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ABSTRACT

This exploratory study seeks to advance the research on consumers’ preference for organic food eating by
investigating the potential association between organic food consumption (OC) frequency and the individual risk
attitude. Moreover, inspired by the literature, we investigate also the association between OC and the perceived OC
related health improvement (i.e. the avoidance of health risks), subjective trust toward the certification, social
norms and several lifestyle factors. Based on a direct survey of 223 Italian college students, a lottery task was used
to characterize the individual risk attitude and a simultaneous equation model was estimated. This study marks a
beginning by showing a significant relationship between being risk averse and a high organic food eating, offering a
hint for future research avenues in the organic domain.
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1 Introduction

The organic sector has been rapidly growing during the last years, becoming important for both farmers
and food retailers worldwide (McFadden and Huffman, 2017). In 2017, organic farming covered 7% of the
total utilised agricultural area in EU-28, showing an increasing trend for the future (Eurostat, 2019):
following Spain, Italy is the second country with the largest organic area (14.9% of the total agricultural
land; +6.3% compared to 2016) (FIBL, 2019). Due to the increased demand for organic products (EC,
2019), this market is considered one of the most promising in the overall agri-food sector. Since the
demand is the driver for the future of the market (Vukaspvi¢, 2016), nowadays the growing consumer
trend toward organic food purchase attracts a great attention from researchers. In recent years, an
extensive scientific literature on consumer preferences flourished, showing that the organic choice largely
depends on the individuals’ perceptions, especially when dealing with credence attributes (Darby and
Karni, 1973) as the organic produce. So far the literature detailed many perceived factors influencing the
organic choice: among others, environmental protection (Aertsens et al.,, 2009), future orientation
(Chekima et al., 2019), and trust and personal values (Nuttavuthisit and Thggersen, 2017). However, the
literature confirms that one of the strongest reasons for consumers to buy organic food relies in their
perception that these are healthier (i.e. in terms of nutritive and natural properties) than conventional
food. In agreement with other authors that they cited, Hidalgo-Baz et al. (2017) and Hurtado-Barroso et
al. (2019) recently stated that this perceived healthiness is mainly due to the absence of chemical
pesticides and synthetic fertilizers and additives. Accordingly, food safety increases consumers’ utility and
affects their preference for organic food when choosing what to buy between organic and conventional
products. Nevertheless, the general idea that organic consumption can improve human health remains a
perception, actually (Mie et al., 2017): in other words, the overall higher healthiness is uncertain both
because the lack of certain scientific demonstration to prove it, and because of the uncertainty linked to
the organic (credence) products by nature. Nowadays, the question of why people consume or do not
consume organic food is still not fully understood (Hansen et al., 2018) and represents a relevant issue for
researchers and marketing managers. In particular, so far less research has addressed the role of risk
attitude. Indeed, risk is ubiquitous in decision-making and subjects show differing attitudes toward it:
hence, we assume that even for organic food consumption (OC) the subjective risk attitude may have a
role and its inclusion as a key reason to consume organic food seems useful to fill the gap in this
understanding.

To advance the research on this highly relevant issue, this study seeks to search for the potential
association between the individual risk attitude and the OC weekly frequency; to do this, it is of primary
interest to estimate the underlying risk preference of individuals. Similarly, inspired by the literature, we
investigate also the association between the perceived health benefits (i.e. health risk reduction as
prevention of certain diseases) from OC on the OC weekly frequency, beyond some other factors. It is
worth to highlight that this exploratory research does not attempt to provide practical implications, but
rather to generate a hint for future research avenues in the organic domain, e.g. showing the possibility to
consider risk attitude for the organic consumers’ profiling.

The structure of the paper is the following: the first paragraph presents a literature review on factors
affecting OC and, based on this, the research aim; the second paragraph describes data and methods;
finally, the paper provides the results and a discussion of these, followed by a conclusion.

