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Segmentation of local food consumers based on altruistic
motives and perceived purchasing barriers: a
Croatian study

�Zeljka Mesi�ca, Kristina Petljakb, Darija Borovi�ca and Marina Tomi�ca

aDepartment of Marketing in Agriculture, Faculty of Agriculture, University of Zagreb, Zagreb,
Croatia; bDepartment of Trade and International Business, Faculty of Economics and Business
Zagreb, Universiy of Zagreb, Zagreb, Croatia

ABSTRACT
This is the first empirical study which has segmented consumers
based on their altruistic motives and perceived barriers in pur-
chasing local food in a developing country, which has received lit-
tle prior research attention and as such, provides a valuable
contribution to the local food research stream. An empirical study
was conducted via an online questionnaire on a sample of 402
Croatian local food consumers. In such a way we identified two
consumer segments: (1) embedded local food consumers and (2)
disinclined local food consumers. Embedded local food consumers
report a significantly higher mean score concerning altruistic
motives and a significantly lower mean score for perceived bar-
riers in purchasing local food compared to the other segment.
Also, they buy and consume local food more often and put more
emphasis on personal motives, such as freshness, quality, and
taste. Embedded local food consumers are more satisfied with the
current local food supply and are willing to pay higher prices for
local food as compared to disinclined local food consumers. This
empirical study fills the evident research gap in local food litera-
ture regarding altruistic motives and barriers in purchasing locally
produced food.
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1. Introduction

The local food movement began in the last decade because consumers started to pay
more attention to their health, diet, environment, and support of local community
(Feldmann & Hamm, 2015; Meyerding et al., 2019; Reich et al., 2018; Stanton et al.,
2012; Wenzig & Gruchmann, 2018). The academic community has also identified and
followed the local food movement in its research among local food producers (Selfa
& Qazi, 2005; Zollet, 2019), retailers (Gruchmann et al., 2019; Printezis & Grebitus,
2018; Trivette, 2019), consumers (Aprile et al., 2016; Megicks et al., 2012; Memery
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et al., 2015; Meyerding et al., 2019; Wenzig & Gruchmann, 2018; Zepeda & Deal,
2009) and governments (Bianchi & Mortimer, 2015).

However, although the local food movement is quickly expanding, there is no uni-
form definition of and understanding of precisely what local food is (Jones et al.,
2004). This is an ongoing issue and debate between local food producers on one side
and local food consumers on the other, but as well as for the academic community.
The nonuniformity of the definition makes it difficult to compare local food know-
ledge and research results in different countries. Based on an extensive theoretical lit-
erature review, we have identified three (3) different author approaches in defining
local food (Figure 1): 1) the geographical distance approach; 2) the social approach
and 3) the perceptual approach. The geographical distance approach represents the
distance food has travelled from the place of production to the site of consumption
(usually defined in terms of proximity or food miles) (Chambers et al., 2007; Khan &
Prior, 2010; Memery et al., 2015; Morris & Buller, 2003; Roininen et al., 2006).

A UK study by Memery et al. (2015) showed that the vast majority of researchers
focus on the geographical distance approach, in terms of miles or kilometers that
food has travelled from the place of production to point of sale. For example, the
geographical distance can range from 10 to 170 kilometers (Chambers et al., 2007;
Khan & Prior, 2010; Memery et al., 2015; Roininen et al., 2006). In the United States,
local food is any food product that is distributed within 100 miles (about 160 km)
from its origin (Smith & MacKinnon, 2007), while in some European countries (e.g.
Italy), local food is considered as food bought and consumed within 100 km from the
place of production (Kneafsey et al., 2013). The social approach takes into consider-
ation the close relationship between the producer and consumer (Bianchi, 2017;
Jensen et al., 2019; Meyerding et al., 2019; Skallerud & Wien, 2019; Witzling & Shaw,

Figure 1. Different approaches in local food definition. Source: Authors’ own compilation.
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2019), while the perceptual approach takes into consideration the consumer percep-
tion of local food (freshness, taste, quality) (Grebitus et al., 2013; Jensen et al., 2019;
Meyerding et al., 2019; Penney & Prior, 2014).

Numerous scientific studies have been published explaining the different research
areas highlighting the relevance of this research field (Feldmann & Hamm, 2015;
Rainbolt et al., 2012; Zepeda & Nie, 2012), such as 1) local food concepts (Chambers
et al., 2007; Coley et al., 2009; Feldmann & Hamm, 2015; La Trobe & Acott, 2000),
2) local food definitions (Adams & Adams, 2011; Zepeda & Leviten-Reid, 2004), 3)
consumer motivations (Arsil et al., 2014; 2018; Pearson et al., 2011), 4) local food pur-
chasing behavior (Bianchi, 2017; Megicks et al., 2012: Cholette et al., 2013), 5) pur-
chasing preferences between organic and local food (Cholette et al., 2013; Denver &
Jensen, 2014; Pugliese et al., 2013; Zepeda & Deal, 2009), 6) local food labelling
(Onozaka & Mcfadden, 2011; Meyerding et al., 2019), 7) local food consumption
behaviour (Annunziata et al., 2019), 8) consumers’ willingness-to-pay for local food
(Adams & Salois, 2010; Gracia et al., 2012), 9) local food purchasing barriers (Birch &
Memery, 2014; Chambers et al., 2007; Khan & Prior, 2010; Megicks et al., 2012).

