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Abstract: In this paper, the authors analyze products from the organic farming system from con-
sumption and consumers. The research aimed to determine the characteristics of the Serbian organic
market, discover attitudes, practices, and features of different organic food consumers and identify
factors that influence organic products’ purchase. This was done following the theoretical framework
of green marketing, which refers to the holistic management process responsible for identifying,
anticipating, and satisfying customers and society’s needs for profitably and sustainability. The re-
search for this study was conducted in Novi Sad and Belgrade in late 2015 and early 2016. The sample
included 496 respondents over 18 years of age, varying levels of education, marital status, and other
sociodemographic characteristics. The sample was divided into three internally homogeneous yet
mutually heterogeneous clusters according to three criteria: factors that generally influence their
food purchasing decisions, their opinions regarding characteristics of food products and their eating
habits, and their sociodemographic characteristics. The analysis shows that organic consumers can
be divided into three clusters with corresponding components related to aspects of products that are
sold in the Serbian market. In Cluster 1, respondents who assign the least importance to whether
they eat “healthy” products and to the number of calories in those products are presented. Cluster 2
respondents care most about what they consume, and in Cluster 3, respondents assign importance to
eat “healthy” food. The findings of this study show that the decision whether to buy organic products
or not is predominantly determined by the price and quality of products (which is also related to
the socio-economic characteristics of consumers) so that eco-marketing should therefore be more
directed towards those consumers who are already “more environmentally and health-conscious”,
because in this way, the desired results of improving the domestic market of organic products will be
achieved.
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1. Introduction

Agriculture is considered the most significant strategic economic branch that aims
to produce food that is of good quality and safe to consume. However, the question
of how healthy and safe the produced food is for human consumption is not easy to
answer. The growing needs of the population and rapid modernization of agriculture have
transformed the ecosystem and its utilization in agricultural production, intensifying the
exploitation of the soil, water, forests, and other natural resources. In turn, this has caused
excessive use—frequently unchecked—of agrichemicals to protect plants and enhance their
growth and fertility, thereby posing a threat to the production of safe and healthy food of
high quality, human and animal health, and natural cycles critical for the survival of all life
on Earth [1,2].

Organic agriculture has emerged as a response to a high degree of chemicalization in
the primary agricultural production, a loss in biodiversity, and an increasing number of
consumers who suffer adverse health effects, predominantly in highly industrialized coun-
tries [3]. As organic agriculture is gaining prominence, there is a need to compare organic
and conventional farming methods to their impact on the environment [4,5]. Since organic
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farming aims at sustainability, it is considered less damaging for the environment than
conventional farming, which relies more heavily on external inputs [6].

Unlike conventional agricultural production, organic food production is based on the
biological balance of the soil-plant-animal-human system. As a sustainable agriculture
system, organic food production observes ecological principles. It aims to produce food
with high nutritional value, the development of sustainable agriculture coupled with
ecosystem preservation and soil fertility improvement [7]. A system of organic production
includes the uttermost application of renewable energy sources, safeguarding genetic
diversity of the agroecosystem, conservation of the environment, and the reduction of
all types of pollution caused by agricultural production to create conditions in which
agricultural producers can satisfy their basic needs and make an adequate profit [1,2].
For all these reasons, the study of the organic food market is highly significant because of
the great demand for these products, which correlates with consumers’ increased awareness
and their attentiveness to health and environmental concerns [8]. Furthermore, there are
also differences in the purchasing power and lifestyle between groups of consumers who
can and want to afford these products.

As general concern about the environment and sustainability has grown, so has the
popularity of “green marketing”. Sarkar [9] argues that sustainability is not merely “an in-
ternal reform movement” within companies. Still, it serves as a “bridge between business
and green [10] ensuring a better quality of life for everyone, now and for generations to
come.” Green marketing has twin objectives of minimizing environmental harm while
securing economic benefits. “Green marketing” is defined by Peattie [11] as “the holistic
management process responsible for identifying, anticipating and satisfying the needs of
customers and society, profitably and sustainably.” Sarkar [9] suggests that the objective
of green marketing is to educate and encourage people to “go green”, leading them to
change their lifestyle and behavior. In their analysis of the term “green”, Simula and
Lehtimaéki [12] claim that it is widely used to describe new technologies and new prod-
ucts which incorporate the principle of sustainability and have a positive impact on the
environment. “Green”, “pro-environmental”, “sustainability”, “environmentally friendly”,
and “ecology” are commonly used to indicate that a company’s products and produc-
tion processes are energy-efficient, recycling-oriented, produce less waste and pollution,
and conserve the environment.

The consumption of organic food products is predicated on public awareness about
growing environmental problems. It is thought that this fact, coupled with the introduc-
tion into people’s lifestyle of strategies to encourage them to purchase organic products,
will contribute to increased profits of economic subjects. Eco-marketing does not have the
same effect on all buyers. Therefore, it is necessary to target particular markets and direct
promotional activities at specific groups of people who are “concerned” about their health
and the environment. Green marketing offers a possibility for people to be active and
promote “green” lifestyles. On the other hand, companies can explore innovative business
solutions to secure both economic success and consumers’ trust [2,9].

For green marketing to achieve its above goals, it is necessary to research and define
organic products’ consumers. In their study, Feil et al. [13] state that the motives for consum-
ing organic products are complex, especially concerning the sociodemographic characteris-
tics of consumers. In their research, Falguera et al. [14] state that people with higher incomes
(and married couples) show more positive attitudes and prefer to consume organic food.
Similarly, in a study conducted in Switzerland [15], one of the starting assumptions was
that increased daily consumption of organic products is influenced by sociodemographic
variables such as higher incomes and higher education levels. Confirming these findings,
Chekima et al. [16,17] draw attention to the fact that it is necessary to pay additional
attention and investigate the difference or the so-called “gap” between the intention to
buy organic products and the specific consumption of these products. Vehapi [18], in his
research of organic consumers in Serbia, states that health is the most crucial motive for
buying organic food. What still characterizes consumers in this market, according to him,
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is the insufficient presence of ethical and environmental reasons when purchasing organic
food, which distinguishes them from consumers in developed countries. Consumers who
do not buy organic food products or buy them very rarely and in limited quantities do
so because of the higher price of these products compared to similar products from con-
ventional production. Grubor and Djoki¢ [19] conducted a conjoint and cluster analysis
to data about Serbian consumers in the organic sector. The mentioned authors state that
the market of organic products in Serbia is insufficiently researched and that it is generally
characterized by scarce food consumer research.