2 Background

In the most recent decades, an extensive literature investigated the determinants of consumers’
preference for OC. According to many authors, consumers choose organic food especially in relation to
recognized health (Kushwah et al., 2019) and environmental (Hashem et al., 2018) benefits. In addition to
these, scholars have emphasized the role of subjective concern for animal welfare (Hasselbach and
Roosen, 2015), taste and sensory aspects (Husic-Mehmedovic et al., 2017), safety concerns (e.g. lack of
harmful substances as synthetic pesticides) and nutritional value (Nandi et al., 2017), and the support to
local farmers (Nikoli¢ et al., 2014). Furthermore, the literature shows that having a higher level of
education (Lockie et al., 2002), being female (Padel and Foster, 2005) and having children at home
(Hughner et al., 2007) are positively correlated to OC. Also, many authors identified some common
barriers to organic purchasing as the higher food price (McCarthy et al., 2016; Janssen, 2018) or the
products’ availability on the market (Buder et al., 2014).

Noticeably, since food production is unobservable by consumers, as a matter of fact they need to trust the
organic certification; in particular, trust is a function of credible information (McCluskey, 2000) provided
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by third-party certifiers. At the same time, skepticism and low confidence in certification schemes
envisage a notable barrier to OC (Bryta, 2018).

Furthermore, the literature shows that subjects are susceptible to social pressure (i.e. social norms) to
perform the organic eating choice, especially in relation to people who are relevant for them as family or
close friends (Du et al., 2017): if the individual believes that people that are important for him have a
positive attitude toward OC, he is more inclined to buy organic.

Consistently with Suciu et al. (2019) who consider focusing on consumer lifestyle as a recommended
research interest in the organic sector, evidence from the literature suggest a positive association
between OC and people’s eating habits that are notoriously healthy, as fruit and vegetables eating
(Pelletier et al., 2013) or having a vegetarian diet (Tung et al., 2015). In particular, Denver et al. (2019)
show that those individuals that start buying organic food are former consumers of fruit and vegetables.

The literature also highlights that the size of the household can be an explanatory variable, showing that
small households are more likely to choose organic (Aguirre Gonzalez, 2009). Income and budget
constraints are also identified as determinants of OC as they influence the willingness to pay (WTP) for
organic products (Aschemann-Witzel and Zielke, 2017). Even if the literature found that high-income
consumers are more likely to buy organically grown products, showing also a higher WTP (van Loo et al.,
2011), we can find mixed findings actually (Hughner et al., 2007). Also, De Magistris and Gracia (2008)
found that OC is lower as much as the importance that consumers attach to price when shopping food is
higher.

As before mentioned, nowadays any scientific evidence documents that organic products are better for
human health, although health benefit represents the strongest argument for OC (Aertsens et al., 2009),
generally speaking. A recent paper by Ditlevsen et al. (2019) shows that the higher purity and quality, the
better taste and the absence of pesticides are principal health dimensions that consumers associate with
organic products. Furthermore, some authors argued that the consumption of organic products is positive
from a public health point of view (Johansson et al., 2014), while some others revealed that a prime
motive for OC is the own health improvement (i.e. the avoidance of health risks) (First and Brozina, 2009).

Interestingly, to the best of our knowledge, studies that examine the relationship between risk attitude
and food preference are those of Lusk and Coble (2005) and Lawless et al. (2015). Both studies estimated
the individual risk preference of subjects through a lottery task! and investigated its association with the
consumers’ propensity to consume a genetically modified food (the former), and the preference for
health-oriented (e.g. nutraceutical) products (the latter). Nevertheless, as regards consumers’ preferences
for organic food products, that are considered potentially risk avoiding by people, the literature analysing
the role of the individual attitude toward risk is scant: the investigation typically stops at analysing the
role of the individual self-reported risk perception. Indeed, risk is considered ubiquitous in people’s
decision-making process that is characterized by uncertainty. Furthermore, risk attitudes are
heterogeneous: the literature shows that women are more risk averse than men in many risk domains
(Charness et al., 2018); also, the individual risk aversion can be both negatively (von Gaudecker et al.,
2011) and positively (Harrison et al., 2007) correlated with the level of education.

