ministry of Agriculture of Czechia; the authors’ elaboration.

According to the Organic Farming Act, every person interested
professionally in organic farming must submit an application for registration
to the Ministry of Agriculture of Czechia. The registration distinguishes the
following categories of subjects: farmer, food producer, trader, importer from
third countries (i.e., non-EU countries), exporter to third countries, producer
or supplier of feed, producer or supplier of seeds/planting material, beekeeper,
fish farmer, mushroom grower, wild plant collector and possibly a subject
registering for activities of other nature. An applicant may register for more
than one category at the same time.

At the end of 2022 a total of 6 297 entities were registered in organic
farming, an increase of 283 or 4.7% compared to 3.6% in 2021. A further rise
in actors entering organic farming is expected from 2023 onwards given the
new support conditions .

As of 31.12.2022, 5 050 organic farms were registered in the organic farming
system in 2022, of which 438 (9%) were registered as organic food producers
and 188 were simultaneously registered for organic food distribution. The total
number of organic farms increased by 5.3% (256 entities), 149 organic farmers
ceased their activity in 2022, while 405 entities were newly registered.
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Table 3.8. Number of registered actors in organic farming as of 31 December 2021

and 2022

Environmental entities by type of activity Number of actors Annual change 2022/21
2021 2022 (Absol.) (%)
Organic farmers 4794 5050 256 53
Organic food producer 944 990 46 49
Distributor 1131 1160 29 2.6
— of which: Importer from 3rd country 359 370 11 3.1
— of which: Exporter from 3rd country 63 175 12 7.4
Producer or supplier of organic feed 77 77 0 0.0
Producer or supplier of organic propagation material 80 85 5 6.3
Organic bee farmer 10 9 -1 -10.0
Organic fish farmer 16 18 2 12.5

Source: The Ministry of Agriculture of Czechia; the authors’ elaboration.

At the end of 2022 a total of 990 entities were registered as organic food
producers (see Table 3.8). This is an increase of around 5% year-to-year and
represents a slowdown from the annual increase of around 10% between
2016 and 2021. A third of producers are farm processors producing organic
food directly on farms, often with yard sales. Year-to-year, the number of farm
processors increased by 7% (23 operators), yet only around 1,000 farmers
processed organic products directly on the farm (6% of organic farms).

The second important category for the development of the organic food
market are distributors, i.e. entities that put organic food or products into
distribution, including export and import, without any further processing.
The number of registered distributors increased to 1 187, representing a 3%
increase and also indicating a certain slowdown in the growth rate. The
number of registered importers also increased at a similar 3% rate, while the
number of exporters increased by 7.4% to 175 entities after three years of
stagnation.

There is a large number of entities operating in the organic food market
with retail sales, but they are not required to register under the Organic
Agriculture Act if they only sell packaged organic food in consumer packaging
and do not store it elsewhere than in direct connection with the point of sale. In
contrast, wholesalers, e-shops and similar platforms must register as traders,
since they carry out storage away from the point of sale to the final consumer
and make sales to different customers, not only to the final consumer (Ministry
of Agriculture, 2024).
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3.2. Changes in organic agriculture in Slovakia

The history of organic agriculture in Slovakia dates back to 1991 when its
development was initiated by the Ministry of Agriculture and Food of the Slovak
Republic. Based on the principles and requirements of organic agriculture
defined by the directive of IFOAM (International Federation of Organic
Agriculture Movements), a regulatory framework entitled “Rules of organic
agriculture valid for the territory of the Slovak Republic” was published.
At that time 31 farms, mostly agricultural cooperatives, with 14 773 ha
(0.6% of utilised agricultural area) entered the system. After the transition
period 31 entities were allowed to label their production from the harvest of
1994 as “organic” (MARD SR, n.d.).

Later, in 1995 the concept of organic agriculture in Slovakia was
a fundamental document that set the basic direction for organic agriculture in
the period until 2010, while a set of tools and measures was approved by the
government of the Slovak Republic. The first remarkable change in the legal
framework of organic agriculture occurred in 1998 when Act No. 224/1998
Coll. on organic agriculture and production of organic food was adopted and
entered into force.

The most important changes in the organic agriculture legal framework
are related to Slovakia’s accession to the European Union in 2004. Slovakia’s
agricultural sector started to adapt to the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP) and the conditions of the common European market. Next to EU
regulations and directives, in compliance with EC policies, the Action Plan
for Organic Agriculture in Slovakia became the new strategic document for
organic agriculture. At that time, Slovak agriculture was mainly affected by
lower subsidies (direct payments) compared to the EU15 states, while the free
movement of goods and services resulted in a worse competitive position of
Slovak farmers on the European market, consequently leading to a decline
in both sectors of agricultural production - crop production and livestock
production. According to Némethova and Rybansky (2021), even today it is
a priority to close the gap between different levels of direct payments that
would strengthen competitiveness of the domestic market and support local
production.

In order to provide an effective legal framework for the agricultural sector,
the EU launched new legislation relating to the organic sector, binding since
1 January 2022. It is supported by the Action Plan for the Development of
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Organic Production in the EU launched by the European Commission in
March 2021 (European Commission, n.d.a), which is one of the instruments
within the European Green Deal and is part of the EU’s vision to achieve
sustainability and climate neutrality by 2050. Under the Green Deal’s Farm to
Fork strategy, the European Commission has set a target of “at least 25% of
the EU’s agricultural land under organic farming and a significant increase in
organic aquaculture by 2030” (European Commission, n.d.b).

In 2022, Slovakia submitted its first proposal for a CAP Strategic Plan,
the final version of which was approved by the European Commission on
30 November 2023. This document presents some of the main features of the
CAP Strategic Plan of Slovakia. Regarding organic farming, Slovakia aims to
cultivate 20% of its agricultural land under organic farming by 2030 (European
Commission, 2024).

Following the European Commission “s recommendations and related EU
strategic documents, the National Action Plan for the Development of Organic
Production in the Slovak Republic 2023-2027 was launched in 2023. Historically
it is the second action plan concerning organic agriculture in the Slovak
Republic and is partially connected to the “Action Plan for the Development
of Organic Agriculture in the Slovak Republic until 2010”. It aims to develop
organic production more intensively in Slovakia and sets 7 goals as follows
(MARD SR, 2023):

* To increase the area under organic farming to 14% of utilised
agricultural area in the Slovak Republic.

* To extend the data base of organic agricultural production.

* To ensure availability of domestic products from organic agricultural
production and their sales.

* To increase awareness of Slovak residents concerning organic
products and the organic logo.

* To ensure consulting services and education in the field of organic
agricultural production.

* To promote science and research on the subject.

* To ensure implementation of new legislation regulating control and
certification activities for organic agricultural production.

Currently, organic agriculture in Slovakia operates in compliance with
the legal framework at the European and national levels. The national legal
framework is provided by Act No. 282/2020 Coll. on organic agricultural
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production that sets relevant rules and requirements related to all activities in
the field of organic agriculture, e.g., rules for organic agricultural production,
labelling of organic products, competence of state administration bodies in
the field of organic agricultural production, rights and obligations of organic
operators, maintaining the register of organic operators and the register
of inspection organisations, as well as official control authorities.

The state administration bodies in the field of organic agricultural
production represent the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development of the
Slovak Republic and the Central Control and Testing Institute in Agriculture
(hereinafter referred to as UKSUP), directly managed by the ministry.

In compliance with the European and national legislation, control activities
and certification processes are carried out by two authorities (Naturalis
SK - international code SK-BIO-002, and Biokont, CZ - international code
SK-BI0-003) for operators registered in organic agricultural production.

The development of organic agriculture in Slovakia in 2004-2023, i.e., after
the accession of the Slovak Republic to the European Union, is evaluated here
based on selected indices.

According to Figure 3.3, the area under organic farming showed a general
upward trend from 2004 to 2023. In twenty years, the total area (converted
area and area under conversion to organic) increased by 510%, from 51,186 ha
in 2004 to 261,060 ha in 2023. Significant increases were observed in the early
years (2004-2010), with more pronounced growth in recent years, especially
from 2019 onwards. In the mid-2010s, the increase in the area under organic
farming slowed down or the area slightly decreased (e.g., in 2011-2013).
It was probably caused by the termination of 5-year obligations for
supported beneficiaries (Mésiarovd, 2019), since the number of organic
operators also decreased in that period. Notable growths were recorded in
2020 (222,896 ha), 2021 (249,723 ha), and 2022 (253,156 ha), indicating
a recent acceleration in the adoption of organic farming practices.
The percentage share of utilised agricultural area (UAA) under organic
farming also increased over the years, starting from 2.39% in 2004 to over
13.69% by 2022. Significant milestones include surpassing 10% in 2019 and
continuing to grow to nearly 14% by 2022.
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Figure 3.3. Area under organic farming and share of UAA under organic farming

in 2004-2023
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Source: processed based on data from Eurostat, 2024; Statistical Office of the Slovak Republic — DataCube
database, 2024; FiBL, 2024.

Data in Table 3.9 show that the highest annual increase in the area under
organic farming by 39,020 ha was observed in 2005 when the annual growth
rate was 176%. According to Mésiarova (2019), the allocation of financial
resources for organic farmers was significantly influenced by the Rural
Development Plan for 2004-2006. The following years may also be considered
successful in view of significant increases in 2006 by 30,203 ha, 2010 by 28,981
ha, 2020 by 25,331 ha, and in 2021 by 26,827 ha, respectively. In terms of the
annual index the most marked changes of the area under organic farming were
recorded in 2006 (by 33%), in 2010 (by 20%), and in 2008 (by 19%).
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Table 3.9. Annual changes and indices of the area under organic farming in Slovakia

from 2004 to 2023

Year Area under organic farming Annual change Annuzll index Sh;':aa::;:raml::ger
[ha] [ha] [%] [%]
2004 51.186 - - 2.39
2005 90.206 39.020 176 4.8
2006 120.409 30.203 133 5.71
2007 117.906 -2.503 98 6.09
2008 140.755 22.849 119 7.27
2009 145.490 4.735 103 7.51
2010 174.471 28.981 120 9.01
2011 166.700 -7.771 96 8.79
2012 164.360 -2.340 99 8.67
2013 157.848 -6.512 96 8.33
2014 180.307 22.459 114 9.51
2015 181.882 1.575 101 9.47
2016 187.024 5.142 103 9.75
2017 189.148 2.124 101 9.9
2018 188.986 -162 100 9.85
2019 197.565 8.579 105 10.31
2020 222.896 25.331 113 11.67
2021 249.723 26.827 112 13.63
2022 253.156 3.433 101 13.69
2023 261.060 7.904 103 NA
2004/2023 - 209.874 510 -

Source: processed based on data from Eurostat. 2024; Statistical Office of the Slovak Republic — DataCube
database, 2024; FiBL, 2024.

As shown in Table 3.10, the area under organic farming currently
represents approximately 261,059.6 ha, out of which 86,793.18 ha is arable
land, 171,869.3 ha of permanent grassland, 1,813.93 ha of orchards, and
583.23 ha vineyards. The area under organic farming steadily increased
over the last 5 years, with significant growth in 2020 and 2021. The total
increase from 2018 to 2023 is approximately 35.8%. Areas of arable land
and permanent grassland constitute the largest portions of organic farmland
and have shown steady growth. The area of orchards under organic farming
fluctuated slightly but remained relatively stable over the last 5 years. There
was a decrease from 2019 to 2021, followed by a small increase in 2022 and
a subsequent slight decrease in 2023. The most dramatic relative increase
could be observed regarding the area of organic vineyards, which more than
tripled from 172.18 ha in 2019 to 583.23 ha in 2023. This indicates a strong
trend towards organic viticulture.
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Table 3.10. Area under organic farming in Slovakia in the period of 2019-2023

Area under
Year orgapic Arable land I;t:ra'::l';ﬁ:t Orchards Vineyards
farming [ha] [ha] [ha] [ha]
[ha]
2019 196,209.9 66,559.96 127,611.7 1,866.07 172.18
Annual change [%] 102.07 102.61 101.76 103.03 114.67
2020 222,896.1 75,591.97 145,209.1 1,828.56 266.42
Annual change [%] 111.97 111.95 112.12 97.95 135.37
2021 249,723.0 84,906.99 162,564.7 1,787.42 463.89
Annual change [%] 112.03 112.32 111.95 97.75 174.12
2022 253,156.0 86,043.81 164,710.9 1,870.62 530.68
Annual change [%] 101.37 101.34 101.32 104.65 114.4
2023 261,059.6 86,793.18 171,869.3 1,813.93 583.23
Annual change [%] 103.12 100.87 104.35 96.97 109.9

Source: UKSUP, 2020-2024.

Concerning the number of organic operators in Slovakia (Figure 3.4),
a significant increase was observed from 127 operators in 2004 to 1,305
operators in 2023. In the period of 2004-2023, the highest annual growth was
recorded in 2005, when the number of organic operators increased by 65.35%
compared to 2004 (see Table 3.10).

Figure 3.4. Number of organic operators in 2004-2023
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In general, the overall changes showed only some fluctuations. As the
number of organic operators slightly decreased in only 2 years —in 2011 by
8.65% and in 2013 by 4.68%, it can be concluded that the number of organic
operators steadily increased for the last 20 years.

Table 3.11. Development of the organic market based on the number of organic

operators in 2004-2023

Year No. of operators Annuall%t:]hange
2004 127 -
2005 210 165.35
2006 298 141.90
2007 338 113.42
2008 418 123.67
2009 -
2010* 497 118.90
2011* 454 91.35
2012* 470 103.52
2013* 448 95.32
2014* 526 117.41
2015* 552 104.94
2016* 598 108.33
2017* 655 109.53
2018* 802 122.44
2019* 859 107.11
2020* 1,037 120.72
2021* 1,225 118.13
2022* 1,238 101.06
2023* 1,305 105.41
2023/2004 - 1,027.56

Note: * data of UKSUP 2009 — data not available
Source: Eurostat, 2024; UKSUP, 2012-2024.

The data indicates a long-term and accelerating trend towards organic
farming in terms of the area under organic farming, its share of the total
utilised agricultural area, as well as the number of organic operators. This
suggests increasing recognition of the benefits of organic farming, including
sustainability and health considerations, which are likely driving this shift.
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3.3. Development of organic agriculture in Hungary

Organic farming in Hungary started in the 1980s. The transfer of knowledge
and experience related to this type of farming started in 1983 within the
framework of a club called the Biokultara Klub, mainly targeting small-scale
gardeners. At the same time, the revival of foreign trade relations with the
West led to the conversion of large-scale cooperatives and later agricultural
enterprises and private farms, covering up to several hundred hectares.
In 1987, the Club became the Biokultura Association (Biokultara Egyesiilet),
while its successor, the Hungarian Biokultura Federation (Magyar Biokultara
Szovetség), was established in 2005. Furthermore, in 1996 the inspection and
certification organisation Biokontroll Hungaria Nonprofit Kft. (HU-OKO-01)
was founded, followed by establishment of the Hungéria Oko Garancia Kft.
(HU-OKO-02) in 2000, currently called Bio Garancia Kft. The Research
Institute of Organic Agriculture (Okolégiai Mezgazdasagi Kutatéintézet,
OMKi), the only independent organisation in Hungary specially dedicated
to sustainable agriculture, was established in 2011 with the aim of ensuring
competitiveness of organic food production through practice-orientated
research, credible advice and effective dissemination of knowledge. In the
same year, the Organic Farmers’ Association in the Carpathian Basin (Kérpat-
medencei Okogazdalkodok Szovetsége, KOSZ) was also founded.

The EU regulations binding for organic farming are complemented by the
national law Regulation No. 34/2013 (14th May 2013) on the certification,
marketing, labelling and control procedures of agricultural products and
foodstuffs according to organic farming requirements (Ministry of Rural
Development, 2013). In the Act XLVI of 2008 on the Food Chain and Official
Supervision of Hungary, the Parliament delegated supervisory tasks related
to organic production to the food chain supervisory body. Regulation 34/2013
(14th May 2013) of the Ministry of Rural Development describes the tasks
and rights of the National Food Chain Safety Office (NFCSO, Hungarian:
Nébih), the government agencies, the certification bodies, the procedures
for the control and certification of organic farming and the operation of the
control system (Ministry of Rural Development, 2013). The NFCSO delegates
certain control tasks defined in the legislation to respective certification bodies.
The accreditation of certification bodies is performed by the National
Accreditation Authority (Ministry of Agriculture, 2022).
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The two above-mentioned certification bodies are responsible for
certification and verification of organic farming operations. Currently, there is
no national or private organic standard in Hungary. Figure 3.5 shows the logo
of the two national certification bodies.

Figure 3.5. Logos of Biokontroll Hungaria Kft. (a) and Bio Garancia Kft. (b)

BIOKONTROLL
HUNGARIA
-

b) c)

Source: the authors’ elaboration.

In October 2021 the European Parliament adopted the “Farm to Fork”
strategy. One of the EU targets is to reach 25% of the total agricultural area
under organic farming by 2030. The organic sector in Hungary has grown
dynamically over the last two decades. Figure 3.6 shows that the area under
organic farming increased significantly (305%) between 2001 and 2022.
The total converted area and the areas under conversion to organic farming
reached 6.3% of the utilised agricultural area in 2022 (KSH, 2024).