In an attempt to address these shortcomings, this research was conducted to determine
the characteristics of the Serbian organic market, discover attitudes, practices, and identify
factors that influence the purchase of organic products, that is, to define the organic
consumer profile in Serbia. The uniqueness and originality of this research stems from the
fact (mentioned in the previous paragraph) that this type of research is covered relatively
little in scientific research on the territory of the Republic of Serbia. This study is among
few conducted on this territory, organized to analyze the consumer behavior towards
organic products, contributing to enrich that part of the economic literature which states
that consumers have a positive attitude towards organic products. Given the fact that
the very concept of organic agriculture in Serbia has been current for some twenty years
(since 1990, when the first organizations in this field appeared) [20], it is necessary to make
additional efforts in researching the market and consumers of these products. Especially if
one keeps in mind the fact that organic agriculture emphasizes the importance of the local
market and local product purchases. Relying on both original and derived data, using the
appropriate methods, relevant elements will be identified, which play a significant role in
improving the consumption of organic products in the Republic of Serbia. The findings of
this study could potentially apply to other countries with a similar socio-economic level of
development.

The paper’s structure is as follows: In the first part of the article (Introduction),
the fundamental determinants (green marketing, organic agriculture) are presented to-
gether with the initial hypotheses. The literature review shortly presents past research
related to the subject area. After that, the material and used methods and sources are
presented. The results ofthe discussion present the obtained results with references from
other research related to the same topic. The last part of the paper refers to the authors’
conclusions based on the presented results.

2. Literature Review

Early studies focused on ad hoc research into sustainable food production systems,
eco-marketing, and factors influencing food purchasing decisions. Eco-marketing is a
part of economic theory which is focused on researching the market itself and its compo-
nents. For example, Shabbir et al. [21] define green or eco-marketing as marketing that
encompasses all activities to promote any change to satisfy a human need or desire that
has a minimal detrimental impact on the natural environment. This definition contains
the traditional components of the definition of marketing (consumer satisfaction), but also
contains environmental protection, in a way that minimizes the harmful impact on the
environment (to be accurate, the eco-claim on the product should read “less harmful to the
environment”, not “environmentally friendly”).

A certain part of previous research was related to determining the factors that influence
consumer decisions when buying environmentally friendly products. One of the first studies
that brought to the forefront the attitude of consumers towards the price of products from
organic agriculture is a study conducted in Italy in 1992 [22]. The basic assumption that
guided it is that information on the market is insufficient, and that when making a purchase
decision, the currently valid (objective) price is not considered, but the consumer’s choice to
buy is based on the fact of what consumers believe that the price should be at that moment
(subjective price). In addition, one of the earlier studies was conducted by Margetts et al. [23].
In their study, when asked to assess the choice of diet in the future, 32% of respondents put
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future efforts to use “healthy” food in the first place. The decision on the choice of food is
most often made by women, and the price of food has proven to be a decisivefactor only for
pensioners and the unemployed. Special emphasis during the research was given to examining
the influence of the level of education of the respondents on the choice of “healthy” food,
and the result indicates that this is the factor of the strongest influence. Torjusen et al. [24]
explored the potential of organic agriculture, starting from the view that it is very important
to know both consumers and producers thinking about food quality and systemic issues.
Multivariate analysis has shown that traditional aspects of food quality, such as freshness and
taste, are especially important for consumers. Additionally, those who bought organic food
were more concerned about ethical, environmental, and health issues and consumer orien-
tations in the food market were identified. Wier et al. [25] explored organic food markets in
the UK and Denmark, identifying major differences and similarities in consumer perceptions
and priorities, labelling schemes, and sales channels as a basis for assessing market stability
and future growth prospects. The authors found that decisions to buy organic food were
primarily motivated by “private” attributes such as freshness, taste, and health. Gracia and de
Magistris [26] analyzed the demands of organic food consumers in southern Italy. The authors
hypothesized that consumer behavior depends on the characteristics of the product instead
of the product itself. In this way, consumers will choose a product (organic vs. conventional)
that has a combination of attributes that increase utility. Garg et al. [27] state in research that
consumers, regardless of their differences by segments, in all developed countries, are not
satisfied with having enough food but they want to be able to choose foods that will maximally
protect and improve their health. Nie and Zepeda [28] with the so-called food-related lifestyle
model, widely used in European research, research the consumption of organic and local food.
The authors also segmented consumers and compared segments with respect to organic and
local food consumption variables. They correlated with environmental concerns, knowledge
and practice, practices, and health concerns, as well as some demographic characteristics
(race, gender, age, education), income, and variables that measured access to these foods.
Van Huy et al. [29] applied the unique food-related lifestyles (FRL) approach to segment or-
ganic food consumers in Vietnam. Data were obtained from 203 organic food consumers, and a
two-step cluster analysis established three identifiable market segments which we named
“Conservatives”, “Trendsetters”, and “Unengaged”. The Conservatives were interested in the
health aspects of food and preferred natural products. The Trendsetters were interested in
healthy food, liked to cook, and held a positive attitude toward organic food and local food
products. The Unengaged consumers were not concerned about food-related issues, and they
reported the least consumption of organic food. In their research, certain authors turn to the
market of individual products determining what motivates consumers to buy specific products.
In their research, Migliore et al. [30] tried to understand which wine quality characteristics,
consumers’ attitudes, and socio-demographic characteristics affect the consumers’ willingness
to pay (WTP) a premium price for a bottle of natural wine. The research results reveal that
drink frequency and occasion, organic production method, the content of sulfites, income,
and the attitudes towards healthy eating and the environment are positively associated with
a higher WTP for natural wine. Likewise, Drugova et al. [31] examined determinants of
consumer interest in organic versions of wheat products by analyzing differences in selected
factors among groups of consumers, distinguished by their likelihood of purchasing organic
wheat products. They conclude that consumer preferences and willingness to pay (WTP) for
organic foods depend on product type. Additionally, significant differences are found across
consumer groups—regardless of product type—in the importance they place on labels and
product characteristics, WTP, reasons for (not) purchasing organic products, and consumption
limitations.