To fill this research gap, as a novel contribution of this paper we analyse whether risk attitude contributes
to OC frequency. In addition, inspired by the seminal paper by Lusk and Coble (2005) which analysed both
the role of risk attitude and risk perception, we investigate the association between the perception of
health risk reduction (linked to a frequent OC) and the OC frequency. To do this, we separated this
perception into two categories: on one hand the perceived health risk reduction for the individual and his
family (pro-self-concern), on the other hand health benefits for the population (concern for others).
Accordingly, the literature suggests that these two views may co-exist and influence the individual’s
choice (Kareklas et al., 2014). Finally, further to the above, this study builds on previous literature on OC
(as previously described) and analyses whether other factors (e.g. trust toward the organic certification,
social norms, lifestyle information) affect consumers’ OC frequency.

1 Moschini and Hennessy (2001; page 95) stated that: “the choice problem under uncertainty can be thought of as a choice
among distributions (lotteries), with risk-averse agents preferring distributions that are less risky”.
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3 Material and methods

During spring 2019 we conducted direct interviews using the convenience sampling approach among
college students in the city of Padova (ltaly) and 223 fully completed questionnaires were collected. As
regards the choice of a sample of college student, some authors argue that this does not necessarily serve
as a limitation (Depositario et al., 2009). However, the non-representativeness of our sample prevents the
generalizability of findings. More in depth, people were randomly recruited around the university district
and pre-briefed about the study purpose, then we administered a structured questionnaire to the
volunteers who agreed to complete it. The questionnaire was pretested in order to ensure it was
comprehensible, and consisted of several sections: in the first we measured the weekly consumption
frequency of organic products (org_c) and asked to list the three mostly consumed organic food
categories. In the second section we asked to self-assess, through a 7-point Likert scale? (1 = totally
disagree; 7 = totally agree), the agreement with different statements related to: i) the perceived health
risk reduction effect for the individual and his family by a frequent OC (own_risk); ii) the perceived health
risk reduction for the entire population by a frequent OC (gen_risk); iii) trust toward organic certification
schemes (s_tru); iv) the perception that people who are important and taken into account by the
individual perceive health benefits from a frequent OC, namely social norms (sn). It is worth noting that
both own_risk and gen_risk derived from Lusk and Coble (2005) with adjustments. In addition, in the third
section we measured the risk attitude of the interviewees through a lottery task. Finally, the last section
investigated three behaviours under uncertainty (i.e. risky behaviours) as smoking (smo), practicing
extreme sports (spo), and drinking alcohol (alc), and socio-demographic and lifestyle information as:
gender, education (edu), number of family members (fam), income level (inc), living at family home
(hom), having a (even part-time) job (job), daily fruit and vegetables consumption frequency (f&v), and
being vegetarian (veg).

In the literature, a variety of experimental methods have been developed to elicit the individuals’ risk
attitude (risk_att) and generally the researcher chooses which to utilize also considering the
characteristics of the sample. Here, we used a lottery game with a single choice between gambles, as
developed by Eckel and Grossman (2008): indeed, compared to more complex although commonly used
methods as the multiple price list (Holt and Laury, 2002), our choice represents a simpler and more
intuitive elicitation method (Dave et al., 2010) and provides an accurate measure of risk aversion,
especially for subjects with low levels of mathematical proficiency3. The lottery task was presented with a
brief description where each respondent was asked to imagine having 50€ to play heads or tails (50%
chance), assuming this payoff is the amount that a university student usually receives from the family as a
weekly budget to spend on average; in particular, we used this context setting that was very intuitive for
college students in order to make the lottery task more easily comprehendible and to minimize possible
errors in decision making. Between gambles 1-6, respondents were asked to choose only once (figure 1):
with the exception of gamble 1, for each bet the possible outcomes were two (low and high payoff) with
the same probability to occur (50%). Notably, the most risk-averse subjects were expected to choose the
first bets (Charness et al., 2013). Risk attitude was measured by using the Arrow-Pratt Coefficient of
Relative Risk Aversion (CRRA) (Charness et al., 2013): assuming it, the utility function is defined as U(w)=
wt/(1-r), where r is the coefficient of relative risk aversion and w is wealth; in particular, we calculated
the range of r in the function above mentioned.