Figure 3.6. Number of controlled areas and operators involved in organic farming

from 1988 to 2022 in Hungary (OMKi)
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Based on the 2021 data, Hungary ranks 30th in the world, in the middle
of the European ranking, and 3rd among the V4 countries in terms of the size
of organic areas (Willer et al., 2023). Organic production has been present in
domestic small and large farms since the 1980s, defined from the beginning by
the low level of production of basic plant-based products, export orientation,
and processing. Until 2004, the development of the Western European market
and the lack of raw materials were the main drivers for the conversion of
Hungarian farmers. After Hungary's accession to the European Union,
between 2004 and 2014, the production volume of organic farming did not
change significantly. During that period, the number of organic farmers ranged
between 1 842 and 2 292, while the area under organic farming was between
122 and 133 thousand hectares. The Agricultural Environment Management
Programme launched in 2004 under the National Rural Development Plan
and the New Hungary Rural Development Programme between 2009 and
2014 helped farmers to convert by providing area-based subsidies and area-
based payments, which increased on the annual basis. The launch of the
“Conversion to organic farming, maintenance of organic farming” appeals
in 2015 and the “Conversion to organic farming, maintenance of organic
farming” announcements in 2018 under the Rural Development Programme
can be considered highly successful in terms of increasing the number of
farms converting to organic farming and the size of the areas under organic
farming. As a result of these programmes, more than twice as many people in
Hungary were involved in organic farming between 2015 and 2019 than in all
the previous years combined. As a result, 5.7% of the total agricultural area,
303,000 hectares, was under organic farming at the end of the decade. In line
with the EU Action Plan for Organic Farming, the National Action Plan for the
Development of Organic Farming (OCST) defines the objectives for 2022-2027
(European Commission, 2021; Ministry of Agriculture, 2022). The OCST aims
to increase the share of organic farming to 10% by 2027 and to coordinate the
domestic CAP support instruments in a systemic way to develop the sector.

Table 3.12 shows that in 2022 a total of 320 517 hectares were under
controlled organic farming in Hungary, an increase of approx. 10% compared
to the previous year (KSH 2024), of which 229 870 hectares are already
converted, and 90 647 hectares are under conversion. In view of the area data
for the period 2016-2022, a dynamic increase in area can be observed. The
increase in the area under organic farming first picked up in 2016 and then in
2019, followed by a slow decrease from 2020 and an increase again in 2022.
The dynamics of area change in recent years have been significantly influenced
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by the five-year periodicity of the support scheme and the different financial
frameworks for the transition years included in the scheme.

Table 3.12. Area of controlled organic farmland from 2016 to 2022 in Hungary (OMKi)
Area data (ha) 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Total controlled areas thereof: | 186 322 | 199683 | 209382| 303190 | 301430| 293597 | 320517
Converted areas 91299 | 104482| 171112 185227 | 193215| 262906 | 229 870
Areas under conversion| 95023| 95200 38271| 117963 | 108215| 30691 90 647
Source: the authors’ elaboration, (OMKi).

The total number of operators registered by the certification bodies
in 2022 was 6 808, of which 6,189 were farmers, 4 aquaculture producers,
468 processors, and 49 importers (Table 3.12). The number of farmers
almost doubled in the last six years, while the number of processors
increased until 2019, after which a downward trend was observed. Notably,
in 2019 Hungary was the 10th fastest-growing country in the world
regarding organic land expansion (Willer et al., 2021).

Table 3.13. Number of organic operators inspected from 2016 to 2022 in Hungary (OMKi)

Number of operators
inspected (No.) 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

ALL OPERATORS 3968 4085 4284 5667 5760 5789 6808
Agricultural producers 3414 3642 3929 5136 5128 5129 6189

Aguaculture producers n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 4
Processors 442 492 515 523 521 489 468
Importers 34 36 42 44 48 61 49

Source: the authors’ elaboration, (OMKi).

Table 3.14 shows that in 2022 57% of the area used for organic farming was
grassland (183 110 ha), 36% (116 244 ha) was arable crops and 7% (21 162
ha) was permanent crops (KSH, 2024). Organic farming accounted for 6.3%
of agricultural land in Hungary in 2022, which was much higher than the
previous 2.5-3% ratio, but still below the EU average.

The conditionalities of the five-year support schemes have clearly
contributed most to the increase in the proportion of grassland. The share of
grassland in total organic areas increased from 49.9% in 2015 to 60.9% by 2019
and 60.03% by 2020, respectively. Therefore, although the area under arable
crops, including vegetables and permanent crops, increased significantly in
absolute terms, the share of land used directly for organic food production
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decreased within the sector. In 2022 within the arable cultivation sector
40.18% of the area was cropped to cereals, 16.46% to industrial crops (oilseed
crops, fibre crops, soybean, spices and herbs), only 3.25% to grain legumes,
while 0.18% are root crops (potatoes, sugar beet, Jerusalem artichokes), 3.82%
are vegetables, strawberries, and melons, 34.36% are green fodder crops, and
1.74% are other crops, respectively.

Table 3.14. Share of organic areas by land use categories in 2022 in Hungary (OMKi)

Sector of activity baﬁg‘:iaol: :;:Iga;:la e ::el:g e Orgaw: )share
(ha) (ha) 0
Arable cultures 4162 900 116 244 2.8%
Permanent crops 143 900 21162 14.7%
Grassland 771 300 183110 23.7%
Area under agricultural cultivation 5078 100 320 516 6.3%

* except kitchen garden

Source: the authors’ elaboration, (OMKi).

The data in Table 3.15 indicate changes in the number of inspected livestock
between 2016 and 2022. The increase in the number of animals in 2019
resulted from the subsidy programme for beef cattle and sheep. A decrease
in the number of dairy cows was observed, despite a significant role of the
product of these animals in everyday nutrition, especially for children, and in
public catering. In addition, the pig and goat numbers decreased, while the
sheep and poultry populations increased over the period.

Table 3.15. Changes in organic livestock from 2016 to 2022 in Hungary (OMKi)
Livestock (head) 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Bovine animals (total) | 20815| 17741| 18964| 27007| 26087 | 27810| 23216
Bovine animals for slaughter | 14769 | 11436| 13482| 22348| 21983 na| 19797
Dairy cows 3339 3272 1169 1200 767 1532 1585
Other bovine animals 2707 3033 4313 3459 3337 n.a. 1834
Pigs 8 945 5333 4 459 5486 3499 4 446 6 801
Sheep 8138 6 260 5538| 11801 8 506 9206| 10448
Goats 1105 552 572 807 611 670 410
Poultry | 77520 | 106292 | 83538 | 131367 | 95349 125371| 130 823
Source: the authors’ elaboration, (OMKi).
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The number of processing companies fluctuated dynamically in recent
years (Table 3.16). According to the 2022 data, there are 415 certified food,
feed, or wine processing companies in Hungary (KSH, 2024). While no
statistics are available for food manufacturers concerning the percentage of
organic production, organic products are an important part of their product
portfolio. These operators are present not only in the domestic market, but
also in export markets and sometimes they produce solely for export. National
subsidy programs support participation in the organic inspection system, as
well as production of foodstuffs according to specific quality standards.

Table 3.16. Number of organic feed and food processors from 2016 to 2022 in Hungary
(OMKi)

Number of processors 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022

MANUFACTURE OF FOOD PRODUCTS (Total
number of enterprises active in the processing of 491 399
organic feed and food and alcoholic beverages,
excluding small-scale processing)

Processing and preserving of meat and
production of meat products 15 13 16 2 15 12 21

Processing and preserving of fish, crustaceans
and molluscs

Processing and preserving of fruit and vegetables 159 150 160 195 208 193 183
Manufacture of vegetable and animal oils and fats 25 21 25 24 38 23 21
Manufacture of dairy products 1 10 11 10 13 11 7

Manufacture of grain mill products, starches and
starch products 35 30 30 32 46 36 37

Manufacture of bakery and farinaceous products 20 22 21 21 21 16 14
Manufacture of other food products 135 103 104 127 148 137 123
Manufacture of prepared animal feeds 5 7 2 10 10 6 7

MANUFACTURE OF BEVERAGES (alcoholic
beverages)| | 42| 1 53| 66| 58| 61

Manufacture of wine from grapes 31 34 9 42 54 47 51
Source: the authors’ elaboration, (OMKi).

370 443 501 436 415

3 1 1 2 2 2 2

The market share of organic products in Hungary is low, with an estimated
total food sales of only 0.5-1% (Gauvrit, Schaer, 2012; Ministry of Agriculture,
2022). It is estimated that the organic sector in Hungary is highly export-
oriented, with 85% of organic produce being exported. Exports consist
mainly of raw materials or low value-added products (Organic Europe,
2023). In the major organic food-consuming countries (Southern, Western,
and Scandinavian countries are the leaders in this respect), the amount
a person spends on organic products per year is over €100, while in Hungary
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it is estimated to be only €2.5-3 (Apati et al., 2019, Willer et al., 2023). When
comparing the level of expenditure on organic products with the average
net income per capita in each country, it can be concluded that the level of
organic product consumption in each country is very closely correlated with
the average household income (Apati et al., 2019; Gyoréné Kis, 2024).

3.4. Development processes in Polish organic
agriculture

Organic agriculture in Poland dates back to the 1930s, when Stanistaw
Kartowski founded the first organic farm in his manor estate of Szelejewo. During
WWII and in the post-war period this farming method was in decline, replaced by
intensification of agriculture. The concept of organic agriculture was revived at
the turn of the 1970s and 1980s, when training courses for farmers interested in
sustainable farming methods were initiated. In the years 1986-1987 a pioneering
group of farmers started to convert their farms to organic production, while in
1989 the EKOLAND Association of Organic Food Producers (Stowarzyszenie
Producentéw Zywnosci Metodami Ekologicznymi EKOLAND) was founded,
providing certification for 27 farms in 1990. Starting from 1993 the Polish
Organic Agriculture Society (Polskie Towarzystwo Rolnictwa Ekologicznego)
was another entity authorised to issue such certificates. However, until 1998
organic agriculture in Poland was developing very slowly (Nowogrédzka, 2012,
p. 54). A more dynamic development of organic production in Poland started
as late as 1998, when subsidies to farm control costs were introduced, while
in 1999 direct payments to farmland area were implemented and the status of
organic agriculture became regulated by binding legal acts.

The legal acts concerning organic agriculture (Act... 2001; Resolution... 2002a;
Resolution... 2002b) facilitate its development, while providing organisational
and legal frameworks for producers and consumers. The Act regulates conditions
binding for agricultural production and agri-food processing applying organic
methods, it specifies the control and certification system, as well as regulates
turnover of organic products and their labelling. The stipulations of that Act are
consistent with the EU legal regulations and those of the International Federation
of Organic Agriculture Movements (IFOAM). Based on the authorisation by the
Minister of Agriculture and Rural Development, supervision over certifying
entities is exerted by the Agricultural and Food Quality Inspection (Inspekcja
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Jakosci Handlowej Artykutéw Rolno-Spozywczych). In turn, organic farms are
inspected by private authorised entities. They issue certificates, on the basis of
which farmers may apply for subsidies to organic crops and co-financing of farm
control costs (Komorowska, 2006, p. 44).

A significant impact on the development of organic agriculture was also
connected with Poland’s accession to the EU, primarily thanks to the subsidy
systems as well as greater potential to sell organic food. In terms of the utilised
agricultural area under organic farming, amounting to 554.6 thousand ha in
2022, Poland ranked 11th among the EU member countries. In 2004 utilised
agricultural area under organic farming in Poland was only 82.7 thousand ha,
accounting for as little as 0.5% total utilised agricultural area. In the early years
of Poland’s EU membership the area under organic farming was increasing
systematically, reaching 670 thousand ha in 2013. However, as a result of the
decreasing number of organic farms after 2013 the utilised agricultural area
under organic farming also decreased (with the difference between 2013 and
2018 amounting to 185.3 thousand ha). The reasons for the decision made by
some farmers to cease organic farming were mainly connected with changes
in legal regulations and rates of subsidies to organic agriculture introduced in
that period. Starting from 2019 the utilised agricultural area under organic
farming started to increase slowly (Figure 3.7).

Figure 3.7. Agricultural area under organic farming in Poland in 2004-2022 (thousands ha)
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The current dynamic development of the organic production sector in
Poland may be confirmed not only by the growing total utilised agricultural
area under organic farming, but also by the data on the number of organic
producers (Figure 3.8). In 2004 operations in the field of organic agriculture
were run in Poland by 3760 producers, while in 2013 this number grew to
27 093 (an increase by over 620% compared to 2004). After 2013 the trend
towards development of Polish organic agriculture slowed down and the
number of organic farms started to decrease. In the course of seven years, i.e.
from 2013 to 2019, approx. 75% organic farms ceased to operate in Poland.
The reduction in the number of organic farms after 2014 was caused primarily
by the decreased profitability of such farms. Decisions to cease organic farming
resulted from the tightening of criteria to be met in order to receive support
within the recent Rural Development Programme framework for 2014-2020,
including e.g. granting subsidies to meadows and peatland on condition of
keeping livestock (ruminants) on the farm, as well as stricter criteria to receive
subsidies to orchard (walnut) area. Starting from 2020 a gradual increase in the
number of producers may again be observed. In 2022 this number increased
by approx. 5% (to 22882) compared to 2021 (21795 producers) (Figure 3.8).

Figure 3.8. Number of organic farmers in Poland in 2004-2022
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Interest in organic agriculture in individual regions of Poland varies
considerably (Figure 3.9). As it was stated by Jonczyk and Stalenga (2010,
p. 22) “its development is determined, apart from the quality of the production
area, also by such factors as landscape diversity, the share of protected areas,
the share of permanent grassland, forest cover, as well as organisational
and social factors”. The largest number of organic farms is found in the
Warminsko-mazurskie, Zachodniopomorskie and Podlaskie provinces (Polish:
wojewddztwa), accounting jointly for over 50% of all such farms. In turn,
limited interest in organic farming is observed in the Opolskie, Slaskie,
Matopolskie and Swietokrzyskie provinces.

Figure 3.9. The total area of organic agricultural land in Poland in 2022 (ha)
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Statistical data concerning the share of organic farms in individual utilised
agricultural area (UAA) size classes indicate a trend towards increasing farm
area. Since 2005 in Poland the largest decrease has been observed for the
organic farms with the smallest UAA, while the number of larger farms has
been increasing (Figure 3.10). In 2022 approx. 25% organic farms were max.
5 ha and 10-20 ha in area, approx. 23% farms were 20-50 ha, only 9% farms
were 50-100 ha, while the group of farms with an area over 100 ha accounted
for as little as 4% of the total number of organic farms.
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Figure 3.10. Structure of organic farm size in Poland in 2005 and 2022
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Sources: https://www.gov.pl/web/ijhars/raport-o-stanie-rolnictwa-ekologicznego-w-polsce.

According to Kopinski (2019), the trend towards increasing the farm area
needs to be seen as positive since it directly affects an increase in the production
scale, the economic size of farms, and the level of agricultural income.

Summing up, it may be stated that a significant effect on the establishment
and development of organic agriculture in Poland was connected with Poland’s
accession to the European Union in 2004 and Polish agriculture being covered
by the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). As was stressed by Kopinski
(2018), the CAP determines production and economic output and affects the
environmental impact of agricultural production. Within the framework of
the CAP, e.g., through the Rural Development Programmes (RDP), various
development priorities are being implemented and realised, such as, e.g.,
sustainable development, competitiveness, improved food quality (including
organic and integrated agriculture), reduction of greenhouse gas emissions
and mitigation of environmental hazards related to agriculture, as well as
promotion of climate resilience measures.
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Chapter IV

Consumption of organic food
as a stimulant of organic food market
development - research results

4.1. Structure and characteristics of the surveyed
population

Behaviours and perceptions of organic food, as well as motives and barriers
to increasing the consumption of this type of food in the Visegrad Group
countries were identified based on a conducted survey. Data on the intended
scope of research were obtained using a survey questionnaire consisting of
22 main questions (both open and closed) and 10 questions concerning the
respondents’ data. Research in Poland, Czechia, Slovakia and Hungary was
conducted in the native languages. The data was collected between December
2023 and February 2024.

The minimum sample size of populations covered by the study in individual
countries was determined based on the following formula (Brzezinski,
Stachowski, 1981, p. 104; Sobczyk, 2007, p. 175; Nanjundeswaraswamy,
Divakar 2021, pp. 25-30):

P(1-P)
~ e2 P@1-P)
z2 N

where: n — sample size, e — allowable error, Ni - the size of the population in
individual countries of the V4 group (i = 1,...,4), Zo. — the amount resulting
from the adopted confidence level (for a 95 percent confidence level Za is 1.96,
P — structure index, reflecting the estimated proportion in the population).
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The minimum sample size in each Visegrad Group country was determined
using the same assumptions:

e confidence level 95,

* maximum error ¢ = 4%,

* structure index P equal to 50%, since for such a level the product
P(1-P) is the highest,

* the total number of respondents (population) in Poland, Czechia,
Slovakia, and Hungary according to Eurostat data (as of January 1,
2023) is 36 753 736 (N1), 10 827 529 (N2), 5 428 792 (N3) and 9 599
744 (N4), respectively.

Considering the above assumptions, the research sample size in each
country of the Visegrad Group was estimated at 600 people. The research was
limited to adults only.

Women were dominant among the survey respondents in each country.
At the level of the entire Visegrad Group, they constituted nearly 67% - with
the highest percentage of women among respondents identified in Poland
(73%), and the lowest in Czechia (slightly over 62%).

Over 46% of all respondents declared that they bought organic food.
The research shows that in two of the V4 countries - Hungary and Slovakia
- more than half of respondents declared purchase of organic food (55.5 and
53.7%, respectively, whereas in Poland it was only every third person). Among
all respondents who declared that they bought organic food, only one in seven
was male (14.13%), with the largest percentage recorded in Slovakia (nearly
17%). The research shows that almost every third woman (32.08%) bought this
type of food (the highest percentage — nearly 41% - in Hungary). Also, research
for Western European countries conducted by de Maya et al. (2011, p. 1769)
shows that women prevail in the investigations of organic food consumers.
It might result from the fact that they are more open than men and willing to
participate in any research (Green, 1996, Becker, Glauser, 2018, Becker, 2021).
Moreover, they are frequently responsible for food purchases in a household
(Szwacka-Mokrzycka el. al 2021, p. 101). They are also more empathetic and
care more about the environment and the family’s health (Lea, Worsley 2005,
Lockie et al., 2002).
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Table 4.1. Distribution of the study sample by gender

Number
Specification Total
Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary 2
Male 162 227 222 185 796
Female 438 373 378 415 1604
Total 600 600 600 600 2400
Consumers purchasing organic food
Male 68 81 101 89 339
Female 144 161 221 244 770
Total 212 242 322 333 1109
Consumers not purchasing organic food
Male 94 146 121 96 457
Female 294 212 157 171 834
Total 388 358 278 267 1291
Percentage of the total
Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia Hungary | >
Total
Male 27.00 37.83 37.00 30.83 33.17
Female 73.00 62.17 63.00 69.17 66.83
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Consumers purchasing organic food
Male 11.33 13.50 16.83 14.83 14.13
Female 24.00 26.83 36.83 40.67 32.08
Total 35.33 40.33 53.67 55.50 46.21
Consumers not purchasing organic food
Male 15.67 24.33 20.17 16.00 19.04
Female 49.00 35.33 26.17 28.50 34.75
Total 64.67 59.67 46.33 44.50 53.79

Source: the authors’ elaboration.