Novel studies are also focused on consumer’s behavior in the organic market, as well
as their intentions and decision-making factors. Unlike previous studies, some modern
research focuses on developing countries and the market for organic products. Pacho [32]
empirically examined the impact of attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavior
control on the consumer intention to buy organic food. The author stated that the behavior
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compelling the consumer’s intention to purchase organic food has received little attention
in developing countries. There is limited knowledge concerning the factors that impact
consumer’s intention to purchase organic food in these countries. The findings in this
research showed that subjective norms and attitudes were positively correlated, and they
significantly impacted the purchase intention of organic food. The findings also showed
that knowledge about organic food and health consciousness has an indirect effect on
the relationship between attitude, subjective norms, and intention to buy. Troudi and
Bouyoucef [33] proposed a model based on reasoned action theory that combines two
types of variables, the green marketing type and personal type, in order to predict pur-
chasing behavior of green food. The model was confirmed, and the results showed how
green marketing and personal factors influence the green food purchasing behavior in
a direct and indirect way, in presence of the mediating variables’ attitude toward green
food and intention to buy green food. Nair and Shams [34] examined whether food and
grocery (F&G) shoppers in India are strongly influenced by store-attributes. The findings
show that store-attributes—atmosphere, promotion, convenience, facilities, merchandise,
store personnel interaction, and services affect store choice decisions. Wang et al. [35]
associated intention to buy organic food with knowledge. Findings show that knowl-
edge positively moderates the relationship among subjective norms, personal attitude,
health consciousness, and organic food purchase intention.

Frewer et al. [36] concluded that the research of the requirements and attitudes of
citizens—potential consumers—in the countries of the European Union, which was con-
ducted between 1989 and 2000, can be summarized as follows:

e (itizens generally accept the use of mechanized tillage methods better than the use of
chemicals;

e Old, known tillage and livestock technologies are more accepted than new, automated
ones;

e  Conventional reproduction in plant and livestock production is much more desirable
than reproduction with the use of genetic modifications;

e Natural methods in food processing are more accepted than modernized, so-called
hi-tech food industry.

On the other hand, certain authors had a different approach, analyzing the influence of
the state, its regulations, and regulations in the field of organic production on the very deci-
sions of consumers to purchase organic products. Vadnal [37], in the mid-1990s, researched
the influence of the state in the field of “healthy” food in accordance with the increasingly
pronounced demands of citizens to define the difference between health and food pro-
duced in the usual (conventional) way. Efforts seem to be made to adequately regulate this
issue, which is obviously very interesting for citizens, as well as for potential producers.
During this period, the first legal regulations in the field of production, which began to be
called organic agriculture, began to be passed [20]. Regulations in the field of the right to
certification and penal provisions are also adopted in cases of non-compliance with the
provisions of the law. Over time, national legislation becomes uniform for all EU member
states, with each country still striving to develop its own national logo. At the same time,
there are major changes in the field of marketing, which begins to respect the desire of
consumers to be accurately informed, and marketing efforts are focused on highlighting
the benefits of products based on the certificate, and adopting a number of new features
of health food marketing. In their work, Grunert and Juhl [38] presented the first regu-
lations regarding the labeling of health-safe food in the European Union dating back to
1990. As the public’s interest in the link between diet and health increases, efforts are
intensifying to improve regulations in this area and to harmonize as much as possible in all
member states. The same authors [38] presented the results of research with Danish school
teachers regarding their values, attitudes on environmental protection, and the purchase
of organic food. The aim was to examine the applicability of value theory and approach
measurement in explaining specific aspects of consumer behavior. They conducted two
large studies which indicate that health-safe food has acquired a niche market dimension,
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and the most important role in consumers’ decision to buy is availability, trust, and an
adequate price level [39]. Yang et al. [40] stated that general confusion is exacerbated by the
fact that consumers (as confirmed by a large number of studies) are largely insufficiently
acquainted with the essence of environmentally friendly food, with the methods of produc-
tion, processing, certification, and control. On the other hand, even when they are offered
additional information that should indicate, for example, the proper use and treatment of
food, the vast majority of consumers do not notice such instructions on the product at all
(as many as 95%), and from those who see additional instructions, 79% of them did their
best to read and reread the notice. Therefore, in most European Union countries, as part of
programs for the affirmation of environmental suitability and eco-marketing, the process
of educating the population is given special attention.

3. Materials and Methods

The empirical research of the organic food market consisted of gathering data through
a survey in the form of face-to-face interviews, with interviewers recording respondents’
answers to a list of questions in a questionnaire. The largest amount of data was collected
directly through conversations with respondents, partly in health food stores, farmers’ mar-
kets, and partly in front of large supermarket chains. The authors oversaw conducting
interviews at the mentioned locations. Respondents who showed interest in organic prod-
ucts in stores were approached by the authors with the question of whether they could
set aside a few minutes of their time to help research the organic market. In front of large
markets, the authors approached a larger number of respondents with the question of
whether they had heard or whether they used organic products. If the answer was yes,
they asked the above question and approached the interview in case of a positive answer.

The research was conducted in Novi Sad and Belgrade in late 2015 and early 2016.
The sample included 496 respondents over 18 years of age, of varying levels of education,
and different marital status and other sociodemographic characteristics. The sampling was
non-probabilistic, occasional, and volunteer which is by convenience procedure.

The questionnaire created for this research relies significantly on experiences of re-
searchers from other countries such as Great Britain, Denmark, Germany, USA; Croatia,
Italy, Switzerland, Sweden, Australia, and others [5,24,25,28,41-47]. Papers used in this
study come predominantly from reputable international scholarly journals.

The questionnaire consisted of 18 (groups of) questions about respondents’ attitudes
towards factors which influence their decision of whether to purchase food products as
well as their opinion about most relevant characteristics of food products. Their knowl-
edge of organic products, satisfaction with them, and satisfaction with their offer on the
domestic market were also tested with individual questions. When it comes to the type
of question in the questionnaire, semi-open-ended questions and (mostly) closed-ended
questions are combined with more than two offered answers, and only one open-ended
question. In addition, five questions were formulated in the form of the Likert scale,
where number one expressed complete disagreement and number five completely agreed
with the stated statement, i.e., attitude. As already mentioned, when compiling the ques-
tionnaire, previous research was used, i.e., the results obtained in the same, as well as
certain attitudes used in these surveys in order to find out the attitudes of respondents
when it comes to the market and consumption of organic food products in Serbia. In ad-
dition to the 18 questions, the questionnaire included questions about the respondents’
sociodemographic characteristics such as: sex, age, marital status, education, employment
status, the number of household members, and the total monthly income of the household.
The complete questionnaire is included in the Supplementary.

One of the methods used to analyze data collected in the empirical research of the
organic market in Serbia was cluster analysis, which segmented respondents into three
mutually heterogeneous clusters according to following factors:

e  Factors which influence respondents’ food purchase in general;
e  Factors pertaining to products’ characteristics;
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e  Factors pertaining to respondents’ food consumption habits; and
e  Sociodemographic characteristics.