On the consumer-side of local food research, some studies identified consumer
segments with regard to local food purchase and consumption (e.g. Aprile et al.,
2016; Bean & Sharp, 2011; Khan & Prior, 2010; Zepeda & Nie, 2012), but limited
research addressed consumer segments based on their motives in purchasing local
food (Selfa & Qazi, 2005; Thilmany et al., 2008; Witzling & Shaw, 2019). Accordingly,
no previous research has been conducted to segment consumers based on their altru-
istic motives and perceived barriers in purchasing local food. Furthermore, studies
that have explored consumer motives in purchasing local food have been mostly con-
ducted in the USA (Selfa & Qazi, 2005; Witzling & Shaw, 2019) or developed
European countries (e.g. United Kingdom (La Trobe & Acott, 2000; Weatherell et al.,
2003; Jones et al., 2004; Chambers et al., 2007; Khan & Prior, 2010; Penney & Prior,
2014), Italy (Aprile et al., 2016; Naspetti & Bodini, 2008), France (Sirieix et al., 2008),
Denmark (Jensen et al., 2019), Finland (Roininen et al., 2006), Germany (Henseleit
et al., 2007). The fact that local food is a global world movement can be seen through
the studies gaining momentum in other countries, as well, such as in China (Sirieix
et al., 2011), Chile (Bianchi, 2017), Indonesia (Arsil et al., 2014; Arsil et al., 2018),
Lebanon (Pugliese et al., 2013). However, according to Campbell (2013), there is still
a lack of and need to investigate the motives and behavior towards local food in
countries with different cultural and economic backgrounds, as well as in less devel-
oped countries (Bianchi, 2017).

Taking this into consideration, the data presented in the study was collected in
Croatia, a developing Central-Eastern European country. Croatia is a small develop-
ing Mediterranean country with high-level gastronomic culture. As previous studies
have shown, Croatian consumers prefer domestic food (Zari�c et al., 2018) and are
willing to pay a premium for it (Tomi�c & Alfnes, 2018). As is the case in many EU
countries, for example, in Germany (Meyerding et al., 2019), Croatia has no stand-
ards and legal local food regulations.

Furthermore, the local food movement in Croatia has influenced the opening of
new smaller green specialized grocery stores, where some consumers prefer to buy
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locally produced fresh and processed food. Following local food consumption trends,
there are many initiatives to promote domestic food consumption in Croatia, which
indicates not only the relevance but also the importance of further research on this
topic (e.g. School Milk Scheme where local dairies deliver school milk). In 2018 the
first short food supply chain ‘Najbolje ‘z Med-imurja’ was established, which brought
together 20 Croatian local food producers. Altogether, there were 167.676 family
farms registered in 2018 in Croatia. For these family farms, a short supply chain can
be a potentially new distribution channel, as local production contributes to the
development of the economy, as well as the country’s identity.

In light of above considerations, the main goals of this study were: (1) to examine
consumer behaviour in the purchasing and consumption of local food, (2) to segment
local food consumers based on altruistic motives and perceived barriers in purchasing
local food and (3) to explore the differences among the obtained segments based on
their socio-demographic characteristics and their purchasing and consump-
tion behaviour.

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows. It starts with a theoretical
background section and research question explaining the motivation for the paper. In
Section 2, the literature on personal and altruistic motives and barriers in purchasing
local food is reviewed. Based on the literature review, we found a gap in the literature
and conducted empirical research. In the next paragraph, we present our research
methodology, together with data analysis, and a discussion of the obtained research
results. Then we conclude with an emphasis on the main theoretical and managerial
contributions, as well as the limitations of the conducted primary research and pro-
vide ideas for future possible research streams in the domain of local food purchasing
and consumption behaviour.

2. Literature review

Previous studies have shown different food-related decision-making styles (Ani�c
et al., 2015), as well as the different reasons that motivate consumers in purchasing
local food. According to Weatherell et al. (2003) motives can be broadly divided into
Ad 1.) Motives associated with self-interest (personal motives) and Ad 2.) Motives
related to altruism (altruistic or societal motives). In order to maximize their own
wealth rational humans do whatever they think is necessary in the view of neoclas-
sical economics (Rushton, 1984). On the other hand, people are labeled as altruistic
when they make sacrifices to benefit others without expecting personal benefit.
Altruism is affection and behaviour, where the goal of the individual is to help
another individual who does not expect any kind of reward or help from others
(Simon, 1993). Altruism is usually described as ‘selfless’ because the interests of other
individuals are placed above personal interests. Altruistic practices are conscious and
are intended to help someone and require some aspects of sacrifice or renunciation
(Mansbridge, 1990). Therefore, by this definition, altruistic behaviour would be one
particular type of prosocial behaviour. Altruism is the opposite of selfish-
ness (egoism).
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Personal motives are motivated by self-interest (e.g. the intrinsic quality of local
food, price, and healthiness) (Memery et al., 2015; Weatherell et al., 2003).

Based on the detailed literature review depicted in Table 1, we conclude that better
quality and taste are the most frequently mentioned personal motives among con-
sumers, followed by the price of the local food, freshness, healthier aspects of local food
and greater trust in local food.

Consumers are purchasing and consuming local food not only because of their
personal pleasure and the value provided but also for altruistic reasons as well
according to Gracia et al. (2012). Indeed, in previous studies (Aprile et al., 2016;
Chambers et al., 2007; Morris & Buller, 2003; Onozaka et al., 2010), altruistic motives
were found to be significant factors in explaining local food purchasing behavior.
Altruistic motives or doing ‘wider good’ relate to the perception that consumers buy
local food because they consider it to be more environmentally friendly (e.g. fewer
food miles), and more socially responsible, as it directly supports local farmers, local
retailers, local community and the local economy in general.

Based on the detailed literature review shown in Table 2, we also identified that
altruistic motives are related to the support of local farmers, support of local economies

Table 1. Current research on the exploration of personal motives in purchasing local food.
Personal motives in
purchasing local food References in Literature

Greater trust Jensen et al. (2019), Arsil et al. (2018), Nganje et al. (2011), Naspetti and
Bodini (2008).