2 Although sometimes single-item measures are criticized in terms of reliability, in some cases their use is superior than
multiple-item measurements (Gardner et al., 1998): this choice is highly advantageous if the questionnaire contains many
variables as in our case, and we preferred that respondents paid more attention and time to the lottery, as we focused on
the measure of risk attitude. Also, data were collected among students who seemed rushed to conclude the interview as
soon as possible in the pre-test.

3 To this purpose, our sample was very heterogeneous: students were enrolled in both scientific and humanistic courses.
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Gamble Payoff Probability Choice
1 50€ vs 50€ 50 vs 50 ]
2 40€ vs 70€ 50 vs 50 ]
3 30€ vs 90€ 50 vs 50 ]
4 20€vs 110€ 50 vs 50 []
5 10€ vs 130€ 50 vs 50 ]
6 0€ vs 150€ 50 vs 50 []

Figure 1. Gamble task for the measure of risk attitude

To solve the endogeneity of risk_att which was revealed through the Durbin-Wu-Hausman test, a
simultaneous equation model with three-stage least squares (3SLS) estimation procedure (Greene, 2008)
was used to study the endogenous variables risk_att; and OC frequency (org_ci). The two equation system
is specified as follows:

org_c; = &y + o, risk_att; + a.own_risk; + aygen_risk; + a,s_tru; + agsn + o &y + arveg; +
agine; + oqfam; + apjob; + ayr_smo; + aroale; + v _spo; + 5, (1)

risk_att; = f + f,sex; + f.edu; + fohom; + & (2)

The first equation includes risk attitude and the two types of perceived health risk reduction (own_risk;
and gen_riski) as explanatory variables for the individual i, in line with our research aim. Moreover, we
included certain explanatory variables chosen based on the existing literature as: trust (s_tru;), social
norms (sn;), income level (inci), having a job (job;), the number of family members (fam;), fruit and
vegetables consumption (f&v;), and being vegetarian (veg;). Finally, inspired by the literature on risk
attitude and based on our search for potential interesting associations, in equation 1 we also introduced
some interactions between risk attitude and the three investigated risky behaviours (r_smoj; r_alc;; r_spo)
as explanatory variables: to this purpose, it is worth noting that we did not have a priori expectations for
the association about these interactions. Turning to the second equation, this includes the following
exogenous variables, i.e. gender (sex;), educational level (edu;), and living at family home (hom;). To
conclude, e1and g2 are random error components.

4 Results

Table 1 shows the sample descriptive statistics. Among the organic products that are most frequently
purchased by the subjects of our sample (figure 2), we find vegetables (25%) and fruits (14%), that are
commonly the first food groups that consumers buy organic (EPRS, 2016), followed by eggs (12%), and
cereals derivatives (9%).
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Table 1.
Sample descriptive statistics (N = 223)
Variable category Description Mean S.D. N.obs %
Age in years (age) 22.45 2.50
Number of family members (fam) 3.89 0.74
Gender (sex) 1=female 105 47.1
0=male 118 52.9
Education level (edu) 1 = secondary school 150 67.3
2 = bachelor degree 52 233
3 = master degree 20 9.0
4 = doctoral degree 1 04
Family income (€/month) (inc) 1 =less than 2,500 36 16.1
2=2,500 102 45.7
3 = more than 2,500 85 38.1
Having a job besides studying (job) 1=yes 115 51.6
O0=no 108 48.4
Living at home with own parents (hom) 1=yes 194 87.0
O0=no 29 13.0
Being smoker (smo) 1=yes 95 42.6
0=no 128 57.4
Practicing extreme sports (spo) 1=yes 25 11.2
O0=no 198 88.8
Consuming alcohol heavily (alc) 1=yes 107 48.0
0=no 116 52.0
Being vegetarian (veg) 1=yes 6 2.7
0=no 217 97.3
Daily consumption of fruit and vegetables (f&v) 1=yes 145 65.0
0=no 78 35.0
Perceived knowledge of organic production (1 = “an 1= correct answer 128 57.4
orga.nl.c ,F,)roduct is produced without synthetic 0 = otherwise 95 426
pesticides”) (kno)
Weekly organic food consumption frequency (org_c) 0 = never 49 22.0
1 =at least once 142 63.7
2 = every day 32 143
25%
25%
20% 14%
15% 12%
10% |—‘ 8% 8% 2%
% |_| s - N e
S ) R & & & o = & g ¢
oe’“\c « §‘°o & & . & " & & & &
~'S-( .é‘i}\é ‘:} sj \\.\\\
< \'5‘