Keeping in mind the volume of data, the paper presents only an excerpt of the second
question, which served as a basis for conducting cluster analysis and, as already mentioned,
a complete survey is available in the Supplementary. Cluster analysis was applied to the
second question in the questionnaire. The second group of questions was about discovering
consumers’ habits and their attitude towards certain statements (Table 1).

Table 1. An extract from the questionnaire from the second group of questions.

On the Scale from 1 to 5, Indicate to What Extent You Agree with the Following Statements *

O O NONUTb WN -

I consume healthy food products; I care about what gets into my body 1 2 3 4 5
Imported food products are of better quality 1 2 3 4 5
I am careful about the energy value (calories) and fat which I consume 1 2 3 4 5
I prefer buying food products produced in Serbia 1 2 3 4 5
Packaging plays a significant role when I buy food 1 2 3 4 5
My diet consists mainly of fresh produce 1 2 3 4 5
I try to be informed about healthy lifestyles 1 2 3 4 5
I habitually consume fast food 1 2 3 4 5
Conservation of nature and living in accordance with nature are 1 5 3 4 5

important to me

* 1—strongly disagree; 2—disagree; 3—I do not know; 4—agree; 5—strongly agree.

The results of processing these questions are first presented (in the Results section)
through descriptive statistics (simple frequency distributions). In the later presentation
of the results, the results of the cluster analysis are presented, which, with the help of
these questions, gave answers about the basic clusters, i.e., they could be called “consumer
profiles” in relation to organic food products. F statistics for cluster analysis purposes,
mean values for variables within a cluster, analysis of the variance of the first question,
i.e., the factors that generally influence the decision of the respondents when buying
food products and distribution of respondents by clusters based on socio- demographic
characteristics, are attached in the Supplementary.

4. Results and Discussion

In this part of the paper, the research results will be presented through descriptive
statistics (simple frequency distributions). The next step was factor analysis, to determine
the components that most influence the decision of the respondents when buying food
products. For this purpose, it was first checked whether it was possible to perform a
factor analysis on the collected data, and therefore the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test (KMO
test) and the Bartlett test were performed. Given that the value of the KMO coefficient
was greater than 0.6, and the significance of Bartlett was less than 0.05, it was concluded
that it is possible to perform a factor analysis. In the later presentation of the results,
the result of the cluster analysis will be presented, which, with the help of the second
block of questions, gave answers about the consumers tendencies when buying organic
produce. The second block of questions was aimed at discovering consumers’ buying
habits as well as their opinions on certain issues (as evidenced by the given extract from
the questionnaire). In addition to conducting cluster analysis, it is important to recognize
what governs consumers’ purchasing behavior and could therefore be relevant for organic
products and their manufacturers.

4.1. Consumers Buying Habits

Replying to the question to what extent they agree with the statement that they con-
sume “healthy” food products and that they care about what gets into their body, over 68%
of the respondents replied either that they agree or strongly agree with the statement.



Sustainability 2021, 13, 131

8 of 22

Due to the fact that there is a great number of food products imported into Serbia
from abroad, it is important to discover to what extent the respondents from the analyzed
sample agree with the statement that foreign products are of higher quality. The results
show that 38.67% of respondents either strongly disagree or disagree with that statement,
which is somewhat greater than the percentage of those who either agree or strongly
agree (34.82%). There is a significant portion of those respondents who do not know,
that is, those who are undecided. These percentages testify of a certain degree of trust
that Serbian consumers have in local food producers [1]. Further analysis of the obtained
results indicates that there is a statistically significant dependence (p = 0.049) of the marital
status of the respondents and the attitude that foreign, imported food products are of better
quality. Unmarried respondents mostly agree that foreign, imported food products are
of better quality, while widows agree the least with this attitude. Regarding the quality
of food products, the analysis showed that the students most agree with the attitude that
foreign, imported food products are of better quality than domestic ones. Correlation
analysis of these obtained answers showed that older respondents are less likely to believe
that foreign, imported food products are of better quality (correlation coefficient r = —0.144,
p = 0.001).

Regarding respondents’ eating habits, the aim was to discover to what degree they
look after their health by consuming the optimal number of calories and amount of fat.
The results show that the number of respondents who do not have such habits is larger
than the number of respondents who do (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Results showing agreement with the statement “I am careful about the energy value
(calories) and fat which I consume”.

As in the previously discussed result, a significant percentage of respondents from
the sample either agree or strongly agree with the statement that they prefer buying food
products produced in Serbia (57.78%). This result, together with the result of the question
about buying imported food products, speaks to the fact that the respondents prefer buying
products made in Serbia to products imported from foreign countries, which is particu-
larly important for organic food products which are the subject of this research (Figure 2).
Correlation analysis shows that as the education level of respondents increases, the like-
lihood of them buying food products from Serbia decreases (the correlation coefficient
r= —0.144). Furthermore, the older the respondents, the more likely they are to buy Serbian
food products [48] (the correlation coefficient r = 0.164). Thus, the analysis shows that
retirees are more likely to buy Serbian products. However, the higher the income of the
respondents, the less significant this factor becomes, meaning that people with higher
income are less likely to buy Serbian food products (the correlation coefficient r= —0.125).
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Figure 2. Results showing agreement with the statement “I prefer buying food products from Serbia”.

Significant findings came from the analysis of the respondents’ responsesto the ques-
tion about the role packaging plays in decisions governing food purchase (Figure 3).
For different reasons, packaging has turned out to be an important factor which influences
the purchase of food products. As shown in Figure 3, only 33.87% of the respondents
either strongly disagree or disagree with the statement while almost half of the respondents
think packaging is an important factor in buying food products (48.59%). No statistically
significant correlations were shown between this factor and other variables.

Figure 3. Results showing agreement with the statement “Packaging plays a significant role when I
buy food”.

The majority of respondents mainly eat fresh produce, which is important when it
comes to food consumption, that is, consumption of food products available in the Serbian
market where both supply and demand include predominantly fruits and vegetables and
much less other types of organic food products (Figure 4). There is a statistically significant
correlation between education and the intention to eat fresh produce (the correlation
coefficient r = 0.104). At the same time, as the respondents’ age increases, their habit of
consuming fresh produce decreases, but that correlation is weak (the correlation coefficient
r= —0.090).
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Figure 4. Results showing agreement with the statement “My diet consists mainly of fresh produce”.