Respondents in each Visegrad Group country were primarily people with
secondary education (Poland and Czechia) or higher education (Slovakia
and Hungary). In total, this group of respondents constituted nearly 97% of
the total. (Table 4.2). Apart from Poland, in every V4 country, the majority
of people (from 59% in the case of Slovakia to 66% in Czechia) with higher
education declared purchase of organic food (in Poland, less than 42%).
Similar results were obtained in Brazil (Martins et al. 2020, p. 2, de Toni et al.
2020, p. 9), selected European countries (Meyer-Hofer et al. 2014, p. 1530),
and the UK (Padel, Foster, 2005, p. 612), where the vast majority of organic

food consumers also had higher and secondary education.
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Table 4.2. Distribution of the study sample according to education level

Number
Specification Total
Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary
Primary 4 8 2 2 16
Junior high school 0 1 2 0 3
Vocational 10 16 2 27 55
Secondary 361 392 234 144 1131
Higher 225 183 360 427 1195
Consumers purchasing organic food
Primary 1 7 1 2 11
Junior high school 0 1 1 0 2
Vocational 6 6 0 9 21
Secondary 111 107 107 65 390
Higher 94 121 213 257 685
Consumers not purchasing organic food
Primary 3 1 1 0 5
Junior high school 0 0 1 0 1
Vocational 4 10 2 18 34
Secondary 250 285 127 79 741
Higher 131 62 147 170 510
Percentage
Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia Hungary |
Total
Primary 0.67 1.33 0.33 0.33 0.67
Junior high school 0.00 017 0.33 0.00 0.13
Vocational 1.67 2.67 0.33 4.50 2.29
Secondary 60.17 65.33 39.00 24.00 4713
Higher 37.50 30.50 60.00 7117 49.79
Percentage in the group of consumers purchasing organic food
Primary 25.00 87.50 50.00 100.00 68.75
Junior high school 0.00 100.00 50.00 0.00 66.67
Vocational 60.00 37.50 0.00 33.33 38.18
Secondary 30.75 27.30 45.73 4514 34.48
Higher 41.78 66.12 59.17 60.19 57.32
Percentage in the group of consumers not purchasing organic food
Primary 75.00 12.50 50.00 0.00 31.25
Junior high school 0.00 0.00 50.00 0.00 33.33
Vocational 40.00 62.50 100.00 66.67 61.82
Secondary 69.25 72.70 54.27 54.86 65.52
Higher 58.22 33.88 40.83 39.81 42.68

The percentages of consumers purchasing and not purchasing organic food sum up to 100.

Source: the authors’ elaboration.
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Almost every third respondent declared that they lived in the countryside.
In Poland, Czechia, and Slovakia, rural residents constituted the largest group
of respondents. In Hungary, most people participating in the study declared
that they lived in the largest cities (over 200,000 inhabitants). At the level of
the entire V4 group, this type of territorial unit’s residents constituted the
second-largest subgroup of respondents (25%). Relatively most people buying
organic food are residents of larger cities (over 40,000 inhabitants), where
the percentage of people buying this type of food exceeded 54% in each of the
categories of cities distinguished for the purpose of the research (in the case
of those with 100,000 to 199,999 inhabitants, it was over 59%). Such a high
percentage of organic food buyers in urban areas is probably due to the fact that
most of the specialised stores distributing organic food are located there. Quite
surprisingly, a relatively low percentage of organic food buyers - especially in
Czechia and Poland (24.5 and 36.5%), respectively) — was recorded among rural
residents. ). It may be due to the fact that they are farmers who produce food
for their own needs (e.g. fruit, vegetables, eggs, milk, meat), especially smaller
entities, hence there is no need to purchase food from outside the farm. For
comparison, in Italy, nearly 40% of organic food consumers resided in rural
areas (Castellini et al. 2020, p. 4). Producers of this type of food mainly operate
in rural areas, meaning consumers may have easier access to this food. At the
same time, in many villages, traditional agricultural cultivation methods are
still widely practiced, which favours organic farming, while at the same time
reducing the demand for ready-made organic products (purchased elsewhere

In the entire V4 group a majority of respondents (over 41%) were employees
(working based on an employment contract). The highest percentage of this
group of respondents was observed in Hungary (over 61%). Apart from
Hungary, the largest group of respondents in individual countries were
students and pupils (adult students). Slightly more than 7% of the study
participants were retirees, unemployed, and professionally inactive (who did
not have student status). The highest percentage of people buying organic food
was identified among the professionally inactive (over 71%); however, due to
the generally low number of this professional status group it was excluded
from detailed analyses (35 people in the entire V4 group).
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Table 4.3. Structure of the surveyed sample depending on place of residence

Number
Specification Total
Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary >
Rural areas 241 204 221 98 764
Town with less than 20.000 inhabitants 76 136 60 138 410
Town with 20 000-39 999 inhabitants 42 51 74 78 245
City with 40 000-99 999 inhabitants 36 119 74 32 261
City with 100 000-199 999 inhabitants 23 32 12 53 120
City with over 200 000 inhabitants 182 58 159 201 600
Consumers purchasing organic food
Rural areas 88 50 116 56 310
Town with less than 20.000 inhabitants 10 49 29 72 160
Town with 20 000-39 999 inhabitants 9 18 40 36 103
City with 40 000-99 999 inhabitants 12 70 4 18 141
City with 100 000-199 999 inhabitants 12 26 7 26 71
City with over 200 000 inhabitants 81 29 89 125 324
Consumers not purchasing organic food
Rural areas 153 154 105 42 454
Town with less than 20.000 inhabitants 66 87 31 66 250
Town with 20 000-39 999 inhabitants 33 33 34 42 142
City with 40 000-99 999 inhabitants 24 49 33 14 120
City with 100 000-199 999 inhabitants 11 6 5 27 49
City with over 200 000 inhabitants 101 29 70 76 276
Percentage
Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia | Hungary |
Total
Rural areas 40.17 34.00 36.83 16.33 31.83
Town with less than 20.000 inhabitants 12.67 22.67 10.00 23.00 17.08
Town with 20 000-39 999 inhabitants 7.00 8.50 12.33 13.00 10.21
City with 40 000-99 999 inhabitants 6.00 19.83 12.33 5.33 10.88
City with 100 000-199 999 inhabitants 3.83 5.33 2.00 8.83 5.00
City with over 200 000 inhabitants 30.33 9.67 26.50 33.50 25.00
Percentage in the group of consumers purchasing organic food
Rural areas 36.51 24.51 52.49 57.14 40.58
Town with less than 20.000 inhabitants 13.16 36.03 48.33 52.17 39.02
Town with 20 000-39 999 inhabitants 21.43 35.29 54.05 46.15 42.04
City with 40 000-99 999 inhabitants 33.33 58.82 55.41 56.25 54.02
City with 100 000-199 999 inhabitants 52.17 81.25 58.33 49.06 59.17
City with over 200 000 inhabitants 4451 50.00 55.97 62.19 54.00
Percentage in the group of consumers not purchasing organic food
Rural areas 63.49 75.49 47.51 42.86 59.42
Town with less than 20.000 inhabitants 86.84 63.97 51.67 47.83 60.98
Town with 20 000-39 999 inhabitants 78.57 64.71 45.95 53.85 57.96
City with 40 000-99 999 inhabitants 66.67 41.18 44,59 43.75 45,98
City with 100 000-199 999 inhabitants 47.83 18.75 41.67 50.94 40.83
City with over 200 000 inhabitants 55.49 50.00 44.03 37.81 46.00

The percentages of consumers purchasing and not purchasing organic food sum up to 100.

Source: the authors’ elaboration.
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Table 4.4. Professional status of respondents

Number
Specification Total
Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary >
Unemployed 10 5 0 14 29
Pensioner 32 3 4 68 107
| don’t work professionally 0 0 2 33 35
Self-employment (including farmers) 123 29 49 88 289
Contract work 178 280 160 368 986
Student 257 283 385 29 954
Consumers purchasing organic food
Unemployed 4 3 0 4 11
Pensioner 29 2 0 30 61
| don’t work professionally 0 0 2 23 25
_Self-employment 54 17 2 51 148
(including farmers)
Employed 57 152 100 213 522
Student 68 68 194 12 342
Consumers not purchasing organic food
Unemployed 6 2 0 10 18
Pensioner 3 1 4 38 46
| don’t work professionally 0 0 0 10 10
Self-employment (including farmers) 69 12 23 37 141
Employed 121 128 60 155 464
Student 189 215 191 17 612
Percentage
Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia | Hungary [ ¥
Total
Unemployed 1.67 0.83 0.00 2.33 1.21
Pensioner 5.33 0.50 0.67 11.33 4.46
| don’t work professionally 0.00 0.00 0.33 5.50 1.46
Self-employment (including farmers) 20.50 4.83 8.17 14.67 12.04
Employed 29.67 46.67 26.67 61.33 41.08
Student 42.83 4717 64.17 4.83 39.75
Percentage in the group of consumers purchasing organic food
Unemployed 40.00 60.00 0.00 28.57 37.93
Pensioner 90.63 66.67 0.00 4412 57.01
| don’t work professionally 0.00 0.00 100.00 69.70 71.43
Self-employment (including farmers) 43.90 58.62 53.06 57.95 51.21
Employed 32.02 54.29 62.50 57.88 52.94
Student 26.46 24.03 50.39 41.38 35.85
Percentage in the group of consumers not purchasing organic food
Unemployed 60.00 40.00 0.00 71.43 62.07
Pensioner 9.38 33.33 100.00 55.88 42.99
| don’t work professionally 0.00 0.00 0.00 30.30 28.57
Self-employment (including farmers) 56.10 41.38 46.94 42.05 48.79
Employed 67.98 45.71 37.50 42.12 47.06
Student 73.54 75.97 49.61 58.62 64.15

The percentages of consumers purchasing and not purchasing organic food sum up to 100.

Source: the authors’ elaboration.
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While performing the research, respondents were asked to indicate how
many people in their household were professionally active (Table 4.4). In each
country the largest group of survey participants were members of households,
in which two people worked (the highest percentage in Czechia — 61%, and
the lowest in Poland - 43%). A rather surprisingly high percentage of those
who declared purchasing organic food (for the entire investigated group, it
was 49%) was identified in the case of households where nobody is gainfully
employed (the highest percentage in Poland (73%) and Slovakia (60%)). It can
be substantiated by the fact that households without actively working people
(e.g., consisting of old age retirees) decide to buy organic food in view of its
health benefits, taste, or environmental issues (Stoji¢, Dimitrijevi¢, 2020).

Almost 43% of survey participants assessed the income situation of their
household as good (41% on average). Notably, in this group of respondents
the share of indications was almost twice as high in Poland (54.8%) than in
Hungary (30.7%). A relatively small group of respondents were people who
assessed their household situation as bad or very bad - less than 5.5%. For
the entire V4 group the highest percentage of people declaring purchasing
organic food (almost 54%) was recorded among people who assessed their
household income situation as very good. In this group of respondents, only in
Poland more people declared that they did not buy organic food (nearly 62%)
compared to those who did (about 38%). For comparison, in Hungary as many
as 68% of those who assessed their household situation as very good bought
organic food.

One of the factors influencing purchasing decisions is the size of the
household, which significantly determines the amount of disposable income
in the household (as the number of household members increases, expenses
for basic necessities such as food increase). The research shows that residents
of the Visegrad Group countries most often purchase organic food as members
of one- and three-person households (52 and less than 50%, respectively).
The analyses show that particularly clear disproportions between the V4
countries concerning organic food purchasing decisions are observed in large
households (with 5 or more members). In such large households in Slovakia
and Hungary, a two- and in some cases four-fold higher percentage of organic
food buyers was identified than in Poland or Czechia.
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Table 4.5. Number of people working in the household

Number
Specification Total
Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary >

Nobody works 45 11 5 45 106

1 person works 95 108 85 183 471

2 persons work 259 365 251 322 1197

3 persons work 136 92 176 41 445

4 persons work 49 18 71 6 144

5 and more people work 16 6 12 3 37

Consumers purchasing organic food

Nobody works 33 3 3 13 52

1 person works 30 35 52 103 220

2 persons work 88 172 131 192 583

3 persons work 42 26 90 20 178

4 persons work 15 4 4 3 63

5 and more people work 4 2 5 2 13

Consumers not purchasing organic food

Nobody works 12 8 2 32 54

1 person works 65 73 33 80 251

2 persons work 171 193 120 130 614

3 persons work 94 66 86 21 267

4 persons work 34 14 30 3 81

5 and more people work 12 4 7 1 24

Percentage
Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia Hungary | T
Total

Nobody works 7.50 1.83 0.83 7.50 4.42

1 person works 15.83 18.00 1417 30.50 19.63

2 persons work 43.17 60.83 41.83 53.67 49.88

3 persons work 22.67 15.33 29.33 6.83 18.54

4 persons work 8.17 3.00 11.83 1.00 6.00

5 and more people work 2.67 1.00 2.00 0.50 1.54

Percentage in the group of consumers purchasing organic food

Nobody works 73.33 27.27 60.00 28.89 49.06

1 person works 31.58 32.41 61.18 56.28 46.71

2 persons work 33.98 47.12 52.19 59.63 48.71

3 persons work 30.88 28.26 51.14 48.78 40.00

4 persons work 30.61 22.22 57.75 50.00 43.75

5 and more people work 25.00 33.33 41.67 66.67 35.14

Percentage in the group of consumers not purchasing organic food

Nobody works 26.67 72.73 40.00 71.11 50.94

1 person works 68.42 67.59 38.82 43.72 53.29

2 persons work 66.02 52.88 47.81 40.37 51.29

3 persons work 69.12 71.74 48.86 51.22 60.00

4 persons work 69.39 77.78 42.25 50.00 56.25

The percentages of consumers purchasing and not purchasing organic food sum up to 100.

Source: the authors’ elaboration.
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Table 4.6. Assessment of the household’s income situation

Number
Specification Total
Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary 2
Very bad 2 3 5 6 16
Bad 9 31 12 62 114
Medium 192 267 220 304 983
Good 329 245 273 184 1031
Very good 68 54 90 44 256
Consumers purchasing organic food

Very bad 0 1 3 4 8
Bad 3 9 7 27 46
Medium 73 103 114 164 454
Good 110 101 144 108 463
Very good 26 28 54 30 138

Consumers not purchasing organic food
Very bad 2 2 2 2 8
Bad 6 22 5 35 68
Medium 119 164 106 140 529
Good 219 144 129 76 568
Very good 42 26 36 14 118

Percentage
Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia Hungary | b
Total
Very bad 0.33 0.50 0.83 1.00 0.67
Bad 1.50 5.17 2.00 10.33 4.75
Medium 32.00 44,50 36.67 50.67 40.96
Good 54.83 40.83 45.50 30.67 42.96
Very good 11.33 9.00 15.00 7.33 10.67
Percentage in the group of consumers purchasing organic food

Very bad 0.00 33.33 60.00 66.67 50.00
Bad 33.33 29.03 58.33 43.55 40.35
Medium 38.02 38.58 51.82 53.95 46.19
Good 33.43 41.22 52.75 58.70 4491
Very good 38.24 51.85 60.00 68.18 53.91

Percentage in the group of consumers not purchasing organic food
Very bad 100.00 66.67 40.00 33.33 50.00
Bad 66.67 70.97 41.67 56.45 59.65
Medium 61.98 61.42 48.18 46.05 53.81
Good 66.57 58.78 47.25 41.30 55.09
Very good 61.76 48.15 40.00 31.82 46.09

The percentages of consumers purchasing and not purchasing organic food sum up to 100.

Source: the authors’ elaboration.
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N
Table 4.7. Number of people in the household
Number
Specification Total
Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary 2
1 53 21 28 69 17
2 130 134 108 184 556
3 119 147 164 115 545
4 162 203 191 134 690
5 81 64 76 71 292
6 29 24 21 23 97
7 and more 26 7 12 4 49
Consumers purchasing organic food
1 24 11 20 34 89
2 56 53 63 95 267
3 47 65 87 72 271
4 50 90 98 79 317
5 23 17 36 41 117
6 8 5 11 10 34
7 and more 4 1 7 2 14
Consumers purchasing not organic food
1 29 10 8 35 82
2 74 81 45 89 289
3 72 82 77 43 274
4 112 113 93 55 373
5 58 47 40 30 175
6 21 19 10 13 63
7 and more 22 6 5 2 35
Percentage
Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia | Hungary | >
Total
1 8.83 3.50 4.67 11.50 7.13
2 21.67 22.33 18.00 30.67 23.17
3 19.83 24.50 27.33 19.17 22.71
4 27.00 33.83 31.83 22.33 28.75
5 13.50 10.67 12.67 11.83 1217
6 4.83 4.00 3.50 3.83 4.04
7 and more 4.33 1.17 2.00 0.67 2.04
Percentage in the group of consumers purchasing organic food
1 45.28 52.38 71.43 49.28 52.05
2 43.08 39.55 58.33 51.63 48.02
3 39.50 44.22 53.05 62.61 49.72
4 30.86 44,33 51.31 58.96 45.94
5 28.40 26.56 47.37 57.75 40.07
6 27.59 20.83 52.38 43.48 35.05
7 and more 15.38 14.29 58.33 50.00 28.57
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Percentage
Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia | Hungary | )
Total
Percentage in the group of consumers not purchasing organic food
1 54.72 47.62 28.57 50.72 47.95
2 56.92 60.45 41.67 48.37 51.98
3 60.50 55.78 46.95 37.39 50.28
4 69.14 55.67 48.69 41.04 54.06
5 71.60 73.44 52.63 42.25 59.93
6 72.41 7917 47.62 56.52 64.95
7 and more 84.62 85.71 41.67 50.00 71.43

The percentages of consumers purchasing and not purchasing organic food sum up to 100.