Figure 2. Most frequently purchased organic food products

As regards the Likert scales (table 2), the average scores for each of these are always above or equals to
the mean: the interviewees claim that they can reduce health risks both for themselves and their family
(own_risk) and for the population (gen_risk) through a frequent OC during the week. Also, respondents
trust organic certification schemes (s_tru) and agree that people who are relevant to them (family and

friends) believe that they should frequently eat organic to reduce the own health risks (sn).
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Table 2.
Description of Likert scale variables (1 = totally disagree; 7 = totally agree)

Item Code Mean S.D.

By eating organic food instead of conventional products frequently during the week, own_risk 5.04  1.43
my family and | could reduce own health risks.

Generally speaking, people could reduce their health risks by eating organic food gen_risk 5.04 1.35
instead of conventional products frequently during the week.

| trust in organic certification. s_tru 435 1.58

People that are important to me (e.g. family, close friends) think that | should sn 410 1.68

frequently eat organic food instead of conventional products, in order to reduce
my own health risks.

As regards risk attitude (table 3 and figure 3), the elicitation technique that we used confirms that the
vast majority of consumers are risk averse (92%).

Table 3.
CRRA ranges and relative percentage of respondents

Gamble Low payoff (€) (50%) High payoff (€) (50%) Expected payoff (€) Risk” CRRA ranges

1 50 50 50 0 r>1.7

2 40 70 55 15 0.8<r<1.7
3 30 90 60 30 0.5<r<0.8
4 20 110 65 45 0.4<r<0.5
5 10 130 70 60 0.3<r<0.4
6 0 150 75 75 0.2<r<0.3

* Note: Standard deviation of the expected payoff.

35 332
30 28.3

10 6.3

1.8
[rom—)

0.2t0 0.3 0.3t0 0.4 0.4 to 0.5 0.5t0 0.8 0.8 to 1.7 =1.7

Percent of respondents

IV}

Coefficient of Relative Risk Aversion

Figure 3. Distribution of the individuals’” CRRA

Table 4 shows a negative and significant correlation between the risky behaviours and the endogenous
variable risk attitude, with the exception of practicing extreme sports.

Table 4.
Correlation between risky behaviours (smo, alc, spo) and risk_att
smo Spo alc risk_att
smo 1
spo .039 1
alc 407" .057 1
risk_att -.162" -.045 -216" 1

Note: ** and * indicate significant Pearson correlation at 1% and 5% level, respectively.
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As shown in table 5, the estimated linear three-stage least square regression model explained risk attitude
up to 5% (risk_att) and the organic consumption behaviour up to 7%. It is worth specifying that statistical
calculations (e.g. p-values and confidence intervals) have no inferential content but are descriptive only
(Berry, 2017; Hirschauer et al., 2019). In particular, the results suggest that a high OC frequency (org_c) is
positively associated with risk_att (a = 0.627 at 10% level), showing that the more risk averse individuals
in our sample eat organic food frequently during the week. Moreover, we found a significant and positive
association between gen_risk and OC frequency (a = 0.098 at 5% level); as opposite, the results report no
significant effect for own_risk. Also, findings show a significant and positive relationship between org_c
and both trust (a = 0.074 at 5% level) and social norms (a = 0.062 at 5% level). As regards the eating
habits, the results show a positive association between org_c and the daily fruit and vegetables eating
habit (a = 0.160 at 5% level), as opposite to being vegetarian. Furthermore, we find that the higher is the
number of family members and the higher is OC frequency (a = 0.088 at 10% level). Conversely, we find no
significant relationship between OC frequency and both job and inc variables, and similarly for the
interactions between risk attitude and risky behaviours. Regarding the explanatory variables of risk
attitude, the results show that the association between being female and being risk averse is significant (8
= 0.201 at 1% level), while we did not find any significant relationship between OC frequency and both
edu and hom.