The research into the respondents’” purchase of food products, their eating habits,
and lifestyles needs to discover to what extent the respondents are informed about healthy
lifestyles and to what extent they eat the so-called “fast food”, the consumption of which is
noticeably increasing (Figures 5 and 6). The results show a correlation between responses
to these two questions, meaning that the majority of respondents from the analyzed sample
makes efforts to be informed about healthy lifestyles (61%) while a small percentage
habitually eat so-called “fast food” (27.6%). Correlation analysis shows that the higher
the income, the more likely the respondents are to be informed about healthy lifestyles,
but the correlation is weak (the correlation coefficient r = 0.075). The same is true of
education, meaning that the higher the education, the more likely the respondents are to pay
attention to healthy lifestyles (the correlation coefficient r = 0.110). Regarding “fast food”
consumption, the analysis shows that single respondents are more likely to consume “fast
food”, and that the older the respondents, the less likely they are to consume “fast food”
(the correlation coefficient r = —243). Accordingly, retirees are the least likely and students
are the most likely to consume “fast food.” Considering the respondents’ sex, the analysis
shows that men are more prone to this habit than women.

_ 1595 ]
1371 |
9.074)

Figure 5. How informed the respondents are about healthy lifestyles and healthy eating.
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Figure 6. How informed the respondents are about healthy lifestyles and healthy eating.

It was important in this study to discover the respondents’ opinion about the signifi-
cance of conservation of nature and living in accordance with nature (Figure 7). A small
percentage of respondents in the sample either strongly disagree or disagree with this
statement (about 26%) while the percentage of those who agree with the statement is almost
twice as large (53.43%). Correlation analysis shows that people with a higher level of educa-
tion are more likely to hold this view, but the correlation is weak (the correlation coefficient
r = 0.079). In addition, older people are more likely to hold this view (the correlation
coefficient r = 0.090) as well as people with higher income, but the correlation is weak
(the correlation coefficient r = 0.075).

-

Figure 7. Results showing agreement with the statement “Conservation of nature and living in
accordance with nature are very important to me”.

4.2. Factor Analysis

In the next step, a factor analysis was performed to determine the components that most
influence the decision of the respondents when buying organic food products. First, it is
necessary to check whether it is possible to do a factor analysis on these data, and therefore,
a KMO and Bartlett test were performed. Given that the value of the KMO coefficient is greater
than 0.6, and the significance of Bartlett is less than 0.05, it is possible to perform a factor
analysis. Then, the factor analysis of the first question was done. The column contains the
factors, 14 of them, because analysis was done on the first question (first question and complete
survey is in Supplementary). For a factor to be significant, it must have a value greater than or
equal to 1, and these values are read from the column Initial value—Total. Based on that, it is
concluded that 4 components/factors were obtained that explain 56% of the variations of the
observed variables. This percentage can be seen in the column Initial value—Cumulative%.
This analysis shows the statistical equality of the observed values based on the following
assumptions: (1) The choice of respondents in groups should be random and independent,
(2) The variability of results in the populations of the analyzed groups should be statistically
equal, (3) The results of groups should be normal distributed, i.e., not to deviate statistically
significantly from the normal distribution. Data are shown in Table 2.
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Table 2. KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) and Bartlett’s test, data related to analysis of variance (software excerpt), and data

related to pattern matrix analysis *.

Description

Data

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy

0.756

Bartlett's Test Approx. Chi-Square

of Sphericity Sig

1425.032
0.91
0

Initial value

The sum of squares loading

Component

Total Variance Cumulative

Total Variance  Cumulative

Rotation sums of
squares loadings

3.455 24.676
1.792 12.801
1.54 11.003 48.48
1.058 7.559 56.039

0.946 6.761 62.8

0.783 5.596 68.396
0.735 5.247 73.644
0.682 4.873 78.516
9 0.661 4722 83.238
10 0.577 4.125 87.363
11 0.518 3.702 91.065
12 0.472 3.373 94.438
13 0.42 2.997 97.435
14 0.359 2.565 100

24.676
37.477

O NN UI B WN -~

3.455 24.676
1.792 12.801
1.54 11.003
1.058 7.559

24.676
37.477
48.48
56.039

2.444
2.509
1.487
2.157

Question

Component

1 2 3

1.8 On a scale of 1 to 5, rate how much the product advertisement
affects your decision when buying food products.

0.814

1.9 On a scale of 1 to 5, rate the fact that the manufacturer is
knowninfluences your decision when buying food products.

0.697

1.7 On a scale of 1 to 5, rate how much recommendations (friends,
experts, nutritionist, doctor) influence your decision when buying
food products.

0.636

1.10 On a scale of 1 to 5, evaluate how clearly written the
composition of the packaging influences your decision when
buying food product.

0.77

1.4 On a scale of 1 to 5, evaluate how much the product does not
contain additives and harmful substances affects your purchase
decision food products.

0.706

1.5 On a scale of 1 to 5, assess how clearly indicated the shelf life of
the product influences your decision when buying food products.

0.663

1.13 On a scale of 1 to 5, rate the fact that the product is
environmentally friendly (bio) influences your decision when
buying food products.

0.505

1.6 On a scale of 1 to 5, evaluate how much the favorable price of
the product affects your decision when buying food.

0.827

1.14 On a scale of 1 to 5, rate the best value for money the product
influences your decision when buying food products.

0.786

1.12 On a scale of 1 to 5, rate the fact that the product looks nice
influences your decision when buying food products.

0.788

1.11 On a scale of 1 to 5, rate how pleasant the environment in
which the product is sold influences your decision when buying
food products.

0.63

* author’s research.
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A problem arose here, because each component should contain at least 3 factors,
and here that is not the case, i.e., component three contains only two factors. Based on
that, it was concluded that the number of components should be reduced to 3. When the
number of components was changed, a new table was obtained (Table 3).

Table 3. Data related to analysis of variance II *.

Component Initial Value The Sum of Squares Loading Rotation Sum_s of
Total Variance Cumulative Total Variance Cumulative Squares Loadings
1 3.455 24.676 24.676 3.455 24.676 24.676 2.978
2 1.792 12.801 37.477 1.792 12.801 37.477 2.648
3 1.540 11.003 48.480 1.540 11.003 48.480 1.606
4 1.058 7.559 56.039
5 0.946 6.761 62.800
6 0.783 5.596 68.396
7 0.735 5.247 73.644
8 0.682 4.873 78.516
9 0.661 4722 83.238
10 0.577 4.125 87.363
11 0.518 3.702 91.065
12 0.472 3.373 94.438
13 0.420 2.997 97.435
14 0.359 2.565 100.000

* author’s research.

Based on the following table (Table 4), three components were obtained that explain
48.5% of the variations of the observed variables. Based on the second (new) pattern matrix
table, it is possible to conclude that each component has more than two factors.

Table 4. Data related to the analysis of the II pattern matrix (excerpt from the software) *.