Familiarity Meyerding et al. (2019), Penney and Prior (2014), Naspetti and Bodini (2008),
Selfa and Qazi (2005), Zepeda and Leviten-Reid (2004).

Better quality Meyerding et al. (2019), Witzling and Shaw (2019), Arsil et al. (2018), Aprile
et al. (2016), Memery et al. (2015), Penney and Prior (2014), Denver and
Jensen (2014), Arsil et al. (2014), Grebitus et al. (2013), Megicks et al. (2012)
Conner et al. (2010) Zepeda and Deal (2009), Naspetti and Bodini (2008).

Better taste Meyerding et al. (2019), Skallerud and Wien (2019), Jensen et al. (2019), Arsil
et al. (2018), Aprile et al. (2016), Penney and Prior (2014), Denver and Jensen
(2014), Arsil et al. (2014), Pugliese et al. (2013), Zepeda and Nie (2012),
Pearson et al. (2011), Zepeda and Deal (2009), Naspetti and Bodini (2008),
Selfa and Qazi (2005), Zepeda and Leviten-Reid (2004), Weatherell
et al. (2003).

Freshness Meyerding et al. (2019), Jensen et al. (2019), Penney and Prior (2014), Grebitus
et al. (2013), Zepeda and Nie (2012), Bingen et al. (2011), Naspetti and Bodini
(2008), Selfa and Qazi (2005), Zepeda and Leviten-Reid (2004), Weatherell
et al. (2003).

Pleasant feeling Skallerud and Wien (2019), Arsil et al. (2018), Bingen et al. (2011), Naspetti and
Bodini (2008), Zepeda and Leviten-Reid (2004).

Food origin Meyerding et al. (2019), Memery et al. (2015), Penney and Prior (2014), Pugliese
et al. (2013), Naspetti and Bodini (2008), Weatherell et al. (2003).

Production method Meyerding et al. (2019), Naspetti and Bodini (2008).
Price Meyerding et al. (2019), Witzling and Shaw (2019), Jensen et al. (2019), Arsil

et al. (2018), Donaher and Lynes (2017), Penney and Prior (2014), Arsil et al.
(2014), Conner et al. (2010), Khan and Prior (2010), Naspetti and Bodini
(2008), Chambers et al. (2007), Selfa and Qazi (2005).

Transparency Meyerding et al. (2019), Naspetti and Bodini (2008).
Healthier food Meyerding et al. (2019), Arsil et al. (2018), Penney and Prior (2014), Denver and

Jensen (2014), Pugliese et al. (2013), Pearson et al. (2011), Naspetti and
Bodini (2008), Weatherell et al. (2003).

Safety Meyerding et al. (2019), Witzling and Shaw (2019), Aprile et al. (2016), Grebitus
et al. (2013), Zepeda and Nie (2012), Naspetti and Bodini (2008).

Place of production (locally) Aprile et al. (2016), Denver and Jensen (2014), Naspetti and Bodini (2008), Selfa
and Qazi (2005), Weatherell et al. (2003).

Source: Authors’ own compilation.
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and communities, so as to the environmental concerns (e.g. less food miles are necessary
to transport the food to the market, societal concerns, concerns for animal welfare as
well as sustainability issues. According to Bianchi and Mortimer (2015), altruistic
motives, such as supporting local family farms or environmental concerns, may be an
even stronger indicator for purchasing local food compared to personal motives.

Although interest in purchasing local food has been increasing, different barriers
still are preventing consumers from more frequent purchases (Table 3). One of the
most substantial barriers in purchasing local food is high price (Chambers et al., 2007;
COI/FSA, 2007; Conner et al., 2010; Khan & Prior, 2010; Lynes, 2015; Megicks et al.,
2012; Penney & Prior, 2014; Sirieix et al., 2008; Zepeda & Leviten-Reid, 2004). There
are also other barriers which prevent consumers from buying more local food, such
as: the actual or perceived availability of local food, time pressures faced by consumers,
lack of product choices and lack of trust in the origins of local food and limited promo-
tion of local food products, among others.

3. Materials and Methods

3.1. Empirical research

In this study, among the three approaches, we used the geographical distance
approach for defining local food, as previously described by Kneafsey et al. (2013). A
total of 402 Croatian local food consumers over the age of 18 participated in an
online questionnaire, conducted during February of 2017. The participants who
agreed to be involved in the research were emailed a link to the online questionnaire.
Before conducting the study research, the questionnaire was pre-tested in a face-to-
face survey conducted with 20 respondents. We used non-probability convenience

Table 2. Current research on the exploration of altruistic motives in purchasing local food.
Altruistic motives in
purchasing local food References in Literature

Sustainability Meyerding et al. (2019), Naspetti and Bodini (2008)
Short transport distances Meyerding et al. (2019), Aprile et al. (2016), Pearson et al. (2011), Naspetti

and Bodini (2008).
Support of local farmers Meyerding et al. (2019), Skallerud and Wien (2019), Witzling and Shaw

(2019), Jensen et al. (2019), Bianchi (2017), Aprile et al. (2016), Bianchi and
Mortimer (2015), Memery et al. (2015), Penney and Prior (2014), Arsil et al.
(2014), Megicks et al. (2012), Bingen et al. (2011), Conner et al. (2010),
Zepeda and Deal (2009), Naspetti and Bodini (2008), Chambers et al.
(2007), Selfa and Qazi (2005), Zepeda and Leviten-Reid (2004).