Source: the authors’ elaboration.

The research shows that almost two out of three respondents did not live
in a household with children under 18. At the level of the entire Visegrad
Group the highest percentage of people declaring purchasing organic food
was found in the case of households with four minors (62.5%; however, due
to the small number (15 people) some caution should be exercised in drawing
conclusions). Nevertheless, in terms of absolute values, the largest number of
organic food buyers was found among people who did not have children (660)
or had one child (229). Excluding households with at least 5 children (with
only one indication in Hungary in the group of organic food buyers), a higher
percentage of organic food buyers was identified in the group of people living
in a household with 2 to 4 children than in those with maximum one child.
According to the literature, families with children (particularly larger ones)
are more willing to purchase this type of food. Many buyers do this mainly
for the health of their children (Hjelmar, 2011, pp. 336-344; Cairns, Laat, et
al., 2020, pp. 100-114; Tekinbas Ozkaya et al., 2021, pp. 1-25). In general, the
presence of children in the household positively impacts the consumption of
organic food (Aertens et al. 2011, p. 1373; Thompson, Kidwell, 1998, pp. 280-
286; McEachern and Willock, 2004, pp. 536-551).
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Table 4.8. Number of children under 18 in the household

Number
Specification Total
Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary >

No children 383 335 445 326 1489
1 129 159 121 97 506
2 70 93 29 114 306
3 11 11 0 47 69
4 5 2 2 15 24

5 and more 2 0 3 1 6

Consumers purchasing organic food

No children 129 116 242 173 660
1 49 64 62 54 229
2 27 56 17 72 172
3 5 4 0 23 32
4 2 2 1 10 15

5 and more 0 0 0 1 1

Consumers not purchasing organic food

No children 254 219 203 153 829
1 80 95 59 43 277
2 43 37 12 42 134
3 6 7 0 24 37
4 3 0 1 5 9

5 and more 2 0 3 0 5

Percentage
Specification Poland | Czechia | Poland | Hungary | Poland
Total

No children 63.83 55.83 7417 54.33 62.04
1 21.50 26.50 20.17 16.17 21.08
2 11.67 15.50 4.83 19.00 12.75
3 1.83 1.83 0.00 7.83 2.88
4 0.83 0.33 0.33 2.50 1.00

5 and more 0.33 0.00 0.50 0.17 0.25
Percentage in the group of consumers purchasing organic food

No children 33.68 34.63 54.38 53.07 44,33
1 37.98 40.25 51.24 55.67 45.26
2 38.57 60.22 58.62 63.16 56.21
3 45.45 36.36 0.00 48.94 46.38
4 40.00 100.00 50.00 66.67 62.50

5 and more 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 16.67

Percentage in the group of consumers not purchasing organic food

No children 66.32 65.37 45.62 46.93 55.67
1 62.02 59.75 48.76 44.33 54.74
2 61.43 39.78 41.38 36.84 43.79
3 54.55 63.64 0.00 51.06 53.62
4 60.00 0.00 50.00 33.33 37.50

5 and more 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 83.33

The percentages of consumers purchasing and not purchasing organic food sum up to 100.

Source: the authors’ elaboration.
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Among all respondents, 41% declared that not only they themselves, but
also nobody in their household consumed organic food (the highest percentage
in Poland was 51%, and the lowest in Slovakia was 32.5%). Nearly 3 out
of 4 study participants declared that at most 2 people in their household
consumed organic food (the highest number in Poland - 79% of all respondents).
Every person who did not buy organic food indicated that nobody in their
household ate this type of food. At the same time, each group of households
consuming organic food (one or more household members) is distinguished;
the majority are people who declared that they bought this type of food.

Table 4.9. Number of people in the household who consume organic food

Number
Specification Total
Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary >
No children 383 335 445 326 1489
1 129 159 121 97 506
2 70 93 29 114 306
3 11 11 0 47 69
4 5 2 2 15 24
5 and more 2 0 3 1 6
Consumers purchasing organic food
No children 129 116 242 173 660
1 49 64 62 54 229
2 27 56 17 72 172
3 5 4 0 23 32
4 2 2 1 10 15
5 and more 0 0 0 1 1
Number
Specification Total
Poland | Czechia | Slovakia | Hungary | >
Consumers not purchasing organic food
No children 254 219 203 153 829
1 80 95 59 43 277
2 43 37 12 42 134
3 6 7 0 24 37
4 3 0 1 5 9
5 and more 2 0 3 0 5
No children 63.83 55.83 7417 54.33 62.04
1 21.50 26.50 20.17 16.17 21.08
2 11.67 15.50 4.83 19.00 12.75
3 1.83 1.83 0.00 7.83 2.88
4 0.83 0.33 0.33 2.50 1.00
5 and more 0.33 0.00 0.50 0.17 0.25
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Percentage
Specification Poland | Czechy | Poland | Wegry [ Poland
Total

Percentage in the group of consumers purchasing organic food

No children 33.68 34.63 54.38 53.07 44.33
1 37.98 40.25 51.24 55.67 45.26
2 38.57 60.22 58.62 63.16 56.21
3 45.45 36.36 0.00 48.94 46.38
4 40.00 100.00 50.00 66.67 62.50

5 and more 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 16.67

Percentage in the group of consumers not purchasing organic food

No children 66.32 65.37 45.62 46.93 55.67
1 62.02 59.75 48.76 44.33 54.74
2 61.43 39.78 41.38 36.84 43.79
3 54.55 63.64 0.00 51.06 53.62
4 60.00 0.00 50.00 33.33 37.50

5 and more 100.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 83.33

The percentages of consumers purchasing and not purchasing organic food sum up to 100.

Source: the authors’ elaboration.

4.2. Consumer behaviour in the organic food market

Over the years, changes have been observed in the model of food
consumption and consumer behaviour. This results from interactions of
many factors, both socio-economic and environmental. Consumer behaviour
is defined as any action or activity undertaken in order to acquire goods
and services to satisfy needs in accordance with the perceived hierarchy
of preferences. Babicz-Zielinska and Jezewska-Zychowicz (2015, p. 10)
distinguished three classes, which may be ascribed individual factors
characterising the selection of food by consumers. The authors attributed to
class 1 the product-related factors, i.e. nutritive value, chemical composition,
sensory attributes and functional characteristics. Class 2 is connected with
the consumer and comprises demographic factors, the metabolic status
of the organism and psychological factors. In turn, class 3 is composed of
environmental factors, including economic, cultural (e.g. religion, tradition,
fashion, customs) and social factors. Among economic factors we distinguish
the price, income, products, point of sale and advertising, while demographic
determinants include sex/gender, age, education, financial status and the
stage in the family life cycle.

Green purchase behaviour indicates how much a given consumer
is associated with the organic food market. A major characteristic showing
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the power of this association is the length of a consumer’s presence on the
organic food market. Slightly over 37% of respondents representing the entire
Visegrad Group declared that if they purchased organic food it was for a period
of max. 3 years (in Slovakia this percentage was 50%). Only 13.3% respondents
buying organic food had been doing it for over 11 years. In that group of
respondents a particularly large disproportion is observed between Czechia
and Hungary. In the latter country over 27% survey respondents declared that
they had been purchasing organic food for min. 11 years, while in Czechia this
percentage is below 5%. When analysing the structure of responses (measured by
the percentage of indications) for the entire V4 group no significant differences
depending on the sex of the consumer can be seen in the declared duration of
the period when they had been purchasing organic food (Table 4.10).

Almost 2 out of 3 survey participants declared that they personally buy
organic food, with a much higher percentage of women (71.4%) than men
(52.8%). Compared to the other Visegrad Group countries, markedly
higher percentages of respondents declaring that they bought organic food
personally were recorded in Hungary. In the total population of respondents
in that country, it was over 80%, with almost 89% in the group of women
(for comparison, Poland ranked second in terms of these percentages, which
amounted to 67% and slightly over 72%, respectively) (Table 4.11).

Table 4.10. For how long has organic food been purchased by consumers?

Number
Specification Total
Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary 2
1 year or less 21 10 26 14 71
2-3 years 71 75 135 60 341
4-5 years 57 86 94 I 308
6-10 years 28 59 56 98 241
11-15 years 21 8 7 37 73
More than 15 years 14 4 4 53 75
Female

1 year or less 17 6 14 11 48
2-3 years 55 48 95 42 240
4-5 years 35 61 68 50 214
6-10 years 21 38 36 73 168
11-15 years 10 5 4 30 49
More than 15 years 6 3 4 38 51

Male
1 year or less 4 4 12 3 23
2-3 years 16 27 40 18 101
4-5 years 22 25 26 21 94
6-10 years 7 21 20 25 73
11-15 years 11 3 3 7 24
More than 15 years 8 1 0 15 24
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Percentage
Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia | Hungary | >
Total
1 year or less 9.91 413 8.07 4.20 6.40
2-3 years 33.49 30.99 41.93 18.02 30.75
4-5 years 26.89 35.54 29.19 21.32 271.77
6-10 years 13.21 24.38 17.39 29.43 21.73
11-15 years 9.91 3.31 217 11.11 6.58
More than 15 years 6.60 1.65 1.24 15.92 6.76
Female
1 year or less 11.81 3.73 6.33 4.51 6.23
2-3 years 38.19 29.81 42.99 17.21 31.17
4-5 years 24.31 37.89 30.77 20.49 27.79
6-10 years 14.58 23.60 16.29 29.92 21.82
11-15 years 6.94 3.11 1.81 12.30 6.36
More than 15 years 417 1.86 1.81 15.57 6.62
Male
1 year or less 5.88 4.94 11.88 3.37 6.78
2-3 years 23.53 33.33 39.60 20.22 29.79
4-5 years 32.35 30.86 25.74 23.60 27.73
6-10 years 10.29 25.93 19.80 28.09 21.53
11-15 years 16.18 3.70 2.97 7.87 7.08
More than 15 years 11.76 1.23 0.00 16.85 7.08
Source: the authors’ elaboration.
Table 4.11. Persons responsible for buying food in the household
Number
Specification Total
Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary z
Personally 142 143 177 267 729
Another household member 70 99 145 66 380
Female
Personally 104 99 130 217 550
Another household member 40 62 91 27 220
Male
Personally 38 44 47 50 179
Another household member 30 37 54 39 160
Percentage
Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia | Hungary | >
Total
Personally 66.98 59.09 54.97 80.18 65.73
Another household member 33.02 40.91 45.03 19.82 34.27
Female
Personally 72.22 61.49 58.82 88.93 71.43
Another household member 27.78 38.51 4118 11.07 28.57
Male
Personally 55.88 54.32 46.53 56.18 52.80
Another household member 4412 45.68 53.47 43.82 47.20

Source: the authors’ elaboration.
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Over 59% of the total respondent population declared that if they purchased
organic food, they did it for the entire family. This result may suggest that it is
the care for healthy nutrition of family members that may initiate purchases of
organic products (Smoluk-Sikorska et al., 2024). In that group of respondents,
a markedly higher percentage of responses was recorded in Hungary and
Czechia (69.7% and 67.4%, respectively) compared to Poland and Slovakia
(51.4% and 47.5% respectively). Slightly over 29% of respondents declared that
they purchase organic food only for themselves. In that group of respondents,
the percentages were approx. 2-fold higher in Slovakia and Poland (41.3 and
39.6%, respectively) than in Czechia (21.1%) or Hungary (17.1%) (Table 4.12).

Table 4.12. Who is organic food purchased for?

Specification LI
Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary >
For myself 84 51 133 57 325
For my children 2 5 3 11 21
For myself and my children 8 8 4 11 31
For the entire household 109 163 153 232 657
For a sick/allergic person 8 15 28 21 72
For other family member 1 0 1 1 3
Percentage

For myself 39.62 21.07 41.30 17.12 29.31
For my children 0.94 2.07 0.93 3.30 1.89
For myself and my children 3.77 3.31 1.24 3.30 2.80
For the entire household 51.42 67.36 47.52 69.67 59.24
For a sick/allergic person 3.77 6.20 8.70 6.31 6.49
For other family member 0.47 0.00 0.31 0.30 0.27

Source: the authors’ elaboration.

It is generally acknowledged that the opinion on the health-promoting value
of organic products influences consumer behaviour. Particularly consumers with
higher incomes frequently choose products suggesting their organic production
method. In view of the above, producers willingly place designations commonly
associated with organic production (bio, eco, organic) on their products. The
appearance of the packaging with the dominant green colour or the symbol
depicting stars and a leaf (the organic food logo) is also important (Bulacz,
2020). However, the use of the above-mentioned phrases and symbols in product
packaging is admissible solely after strictly specified legal conditions have been
met. The legislator stipulates that each stage of organic production processes,
starting from production through processing, storage and transport, up to sale
to the end consumer, has to be controlled and certified (Sazoniska, 2011, p. 5).
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In the entire Visegrad group, the EU symbol of organic production, i.e.
the EU logo for organic food, is indicated most frequently (regardless of the
consumers’ sex) as a method of identifying organic food (69.5%, with a slightly
higher percentage of responses in the case of men (71.4%) than women
(68.7%)). The highest percentage of responses indicating the EU logo was
recorded in Czechia (74.4%), while it was lowest in Poland (64.6%). For the
entire V4 group, the logo of the certifying entity ranked second as a method
to identify organic food (over 55% of responses). Moreover, a relatively high
percentage of respondents declared that they choose this type of food from
a specially designated shelf in the shop (almost 46%). The other mentioned
options did not exceed 20% of responses (regardless of the respondents’ sex)
(Table 4.13). A study by Matysik-Pejas and Zmuda (2011) showed that almost
two-thirds of respondents identified this type of food based on the logo of the
certifying entity, whereas over half of respondents were guided by the graphic
logo of organic food. According to earlier studies, the EU organic food logo is
recognised by 69% of residents of the EU, Iceland and Norway (Ipsos-London
Economics 2013, Anastasiou et al. 2017, Janssen and Hamm 2012).

Table 4.13. Method used to identify organic food*

Number
Specification Total
Poland Czechia | Slovakia | Hungary >
Green Euroleaf 137 180 231 223 771
Logo of the certification body 92 107 193 220 612
Conversation with the seller 25 9 26 56 116
Information ,Healthy food* 69 21 52 54 196
| choose from a special shelf/rack in the store 87 113 181 129 510
Other 3 0 2 7 12
Female
Green Euroleaf 87 123 161 158 529
Logo of the certification body 61 77 138 161 437
Conversation with the seller 17 6 18 40 81
Information ,Healthy food” 49 16 36 34 135
| choose from a special shelf/rack in the store 67 73 127 83 350
Other 1 0 0 5 6
Male
Green Euroleaf 50 57 70 65 242
Logo of the certification body 31 30 55 59 175
Conversation with the seller 8 3 8 16 35
Information ,Healthy food* 20 5 16 20 61
| choose from a special shelf/rack in the store 20 40 54 46 160
Other 2 0 2 2 6
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Percentage
Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia | Hungary | ¥
Total

Green Euroleaf 64.62 74.38 71.74 66.97 69.52
Logo of the certification body 43.40 44.21 59.94 66.07 55.18

Conversation with the seller 11.79 3.72 8.07 16.82 10.46
Information ,Healthy food* 32.55 8.68 16.15 16.22 17.67
| choose from a special shelf/rack in the store 41.04 46.69 56.21 38.74 45.99
Other 1.42 0.00 0.62 2.10 1.08
Female

Green Euroleaf 60.42 76.40 72.85 64.75 68.70
Logo of the certification body 42.36 47.83 62.44 65.98 56.75

Conversation with the seller 11.81 3.73 8.14 16.39 10.52
Information ,Healthy food” 34.03 9.94 16.29 13.93 17.53
| choose from a special shelf/rack in the store 46.53 45.34 57.47 34.02 45.45
Other 0.69 0.00 0.00 2.05 0.78
Male

Green Euroleaf 73.53 70.37 69.31 73.03 71.39
Logo of the certification body 45.59 37.04 54.46 66.29 51.62

Conversation with the seller 11.76 3.70 7.92 17.98 10.32

Information ,Healthy food* 29.41 6.17 15.84 22.47 17.99

| choose from a special shelf/rack in the store 29.41 49.38 53.47 51.69 47.20
Other 2.94 0.00 1.98 2.25 1.77

* More than one option could be indicated.

Source: the authors’ elaboration.