Component
1 2 3 4

Question

1.8 On a scale of 1 to 5, rate how much the product advertisement affects
your decision when buying food products.

1.3 On a scale of 1 to 5, evaluate how attractive the product packaging is on
your decision when buying food products.

1.9 On a scale of 1 to 5, rate the fact that the manufacturer is known
influences your decision when buying food products.

1.11 On a scale of 1 to 5, rate how pleasant the environment in which the
product is sold influences your decision when buying food products.

1.12 On a scale of 1 to 5, rate the fact that the product looks nice influences
your decision when buying food products.

1.10 On a scale of 1 to 5, evaluate how clearly written the composition of the
packaging influences your decision when buying food product.

1.4 On a scale of 1 to 5, evaluate how much the product does not contain
additives and harmful substances affects your purchase decision 0.754
food products.

1.5 On a scale of 1 to 5, assess how clearly indicated the shelf life of the
product influences your decision when buying food products.

1.2 On a scale of 1 to 5, assess how much the origin of the product affects
your decision when buying food products.

1.13 On a scale of 1 to 5, rate the fact that the product is environmentally
friendly (bio) influences your decision when buying food products.

1.1 On a scale of 1 to 5, evaluate how much the quality of the product
affects your decision when buying food products.

1.14 On a scale of 1 to 5, rate the best value for money the product
influences your decision when buying food products.

0.780

0.737

0.710

0.657

0.594

0.764

0.636

0.302 0.521

0.511

0.464

0.757
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Table 4. Cont.
Question Component
1 2 3 4

1.6 On a scale of 1 to 5, evaluate how much the favorable price of the

. . 0.755
product affects your decision when buying food.
1.7 On a scale of 1 to 5, rate how much recommendations (friends, experts,
nutritionist, doctor) influence your decision when buying 0.319 0.351

food products.

* author’s research.

Each component is characterized by certain factors, based on which components are defined, with the factors that
have the highest value in each component, best reflect the characteristics of a given component. Based on the same table,
it is possible to determine the following components:

Component 1: AESTHETICALLY PLEASING AND EASILY RECOGNIZABLE PRODUCT: The product is advertised,
of attractive packaging. The manufacturer is well known, it is sold in a pleasant ambience and it looks nice.
Component 2: HEALTHY AND SAFE PRODUCT: The composition of the product and shelf life are clearly indicated,
it does not contain additives, it is environmentally friendly and high quality.

Component 3: CHEAP PRODUCT: The product is affordable, characterized by the best price-quality ratio and is
recommended by friends, experts, nutritionists, doctors.

4.3. Cluster Analysis

After factor analysis cluster analysis, dividing the respondents into heterogeneous
clusters according to three criteria followed: factors which generally influence their food
purchasing decisions, their opinions regarding characteristics of food products and their
eating habits, and their sociodemographic characteristics (All values of this calculation are
given in the Supplementary).

The sample was divided into 3 clusters which were internally homogenous yet mu-
tually heterogeneous. The clusters were formed after 13 iterations (Table 5). This method
resulted in clusters with the values as shown in Table 5.

Table 5. Iterative partitioning method of the first cluster analysis.

Variations between Cluster Means *

Iterations
1 2 3
1 2.948 3.282 3.266
2 0.295 0.303 0.315
3 0.101 0.115 0.167
4 0.054 0.077 0.088
5 0.053 0.036 0.095
6 0.031 0.079 0.096
7 0.023 0.108 0.107
8 0.032 0.119 0.154
9 0.065 0.110 0.160
10 0.060 0.080 0.116
11 0.039 0.033 0.073
12 0.026 0.000 0.033
13 0.000 .0000 0.000

* author’s calculation.

As shown in Table 6, the first cluster is the largest while the second is the smallest.
To describe the clusters, the F-statistic was used to determine which variables were the
most relevant for partitioning. First, the F-statistic was applied to the second question.
Values of the F-statistic show that three variables which have the highest values are at the
same time the variables which are the most significant for partitioning, and they are in
order of significance:
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2.7. I try to be informed about healthy lifestyles.
2.1. I consume healthy food products; I care about what gets into my body.
2.3. I am careful about the energy value (calories) and fat which I consume.
Table 6. Clusters after the first cluster analysis *.
Description Number of Clusters Number of Respondents
1 204.000
Cluster 2 134.000
3 155.000
Valid 493.000
Not valid 3.000

* author’s calculation.

Variables with the lowest F-value are those which have the least influence on the
formation of the clusters, and they are as follows (2.4 variable has the least influence of
the three):

2.5. Packaging plays a significant role when I buy food.
2.8. I habitually consume fast food.
2.4. I prefer buying food products produced in Serbia.

To confirm the results, comparisons were made between mean values of all variables
within each cluster through LSD (Least Significant Difference) test (in Supplementary).

The analysis showed that differences are largest between the arithmetic means of vari-
ables 1, 3, and 7, while differences are smallest between variables 4, 5, and 8, confirming the
results of our study. This led to the exclusion of variables 2.4, 2.5, and 2.8 from the following
stage, because they were proven to have the smallest influence. After that, another cluster
analysis was carried out with the aim of reaching more homogenous clusters.

The second cluster analysis had 9 iterations (Table 7). Based on this procedure,
clusters with the following values were formed (Table 8).

Table 7. Iteration procedure for the purpose of the second cluster analysis *.

Variations between Cluster Means

Iterations
1 2 3
1 2.388 2.200 2.331
2 0.267 0.232 0.399
3 0.121 0.135 0.243
4 0.076 0.093 0.133
5 0.092 0.061 0.130
6 0.032 0.049 0.077
7 0.017 0.034 0.055
8 0.017 0.000 0.011
9 0.000 0.000 0.000

*author’s calculation.
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Table 8. Clusters after the second cluster analysis *.

Description Number of Clusters Number of Respondents
1 105.000
Cluster 2 222.000
3 167.000
Valid 494.000
Not valid 2.000

* author’s calculation.

Cluster structure is much more homogenous in this instance. However, the size of
clusters has changed, too. The largest cluster now is the second one, and the smallest is the
first one. In order to compare arithmetic means of different clusters, analysis of variance
was used.

The results show that there is a statistically significant difference in every variable
between arithmetic means of the clusters. This can be seen in the Sig column in the table,
where all values are lower than 0.05, bearing in mind that variables 2.4, 2.5, and 2.8 were
excluded from the analysis because they lower homogeneity of the cluster.