Support of local community Arsil et al. (2018), Donaher and Lynes (2017), Memery et al. (2015), Campbell
et al. (2013), Megicks et al. (2012), Bingen et al. (2011), Pearson et al.
(2011), Zepeda and Deal (2009), Naspetti and Bodini (2008), Zepeda and
Leviten-Reid (2004).

More environmentally friendly Meyerding et al. (2019), Witzling and Shaw (2019), Wenzig and Gruchmann
(2018), Bianchi (2017), Aprile et al. (2016), Penney and Prior (2014), Denver
and Jensen (2014), Campbell et al. (2013), Pugliese et al. (2013), Bingen
et al. (2011), Naspetti and Bodini (2008), Selfa and Qazi (2005), Weatherell
et al. (2003).

Societal concern Skallerud and Wien (2019), Bianchi (2017), Memery et al. (2015), Campbell
et al. (2013), Bingen et al. (2011), Naspetti and Bodini (2008), Megicks
et al. (2012).

Animal welfare Jensen et al. (2019), Penney and Prior (2014), Zepeda and Deal (2009).

Source: Authors’ own compilation.
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sampling – the snowball technique (Goodman, 1961). In the first stage of the
research, we contacted a few local food consumers and asked them to recommend
additional respondents, similar to the study conducted by Skallerud and Wien (2019).
The questionnaire consisted of the following parts: (1) Consumers’ behavior in local
food purchasing and consumption, (2) The importance of personal and altruistic
motives, (3) Perceived barriers in purchasing local food and (4) Consumer socio-demo-
graphic characteristics. The importance of personal and altruistic motives and per-
ceived barriers in purchasing local food was measured on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 - completely disagree to 5 – completely agree.

The personal motives used in this study were freshness (Bingen et al., 2011;
Chambers et al., 2007; Grebitus et al., 2013; Penney & Prior, 2014; Selfa & Qazi, 2005;
Zepeda & Nie, 2012), better taste (Arsil et al., 2014, Aprile et al., 2016; Selfa & Qazi,
2005; Weatherell et al., 2003; etc.), better quality (Aprile et al., 2016; Arsil et al., 2014;
Conner et al., 2010; Naspetti & Bodini, 2008) and healthier food (Pearson et al., 2011;
Penney & Prior, 2014; Pugliese et al., 2013; Weatherell et al., 2003) (see Table 1).

Altruistic motives were measured using five statements (see Table 2) formulated
based on previous literature (Aprile et al., 2016, Bingen et al., 2011; Megicks et al.,
2012; Naspetti & Bodini, 2008; Onozaka et al., 2010; Selfa & Qazi, 2005; Zepeda and
Leviten – Reid, 2004).

We also refer to the previous studies to define the barriers in purchasing local
food (see Table 3). The barriers used in this study were high price of local food
(Chambers et al., 2007; Khan & Prior, 2010; Lynes, 2015; Megicks et al., 2012; Penney
& Prior, 2014), lack of time/time pressure faced by consumers (Chambers et al., 2007;
Conner et al., 2010; Khan & Prior, 2010; Megicks et al., 2012; Sirieix et al., 2008;
Tippins et al., 2002) and lack of trust (Birch & Memery, 2014; Chambers et al., 2007).

3.2. Sample characteristics

The sample (N¼ 402) consisted of 67.90% female respondents, 58.20% of respondents
were 18 to 30 years of age, and 63.50% of them had completed a university degree,
including Master and/or PhD degree. The respondents mostly live in families of 2 – 4
household members (75.40%), no children below 14 (70.90%) and with a family

Table 3. Current research on the exploration of barriers in purchasing local food.
Barriers in purchasing local food References in Literature

Inconvenience and lack of availability La Trobe (2001), Stephenson and Lev (2004), Zepeda
and Leviten-Reid (2004), Chambers et al. (2007),
Sirieix et al. (2008), Conner et al. (2010), Khan and
Prior (2010), Bean and Sharp (2011), Pearson et al.
(2011), Megicks et al. (2012), Penney and Prior
(2014), Birch and Memery (2014).

High price of local food Zepeda and Leviten-Reid (2004), Chambers et al. (2007),
Sirieix et al. (2008), Conner et al. (2010), Khan and
Prior (2010), Penney and Prior (2014), Lynes (2015).

Lack of time / time pressure faced by consumers Tippins et al. (2002), Chambers et al. (2007), Sirieix
et al. (2008), Conner et al. (2010), Khan and Prior
(2010) Pearson et al. (2011), Megicks et al. (2012).

Lack of trust to the authenticity of local food Bingen et al. (2011), Birch and Memery (2014).
Limited promotion Pearson et al. (2011), Penney and Prior (2014).

Source: Authors’ own compilation.
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monthly income higher than 1300 e (39.80%). (see Table 4). The results on socio-
demographic characteristics revealed heterogeneous sample; yet, there was certain
bias in terms of younger female respondents with higher education and income levels
as compared to the census data for Croatia (Croatian Census of Population &
Households & Dwellings, 2011).

3.3. Data Analyses

In the first stage of data processing, the frequencies of consumer responses were cal-
culated by use of univariate analysis (via SPSS, v. 21.0 software). Assessment of con-
sumer motives and barriers was based on their mean responses to the Likert scale
questions. Secondly, factor and cluster analyses were conducted to segment local food
consumers. Altruistic motives and perceived barriers in purchasing local food were
used as input variables for factor analysis.