Table 5.
Three-stage least-squares estimation results

Equation N. obs Parms RMSE R? X P-value
org_c 223 13 .5771686 0.0680 100.45 0.0000
risk_att 223 3 4333248 0.0486 14.54 0.0023
Dependent variable: org_c Coef. Std. Err. P-value [95% Conf. Interval]

risk_att 0.627 0.321 0.051 -0.002 1.257

own_risk -0.031 0.036 0.393 -0.101 0.039

gen_risk 0.098 0.039 0.012 0.022 0.175

s_tru 0.074 0.029 0.011 0.017 0.131

sn 0.062 0.024 0.012 0.014 0.109

f&v 0.160 0.080 0.047 0.002 0.318

veg 0.289 0.227 0.203 -0.156 0.734

inc -0.013 0.054 0.804 -0.118 0.092

fam 0.088 0.051 0.082 -0.011 0.187

job -0.076 0.078 0.325 -0.228 0.076

r_smo -0.011 0.110 0.920 -0.227 0.205

r_alc -0.080 0.128 0.532 -0.331 0.171

r_spo -0.060 0.160 0.707 -0.373 0.253

cons -0.813 0.275 0.003 -1.353 -0.273
Dependent variable: risk_att Coef. Std. Err. P-value [95% Conf. Interval]

sex 0.201 0.058 0.001 0.088 0.315

edu 0.055 0.041 0.174 -0.024 0.135

hom 0.023 0.081 0.775 -0.136 0.182

cons 0.551 0.099 0.000 0.356 0.747

Note: Endogenous variables: org_c; risk_att. Exogenous variables: own_risk; gen_risk; s_tru; sn; f&v; veg; inc; fam; job;
r_smo; r_alc; r_spo; sex; edu; hom.

5 Discussion

Our study marks a beginning by showing that there is a significant relationship between being risk averse
(namely, a characteristic of those who tend to avoid risks in a general sense) and a higher OC frequency
on a weekly base. Accordingly, the literature places health benefits (e.g. avoidance of health risks) as a
key motive of OC, as previously mentioned. In line with this, a second interesting evidence is the positive
association between being concerned with the general OC’s effect of health risks reduction (i.e. lower
exposure to certain diseases for the population) and a high OC frequency. These results are somehow
comparable to what Thggersen (2011) argued: by choosing organic products, consumers express their
concern for the common good (i.e. the environmental concern in his study). Indeed, this can be
intrinsically considered a pro-social choice. However, in our study the altruistic consumption
consideration refers to the health benefits for the population, instead of environmental concerns.
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Moreover, our result is consistent with Kareklas et al. (2014) that, by comparing self-benefits (related,
among others, to the perceived nutritional value and natural content of organic food) versus other-
benefits (related to environmental concerns) as relevant motives driving OC, ascertained that altruistic
concerns (i.e., the societal impact) have a greater influence on organic consumers than egoistic ones (i.e.,
the personal impact). Since there is no scientific demonstration about the overall higher healthiness of
organic food, we can suppose that the health concerns associated to OC are actually very nuanced for
consumers, although highly motivating: thus, we assume that it can be easier to assign health benefits to
the population in general (pro-others) than to one or more individuals (pro-self). To this purpose, future
research could help to evaluate which factor has a stronger effect among these two.