Every statistically significant result is marked by an asterisk (*) next to the number in
the mean difference (I-]). The cluster in column I is compared with each cluster in column J
individually, with respect to every variable, and the result is statistically relevant if the Sig
in the row of cluster J is lower than 0.05

In the next step, an analysis of variance was applied to the first question, that is,
the question regarding factors which generally influence food purchasing decisions of
respondents. As it turned out, the factor of “Good quality and value for money” did not
play a part in the distribution of respondents into clusters, meaning that there was no
statistically significant difference between clusters with regard to this factor.

After that, the respondents were distributed into clusters according to their sociodemo-
graphic characteristics and it turned out that there was no statistically significant difference
between clusters with regard to: sex, number of children, employment status, and total
monthly income of the household. That means that there was a statistically significant
difference between clusters regarding: age, marital status, number of household members,
education, and occupation [49,50].

To define clusters more easily, mean plots were used in this analysis. Based on all anal-
yses conducted in this study, the following groups (i.e., clusters) and their characteristics
have emerged:

Cluster 1:

This group consists mainly of respondents who are over 35 years of age, single or
married, have one household member and a lower level of education, and are tradesmen
or blue-collar workers. What they consider of least importance is whether they consume
“healthy” products and what the energy value of those products is. When purchasing food
items, they pay least attention to whether the products are organic or not. Nor is a clearly
marked expiration date of much importance to this group, and this constitutes the largest
difference between this cluster and the other two clusters. In addition, they do not assign
any importance to the origin of products, packaging, or pleasantness of setting in which
the product is sold. When buying food items, respondents in this cluster pay attention to
getting value for money, and the most important factor which influences their decision is
product price.

Cluster 2:

This group consists of respondents who are under 45 years of age, with most of them
between 25 and 34, single or married, (but this cluster has a higher number of divorced
people than either Cluster 1 or Cluster 3), and have 2-4 household members. Regarding
the level of education, most respondents in this cluster have high school or university
education. Their occupations include tradesmen, engineers, and professionals, with the
largest number of professionals, that is, people with a university degree. When com-
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pared with other two clusters, respondents in this cluster pay most attention to what
they consume, and they want to be informed about healthy lifestyles. Factors which they
find important when purchasing food items include quality, recommendation, marketing,
renowned manufacturer, product aesthetics, and a pleasant setting in which the product
is sold. The importance they assign to these factors puts this group in stark contrast with
the other two groups. The least important factor to this group is product origin, but they
still assign more importance to it than Clusters 1 and 3. Two most important factors to this
group are product quality and a clearly marked expiration date.

Cluster 3:

This group consists of respondents between 25 and 54 years of age, predominantly
single or married, with 3 or 4 household members. The level of education of this group is
like that of Cluster 2, that is, most respondents in this group have high school or university
education. This group is like the previous one regarding occupations, too, but engineers
with university degrees are prevalent in this cluster. Respondents in this cluster think that it
is important to eat “healthy” food, but they pay less attention to product origin than either
Cluster 1 or 2. Regarding factors which influence purchase of food items, it is important
to them that the product comes from an organic system of production and has a clearly
marked expiration date, and the most important factor is product quality. Respondents in
this group do not assign importance either to recommendations and product aesthetics or
to the way it is marketed and packaged.

Based on this, it should be noted that combining cluster and factor analysis leads to
the following conclusion:

If we look at the relationship between clusters and components that affect food
purchases, it can be concluded that:

Cluster 1 corresponds to component 3 (CHEAP PRODUCT).

Cluster 2 corresponds to components 1 and 2 (AESTHETICALLY PLEASING AND
EASILY RECOGNISABLE PRODUCT and HEALTHY AND SAFE PRODUCT.

Cluster 3 corresponds to component 2 (HEALTHY AND SAFE PRODUCT).

The abovementioned conclusion is presented in Table 9.

Table 9. Results as divided into clusters *.

Cluster 1:

This group consists mainly of respondents who are over 35 years of age,
single or married, have one household member and a lower level of education,
and are tradesmen or blue-collar workers. Of least importance to them is
whether they consume healthy products and the number of calories those
products have. When purchasing products, it is of least importance to them
whether the products are environmentallyfriendly or not. A clearly marked
expiration date is an equally insignificant factor, and that constitutes the
largest difference between this cluster and the other two clusters. In addition,
they do not assign any importance to the origin of products, packaging, or a
pleasant setting in which the product is sold. When buying food items,
respondents in this cluster pay attention to getting value for money, and the

Component 3:
CHEAP PRODUCT:
The product is
reasonably priced or
sold at a bargain price;
it is good value for
money and it is
recommended by a
friend, expert,
nutritionist, doctor.

most important factor which influences their decision is product price.
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Table 9. Cont.

Cluster 2:
This group consists of respondents who are under 45 years of age, with most of Component 1:
them between 25 and 34, single or married, (but this cluster has a higher AES]?HETIC A.LLY
number of divorced people than either Cluster 1 or Cluster 3), and have PLEASING AND Component 2:
2-4 household members. Regarding the level of education, most respondents EASILY HE AETHY AI\'ID SAFE
in this cluster have high school or university education. They are mostly RECOGNISABLE PRODUCT:
tradesmen, engineers, and professionals, with the largest number of ) )

. . . . PRODUCT: Ingredients and the
professionals. When compared with the other two clusters, respondents in this . o

. . The product is expiration date are
cluster pay most attention to what they consume and they want to be informed well-marketed clearly stated:
about healthy lifestyles. Factors which they find important when purchasing attractivel aéka od the r}; duct d,oes not
food items include: quality, recommendation, marketing, renowned Itis pro du}::(fd b ag ’ congin additives. it is
manufacturer, aesthetic, and a pleasant setting in which the products is sold. P y - !
renowned eco-friendly, and of

The importance they assign to these factors sets this group starkly apart from
Cluster 1 and Cluster 3. The least important factor to this group is product
origin, but they still assign more importance to it than Clusters 1 and 3.

The two most important factors to this group are product quality and a clearly
marked expiration date.

manufacturer, sold in a
pleasant setting,
and looks nice.

good quality.

Cluster 3:

This group consists of respondents between 25 and 54 years of age,
predominantly single or married, with 3 or 4 household members. Level of
education of this group is similar to that of Cluster 2, that is, most respondents
in this group have high school or university education. This group is similar to
the previous one with regard to occupations, too, but engineers are prevalent
in this cluster. Respondents in this cluster think that it is important to eat
“healthy” food, but they pay less attention to product origin than either Cluster
1 or 2. Regarding factors which influence purchase of food items, it is
important to them that the product is eco-friendly and has a clearly marked
expiration date, and the most important factor is product quality. Respondents
in this group do not assign importance to recommendations and product
aesthetics. This sets them apart from Clusters 1 and 2. In addition, respondents
in this cluster do not assign importance to marketing and packaging.