It results from the conducted analyses that the surveyed organic food
consumers in the Visegrad Group countries frequently purchase also other types of
food (Table 4.14). In the total population of organic food buyers over 58% declared
that they purchase regional products. In the entire V4 group it was more often
declared by men than women, with 66% and slightly below 55%, respectively (at
the level of individual countries a higher percentage (by approx. 1.5 p.p.) among
women was recorded only in Slovakia). The following positions (with comparable
percentages of responses) were taken by functional food (42.6% for the entire V4
group, but only 29% in Poland) and ethnic food (41% in the entire Visegrad group,
but only 12.2% in Poland and as much as 62.4% in Slovakia). Recorded results
are rather consistent with those reported by Smoluk-Sikorska (2021, p. 119)
for Polish consumers of organic food (showing that 70% respondents purchase
regional products, 15% buy functional and convenience food, as well as genetically
modified food). This indicates that this group of consumers is not permanently
attached to the organic food market, while motivations for the purchase of organic
food do not result from their environmental awareness or health literacy, but
rather the need to search for new experiences (Smoluk-Sikorska, 2021).
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Table 4.14. Purchases of other food types™

Number
Specification Total
Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary >
Functional food 62 108 149 153 472
GMO 35 18 33 61 147
Ethnic food 26 96 201 132 455
Adequately labelled regional products 132 180 217 119 648
Convenient food 45 70 141 182 438
Superfoods 52 91 76 90 309
| do not buy these kinds of products 31 8 6 21 66
Female
Functional food 35 76 89 111 311
GMO 18 12 14 52 96
Ethnic food 16 68 136 96 316
Adequately labelled regional products 83 116 150 74 423
Convenient food 36 43 88 132 299
Superfoods 38 63 57 73 231
I do not buy these kinds of products 25 7 6 16 54
Male
Functional food 27 32 60 42 161
GMO 17 6 19 9 51
Ethnic food 10 28 65 36 139
Adequately labelled regional products 49 64 67 45 225
Convenient food 9 27 53 50 139
Superfoods 14 28 19 17 78
| do not buy these kinds of products 6 1 0 5 12

Percentage in the group of consumers purchasing organic food

Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia | Hungary |
Total
Functional food 29.25 44,63 46.27 45,95 42.56
GMO 16.51 7.44 10.25 18.32 13.26
Ethnic food 12.26 39.67 62.42 39.64 41.03
Adequately labelled regional products 62.26 74.38 67.39 35.74 58.43
Convenient food 21.23 28.93 43.79 54.65 39.50
Superfoods 24.53 37.60 23.60 27.03 27.86
| do not buy these kinds of products 14.62 3.31 1.86 6.31 5.95
Female
Functional food 24.31 47.20 40.27 45.49 40.39
GMO 12.50 7.45 6.33 21.31 12.47
Ethnic food 11.11 42.24 61.54 39.34 41.04
Adequately labelled regional products 57.64 72.05 67.87 30.33 54.94
Convenient food 25.00 26.71 39.82 5410 38.83
Superfoods 26.39 39.13 25.79 29.92 30.00
| do not buy these kinds of products 17.36 4.35 2.1 6.56 7.01
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Percentage in the group of consumers purchasing organic food
Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia | Hungary [ >
Total
Male
Functional food 39.71 39.51 59.41 4719 47.49
GMO 25.00 7.41 18.81 10.11 15.04
Ethnic food 14.71 34.57 64.36 40.45 41.00
Adequately labelled regional products 72.06 79.01 66.34 50.56 66.37
Convenient food 13.24 33.33 52.48 56.18 41.00
Superfoods 20.59 34.57 18.81 19.10 23.01
| do not buy these kinds of products 8.82 1.23 0.00 5.62 3.54

* More than one option could be indicated.

Source: the authors’ elaboration.

Conducted studies showed that the most important factor determining
purchase decisions concerning organic food is connected with its high quality
(Table 4.15). In Poland, Czechia and Slovakia this determinant received the
highest percentage of responses as highly significant (53%, 44% and 54%,
respectively). The second-ranking factor mentioned most frequently was the
fact that organic food is produced with no artificial chemicals or food additives
(in Hungary this factor was considered even more important than high quality,
receiving 77% indications as highly important). In each country of the Visegrad
Group most often the least important factors included the influence of famous
people, celebrities and bloggers (the percentage of response indicating it as
insignificant ranged from 40.7% in Slovakia to 73% in Hungary), as well as
fashion (in the case of this determinant the percentage of responses indicating
it as insignificant ranged from slightly below 31% in Slovakia to almost 76%
in Hungary). Recorded results of the survey are relatively consistent with the
findings reported by other researchers. For example, it results from a study
conducted by Olech and Kubon (2015, p. 169) that the main reason for the
purchase of organic food was connected with the conviction on the health-
promoting value of such food. In turn, a study by Kucinska (2009, p. 171)
showed that “in the case of organic food for the residents of Warsaw the most
important attributes included health safety, lesser pollutant levels and high
quality”. Consumers trust that organic food is healthy and that is why they
willingly buy it (Muhammad et al., 2015, pp. 37-45).
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Table 4.15. Determinants of organic food purchasing decisions (%)

Poland Czechia Poland | Czechia
Specification
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Mode
Produced without
agricultural chemicals| 3.30| 9.43| 21.70| 12.74| 52.83| 2.89| 5.79| 15.70| 35.12| 40.50 5 5
and food additives
It does not contain GMOs| 10.85| 14.62| 24.06| 16.04| 34.43| 9.09| 11.98| 23.14| 29.34| 26.45 5 5
It has more nutrients| 2.36| 8.02| 25.47| 19.34| 44.81| 3.31| 5.37| 19.83| 40.08| 31.40 5 5
High quality| 1.89| 4.72| 19.34| 21.23| 52.83| 1.24| 4.13| 7.85| 42.98| 43.80 5 5
Controlled production| 4.25| 8.49| 25.94| 22.64| 38.68| 3.31| 7.02| 21.49| 40.91| 27.27 5 5
Produced using natural.
traditional methods 8.96 11.32| 21.23| 21.70| 36.79| 3.31| 9.50| 14.05| 42.56| 30.58 5 5
Produced locally| 11.79| 16.04| 25.00| 19.81| 27.36| 5.79| 6.20| 16.12| 36.78| 35.12 5 5
Visual and sensory
values (appearance.| 7.55| 9.91 21.70| 25.00| 35.85| 2.89| 2.89| 14.46| 41.32| 38.43 5 5
smell. structure)
Ethical production
methods (animal welfare.| 6.60| 14.15| 23.11| 19.81| 36.32| 3.31| 6.61| 24.38| 35.12| 30.58 5 5
fair trade)
Promotes environmental
protection 3.77| 11.32| 24.53| 24.06| 36.32| 3.72| 8.26] 21.90| 38.84| 27.27 5 5
Leading a healthy| 5| 755/ 94,06 2264/ 41.51| 1.65| 7.02| 18.60 40.91| 31.82 5 5
lifestyle
Inluence of &M 24.06( 16.98| 21.23| 21.70| 16.04| 17.36| 18.18 24.79| 26.45( 13.22 1 1
The influence of famous
people. celebrities.| 53.77| 15.09| 16.51| 8.49| 6.13| 46.28| 16.53| 16.53| 14.46| 6.20 1 1
bloggers
Curiosity| 23.58| 17.92| 27.36| 18.40| 12.74| 15.29| 17.36| 26.45| 29.34| 11.57 3 3
Fashion| 51.42| 19.34| 15.09| 8.02| 6.13| 45.45| 17.36| 14.46| 16.12| 6.61 1 1
Slovakia Hungary Slovakia | Hungary
Specification
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Mode
Produced without
agricultural chemicals| 3.11| 9.94| 27.02| 29.19| 30.75| 1.50| 3.00{ 5.71| 12.91| 76.88 5 5
and food additives
It does not contain GMOs|  8.70| 16.15| 32.61| 20.81| 21.74| 4.80| 5.11| 15.62| 14.71| 59.76 3 5
It has more nutrients|  2.17|  6.21| 20.50| 35.40{ 35.71| 5.41| 4.20| 16.82| 26.13| 47.45 5 5
High quality| 1.24| 2.17| 11.80{ 30.43| 54.35| 270/ 3.60| 15.02| 30.33| 48.35 5 5
Controlled production|  6.21| 19.88| 33.85| 21.74| 18.32| 2.40| 3.90| 14.71| 24.02| 54.95 3 5
Produced using natural.
traditional methods 9.63| 22.98| 34.78| 22.05| 10.56| 2.40| 7.21| 16.82| 25.53| 48.05 3 5
Produced locally| 6.21| 9.32| 26.71| 33.85| 23.91| 3.30| 6.61| 19.82| 27.93| 42.34 4 5
Visual and sensory
values (appearance.| 1.24| 5.28| 20.81| 30.43| 42.24| 3.90| 6.91| 18.32| 34.83| 36.04 5 5
smell. structure)
Ethical production
methods (animal welfare.| 4.66| 11.49| 28.88| 31.06| 23.91| 3.60| 6.01| 17.12| 27.03| 46.25 4 5
fair trade)
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L Slovakia Hungary Slovakia | Hungary
Specification
1 2 3]a[s [ 1]2]3]a]s Mode
Promotes environmental
o tocton| 342| 1273| 27.95| 35.09| 2081 240| 420| 1291| 21.02| 5946 4 5
Leadingalﬂgg'tt;‘lg 186| 7.14| 19.88| 37.58| 3354| 210 330 9.31| 2012 65.17 4 5
'”f'“ence"’;ﬁgg’é 8.70| 15.22| 31.06| 29.19| 15.84| 36.94| 22.22| 21.02| 11.41| 841 3 1
The influence of famous
people. celebrities.| 40.68| 24.22| 21.43| 932| 435 7297| 12.31| 871| 330 270 1 1
Bloggers
Curiosity]  9.94| 15.22| 3354| 26.71] 14.60 37.04| 23.12] 2222| 11.11] 6.31 3 1
Fashion| 30.75| 27.95 24.22| 1366 342 75.68 1351 721] 270] 090 1 1

* Respondents assigned ranks to individual answer options from 1 — not important at all, 2 — not very important,
3 — moderately important, 4 — important, 5 — very important.

Source: the authors’ elaboration.

Organic food consumers acquire knowledge on this food from various
sources (Table 4.16). The survey respondents (regardless of their sex) most
frequently indicated the following as the most important: websites (overall
more than 75%, in the case of women it was almost 77%, for men 72%), social
media (almost 48%, for women over 49%, for men 44%), as well a family or
acquaintances (46%, although for men the percentage was markedly higher
(over 50%) than for women (44%)). At the same time, for the entire V4 group
a relatively low percentage of responses indicated celebrities - slightly below
4% (and in Hungary this source of information on organic food was given by
less than 1% respondents). Moreover, a relatively low percentage of responses
indicated traditional mass media — popular press (slightly over 15% in the
entire Visegrad Group, while in Hungary only 9%) and television and radio
(12.5%, the lowest percentage in Hungary — below 9%). When comparing
these figures with studies conducted in other countries outside the V4 group
important results were provided by investigations carried out in Denmark,
which indicated that social media are a significant source of information on
organic food and healthy nutrition used by consumers (Rageliené¢, Grgnhgj
2021). Content presented in social media is a significant source of information
particularly for young consumers. Additionally, studies conducted in Italy in
Tuscany, a region known for its healthy nutrition traditions, show that the
young generation most frequently take into consideration opinions of family
members, acquaintances and social media news (Corazza et al., 2021).
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Table 4.16. Sources of information on organic food*

Number
Specification Total
Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary >
Experts 79 100 128 154 461
Websites 148 183 259 245 835
Social media 92 115 210 114 531
Family/friends 89 133 171 119 512
Celebrities 7 12 22 3 44
TV, radio 41 37 32 29 139
Popular press 28 47 62 30 167
Literature and professional press 42 78 70 166 356
Other 1 0 0 0 1
Female
Experts 47 65 94 122 328
Websites 106 126 179 179 590
Social media 67 86 147 82 382
Family/friends 61 89 116 76 342
Celebrities 6 7 16 1 30
TV, radio 31 24 22 19 96
Popular press 15 31 45 21 112
Literature and professional press 24 50 48 129 251
Other 1 0 0 0 1
Male
Experts 32 35 34 32 133
Websites 42 57 80 66 245
Social media 25 29 63 32 149
Family/friends 28 44 55 43 170
Celebrities 1 5 6 2 14
TV. radio 10 13 10 10 43
Popular press 13 16 17 9 55
Literature and professional press 18 28 22 37 105
Other 0 0 0 0 0
Percentage of people purchasing organic food
Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia | Hungary | X
Total
Experts 37.26 41.32 39.75 46.25 41,57
Websites 69.81 75.62 80.43 73.57 75.29
Social media 43.40 47.52 65.22 34.23 47.88
Family/friends 41.98 54.96 53.11 35.74 46.17
Celebrities 3.30 4.96 6.83 0.90 3.97
TV. radio 19.34 15.29 9.94 8.71 12.53
Popular press 13.21 19.42 19.25 9.01 15.06
Literature and professional press 19.81 32.23 21.74 49.85 32.10
Other 0.47 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09
Female
Experts 32.64 40.37 42.53 50.00 42.60
Websites 73.61 78.26 81.00 73.36 76.62
Social media 46.53 53.42 66.52 33.61 49.61
Family/friends 42.36 55.28 52.49 31.15 44.42
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Consumer in the organic food market. Example of the Visegrad countries

Percentage of people purchasing organic food
Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia | Humgary | X

Total

Celebrities 417 4.35 7.24 0.41 3.90

TV. radio 21.53 14.91 9.95 7.79 12.47

Popular press 10.42 19.25 20.36 8.61 14.55

Literature and professional press 16.67 31.06 21.72 52.87 32.60

Other 0.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13
Male

Experts 47.06 43.21 33.66 35.96 39.23

Websites 61.76 70.37 79.21 74.16 72.27

Social media 36.76 35.80 62.38 35.96 43.95

Family/friends 41.18 54.32 54.46 48.31 50.15

Celebrities 1.47 6.17 5.94 2.25 413

TV. radio 14.71 16.05 9.90 11.24 12.68

Popular press 19.12 19.75 16.83 10.11 16.22

Literature and professional press 26.47 34.57 21.78 41.57 30.97

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

* More than one option could be indicated.

Source: the authors’ elaboration.

In each Visegrad Group country the respondents as the most frequently
purchased organic food group mentioned fruit (from 41.7% in Hungary to
49% in Slovakia) and vegetables (from 39.6% in Poland to 49.7% in Slovakia).
The next positions in this ranking were taken most frequently by eggs
(in Poland and in Hungary) and dairy products (in Czechia and Slovakia).
In turn, in each V4 country most frequent responses indicating organic
products never purchased by the respondents included baby food (to
the greatest degree in Hungary — almost 73%), as well as fish and seafood
(the highest percentage in Hungary — almost 44%) (Table 4.17). Recorded
results are relatively consistent with the findings presented in earlier studies,
e.g. by Bryta (2016, p. 737), Kulyk and Michatowska (2018, p. 275), and
Smoluk-Sikorska (2021, p. 105), showing that consumers most often purchase
organic fruit and vegetables. This may result from the fact that these groups
of products are some of the most readily available on the organic food market.
Comparable trends are observed e.g. in Italy, Ireland, Sweden or Germany,
where organic fruit and vegetables are the groups of products most frequently
offered in supermarkets (Domagalska, Buczkowska 2015, p. 372).
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Table 4.17. Frequency of purchases of individual organic food groups (%)

o Poland Czechia Poland |CZechia

Specification
1 [ 23 [a[s | 1][2]3]al]s Mode

Frat| 613 5.19] 17.92| 28.77| 41.98] 0.83] 3.72[ 10.33] 38.02] 47.11 5 5

Vegetables| 8.49| 3.77| 16.04| 32.08] 39.62| 1.24] 455 10.74] 36.36| 47.11 5 5

Fruit preserves ('”?L‘:gg‘sg) 1557| 1557| 29.72| 25.00| 14.15| 537| 6.61| 26.45| 47.11| 14.46 3 3

Vegetable preserves| 24.53| 17.92| 25.00| 24.06] 849 6.20] 6.61| 27.27] 49.17] 1074 3 1

Meat| 18.87| 14.62| 22.17| 2594 18.40] 0.09| 579 1983 42.15] 23.14 4 4

Cold cuts| 19.34| 14.15| 26.89| 22.64| 1698 12.40| 6.61) 2034 39.26| 12.40 3 3

Dairy products|  8.96| 943 25.00( 3396 2064] 331) 455 1777 43.80 3058 4 4

Eggs| 12.26| 6.60| 18.87| 27.83 34.43] 868] 7.2 2025 38.84 2521 5 5

Fish. seafood| 37.74 16.98] 23.11| 14.62] 7.55 16.12| 16.94 33.06] 28.93] 4.96 1 1

Bread| 21.70| 10.85| 19.34| 19.34| 2877| 9.09] 7.02| 1736 37.60] 2893 5 5

Sweets's"“ks'd{r‘ﬁﬁ 27.83| 16.98| 22.17| 24.06| 8.96| 14.05 12.40| 21.49| 40.08| 11.98 1 1

Spices. herbs| 20.75| 16.04| 2025 25.00] 8.96| 11.16| 12.40] 3058| 37.19] 868 3 3

Tea coffee| 29.25| 16.98| 20.28| 2453 8.96| 8.68| 16.12] 28.93) 36.78) 950 1 1

Vegetable fats (oils)| 26.89| 13.68| 30.66] 23.11| 566 1033 18.60] 3554 28.93] 6.61 3 3

Honey| 25.47| 10.85| 31.60] 16.98| 15.00] 11.16] 12.40] 40.91 23.55 11.98 3 3

Baby food| 50.43| 896] 991 1085 1085 47.11] 950 11.16] 2355 868 1 1

o Slovakia Hungary Slovakia | Hungary
Specification

1 [ 23] a5 | 1]2]3]a]s Mode

Fut| 2.48| 3.11| 13.66| 31.68| 49.07 1.80 1.80] 18.62] 36.04] 41.74 5 5

Vegetables| 217 4.97| 14.60] 2857 49.69] 2.40] 2.10| 16.82 35.14] 4354 5 5

Fr””prese”’es(incjmgie’g 550| 10.87| 30.12| 32.61| 20.81) 10.21| 10.21) 30.33| 31.83) 17.42 4 4

Vegetable preserves| 5.90| 12.42| 24.22| 33.23| 24.22] 9.31| 6.61| 3243] 32.13] 19.52 4 3

Meat| 994| 7.76] 18.94] 32.61| 30.75| 23.42| 1832] 2252 2523 1051 4 4

Codcuts] 9.94] 963 21.74| 27.64| 31.08] 27.33) 1832 24.32] 20.12] 9.01 5 1

Dairy products|  4.97| 550 19.88 32.92 3665 18.32] 1231 2162 23.42 2432 5 5

Fogs| 994| 7.4 1894 3137 3261 1411] 6.91| 1832 3063 30.03 5 4

Fish. seafood| 24.84 17.08| 20.50] 22.05| 6.52| 4384 17.12] 2222 1261] 420 3 1

Bread| 13.66| 8.07| 2019 25.16 3292 22.82 1351 2042| 24.02 19.22 5 4

Sweets. snacks. ecl 15.01| 15,84 22.05| 2298| 21.12| 2973 14.11| 2613 2042 961 4 1

Spices. herbs| 15.84| 18.32] 33.85| 23.91| 8.07] 18.92 14.71| 32.13| 2673 7.51 3 3

Tea coffee| 12.73| 17.70| 24.84| 31.90| 12.73| 23.12| 2372| 24.62| 2072 7.81 4 3

Vegetable fats (oils)| 14.91| 18.63| 32.92| 28.26| 5.28| 23.12| 15.32| 28.23| 24.32] 9.01 3 3

Honey| 16.77| 21.12| 32.61| 18.01] 11.49| 20.12] 11.71| 30.33] 22.82| 15.02 3 3

Baby food| 55.90| 16.46| 16.77| 652| 435 7267] 721| 631) 571 811 1 1

Marks: 1 — never; 2 — less than once a year; 3 — at least once a year; 4 — at least once a month; 5 — at least once a week

Source: the authors’ elaboration.
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In each Visegrad Group country retail chains (super- and hypermarkets,
drugstores, discount stores) were indicated as places, where organic products
were purchased most often (at least once a week). In the case of such points
of sale the highest percentage was recorded in Czechia (over 54%), while it
was lowest in Poland (less than 29%). In Poland and Czechia specialist shops
ranked second, while in Slovakia it was small grocery shops and in Hungary -
street markets and farmers markets. Results recorded in Hungary, Poland and
Czechia are comparable to those reported based on investigations conducted
in the USA by Loureiro and Hine (2002), where most respondents did shopping
in farmers markets and in street markets, as well as stores specialising in
organic products. What is surprising in view of the relatively common Internet
access, online shops were frequently indicated as places where organic food
was never purchased (it was first of all in Poland, Slovakia and Hungary, with
the percentage of such responses exceeded 35%). Similarly, organic farms
were relatively often indicated as places, where respondents never bought
organic food (primarily in Slovakia — over 43% and in Hungary — almost
34%) (Table 4.18). This may result from the fact that consumers might doubt
credibility of certificates for organic products sold these, as well as result from
insufficient advertising for such points of sale. Similar results were reported
by Hamzaoui-Essoussi and Zahaf (2009), or Zepeda and Deal (2009), with
consumers showing distrust in relation to food purchased in online shops,
preferring traditional purchase channels such as street markets and farmers
markets. The interval of almost 15 years between those studies shows that
purchase habits do not change fast and selling products through modern sales
channels is not going to replace traditional channels.