To establish the appropriateness of each inter-correlation matrix for factor analysis
(Hair et al., 2010), we used the Bartlett test and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of
Sampling Adequacy (KMO). The principal component method was performed on the
eight variables and as proposed by Kaiser (1974) factors with eigenvalues higher than
one and variables with factor loadings more significant than 0.6 were used for further
analysis because only those variables were statistically significant for interpretation pur-
poses. To ease the interpretation of each factor, the varimax rotation procedure was
performed (Malhotra, 1999). Furthermore, to verify the reliability of the factor analysis,
we computed Cronbach’s alpha and followed suggestions by Nunnally and Bernstein
(1994) about the quality of metrics. Internal consistency can be considered as good if
Cronbach’s alpha is higher than 0.6 (a> 0.6) (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) statistics were 0.790, which is above the recom-
mended value of 0.6 (Kaiser, 1974), and Bartlett’s test of sphericity (v2-test ¼
1261.922, p< 0.001), (Bartlett, 1954) reached statistical significance, supporting the
factorability of the correlation matrix.

Table 4. Socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents.
Socio-demographics n¼ 402 %

Gender Male 32.10
Female 67.90

Age 18 – 30 58.20
31 – 40 17.20
41 – 50 16.20
> 50 8.40

Education High school 36.60
University degree 47.80
Master and/or PhD 15.70

Family monthly income (e) Up to 670 12.70
671 – 1000 21.10
1001 – 1300 26.40
> 1300 39.80

Number of household members 1 6.00
2 – 4 75.40
5 – 8 18.70

Number of children below 14 in household 0 70.90
1 19.90
�2 9.20

Source: Authors’ own compilation based on survey.
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Factor scores of altruistic motives and barriers variables were used to cluster the
consumers into segments, with Euclidean distance and Ward’s aggregation method
applied in the analysis. Cluster analysis is an often-used technique in food market
research, as can be seen from studies on the segmentation of the cheese market
(Mes�ıas et al., 2003), tomato market (Alamanos et al., 2013), or applied to the market
segmentation of traditional, organic, and functional food products (Bre�ci�c et al.,
2017). Cluster analysis was also used in the segmentation of the local market whereby
we highlight the works of Zepeda and Nie (2012), Aprile et al. (2016), Arsil et al.
(2018) and Witzling and Shaw (2019). The differences between the obtained segments
regarding altruistic motives and perceived barriers in purchasing local food were
examined by the Mann-Whitney U-test. Moreover, the differences between segments
according to consumer behavior in purchasing and consumption of local food; will-
ingness’ to pay more for local food; consumer satisfaction with the current local food
available and respondents sociodemographic characteristics were determined by the
ANOVA and v2-test.

4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Consumer local food purchasing and consumption behaviour

Study results presented in Figure 2 showed that more than half of the Croatian con-
sumers purchase local food several times a month, which is relatively low if we com-
pared the results to some western EU countries.

Figure 2. Local food purchasing and consumption behavior. Source: Authors’ own compilation
based on survey.
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The study conducted in England by Gairdner (2006) revealed that one-third of
respondents purchase local food less than once a month and more than one-third are
purchasing it once a week. A study carried out by Aprile et al. (2016) in Italy found
out that 45.00% of Italian consumers stated that they bought local foods often and
they were considered as permanent buyers, 43.00% of respondents purchase local
food sometimes and they were named as occasional buyers. Respondents in Croatia
mostly consumed local food several times a month (41.10%), while around a third of
them consumed local food several times a week. This is quite the opposite of the
results of the survey conducted on the sample of 566 consumers in the UK which
showed that 60.00% of the UK consumers declared to consume local food regularly
(once a week), while 22.00% of them eat local food once a month (Clayton, 2015).
These differences can be explained by the fact that the local food market in Croatia is
still underdeveloped; therefore, these results of lower purchasing and consumption
frequency compared to developed countries are not surprising.

In Croatia, likewise, as in other Mediterranean countries (Italy, Spain, Greece),
consumers have high preferences for purchasing local food at city markets (54.50%).
This can be related to the fact that the most extensive local food supply is at the city’s
markets where historically Croatian farmers sell their products directly to consumers.
Contrary, supermarkets are the dominant sales channel for local food consumers in
most highly developed countries (Jones et al., 2004; Onozaka et al., 2010; Penney &
Prior, 2014). According to Jones et al. (2004), the main reasons for purchasing local
food at supermarkets are convenient locations, operating hours and a wide range of
products. In Croatia, supermarkets have a very narrow selection and promotion of
local food products, which partly explains why consumers did not prefer this pur-
chasing channel.

Regarding the preferred local food categories, respondents in Croatia mostly pur-
chase local fruits and vegetables (83.00%), eggs (60.00%), fresh milk and dairy prod-
ucts (55.00%), meat and meat products (49.00%). Our results support the findings of
several previous studies (Chambers et al., 2007; Grebitus et al., 2013; Khan & Prior,
2010), which identified the same product groups that consumers purchase more
often. Unsurprisingly, the most widely bought local foods in all countries are fruits
and vegetables. To pay a higher price for local food, almost all respondents are will-
ing to pay more for it (96.00%), which is consistent with previous findings (Carpio &
Isengildina-Massa, 2009; Feldmann & Hamm, 2015; Rainbolt et al., 2012). Most
Croatian respondents would be willing to pay a 10-20% higher price for local food
(42.90%), while 38.50% of the respondents would pay more than 20.00% above aver-
age prices. We have found that consumers who buy and consume local food more
often and those who buy local food at city markets are willing to pay more for local
food (p¼ 0.00). Most of the consumers were satisfied (�x¼ 3.86) or moderately satis-
fied (�x¼3.26) with the availability of local food on the Croatian market.