Not surprisingly, in our sample we also found a positive relationship between the subjective trust toward
the organic certification scheme and OC frequency, being consistent with Nuttavuthisit and Thggersen
(2017). This supports the hypothesis that the organic demand could be increased by strengthening the
transparency and the reliability of third-party certifiers among consumers, e.g. through information
campaigns, and that it is extremely important that trust is not betrayed by flaws in the certification
system. Accordingly, the more trustworthy the certification schemes, the more likely the organic value
proposition to be achieved by consumers, with a supposed demand increase for these certified products.

Moreover, the positive association between social pressure and OC frequency contributes to the current
literature (Higgs and Thomas, 2016): this widely suggests that relevant people’s belief actually represents
a guide for the individual’s eating behaviour, even for the organic intake (Du et al., 2017). Relevant people
can be both close friends and family members; as regards these latter, Kranjac et al. (2017) recently
showed that taking care of the family is a driving factor for the purchase of organic food indeed.

Regarding the positive association between having a daily fruit and vegetables intake and the OC
frequency, this perfectly reflects what found by the literature that associates a healthy diet to OC (Denver
et al., 2019), implying that consumers are firmly convinced of their “healthy eating related lifestyle” and
behave coherently (i.e. assuming a healthier diet) with their increased health awareness.

Finally, a second line of results regards the determinants of risk attitude. Recently, based on a sample of
college students in Italy, Coletta et al. (2018) found that females are more risk averse than men, and
similarly that subjects with a higher education level are less risk prone. With respect to this, we can only
confirm the association between gender and risk attitude.

6 Conclusion

Nowadays, consumers’ demand for organic food is increasing worldwide, even if no conclusive evidence
on its healthier beneficial effect exist: this confirms what suggested by the recent literature, that is an
increased importance of the role of credence characteristics in consumers’ eating preference (Fernqvist
and Ekelund, 2014; Del Giudice et al., 2018). In parallel with this, the research on what motivates and
what hinders the organic demand to predict future organic market’s outcomes is still an open issue for
scientists and marketing managers. Against this backdrop, this study marks a beginning: by estimating the
underlying risk preference of individuals, implications for future research in the field of organic
consumption arise from finding a significant association between the individual attitude toward avoiding
risks in a general sense and a high organic food consumption frequency during the week, which they
might consider a healthy eating choice and a risk avoiding strategy. This positive association supports the
recent increased consumer demand for a more transparent and effective risk communication that justifies
the current effort of the authorities to improve it (Veflen et al., 2017; Eurobarometer Report, 2019).

Furthermore, we found that a high OC frequency is associated with a high individual perception of health
benefits (i.e. health risk reduction for the population) from OC; this also deserves a more detailed
assessment: indeed, this dependency could be harnessed in the promotion of organic food, whose policy
support is promising for improving the sustainability of the agri-food sector from a policy perspective, as
shown by the more recent proposal for the EU Common Agricultural Policy reform*. To sum up, what this
article shows is that both risk attitude and perceived health benefits (i.e. perceived health risk reduction)
are relevant factors to consider when studying the organic food choice, in order to provide interesting
policy implications. For instance, if consumers’ OC decision is strongly influenced by risk attitude,
probably the effect of policy campaigns built to encourage OC are less effective in changing it; conversely,

4 See the recent Farm to Fork strategy of the Green Deal.
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consumers’ perceptions® are more likely to change, e.g. due to information and educational campaigns. In
this sense, it is good that further research investigates which factor, between risk attitude and risk
perception, strongly influences OC to drive policy interventions to encourage OC among people. To
conclude, this paper presents some limitations as the non-representativeness of the sample and the use
of a lottery that was not incentivized; however, we confirm that our study is exploratory, thus we make no
claims for the results’ generalization. Notwithstanding a promising research opportunity paved by this
work, i.e. the organic consumers’ segmentation based on their risk profiling, further confirmatory analysis
on a larger and more representative sample of consumers are necessary in order to provide useful
information for organic producers and firms.
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