Conducted studies showed that in Poland, Czechia and Hungary most of
the 16 distinguished groups of organic products, if they were purchased it
was in retail chains (Table 4.19). In Czechia such a situation was observed for
all the 16 product groups, in Hungary it was for 13, while in Poland for 12
groups, respectively. In turn, in Slovakia all the product groups distinguished
in this study were most frequently purchased in small grocery stores.
In Poland, Slovakia and Hungary at least 14 out of the 16 groups of products
were purchased least often in online shops. In the case of Czechia, for 12
groups of products organic farms were places, where organic food was
purchased least frequently. In relation to the research presented in the
global report on “Distribution Channel Insights” (Market Analysis..., 2023),
the segment of supermarket/hypermarket distribution channels accounted
for the largest share amounting to over 60.0% in 2022. Those shops offer
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a wide range of organic products. A growing number of supermarket and
hypermarket chains in Europe and the changing retail landscape, particularly
in the developing economies (such as the countries constituting the investigated
V4 group), increase the sales of products using this channel. However, in
a study conducted in Israel by Perlman (2021), when presenting an analysis of
purchase channels it was stated that consumers of organic products prefer to
purchase products directly from producers or in small shops, where in their
opinion the standard of customer service is higher.

Table 4.18. Places and frequency of organic food purchases (%)

Specification Poland Czechia Poland | Czechia
. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Mode
Specialist store with
organic food 22.17| 20.28| 21.70| 20.75| 15.09| 12.81| 9.50| 27.69| 35.12| 14.88 1 4
Retail chains (super—
and hypermarkets.

drugstores. discount 11.32| 10.38| 18.40| 31.13| 28.77| 2.07| 2.48| 11.98| 29.34| 54.13 4 4
stores)

Organic farm| 25.47| 16.04| 25.94| 20.28| 12.26| 28.93| 26.03| 27.69| 12.40| 4.96 3 1
Marketplaces. bazaars| 20.75| 16.51| 25.94| 24.06| 12.74| 14.05| 18.60| 45.87| 16.53| 4.96 3 3
Small grocery stores| 20.75| 17.45| 25.00| 24.53| 12.26| 28.93| 16.53| 23.14| 22.31| 9.09 3 3

Online stores| 42.92| 16.51| 25.00| 10.38| 5.19| 23.55| 9.09| 22.31| 35.54| 9.50 1 1

. Slovakia Hungary Slovakia | Hungary

Specification 1] 2] 3] 4] 5 | 1] 2] 3] 45 Mode
Specialist store with
arganic food 17.39| 30.43| 31.68| 16.77| 3.73| 12.31| 14.41| 31.53| 33.33| 8.41 3 4
Retail chains (super—
and hypermarkets.

drugstores. discount 1.55| 4.04| 14.29| 33.85| 46.27| 2.70| 5.41| 16.52| 39.64| 35.74 5 4
stores)

Organic farm| 43.48| 23.60| 23.29| 6.52| 3.11| 33.93| 18.62| 19.52| 17.72| 10.21 1 1
Marketplaces. bazaars| 28.88| 22.98| 28.57| 15.22| 4.35| 14.71| 13.21| 26.43| 24.32| 21.32 1 3
Small grocery stores| 13.35| 14.60| 34.78| 28.26] 9.01| 33.33| 24.02| 23.12 13.21| 6.31 3 1

Online stores| 38.82| 19.25| 23.91| 13.35| 4.66| 35.44| 15.32| 25.23| 17.12| 6.91 1 1

Marks: 1 — Never; 2 —less than once a year; 3 — at least once a year; 4 — at least once a month; 5 — at least once a week.

Source: the authors’ elaboration.
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Table 4.19. Place of purchase for individual groups of organic products (%)

Poland Czechia

| Il 1] v v vi | vl | Il ]| \') v vi | v
Fruit| 8.49|16.04| 26.42| 22.17| 38.21| 24.06| 1.42| 0.83|33.06|79.75| 11.98| 36.36| 14.05| 17.36
Vegetables| 9.91| 16.51| 25.47|21.23| 38.68| 25.00| 0.47| 1.65|33.88|78.10| 12.81| 36.78| 13.64| 16.94
Fruit preserves (including
juices)

Vegetable preserves| 26.89| 16.04| 28.30 8.49| 9.43| 18.87| 2.83| 11.16]23.97| 71.90| 3.72| 14.88| 9.09| 9.50
Meat| 20.28| 23.58| 30.66| 11.32| 6.60| 23.58| 0.47| 11.16| 23.55| 63.64| 16.94| 14.88| 11.57| 11.57

MeatsCold cuts| 21.23| 24.53| 31.13| 11.79| 6.13| 20.28| 1.42| 16.94| 25.21| 60.33| 9.92| 9.92| 10.33| 9.92

Dairy products| 11.79| 19.81| 37.26| 16.98| 8.96| 22.17| 1.42| 4.13| 22.73| 75.21| 14.46| 17.36| 9.92| 15.70

Eggs| 12.74| 13.21| 20.28| 36.32| 15.57| 13.68| 1.42| 12.81| 26.86| 50.83| 17.36| 18.18| 7.85| 8.68

Fish. seafood| 38.21| 11.32| 23.11| 5.19| 5.19| 12.74| 0.94| 28.51| 23.55| 52.07| 3.31| 4.55| 4.96| 8.68

Bread| 20.28| 22.17| 27.83| 8.02| 6.60| 20.75| 1.89| 11.57| 24.79| 71.07| 3.31| 10.74{ 10.74| 10.74

Sweets. snacks. dried fruit| 22.64| 11.79| 34.43| 6.13| 6.13| 16.51| 2.83| 20.25| 23.97| 66.12| 2.89| 4.96| 7.44|22.31
Spices. herbs| 16.04| 15.09| 37.74| 7.55| 9.43| 17.45| 2.83| 13.22| 28.93| 60.33| 5.37| 16.12| 7.85| 16.12

Tea coffee| 25.47| 12.74| 33.49| 2.36| 6.13| 13.68| 3.30| 12.40| 26.86| 60.33| 3.72| 5.37| 7.44| 19.42

Vegetable fats (oils)| 24.53| 12.74| 30.66| 2.83| 5.19| 12.74| 1.89| 16.94| 23.14| 60.33| 4.13| 4.96| 7.44| 13.22
Honey| 22.17| 10.38| 16.51| 25.47| 15.09| 14.15| 2.36| 15.70| 27.27| 36.78| 19.83| 19.83| 5.37| 7.85
Other| 53.77| 6.60| 16.04| 2.83| 3.30| 11.32| 2.83| 46.69| 19.83| 42.15| 2.07| 2.48| 4.13| 16.12
Slovakia Hungary
1 ] 1] \'} v Vi | i | Il 1] \) v vi | v
Fruit| 2.48| 10.87| 49.69| 8.07| 27.33| 59.32| 1.55| 2.40| 6.31| 35.74| 17.42| 51.35| 32.43| 5.11
Vegetables| 2.80| 10.56| 47.52| 6.52| 28.88| 58.70| 1.24| 2.10| 6.01]| 34.83| 18.62| 51.95| 30.93| 5.71

Fruit preserves (including
juices)

Vegetable preserves| 11.18| 7.76| 44.41| 4.97| 9.32| 50.62| 1.86| 12.61| 10.21| 38.74| 7.81| 26.13| 29.73 4.80
Meat| 14.60| 17.08| 36.02| 8.39| 7.76| 46.89| 0.62| 26.13| 3.00| 24.62| 11.41| 24.32| 26.73| 4.50

Cold Cuts| 15.22) 14.91| 34.78| 8.39| 8.07| 45.96| 1.24 30.33| 3.60| 23.42| 7.51| 23.72| 27.33| 3.90

Dairy products| 6.83| 12.42| 42.24| 9.01| 11.80| 52.17| 1.24| 16.82| 6.01| 39.34[ 7.21| 21.02| 30.93| 4.80
Eggs| 12.42| 8.70| 32.61| 16.15| 16.46| 43.48| 1.24 16.22| 3.60| 27.63| 14.71| 32.73| 24.62| 3.60

Fish. seafood| 28.26| 7.76| 30.43| 4.04| 7.14|36.96| 0.62|43.84| 4.20|27.33| 1.80| 5.71|25.23| 3.90
Bread| 10.25| 16.46| 42.55| 4.35| 6.83|48.76| 1.55(18.32| 9.31|31.53| 6.01|23.42|27.63| 4.80

Sweets. snacks. dried fruit| 16.46] 9.94|35.71| 2.17| 1.24|49.07| 2.80|28.83| 13.21|33.03| 4.20| 9.01|30.33| 6.31
Spices. herbs| 12.73( 12.42| 36.02| 3.73| 7.45|45.96| 3.11|17.42|18.92| 25.53| 7.51|20.42|25.23| 7.21

Tea coffee| 10.87| 16.77| 35.09| 3.11| 4.97|46.27| 4.97(19.82| 14.11| 34.23| 3.30| 7.51|29.13| 10.21
Vegetable fats (oils)| 11.49| 10.56| 34.78| 3.73| 4.35|50.00| 2.17|19.82| 16.22| 31.83| 5.11| 9.91|28.23| 7.51
Honey| 14.60| 14.60| 25.78| 14.91| 19.25( 28.57| 3.11| 18.62| 7.81|12.91| 18.62| 39.64| 12.91| 3.00

Other| 46.89| 7.76]20.81| 0.93| 1.55|30.43| 1.24|73.27| 2.10{13.51| 1.20{ 2.10|{ 10.81| 3.00

Specification

21.70| 16.04| 30.66| 11.79] 13.21| 24.06| 3.30| 9.50(24.38|78.10| 2.89| 11.16| 9.09| 11.16

Specification

10.87| 7.14] 43.48| 3.11| 5.90| 52.48| 1.86| 12.91| 10.81| 39.34| 7.51| 22.82| 31.23| 6.01

Marks: | - I don’t buy; Il — Specialist stores; Ill — Retail chains; IV — Organic farm; V — Marketplaces, bazaars;
VI — Small grocery stores; VIl — Online stores

Source: the authors’ elaboration.
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4.3. Barriers to the purchase of organic food

A crucial issue is connected with causes for limited interest in organic food
among consumers. According to Hjelmar (2011), factors reducing purchases of
organic food include e.g. its small availability, high prices, and lack of sufficient
knowledge concerning organic products. Income levels of the population
constitute one of the most important economic factors influencing food demand.
Income modifies purchasing power, while its diversification across the socio-
professional strata affects the structure and the level of food consumption among
individual population groups (Hanus, 2017; Zurek, 2023). This factor is found
in combination with the price. In order to satisfy perceived needs, buyers make
choices from among the range of goods and services offered on the market,
making it possible to satisfy such needs paying affordable prices, adequate to the
level of their income (Swietlik, 2019; Inglis et al., 2009).

In each country of the Visegrad Group, the survey respondents indicated
high prices as the main barrier to purchases of organic food - to the greatest
extent it was the case in Poland (approx. 54%) and Slovakia (over 51%). The
next barriers to organic food purchases identified in this study did not receive
identical positions in the ranking in all analysed countries. In Poland, the short
shelf life was indicated as highly significant (by 17% respondents), ranking
second after the price, in Czechia and Hungary it was limited availability of
this type of food (less than 11 and 22%, respectively), while in Slovakia it
was low palatability (in the opinion of over 22% respondents). This research
showed that factors related to recognisability of organic food, its credibility
and possibly unattractive appearance were not a considerable barrier in
any Visegrad Group country when making decisions on purchase of organic
food (in the case of these distinguished barriers providing both a very high
level of responses indicating them as insignificant, as well as a relatively low
percentage of responses showing them to be highly significant) (Table 4.20).

The survey participants were asked to identify a factor that contributes
to more frequent purchases of organic food (Table 4.21). In each Visegrad
Group country in this context most frequently, a lower price was indicated
as the most significant (from 585% in Poland to over 66% in Hungary) and
higher wages (from 54% in Poland to 57.4% in Hungary). In turn, in this
context, respondents in Czechia, Slovakia and Hungary, most frequently as
absolutely insignificant, indicated an extended range of organic convenience
food (to the greatest extent in Hungary — almost 25% of respondents).
In contrast, in Poland, the use of more sustainable packaging was indicated
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as a completely insignificant factor in the context of potentially causing more
frequent purchases of organic food (almost 18% of respondents).

Table 4.20. Barriers to organic food purchases (%)

Specification Poland Czechia Poland | Czechia
1] 23] 45 1] 2]3]a]s Mode

High price| 5.19| 8.02| 16.51| 16.51| 53.77| 455 6.20| 19.01| 28.93 41.32 5 5

Distasteful| 28.30| 20.28| 21.70] 13.21] 16.61| 25.62| 26.03| 28.51| 11.16| 8.68 1 1

Short expiry date| 17.45| 20.75| 29.25] 15.57| 16.98| 20.66| 21.90| 3554 14.05] 7.85 3 3

Narrow offer| 19.81| 15.09| 30.19] 25.00] 9.91| 15.70| 23.97| 33.47| 18.18| 8.68 3 3

Low availability| 16.04| 18.87| 28.77| 20.28| 16.04| 10.33| 22.73| 35.54 20.66| 10.74 3 3

L'“'e'"f"m;fgtg’n”icafbo"ouc} 18.87| 16.51| 29.72| 21.23| 13.68| 20.66| 24.79| 34.71| 13.64| 6.20 3 3

Low credibility| 2453 19.34| 33.96] 13.21| 8.96| 24.38| 24.79| 3140 11.16| 8.26 3 3

Unattractive appearance| 33.02| 21.23| 25.00| 11.79| 8.96| 33.06| 29.34| 27.27| 8.26| 2.07 1 1

I cannot recognize t| 35.85| 17.92| 27.36 10.85| 8.02| 32.64| 2562| 3058| 7.44| 3.72 1 1

Poor promotion/advertising| 25.47| 18.40| 30.66| 14.15| 11.32| 26.45| 19.01| 32.23| 17.36] 4.96 3 3

— Slovakia Hungary Slovakia | Hungary
Specification 1| 2] 3] 45| 1] 23] a4]s Mode

High price| 1.55| 4.35 15.84 27.02| 51.24] 8.11] 360| 1832 20.72| 49.25 5 5

Distasteful]  9.94| 21.43| 23.60 22.67| 22.36| 54.95| 15.92| 1832] 6.31| 450 3 1

Shortexpiry date| 8.39] 16.77] 35.71| 22.98| 16.15| 44.14| 22.52| 19.52] 8.11| 5.71 3 1

Narrow offer] 5.59| 14.60] 36.02| 28.57| 15.22] 27.93] 1562 18.92 21.02] 16.52 3 1

Low availability] 5.28| 17.70 34.16| 25.78| 17.08] 18.32] 12.01 19.82| 27.93[ 21.92 3 4

L'“""""”’Qf‘gt;’;cafbo"o“(} 0.32| 18.01| 35.71| 23.91| 13.04 40.24| 15.62| 21.62| 12.01| 1051 3 1

Low credibility] 15.22| 25.47| 29.19] 19.57| 10.56] 43.84] 19.22] 2072] 9.91] 631 3 1

Unattractive appearance| 22.98| 26.09| 26.40| 14.60| 9.94| 56.46| 18.62| 15.32| 5.71| 3.90 3 1

I cannot recognize t] 23.60] 22.98| 33.23| 10.25| 9.94] 57.96] 16.22] 1261 601 7.21 3 1

Poor promotion/advertising| 16.77| 21.74| 32.92| 15.84| 12.73| 53.75| 13.51| 15.02 10.51| 7.21 3 1

Respondents assigned ranks to individual answer options: 1 — not important at all, 2 — not very important,
3 — moderately important, 4 — important, 5 — very important.

Source: the authors’ elaboration.