4.2. Motives for purchasing local food

Respondents consider the most essential personal motives for purchasing local food
to be freshness (�x¼4.24), better taste (�x¼4.11), higher quality of local food (�x¼4.09)
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and they consider it healthier (�x¼3.99). Among altruistic motives, respondents’ evalu-
ate as the most essential one, support to small scale local food producers (�x¼4.38) ,
support to the local economy (�x¼4.34) and the generation of local jobs ( x�¼4.27),
(Table 5). While, on the other hand, it is interesting to note that respondents evaluate
support of environmental sustainability (�x¼3.77) and animal welfare (�x¼3.36) as less
important than other motives. These results are in alignment with previous research
on the importance of altruistic motives in purchasing local food, whereas the most
important motive among altruistic motives is the support of small scale local
food producers.

4.3. Local food consumer segmentation

4.3.1. Factor analysis
By using factor analysis, eight statements were grouped into two independent factors
explaining 61.93% of the total variance, with the first factor explaining 42.16%. The
extracted factors were named as follows: Ad 1.) Altruistic motives in purchasing local
food and Ad 2.) Barriers in purchasing local food. Table 4 shows the results of the fac-
tor analysis as well as the reliability analysis of the variables.

4.3.2. The cluster analysis and the description of obtained segments
The cluster analysis identified two segments of consumers with different altruistic
motives and perceived barriers in purchasing local food. The clusters, i.e. consumer
segments, were named as embedded local food consumers and disinclined local food
consumers (as seen from Table 6).

The discriminant analysis showed that both of the identified factors significantly
influenced (p< 0.05) cluster differentiation. It was found that 93.03% of the original
grouped cases were classified correctly, verifying that dividing consumers into seg-
ments was not just incidental.

4.3.3. Profiling local food consumers
In the interpretation of consumer segments, the statements included in the factor
analyses were used, as well as, local food purchasing and consumption behaviour,
willingness’ to pay more for local food, consumer satisfaction with current local food

Table 5. The factor loading matrix.

Statement �x SD
Factor
loading

Variance
explained a

FACTOR 1 - Altruistic motives in purchasing local food
Supports small scale local food producers 4.38 0.752 0.85 42.16% 0.85
Supports environmental sustainability 3.77 0.982 0.75
Supports the local economy 4.34 0.773 0.88
Generate more local jobs 4.27 0.804 0.87
Support animal welfare 3.36 1.065 0.63
FACTOR 2 - Barriers in purchasing local food
High price 3.12 0.950 0.77 19.77% 0.59
Lack of time 2.48 1.029 0.77
Lack of trust 2.17 0.953 0.66
� 1 – completely disagree… .5 – completely agree, ��Mann-Whitney U-test.
Source: Authors’ own compilation based on survey.
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offered, the importance of personal motives, and sociodemographic characteristics of
the consumers.

4.3.3.1. Segment 1: Embedded local food consumers. Segment 1 is more prominent
and consists of 63.90% of the sample. This cluster is characterized by a high percent-
age of females (70.40%). Consumers in this segment are between 18 and 30 years of
age (58.70%), well educated (51.00% with a university degree), and have a family
monthly income (e) more than e1.300 (Table 7).

Embedded local food consumers strongly agreed that supporting small scale local
food producers (�xembedded ¼ 4.68) and the local economy (�xembedded ¼ 4.65), as well
as the possibility of generating more local jobs (�xembedded ¼ 4.64) were the principal
motives for their purchasing decision. Also, to a large extent, they supported environ-
mental sustainability (�xembedded ¼ 4.11) and animal welfare when purchasing local
food (�xembedded ¼ 3.64).

In this cluster, consumers do not agree that higher prices (�xembedded ¼ 2.95), lack
of time (�xembedded ¼ 2.16) and lack of trust or skepticism regarding the authenticity
of local food (�xembedded ¼ 1.78) are the most significant barriers which prevent them
from buying more local food (Table 6).

Most consumers in this segment buy local food several times a month (37.40%), and
they consume it several times a week (35.00%). Even 41.00% of individuals belonging to
this segment are satisfied with the current selection of local food. Most respondents in
this segment would be willing to pay a 10-20% higher price for local food while 41.20%
of them would pay more than 20% higher prices (Table 8). They put more emphasis on
personal motives (freshness, quality, taste) in purchasing local food (Table 9).

4.3.3.2. Segment 2: Disinclined local food consumers. The second segment consists of
36.10% of the sample. Similarly, as cluster 1, cluster 2 is characterized by a high per-
centage of women (63.40%). Consumers are between 18 and 30 years of age (57.20%),

Table 6. Consumer segments based on altruistic motives and perceived barriers in purchasing
local food.

Items

Embedded local food
consumers

n¼ 257 (63.90%)

Disinclined local food
consumers

n¼ 145 (36.10%)
p��Mean�

Altruistic motives for local food purchasing
Supports small scale local

food producers
4.68 3.84 0.00

Supports environmental
sustainability

4.11 3.17 0.00

Supports the
local economy

4.65 3.78 0.00

Generate more local jobs 4.60 3.69 0.00
Supports the animal

welfare
3.64 2.86 0.00

Barriers to local food purchasing
High prices 2.95 3.64 0.00
Lack of time 2.16 3.06 0.00
Lack of trust 1.78 2.85 0.00
� 1 – completely disagree… .5 – completely agree, ��Mann-Whitney U-test.
Source: Authors’ own compilation based on survey.
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an equal share of them has finished high school (41.40%) and completed a university
degree (42.10%), and have a family monthly income (e) of more than e1.300
(43.40%) (Table 7).