Component 2:
HEALTHY AND SAFE
PRODUCT:
Ingredients and the
expiration date are
clearly stated;

the product does not
contain additives; it is
eco-friendly and of
good quality.

* author’s research.

4.4. Discussion

As can be seen from the presented research results, the analysis on a random sample
from the two largest cities in Serbia, Belgrade, and Novi Sad, showed that consumers of or-
ganic products from the analyzed sample can be grouped into three clusters corresponding
to certain components related to characteristics products that can be found in the domestic
market.

In the research, the education factor showed that most of those with secondary and
higher education are in the group of those who care about eating “healthy” food. In addi-
tion, the research showed that there is a statistically significant difference between clusters
based on: age, marital status, household members, education, and occupation [49].

The mentioned research [28] showed that there is a segmentation of consumers in
relation to the variable of organic food consumption in the USA. They were correlated with
environmental concerns, knowledge, and health concerns, as well as some demographic
characteristics (race, gender, age, education). In contrast, in the research segment marked
as “segment 3 -” negligent individuals “were younger respondents with a higher level
of education, but who did not show much concern for nutrition, quality, and nutritional
value. However, a similar study was shown in the study by Magetts et al. [23], that there
is a special emphasis on the influence of the level of education of the respondents on the
choice of “healthy” food, where the result showed that it is the factor of the strongest
influence. Other research shows that among the surveyed consumers, health care is in the
first place, 44% of respondents stated that it is the most important reason, 15% emphasize
health as an important factor, only 2% believe that health is not an important factor when
buying organic agri-food products [51]. The results of research in several cities in Serbia
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(Belgrade, Novi Sad, Nis, Kragujevac, and Novi Pazar), given by Vehapi [18], also show
that health is the most important motive for buying organic food in Serbia. As many as
81.6% of consumers rated health as the leading motive when ranking. Slightly different
influencing factors are given in two studies from Italy that indicate that health-safe food
has acquired the dimension of a niche market, and the most important role in consumers’
decision to buy it have availability (availability), trust, and an adequate price level [52].
On the other hand, in their research, Canio Francesca and Elisa [53] showed that regional
and locally produced food, as well as organic products, are experiencing an increasing
success amongst consumers as perceived as authentic high-quality food products, able to
contribute to sustainable methods of production and consumption. Applying the theory
of reasoned action, this work compares consumers’ intention to buy EU quality labels
and organic food products. Results revealed different motives at the roots of the two
products buying choices. On one hand, shoppers are willing to pay a premium price for
sustainable EU quality label foods. On the other hand, recyclable packaging is mandatory
to shape the intention to buy organic foods. Ditlevsen et al. [54] elaborated on organic
consumers features and established that they were more likely to live in the capital and
have a higher education.

5. Conclusions

The results of the research showed that organic consumers in Serbia can be grouped
into 3 clusters based on certain characteristics and components.

As Table 9 shows, Cluster 1 is rather specific and is characterized by a category of
respondents who assign least importance to whether they eat “healthy” products and
to the number of calories in those products. When buying food items, they assign least
importance to whether the products are organic. Similarly, a clearly marked expiration
date is not considered important, which sets this group apart from the other two clusters.
When buying food products, this category of respondents pays attention mainly to the
price, which leads to the conclusion that these buyers are highly unlikely to consume
organic food in the future, partly because those products cost more and partly because of
inherent characteristics of these specific products whose eco-friendly features, emphasis
on “healthiness” and similar factors clearly have no influence on buyers in this cluster.
Respondents in Cluster 2 differ from respondents in other two clusters because they care
most about what they consume, and they try to be informed about healthy lifestyles.
Regarding factors which relates to purchase of food, they care about: quality, recommenda-
tion, marketing, renowned manufacturer, product aesthetics, and pleasantness of setting in
which the product is sold. Respondents in Cluster 3 assign importance to eating “healthy”
food, and they care less about product origin than either respondents in Cluster 1 or Cluster
2. Regarding factors that are associated with purchase of food products, it is important
to them that the product comes from an organic system of production and has a clearly
marked expiration date, and the most important factor is product quality.

In such a case, eco-marketing should be more directed towards those consumers who
are already “more environmentally and health conscious”, which are those in Cluster 2,
because evidence demonstrates that respondents who buy organic products are largely
attracted to product provenance, an attractive packaging design, an absence of additives
and harmful substances, a clearly marked expiration date, a pleasant setting in which the
product is sold, and the fact that the product is environmentally friendly. This indicates
that it is important for eco-marketing to emphasize these product characteristics to increase
their sales and influence the consumers.

Keeping in mind the results of the research, certain measures of economic and agrarian
policy should go in the direction of encouraging this form of agricultural production,
especially to consumers that can be subsumed under Cluster 1. First, it is necessary to
improve consumer knowledge about what organic production is and how products from
this production system are properly labeled. This can be achieved through media and other
forms of campaigns (in retail outlets) where the promotion of organic products would be
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carried out continuously and at the same time with education of consumers. In addition,
education within primary and secondary schools can improve the state of organic demand
in the domestic market in the long run. Promotions of organic products at certain events
(Organic Street of Novi Sad, etc.) contribute to raising the visibility of this system of
production and local self-government, by supporting such events; contributes to raising
environmental awareness among consumers.

The main limitation of this study is related to both the convenient sample and the
limited geographical area. It is reflected in the fact that only the markets of Belgrade
and Novi Sad are covered. Although these are currently the largest and most significant
domestic markets for organic products, further research should go in the direction of
determining the possibilities of developing this market in smaller urban and rural areas.
In addition, it would be important to determine (and possibly expand) the cluster of
consumers of organic products based on the opinions of consumers from smaller places.
In this way, local development policies could be harmonized.

The insights gained from this study suggest several important theoretical and manage-
rial implications aimed at increasing consumer demand for organic food. Based on the de-
mographic and psychographic profiles identified for the three clusters of organic food con-
sumers, key stakeholders such as organic food marketers and associations, policymakers,
and socio-environmental organizations need to segregate their target policies, adjusting them
for different organic consumer profiles identified in every cluster. In the long run, this should
contribute to development of the local organic market and organic sector in the Republic of
Serbia. Likewise, this study will enrich scientific, economic, and social literature when it
comes to understanding consumers behavior at “green” or “organic” markets in developing
countries.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at https:/ /www.mdpi.com/2071-1
050/13/1/131/s1, Table S1: F statistics for cluster analysis purposes, Table S2: Mean values for
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