Within this study the respondents were asked to indicate a factor (Table
4.21), which would contribute to more frequent purchases of organic food.
In this context (regardless of the respondents’ sex), greater availability
of organic products, lower prices, higher income, and a more extensive
range of products were most often indicated as the most significant
factors. Rather unexpected conclusions in their studies concerning factors
influencing changes in the level of organic food consumption were reached
by researchers from India, such as Nagaraj (2021), Kumar and Ali (2011),
and Chandrashekhar (2014). Their findings indicated that a country,
which market of organic products is still at the stage of development
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shows a considerable potential for promotion of organic products.
Most respondents surveyed by the Indian researchers recognised organic
products and were willing to purchase them regardless of their higher prices.
In the opinion of those researchers, the factors that need to be improved
include relatively poor advertising and absence of an effective organic food
lobby, as they hinder an increase in the overall consumption of organic food
in a country at the market development stage.

Table 4.21. Factors that contribute to more frequent purchases of organic food (data in %)

Soecification Poland Czechia Poland | Czechia
; 1] 2] 3] 45 | 1] 2] 3] a4]5 Mode
Greater availability| 8.49| 8.02| 21.70| 21.70| 40.09| 4.55| 4.13| 13.22| 37.60| 40.50 5 5
Lower price| 3.77| 7.55| 10.85| 19.34| 58.49| 4.13| 3.31| 9.09| 17.36| 66.12 5 5
A wider offer|  9.43| 6.13| 19.34| 23.58| 41.51| 2.89| 4.96| 11.57| 30.58| 50.00 5 5
More accessible
information about| 10.38| 12.26| 25.00| 20.28| 32.08| 13.22| 11.98| 26.03| 31.40| 17.36 5 5
these foods
More ecological
nackaging 17.92| 11.32| 27.83| 21.70| 21.23| 12.40| 14.46| 32.23| 23.97| 16.94 3 3
A wider range of
convenience foods 15.09| 10.85| 19.81| 27.83| 26.42| 20.66| 13.22| 29.34| 22.73| 14.05 4 5
Higher income| 7.55| 8.02| 13.21| 16.98| 54.25| 5.37| 5.37| 17.36| 14.88| 57.02 5 5
More market
information regarding| 13.68| 13.21| 23.11| 22.64| 27.36| 11.16| 15.70| 32.23| 29.34| 11.57 5 5
e.g. sales places
Wider promotion| 12.74| 15.57| 21.23| 23.11| 27.36| 16.12| 11.57| 27.69| 26.86| 17.77 5 5
L Slovakia Hungary Slovakia | Hungary
Specificat
R 1| 2] 3] 4] 5 | 1] 2] 3] 4]5 Mode
Greater availability| 4.97| 8.07| 24.53| 25.47| 36.96| 5.71| 3.30| 19.52| 19.82| 51.65 5 5
Lower price|] 2.17| 4.35| 10.87| 18.32| 64.29| 2.10| 1.50{ 11.41| 20.72| 64.26 5 5
A wider offer| 2.48| 6.83| 18.63| 26.40| 45.65| 5.11| 4.50| 16.22| 27.33| 46.85 5 5
More accessible
information about|  5.28| 10.25| 26.40{ 27.02| 31.06| 21.02| 12.01| 27.93| 18.92 20.12 5 3
these foods
More ecologicall ¢ 7| 14 60| 2919| 23.60| 23.91| 17.72| 14.71| 2553 15.92| 26.13 3 5
packaging
A wider range of
convenience foods 17.70| 18.94| 25.16| 23.29| 14.91| 24.92| 12.01| 24.32| 21.02| 17.72 3 1
Higherincome| 2.17| 8.07| 13.98| 20.19| 55.59| 5.11| 6.31| 14.11| 17.12 57.36 5 5
More market
information regarding| 10.25| 12.11| 31.99| 24.53| 21.12| 14.41| 9.01| 22.82| 24.62| 29.13 3 5
e.g. sales places
Wider promotion| 13.04| 13.35| 28.26| 25.16| 20.19| 21.92| 13.81| 23.72| 18.02| 22.52 3 3

Respondents assigned ranks to individual answer options: 1 — not important at all, 2 — not very important,

3 — moderately important, 4 — important, 5 — very important.
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As it was mentioned above, in each V4 country, the largest group of
respondents indicated the price of organic food as the main purchase barrier,
while its reduction as the primary factor, which would cause increased purchases
of organic food. As many as 84% all respondents, who purchase organic food,
were of the opinion that it is expensive (the largest number in Slovakia — over
89%, and the lowest number in Czechia - 74%). A markedly higher percentage of
women (almost 87%), to the greatest extent in Poland at 91%) than men (78.5%,
of which the highest percentage in Slovakia — 88%, and the lowest in Poland -
66%) consider this type of food to be expensive (Table 4.22).

Table 4.22. Evaluation of price levels for organic food

Number
Specification Total
Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary >
Organic food is expensive 176 185 287 287 935
Organic food is not expensive 36 57 35 46 174
Female
Organic food is expensive 131 126 198 214 669
Organic food is not expensive 13 35 23 30 101
Male
Organic food is expensive 45 59 89 73 266
Organic food is not expensive 23 22 12 16 73
Percentage of people purchasing organic food
Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia | Hungary |
Total
Organic food is expensive 83.02 76.45 89.13 86.19 84.31
Organic food is not expensive 16.98 23.55 10.87 13.81 15.69
Female
Organic food is expensive 90.97 78.26 89.59 87.70 86.88
Organic food is not expensive 9.03 21.74 10.41 12.30 13.12
Male
Organic food is expensive 66.18 72.84 88.12 82.02 78.47
Organic food is not expensive 33.82 27.16 11.88 17.98 21.53

Source: the authors’ elaboration.

Among the 16 distinguished groups of organic products, at least 40%
buyers of this food considered it to be expensive or very expensive in Czechia
in the case of all the 16 groups, in Hungary it was 15 (except for baby food),
in Poland 14 (a lower percentage only in the case of baby food, and spices
and herbs), while in Slovakia it was 9 (of which the lowest percentage in the
case of baby food (23.7%) as well as spices and herbs (23.8%)). For the entire
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Visegrad Group, most frequently, the following were considered expensive or
very expensive: meat (n average 70%), sausages and cold cuts (mean 65.6%)

and fish and seafood (approx. 61%) (Table 4.23).

Table 4.23. Evaluation of price levels for individual groups of products (data in %)

Specification Poland Czechia Poland | Czechia
1] 2] 3456 | 1] 2]3] 4]5]6 Mode

Fruit| 1.75]11.70] 29.24] 33.33) 19.30] 4.68| 0.58| 3.49]30.23(58.14| 3.49] 4.07 4 4
Vegetables| 1.73| 9.83[32.95]32.37(19.65| 3.47| 0.50| 3.55]33.14]55.03| 3.55| 4.14 3 3

Fruit preserves
(includiﬁgjuices) 1.16| 5.78| 26.59| 31.21| 23.12| 12.14| 0.00| 1.81| 25.30|57.23| 7.83 7.83 4 4
Vegetable preserves| 1.15| 6.32| 29.89] 28.74] 19.54] 14.37| 0.56] 3.33[26.11|51.11| 9.44| 9.4 3 3
Meat| 2.31| 4.0516.76|23.12| 43.93| 9.83] 1.20] 0.65| 7.74]66.4511.61/12.26 5 5
Cold cuts| 2.31| 5.20[15.03| 27.17| 38.73[ 11.56| 0.58] 2.92| 14.04] 54.39| 14.04[ 14.04 5 5
Dairy products| 1.75 7.60| 25.15] 32.75( 23.98| 8.77| 0.00| 4.68| 24.5654.97 7.60| 8.19 4 4
Egos| 2.91| 9.88|34.8823.84] 20.35] 8.14] 0.00] 5.65|19.21]50.85] 11.86] 12.43 3 3
Fish. seafood| 2.87| 2.87| 15,52 20.11| 41.95| 16.67| 0.00] 1.55| 8.29]38.34] 25.91] 25.91 5 5
Bread| 1.73| 10.98| 23.70( 19.08| 32.95( 11.56| 1.08| 11.29] 27.42| 44.09] 8.06| 8.06 5 5
Sweetsdrisé‘;‘f’rkji 2.89| 9.83| 25.43| 25.43 19.08| 17.34| 2.01|12.06| 17.59| 44.72| 11.56| 12.06 4 3
Spices. herbs| 4.02] 13.22] 30.46] 19.54] 16.09] 16.67| 0.00[ 13.40] 23.71 40.21| 11.34] 1134 3 3
Tea coffee| 4.62] 10.98| 23.70] 20.81| 25.43[ 14.45| 2.12| 8.99| 20.63| 43.92[ 12.17] 12.17 5 5
Vegetable fats (oils)| 3.45| 5.75 25.29] 21.84] 25.86] 17.82| 0.00 6.45] 17.20] 43.01| 16.67| 16.67 5 3
Honey| 1.72| 6.32| 24.14] 25.20| 31.61] 10.92| 0.53| 4.28] 18.18| 42.25|17.11] 17.65 5 5
Baby food| 6.32| 6.90| 18.97| 16.00] 22.99| 28.74| 1.35| 1.35| 10.76] 33.18| 26.46| 26.91 6 6
L Slovakia Hungary Slovakia | Hungary

Specification T3 T a5 6| 1] 23] 2 5] Mode

Specification| 1.75| 9.44| 45.45| 31.47| 8.39] 3.50] 0.00] 0.70]17.07| 55.75] 23.69] 2.79 3 4
Vegetables| 1.05| 10.49] 47.90] 31.12| 5.94| 3.50 0.00] 1.39] 21.60] 52.26| 21.60] 3.14 3 4
Fruit| 1.40] 9.09| 32.87[ 32.87] 16.43| 7.34| 0.35| 1.05] 16.38| 40.42] 29.62 12.20 3 4
Vegetables| 1.05| 6.99] 47.20] 28.67| 8.04| 8.04| 0.00] 0.00] 20.56] 42.16| 24.04| 13.24 3 4

Fruit preserves
(includiggjuices) 0.35| 3.14] 19.16( 33.10| 34.15| 10.10| 0.35| 070 8.74| 31.12| 37.41| 21.68 5 5
Vegetable preserves| 0.70| 3.14 23.34| 37.63] 26.83] 8.36| 0.70] 1.75| 10.49| 28.67 34.97| 23.43 4 5
Meat| 1.75 9.09| 31.12| 33.92] 17.48] 6.64| 0.70] 2.09| 18.12| 41.81| 25.44] 11.85 4 4
Cold cuts| 0.35| 8.39] 29.72| 37.41] 16.43] 7.69] 0.70 3.14| 21.60| 36.24| 26.48 11.85 4 4
Dairy products| 2.09| 5.23[13.59 25.78| 37.28[ 16.03| 0.70] 0.70 8.39] 22.0332.52| 35.66 5 6
Eggs| 3.14| 15.68]36.93| 23.34| 13.24 7.67| 0.70] 1.40[16.43| 39.51|27.97[ 13.99 3 4
Fish. seafood| 2.10| 16.78| 36.36| 23.43| 10.14] 11.19] 1.05 3.14] 25.00] 28.92] 20.56] 21.25 3 4
Bread| 5.24| 24.13| 36.36| 16.43| 7.34] 10.49| 1.74| 2.79] 28.22| 32.06] 16.38] 18.82 3 4
Swee‘sdrfe“;?rkusﬁ 2.45(12.94| 32.17| 30.42| 13.99| 8.04| 0.00| 3.48|18.47| 33.45| 27.87| 16.72 3 4
Spices. herbs| 2.09| 11.50] 29.97| 25.44| 20.56] 10.45] 0.00] 2.10] 18.53| 34.27]29.37[ 15.73 3 4
Tea coffee| 1.40| 10.14] 23.43] 27.97| 25.52[ 11.54] 1.05] 1.74] 18.12| 35.19] 28.57 15.33 4 4
Vegetable fats (oils)| 9.06| 11.85| 30.66| 16.03| 7.67| 24.74] 4.90| 3.50| 13.99| 17.83] 12.24] 47.55 3 6

Marks: 1 — it is very cheap, 2 — it is not expensive, 3 — it is neither cheap nor expensive, 4 — it is expensive,
5 —itis very expensive, 6 — | have no opinion

Source: the authors’ elaboration.
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The respondents were also asked to indicate an acceptable difference in
the price between organic and conventional products (Table 4.24). Only 1.4%
of respondents purchasing organic food were of the opinion that they would
not be able to pay more (in the case of women, this percentage is almost
2-fold higher, amounting to 2.6%). The most decisive in this respect were the
respondents in Hungary — 5.4% surveyed in that country would not be able to
pay more for this type of food. Almost 28% of individuals buying organic food
accept differences in prices between organic and conventional products below
10% (the largest number in this range was recorded in Slovakia — 34.5%), while
it was over 38% if this difference was 11-20% (with the highest percentage in
this range recorded in Czechia - less than 53%). In research conducted in the
Scandinavian countries by Kihlberg and Risvik (2007) on the market of organic
baked goods it was shown that consumers, despite being aware of the taste and
health-promoting value of organic baked goods, do not want to pay more than for
a comparable product produced using the conventional method. Over half of the
Scandinavian respondents declared that they do not buy organic products if there
is a considerable difference in price, regardless of their health literacy, which is
very high in the Scandinavian countries. In Finland, analyses were conducted
by Luomala et al. (2020), who showed that Finnish consumers are willing to pay
more for organic food motivated most often by their socially responsible attitudes.
This results from the fact that the inhabitants of that country are more affluent
compared to the other European countries. Their income levels make it possible
to purchase organic products without focusing on the price difference. However,
it may be hoped that in view of the growing demand for organic food products
that technological innovations are going to be introduced and they will increase
the benefits of scale. This in turn, should be manifested in the potential to reduce
the costs of production, processing, distribution and marketing of organic food.

Table 4.24. Willingness to pay higher prices for organic food compared to conventional food

Number
Specification Total
Poland Czechia Slovakia Hungary >
1-10% 59 50 111 89 309
11-20% 82 128 152 150 512
21-40% 43 52 43 58 196
41-60% 13 7 8 13 4
61-80% 8 1 3 2 14
81-100% 0 3 1 2 6
More than 100% 2 1 2 1 6
| am not willing to pay more for organic food 5 0 2 18 25
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N
Number
Specification Total
Poland | Czechia | Slovakia | Hungary | X
Female
1-10% 42 40 86 74 242
11-20% 55 82 87 107 331
21-40% 29 33 28 34 124
41-60% 8 4 6 9 27
61-80% 7 1 2 1 11
81-100% 0 1 1 2 4
More than 100% 1 0 0 1 2
| am not willing to pay more for organic food 2 0 2 16 20
Male
1-10% 17 10 25 15 67
11-20% 27 46 65 43 181
21-40% 14 19 15 24 72
41-60% 5 3 2 4 14
61-80% 1 0 1 1 3
81-100% 0 2 0 0 2
More than 100% 1 1 2 0 4
| am not willing to pay more for organic food 3 0 0 2 5
Percentage of people purchasing organic food
Specification Poland | Czechia | Slovakia | Hungary |
Total
1-10% 27,83 20,66 34,47 26,73 27,86
11-20% 38,68 52,89 47,20 45,05 38,19
21-40% 20,28 21,49 13,35 17,42 20,14
41-60% 6,13 2,89 2,48 3,90 5,56
61-80% 3,77 0,41 0,93 0,60 4,86
81-100% 0,00 1,24 0,31 0,60 0,00
More than 100% 0,94 0,41 0,62 0,30 0,69
| am not willing to pay more for organic food 2,36 0,00 0,62 5,41 1,39
Female
1-10% 29,17 24,84 38,91 30,33 31,43
11-20% 38,19 50,93 39,37 43,85 42,99
21-40% 20,14 20,50 12,67 13,93 16,10
41-60% 5,56 2,48 2,71 3,69 3,51
61-80% 4,86 0,62 0,90 0,41 1,43
81-100% 0,00 0,62 0,45 0,82 0,52
More than 100% 0,69 0,00 0,00 0,41 0,26
| am not willing to pay more for organic food 1,39 0,00 0,90 6,56 2,60
Male
1-10% 25,00 12,35 24,75 16,85 19,76
11-20% 39,71 56,79 64,36 48,31 53,39
21-40% 20,59 23,46 14,85 26,97 21,24
41-60% 7,35 3,70 1,98 4,49 4,13
61-80% 1,47 0,00 0,99 1,12 0,88
81-100% 0,00 2,47 0,00 0,00 0,59
More than 100% 1,47 1,23 1,98 0,00 1,18
| am not willing to pay more for organic food 4,41 0,00 0,00 2,25 1,47

Source: the authors’ elaboration.
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4.4. Demographic characteristics of consumers
and purchase of organic food - a correlation
analysis

The decision to purchase organic food for the first time and the frequency
of purchasing organic food (as in the case of conventional food) in individual
V4 countries may vary depending on such characteristics as gender, education
level, or professional status. To assess whether there is a relationship in the
Visegrad Group countries between buying organic food and these types of
features, a chi-square test of independence was used using the statistics
(Szymczak, 2010, p. 110):

r 2
oy
X = — e
i=1j=1 P

Noj

where: p,, == p,; =7, are the marginal frequencies (symbol * means that
the variable, to which this position corresponds, is not taken into account in
the current marginal distribution) and p;; = p, X p,;, n; — numbers observed,
np; — numbers expected, r — number of rows in the contingency table, and ¢ -
number of columns.

In order to assess the strength of the relationship between the considered
features, Cramer’s V convergence coefficient was used (Putaska-Turyna, 2008,
p. 84):

VC=+JZ—;,g=min(k—1,l—1)

where: k — number of rows, | - number of columns in the correlation table.