Although disinclined local food consumers report a positive mean score concerning
altruistic motives, they are not as positive as embedded local food consumers.
Disinclined local food consumers stated higher mean score in perceived barriers in
purchasing local food, suh as, higher prices (�xdisinclined ¼ 3.64), lack of time
(�xdisinclined ¼ 3.06) and lack of trust in the authenticity of local food (�xdisinclined ¼
2.85) (p< 0.05) (Table 6). Consumers who belong to this segment buy and consume
local food less often than embedded local food consumers (p< 0.05). This segment has
a higher share of consumers who never purchase local food and those who buy local
food less than once a month. More than a third of the disinclined local food consum-
ers consume local food several times a month, about 15.00% less than once a month
and only 9.00% every day. The majority of consumers belonging to this cluster are
moderately satisfied with the current selection of local food (39.00%).

Similarly, as embedded local food consumers, most consumers in this segment are
willing to pay 10-20% higher prices for local food, although there is higher share of
consumers (compared to Segment 1) who are ready to pay lower prices - up to 10%
and a smaller percentage of those who are willing to pay more than 20% higher pri-
ces (p< 0.05) (Table 8). This segment pays less attention to personal motives
(Table 9).

4.3.4. Differences among obtained segments
We found out that embedded local food consumers more frequently buy and con-
sume local food, which is in line with the studies carried out by Keeling-Bond et al.

Table 7. Consumer segments according to their socio-demographic characteristics.

Sociodemographics

Embedded local
food

consumers (63.90%)

Disinclined local
food

consumers (36.10%) p�
Gender Male 29.60 36.60 > 0.05

Female 70.40 63.40
Age 18 – 30 58.70 57.20 > 0.05

31 – 40 19.50 13.10
41 – 50 14.00 20.00
> 50 7.70 9.70

Education High school 33.90 41.40 > 0.05
University degree 51.00 42.10
Master and/or PhD 15.20 16.60

Family monthly
income (e)

Up to 670 13.60 11.00 > 0.05
671 – 1000 20.20 22.80
1001 – 1300 28.40 22.80
> 1300 37.70 43.40

Number of
household members

1 6.20 5.50 > 0.05
2 – 4 73.20 79.30
5 – 8 20.60 15.20

Number of children
below14
in household

0 19.80 20.00 > 0.05
1 68.90 74.50
�2 11.30 5.50

Note: there is no statistically significant difference between segments with respect to sociodemographic characteris-
tics, (p< 0.05).
Source: Authors’ own compilation based on survey.
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(2009) and Carpio and Isengildina-Massa (2009) who revealed that consumers with a
higher propensity to buy local food were more influenced by altruistic attributes,
such as supporting local farmers and the economy. As Roininen et al. (2006) dis-
cussed in their paper, people believe that purchasing local food is good for the econ-
omy and beneficial for rural areas and they suggest this positive association is often a
primary reason for buying local food. A study carried out by Stephenson and Lev
(2004) has also shown that the two most important reasons for purchasing local food
were to motivate farmers to stay in rural areas and to support the local economy.
Embedded local food consumers give high importance to altruistic motives, and
therefore, we can characterize them as real locavores.

Furthermore, we found that embedded local food consumers were willing to pay
higher prices for local food as compared to disinclined local food consumers
(p< 0.05). The study results supported findings by Sunding (2003) and Thilmany

Table 8. Consumer segments based on local food consumption and purchasing behaviour.
Embedded local

food
consumers (63.90%)

Disinclined local
food

consumers (36.10%) p�
Purchasing
frequency

Less than once a month 11.30 24.80 < 0.05
Once a month 10.90 9.70
Several times a month 37.40 37.20
Once a week 24.10 14.50
Several times a week 16.30 13.80

Place of purchase City markets 53.70 55.90 > 0.05
Direct selling 29.20 20.70
Specialized stores 5.80 6.90
Supermarkets 11.30 16.60

Consumption
frequency

Less than once a month 4.30 15.20 < 0.05
Once a month 5.40 7.60
Several times a month 29.60 37.90
Once a week 9.30 6.90
Several times a week 35.00 22.80
Everyday 16.30 9.70

Consumer
satisfaction with the
local food offer

Not satisfied at all 0.80 2.80 < 0.05
Not satisfied 7.40 13.10
Moderately satisfied 28.80 39.30
Satisfied 41.60 33.10
Very satisfied 21.40 11.70

Willingness’ to pay
more for local food

up to 10% 14.80 25.50 < 0.05
10 – 20% 44.00 40.90
>20 41.20 33.60

Note: there is statistically significant difference between segments with respect to all variables, besides place of pur-
chase (p< 0.05).
Source: Authors’ own compilation based on survey

Table 9. Consumer segments based on importance of personal motives.

Items
Embedded local food consumers Disinclined local food consumers

p��Mean�
Personal motives
Local food is fresher 4.47 3.85 0.00
Local food tastes better 4.33 3.70 0.00
Local food has higher quality 4.30 3.72 0.00
Local food is healthier 4.17 3.68 0.00
Purchasing local food is in 2.46 2.30 0.00
� 1 – completely disagree… .5 – completely agree.��ANOVA.
Source: Authors’ own compilation based on survey.
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et al. (2008) who claimed that price premiums were more likely to be paid by con-
sumers that were motivated to buy alternatively produced foods (e.g. organic food,
local food) for altruistic reasons. Likewise, Underhill and Figueroa (1996) have shown
that the willingness to pay for organic foods was related to the perception of them
being more environmentally friendly and supportive of small-scale agriculture and
local rural communities.

We have identified that perceived barriers (higher prices, lack of time and lack of
trust) are important indicators of local food consumer purchasing behaviour. More
specifically, perceived barriers are more important to disinclined local food consumers.
Consequently, consumers belonging to this segment buy and consume local food less
often than embedded local food consumers. Consistent with findings from previous
studies (Chambers et al., 2007; Khan & Prior, 2010; Megicks et al., 2012; Roininen
et al., 2006), this study confirmed that the ‘higher prices’ of local food is the most
important barrier in purchasing local food. The results are contrary to a study by
Donaher and Lynes (2017) that was carried out in Ontario, Canada. In that study, it
was found that local produce is not consistently more expensive than the non-local
options. Given the contradictory findings, more research is needed to shed light on
the effect of prices on the purchasing behaviour of local food consumers.

In previous research, the barrier ‘lack of time’ or ‘no time to find local food’ was
mostly associated with people who have busy lifestyles (Chambers et al., 2007).
Although previous research has shown that a ‘lack of time’ has an influence on pur-
chasing behaviour, there is still a lack of empirical evidence in the local food sector.
Our results confirmed that lack of time is more important to disinclined local food
consumers who consume local food less often.

Furthermore, as an important barrier that has an influence on consumer purchas-
ing behaviour, we identified the ‘lack of trust’ that the product is actually local. Our
results give support to the arguments of Birch and Memery (2014) who also identi-
fied that a lack of trust is a purchasing barrier for Australian consumers of local
food. The lack of trust can be associated with a large number of food-safety scares,
environmental concerns, and a general and growing distrust of the food system
(Dukeshire et al., 2011).

For both segments, the most popular place for purchasing local food is city markets
and direct selling and to a lesser extent, supermarkets (p> 0.05). The segments differed
neither in gender, age, education level, family monthly income, number of household
members, and number of children up to 14 years old in the household (p> 0.05) (Table
7). The obtained results can be related to the fact that the local food market in Croatia is
still underdeveloped; therefore, it is possible to expect precise segmentation of consumers
according to socio-demographic criteria in the next few years.

4.3.5. Research contributions
The theoretical contribution of this study to food marketing and consumer behavior
literature relates to investigating the role of the different determinants that influence
consumer purchasing behavior towards local food (Rainbolt et al., 2012; Vermeir &
Verbeke, 2008). While some previous studies identified that positive attitudes were
essential indicators of consumers’ behavior in local food consumption (Aprile et al.,
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2016), these results suggest that there are other psychological predictors, such as
motives and barriers. Specifically, our results indicate that purchasing local food
depends on altruistic motivations linked to supporting local farmers and the economy
as well as environmental and ethical concerns. Purchasing barriers (higher prices,
lack of time and lack of trust) were also found to be significant factors in explaining
consumer purchasing behavior towards local food. More specifically, in this study, a
market segmentation analysis was performed to provide information that can be used
in developing marketing strategies for both farmers and retailers. The methodology
used in this study was in line with generally-accepted practices (Alamanos et al.,
2013; Aprile et al., 2016). The study was conducted in Croatia, thereby filling the gap
of sparse research in transition countries in Central and Eastern Europe
(Bianchi, 2017).

Concerning managerial implications, the information revealed in this study offers a
number of practical insights for all stakeholders who operate in the local food market.
From the producers’ and retailers’ point of view, understanding who the current
buyers are of local products is a fundamental principle of a successful business
(Kotler & Armstrong, 2010). The results of this study have revealed that there is a
relatively large proportion of consumers who are still uncertain about their purchas-
ing behavior, so there is an evident opportunity for local food producers to target
their marketing efforts to this consumer segment. Knowing the way consumers per-
ceive local food and understanding the barriers in purchasing can help marketers of
local food establish proper marketing communication messages. Such messages need
to inform and educate the public about the economic, environmental and social bene-
fits to be gained by purchasing local food. The distinguished barriers that prevent
buyers from buying more local food should be minimized or eliminated to stimulate
purchasing local food. The recommended strategies for overcoming barriers should
include greater availability due to the lack of modern consumer free time (for
example, door to door delivery). The barrier of trusting the authenticity of local food
can be overcome with labels and logos, which can be used to communicate important
information to consumers, especially to those who buy more in supermarkets.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we segment the local food consumers based on altruistic motives and
perceived purchasing barriers. Our study provided insights into the existence of dif-
ferent consumer segments based on consumers’ altruistic motives towards local food
and the perceived purchasing barriers, which allow us to better understand local food
consumers and local food consumption in Croatia, as well as factors that determine
consumer decision-making.

Based on the altruistic motives and barriers of purchasing local food, this study
finds two consumer segments; (1) embedded local food consumers and, (2) disinclined
local food consumers. In this research, we identified differences between the segments,
according to consumers’ frequency of purchase and consumption of local food, the
importance of personal motives, regarding consumer satisfaction with the offer and
willingness to pay an extra price for local food. Embedded local food consumers report
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a significantly higher mean score with regard to altruistic motives and a significantly
lower mean score for perceived barriers in purchasing local food compared to disin-
clined local food consumers. Embedded local food consumers purchase and consume
local food more often; they are more satisfied with the current local food supply, and
they are willing to pay a higher price for local food as compared to individuals
belonging to the other segment. Knowing consumers’ perception of local food and by
understanding the barriers which influence further market development, can help
producers, retailers, marketers as well as policymakers to establish a proper commu-
nication strategy that will help in new market development.

5.1. Limitations and future research

This study fills the gap in the literature regarding altruistic motives and barriers in
local food purchases. However, some limitations can give directions for future
research. These limitations were mainly due to the contact technique (on-line survey)
and small sample. Online survey has many advantages (access to individuals in dis-
tant locations, reduced researcher time, money and effort) but there are also some
disadvantages, such as validity of the data and sampling issues. The findings of the
study are limited concerning the lack of male, older participants (40þ) and more
family with children.

Subsequent studies should include a larger sample and face to face survey to better
understand consumers’ motives and perceived barriers in purchasing local food.
Future research should extend the list of perceived barriers in the purchase of local
food, such as availability, inconvenience, food labeling, knowledge barriers, etc.
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