The value of this indicator is always between 0 and 1, but 1 is practically
unattainable (reaching the maximum value is determined by the size of the
array — e.g., for a 4 X 4 array, the maximum value of this indicator is 0.87)
(Szymczak, 2010, p. 119; Nawojczyk, 2002, pp. 222-223). The closer it is to
one, the stronger the connection between the analysed features. Below 0.29
the relationship is assessed as weak, between 0.30 and 0.49 as moderate, and
above 0.50 as strong, respectively.
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In the study, the results of the chi-square test (2 = 6,2805, p = 0,0122)
for data aggregated at the level of the entire Visegrad Group indicate that
there is a correlation between gender and the purchase of organic food, but its
strength should be assessed as weak (the contingency coefficient C is slightly
over 0.05). Considering this relationship at the level of individual countries
of the Visegrad Group, only in Poland, Slovakia, and Hungary a statistically
significant relationship was identified (with p-value less than 0.05), but in each
of these countries, the strength of the relationship should be assessed as weak
(the highest value of the contingency coefficient was recorded in Hungary,
amounting to 0.1246).

Table 4.25. Gender and purchasing organic food in the Visegrad Group countries
— results of the chi-square test

I . Degrees
Specification Chi-square e p-value
Poland Pearson’s chi-square 42847 df=1 0.0385
Contingency coefficient 0.0842
) Pearson’s chi-square 3.2815 df=1 0.0701
Czechia - —
C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.0738
) Pearson’s chi-square 9.4620 df=1 0.0021
Slovakia - —
C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.1246
Pearson’s chi-square 5.9174 df=1 0.0150
Hungary - —
C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.0988
) Pearson’s chi-square 6.2805 df=1 0.0122
Entire V4 - —
C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.0511

Source: the authors’ elaboration.

The research also attempted to answer whether there is a relationship
between the type/size of the place of residence and purchase of organic
food (Table 4.26). Based on the results of the chi-square test conducted at
the level of the entire V4 group, it can be assumed that there is a statistically
significant relationship between the considered features (y2 = 49.1496,
p = 0.0000); however, the strength of this relationship should be assessed as
weak (Cramer’s V coefficient is only 0.1431). At the level of individual Visegrad
Group countries, a statistically significant relationship was observed only in
Poland and Czechia (where Cramer’s V coefficient was 0.3272, and on this
basis the strength of the relationship between the type of place of residence and
the purchase of organic food can be assessed as moderate).
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Table 4.26. Type/size of place of residence and purchasing organic food in the Visegrad

Group countries — chi-square test results

Specification Chi-square D'D ;2;%?'“ p-value

Pearson’s chi-square 29.6767 df=5 0.0000
Poland C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.2171
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.2224

Pearson’s chi-square 64.2290 df=5 0.0000
Czechia C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.3110
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.3272

Pearson’s chi-square 1.3499 df=5 0.9297
Slovakia C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.0474
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.0474

Pearson’s chi-square 8.0236 df=5 0.1549
Hungary C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.1149
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.1156

Pearson’s chi-square 49.1496 df=5 0.0000
Entire V4 C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.1417
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.1431

Source: the authors’ elaboration.

One of the factors that differentiates purchasing decisions may be the
education level of consumers. In the study, the chi-square test results
(x2 = 127.1440 for p-value = 0.0000) indicate that at the level of the entire
V4 group, there is a statistically significant correlation between respondents’
education level and purchase of organic food. A statistically significant
correlation was found in each country of the Visegrad Group. Still, only in
Czechia can the strength of this interaction be considered moderate (Cramer’s
V coefficient exceeded 0.38). In the other countries this correlation can be
considered weak (Table 4.27).

Another factor influencing purchasing decisions is the professional status of
consumers (Table 4.28). Chi-square test results (2 = 78.5152, p-value = 0.0000)
confirm a statistically significant relationship between professional status
and buying organic food at the level of the entire V4 group. The strength of
this (statistically significant) relationship varied in individual countries.
The conducted analyses showed that in Poland and Czechia, the strength of the
relationship between the investigated characteristics is moderate (Cramer’s V
coefficient is 0.3071 and 0.3152, respectively), while in Slovakia and Hungary it
is weak (Cramer’s V coefficient is 0.1475 and 0.0932, respectively).
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Table 4.27. Education level and buying organic food in the Visegrad Group countries

— results of the chi-square test

Specification Chi-square D;g::;smot p-value

Pearson’s chi-square 10.2615 df=3 0.0165
Poland C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.1297
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.1308

Pearson’s chi-square 87.1803 df=4 0.0000
Czechia C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.3562
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.3812

Pearson’s chi-square 12.6508 df=4 0.0131
Slovakia C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.1437
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.1452

Pearson’s chi-square 17.0332 df=3 0.0007
Hungary C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.1661
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.1685

Pearson’s chi-square 127.1440 df=4 0.0000
Entire V4 C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.2243
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.2302

Source: the authors’ elaboration.

Table 4.28. Professional status and buying organic food in the Visegrad Group countries

— chi-square test results

Specification Chi-square O'D 'er 2::;:; p-value

Pearson’s chi-square 56.5757 df=4 0.0000
Poland C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.2935
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.3071

Pearson’s chi-square 59.6109 df=4 0.0000
Czechia C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.3006
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.3152

Pearson’s chi-square 13.0506 df=4 0.0110
Slovakia C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.1459
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.1475

Pearson’s chi-square 15.2122 df=6 0.0187
Hungary C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.0928
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.0932

Pearson’s chi-square 78.5152 df=6 0.0000
Entire V4 C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.1780
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.1809

Source: the authors’ elaboration.
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It is commonly believed that organic food is more expensive than
conventional food (as confirmed also in these studies), which is, among
other things, related to relatively longer production time, lower efficiency, or
a limited number of suppliers. In view of the above, the results of the analysis
are quite surprising. Both at the level of the entire V4 group (3> = 8.4709
for p-value = 0.0758), and at the level of individual countries the results of
the chi-square test, indicate that the assessment of the household income
situation does not correlate with purchases of organic food. Therefore,
although over 84% of study participants believe that organic food is expensive,
no statistically significant relationship between these characteristics was found.
The results of the study may be influenced by the fact that the assessment of
the household’s situation is declarative and subjective, rather than objective
(measured by income levels). In addition, the test result may be influenced e.g.
by Russia’s war in Ukraine and its economic effects (energy crisis, etc.) or high
(cumulative) inflation, which may cause consumers to experience a certain
deterioration in their household income situation.

Table 4.29. Assessment of the household’s income situation and purchasing organic food
in the Visegrad Group countries — chi-square test results

Specification Chi-square ofD 'er g::i?m p-value

Pearson’s chi-square 2.4852 df=4 0.6473
Poland C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.0642
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.0644

Pearson’s chi-square 5.1065 df=4 0.2765
Czechia C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.0919
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.0923

Pearson’s chi-square 2.0327 df=4 0.7297
Slovakia C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.0581
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.0582

Pearson’s chi-square 7.8116 df=4 0.0987
Hungary C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.1134
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.1141

Pearson’s chi-square 8.4709 df=4 0.0758
Entire V4 C-Pearson contingency coefficient 0.0593
Cramer’s V coefficient 0.0594

Source: the authors’ elaboration.
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The analysis of data obtained in this chapter based on surveys conducted
in individual Visegrad Group countries allows to state that over 46% of all
respondents (1109 people) declare purchasing organic food. The largest group
of people buying organic food are residents of larger cities (over 40 thousand
inhabitants). Considering the price conditions, this food type is rather less
accessible to people with limited financial resources. The conducted studies
show that residents of Visegrad Group countries most often buy organic food
as members of one- and three-person households (52 and less than 50%,
respectively), and 3 out of 4 study participants declared that at most 2 people
in the household consume organic food. 37% of respondents declare that if
they buy organic food, it is for a period not longer than 3 years, and only 13.3%
of respondents who buy organic food do so for more than 11 years. Almost 2
out of 3 survey participants declare that they personally buy organic food, with
a significantly higher percentage recorded in the case of women (71.4%) than
men (52.8%). The research shows that high quality is the most important factor
determining purchasing decisions regarding organic food. At the same time, in
each country of the Visegrad Group, the participants of the research most often
indicated high price as the main barrier to purchasing organic food - to the
greatest extent in Poland (approx. 54%) and Slovakia (over 51%). On the other
hand, retail chains were indicated as places where organic products are most
often purchased. In each country of the Visegrad Group, fruit and vegetables
were indicated as the most frequently purchased group of organic food.
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Transformations taking place in the consumer environment significantly
affect consumer behaviour, leading to a multitude of attitudes, lifestyles and
changes in food consumption trends. Many authors investigating consumer
behaviour on the market agree that new economic and social conditions
resulting from the transformation of the economy and accelerated by the
country’s incorporation into the EU structure, as it was the case in the V4
countries, have markedly altered behaviour of market participants, particularly
consumers (Sojkin et al. 2009, p. 7; Kulyk, Michatéwska, 2018, p. 270).
At present we may observe changes in consumer behaviour reflected in a shift
from excessive, unsustainable consumption towards sustainable consumption,
leading to improved quality of life both for the present and future generations.

Currently, societies in the analysed countries, due to their geopolitical
location, face relatively difficult political and economic conditions resulting
from the economic crisis, brought about by such factors as e.g. Russia’s war
in Ukraine and increasingly evident climate change. All this leads to a sense
of public uncertainty and insecurity. For this reason food security remains
a highly topical issue. Products from the organic food sector may provide
a solution to some problems experienced by contemporary society, such as
e.g. lifestyle diseases or environmental problems related to climate change
(Smoluk-Sikorska et al., 2024, p. 160).

Organic agriculture is the type of production, which while being
environmentally friendly provides quality food products. Thus organic
production combines eco-friendly farming practices with promotion of high
biodiversity, protection of natural resources, adoption of strict standards
concerning animal welfare and application of production methods meeting
the requirements of consumers preferring products manufacturing using
natural substances and processes. In view of the above, organic production
technology serves both an environmental and social function. First, it is
a system with a positive environmental impact, contributing to broadly
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understood agricultural and environmental benefits. On the other hand,
organic agriculture addresses the changing structure of market demand.
Consumers are inclined to choose organic products, they are willing to buy
them and usually pay higher prices compared to the products, which were
not produced using organic methods (Council Regulation (EC) No. 834/2007).

In market terms, food production using organic methods is one of the
solutions to the changing structure of market demand. After saturation of the
market with food produced by industrial agriculture consumers increasingly
often come to a conclusion that only food produced under conditions possibly
closest to natural conditions can meet their expectations (Rzytki, 2015, p. 24).
A properly operating system of control and certification in organic agriculture
is the basic guarantee for consumers that food products available on the market
have been produced in accordance with the binding regulations concerning
organic agriculture. As a result, such products are free from pollutants, such
as pesticide residue and hormones, while no artificial fertilisers and genetically
modified organisms have been used during their production (Bragiel,
Slusarczyk, 2017, p. 37).

Competition under free trade conditions is considerable, and consumer
requirements are high. An important determinant is not only the quality of
products, but also the degree of their processing and their availability. In view
of the growing share of organic products in the consumption structure of
present-day societies, extensive research needs to be conducted on the potential
for their production, broadening of product range, processing, adaptation of
distribution to meet consumer expectations and improvement of promotion
measures. At the same time, education activities need also to be undertaken
to enhance public awareness concerning production, quality and control of
organic products, as well as their health benefits and environmental impact.
Both global and European organic food markets are facing development
opportunities and with an increasing environmental awareness and affluence
level of individual societies interest in these products is also growing.

Studies conducted among organic food consumers provide insight into the
profile of such consumers in the V4 countries. Statistically speaking, in most
cases it is a women with higher education, living in a city of min. 200 thousand
inhabitants or in a rural area (a non-urban metropolitan area classified as rural
within an agglomeration), typically it is a person running their own business
or employed based on a contract. The typical household of an organic food
consumer in a V4 country is mostly composed of 4 people (with two underage
children), in which, in most cases, two people are professionally active, and
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who evaluate their income situation as medium or good. All the family members
eat the purchased organic food. As a rule, the respondent is responsible in 70%
for purchases of organic products in the household. The conducted analysis
of interdependencies additionally showed a correlation between the type/size
of the town where they live and purchases of organic products, while there is
a statistically significant dependence between professional status (employment
or being self-employed) and buying organic food.

The analysed consumer has been buying organic food for 2-3 years (it may
be stated here that an impulse to do so was connected with the COVID-19
pandemic, which directed people’s attention to the health-promoting value of
organic food). Buyers generally identify organic food based on the EU organic
food logo (the green leaf) and other label information indicating that it is organic
food. Apart from the organic food logo, consumers follow the designation of the
certifying entity and they trust sellers, who place organic food on specifically
marked shelves in their shops. The young generation of consumers, which is
extensively represented in this study, shows high consumer and environmental
awareness, paying attention to what they are buying — they read product label
information and recognise logos of certifying entities (authorised to grant
certificates to products of organic agriculture). Organic consumers coming
from the V4 countries are equally willing to purchase organic products and
regional food, as well as functional and ethnic food. Organic food consumers
belong to the group of consumers, who relatively often use the Internet, thus
they gather information concerning organic products also from websites and
social media.

Organic fresh fruit and vegetables, eggs, baked goods, dairy products,
as well as processed fruit and vegetables are the products most frequently
purchased by the analysed organic consumers from the V4 countries, thus
they are of key importance for the organic food market. Moreover, the growing
importance of the organic meat market also needs to be stressed here, although
the percentage of customers buying organic meat among the respondents from
the V4 countries varies greatly depending on the country and ranges from less
than 11% in Hungary to over 30% in Slovakia (based on the declarations of the
respondents buying organic meat at least once a week).

Analyses showed that organic consumers in the group of the investigated
countries typically purchase organic food in retail chains (e.g. super— and
hypermarkets, drugstores, discount stores). Specialist shops, marked as
organic food shops, are slightly more popular in Poland and Czechia. In turn,
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consumers from Hungary and Poland also visit organic farms, as well as street
markets and farmers markets, to do their shopping.

It needs to be stated here that in the opinion of the respondents organic
food still belongs to the category of expensive food. In this study that factor
was always indicated. Next consumers mentioned limited availability of
organic products and insufficient information on organic food. In the opinion
of the respondents, a considerable limitation was also connected with the
small range of products offered by organic food shops. The analysed group
of respondents from Slovakia stated that for them, a purchase barrier was
connected with palatability of organic food. Factors that might reduce the
importance of these barriers and at the same time promote more frequent
purchases of organic products include lower prices or higher income of
consumers. Greater availability of organic products would also make it easier
for willing consumers to purchase them. In the opinion of the respondents, the
organic food sold in the V4 countries is expensive. This refers mostly to meat,
processed meats, fish and seafood, as well as fats. Analysed consumers are able
to accept a maximum 20% difference in price between organic products and
those produced using other methods. At present it does not seem possible to
reduce prices of organic products, since due to the soaring inflation general
food prices have grown considerably. Nevertheless, it needs to be stressed
that the prices of organic food generally showed lesser growth than those of
conventional products. In the future this may be reflected in a certain increase
in the demand for organic products.

The conducted analysis of interdependencies showed that the respondents’
sex to a relatively limited extent influenced purchases of organic food in the
investigated countries, which obviously may result from changes in the model
of responsibility for purchases in the household. Interest in organic food is
to a greater extent influenced by the place of residence mainly in Poland and
Czechia, which results from urban sprawl, leading to depopulation of Polish
cities and people moving to suburban areas. A positive finding is related to the
fact that purchase of organic food is weakly correlated with the evaluation of
the financial situation of respondents - despite the fact that the respondents
consider organic food to be expensive, they still buy it willingly. The results
of this study may be influenced by the fact that the evaluation of the financial
situation of the household is declarative and subjective, rather than objective
(measured by the income level). This shows that a key role in the selection of
organic food is played by the environmental awareness and health literacy of
consumers.
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Generally consumers show high potential demand for organic food, which
to a considerable extent may not be realised due to the above-mentioned
barriers. An insufficient volume of production and a poorly developed
processing sector lead to shortages of the most desirable product groups
(e.g. meat and processed meats), which is manifested in their relatively high
prices. For this reason, greater support needs to be provided for organic farms
to produce these product groups, for which demand is the greatest. This would
be manifested in greater deliveries to processing plants, and thus in increased
supply of organic products on the market, while simultaneously, the needs of
buyers would be satisfied to a greater extent.

Problems with shortages of certain products on the organic food market,
reflected in high prices for these products, are markedly influenced by
weaknesses of individual segments in the supply chain, particularly the lack of
structures integrating participants of the supply market sector, e.g. producer
groups, which, if ever present, are not well-established and are rather informal
in character. Barriers are also connected with a lack of reliable, extensive
agricultural advisory network adapted to the needs of producers, as well as
problems with supplying processing plants with greater quantities of quality
raw material with comparable parameters (Smoluk-Sikorska, 2021). For
this reason actions need to be undertaken to organise a system dealing in
organic farm produce at the regional level, which would contribute to greater
horizontal integration of farmers. Moreover, this system should also include
storage or providing loans to producers. This should be combined with the
introduction and popularisation of instruments facilitating extensive support
for the development of agriculture both on the regional and national level,
as well as enhanced cooperation between organic farmers and the other
participants of the supply segment of the organic food market, i.e. wholesale
and retail distributors, as well as processing plants. On the demand side, it
is necessary to conduct continuous social campaigns to increase consumers’
environmental awareness and to popularise organic food (including further
promotion of the EU organic food logo) by stressing the benefits connected with
its consumption. Studies indicate that the primary motivations for purchases
of organic food are connected with health benefits and the natural character
of the product, thus campaigns enhancing consumer awareness should first of
all stress the health-promoting value of organic products, their credibility, as
well as relation with nature and sustainability.

The conducted studies made it possible to indicate a specific trend observed
on the market of organic products and to characterise the investigated group
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of respondents from the V4 countries. Nevertheless, no conclusions may be
reliably generalised without further research reflecting characteristics of
a larger population. Thus it needs to be stated that in this specific area the
research problem may be further explored.

The presented monograph is an original research study. Conducted
investigations based on secondary and primary sources made it possible to
realise the main aim, which was to diagnose the condition of organic agriculture
in the V4 countries, to present the profile of organic food consumers, as well
as their typical behaviour on the market. Determination of the frequency of
purchases for specific product groups and places of their purchase, indication
of main barriers (focusing on the most important one - the level of organic
food prices) and proposals on how market participants may overcome them
constitute an additional value of this monograph.
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