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Abstract: The research developed a framework to investigate the influence of green consumption value and green 
buying intentions using the behavioral reasoning theory to look at the gap between attitudes and intentions. A 
cross-sectional research design was used to collect data from 698 respondents in Ghana. The result shows a 
positive and significant association between buying green foods and attitudes toward green foods, and motive 
against buying green foods have a non-significant relationship with attitudes to green foods; there is a positive 
significant association between green consumption value and attitudes toward green foods, motives for buying 
green foods, and motives against buying green foods. The mediation of motives for buying green foods on green 
consumption value and attitudes to green foods is positive. Motives for buying green foods influence green buying 
intentions through attitudes toward green products. And mediation of motives against buying green foods on green 
consumption value and attitudes to green foods is negative and does not harm green buying intentions using 
attitudes to green foods. Governments must reward individuals or groups that protect the environment and also 
put together educated programs that spell out the consequences of a degraded environment to the nation. 
Keywords: Attitudes; Green; Food environment; Motives 

1. Introduction 

Over the years, the rise in environmental issues has been a threat to the life of humans and animals. This has 
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led to the wasting of food[1], overuse of items[2], absence of clean water, and extreme power consumption. This 
has put pressure on the scarce resources available as the population and consumption rate increase[3]. One best 
way to achieve the Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 12 is to change individual lifestyles towards production 
and consumption. One of these lifestyle changes is to motivate individuals to purchase green foods without any 
adverse influence on the environment[4]. Numerous markets have put in place environmental programs to shift 
customers buying behavior to green products[5]. Nevertheless, emerging economies have chosen economic growth 
over environmental degradation[5]. The researchers used Ghana as an example, where about 42% of Ghanaian 
consumers are concerned about the environment[6]. There is a good call to change customers’ way of life to achieve 
SDG 12 in the Ghanaian setting as stark ecological concerns in Ghana would affect the whole biosphere[7]. The 
media in Ghana and another part of the world has consistently talked about the hostile influences on the 
environment through individual consumption behavior and firms’ production activities[8]. 

Numerous firms all over the world have begun to spend a lot of money on research work that will lead to 
green production[9]. Notwithstanding the organizations’ efforts, many individuals do not buy green foods. Green 
food is food that is produced and sold to customers and does not affect the environment. Researchers have proven 
that customers in Ghana are concerned about environmental issues[10]. However, these concerns have not been 
converted into buying green products[11]. This turn of events is of great concern to firms that have spent a lot of 
money on green products each day. To fill this gap, marketing practitioners must spend more time understanding 
the psychological procedures customers go through before making a buying decision[5].  

The research scholars have applied different theories to give details on customers’ decision-making on green 
products: the theory of planned behavior (TPB), the attitude-behavior context (ABC) model, and the value belief 
norm (VBN) theory. Many researchers used the value belief norm framework to demonstrate customer buying 
intentions for green products[12]. But the theory did not take care of external factors that constrain buying decisions 
such as availability, social norms, and government policies. Besides, the ABC theory suggested that an individual 
buying decision is also influenced by external factors which affect buying behaviors[13]. Researchers have used 
ABC to examine consumers’ tendencies toward environmental practices[12]. ABC added external factors that 
restrict green buying by looking at knowledge and limited financial resources. Due to this result, other scholars 
have used TPB broadly in their work on green consumption[10,12]. TPB has explained that positive attitudes and 
norms drive buying intentions of green products[14]. Though TPB has been very often, the result has always shown 
that the link between attitudes and buying intentions is not strong[15,16]. 

Due to this, many researchers have introduced new elements such as environmental issues, perception, and 
knowledge in their studies[12,17]. Behavioral Reasoning Theory (BRT) extended to TPB by integrating setting-
specific motives that influence attitudes[18]. Organic food is costly[19] and is high-involving product[20]. This 
demonstrates that customers take their time to search for information and evaluate them before making a 
decision[20]. This means customers examine all motives earlier to deciding to purchase a green product. Therefore, 
the research seeks to address the questions in the work. 1) What is the influence of green consumption value on 
motives for, motives against, and attitudes to buying green foods? 2) What is the impact of motives for, against, 
and consumer attitudes on green foods on green buying intentions? 3) Does motives for, against and consumer 
attitudes mediate green consumption and green buy intentions? 

The researchers emphasized consumption values due to previous values adopted to under-examine green 
buying behaviors are altruism biosphere values, egoistic values, cultural values, and materialistic values. These 
values belong to either the self or the environment. The past finding shows that customers do or do not purchase 
green foods due to environmental considerations or individual factors[21]. Henceforth, green consumption values 
consist of the environment and self-value[22]. Also, this paper uses BRT to explain green buying intentions and 
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contribute to the literature. 
The research looked at motives for and against in different contexts either conceptually or qualitatively[22]. 

To the researchers’ best knowledge, this is the only work that has considered both conceptually or qualitatively 
in a single framework to investigate green buying intentions[23]. The introduction of motives for or against as an 
element of behavioral intentions and attitudes will assist in appreciating what goes on in the minds of customers 
using TPB. Besides, the introduction of motives for and against in a single framework will provide a complete 
appreciation of what goes into the consumers’ decision-making. Furthermore, the only research that used BRT to 
measure green buying intentions did not precisely evaluate motives for buying green foods[23]. They added items 
to evaluate motives for buying green foods as not explicit to green foods. 

For example, “I am frustrated about the smog”. The item is not very explicit about green foods and is used 
for numerous pro-social behaviors. Therefore, the research adopted motives for and against buying green foods 
to stun this issue in the prior work. 

2. Literature review  

2.1. BRT 
The theory suggested that the motives for and against is influenced by values and global reasons (PBC, 

attitudes, subjective norms); at the same time, global motives and buying intentions are infused by motives for 
and against buying green foods[18]. The study[24] used theoretical model (see Figure 1). BRT was modified by 
adding attitudes among the global reasons. Many other authors have used BRT to examine customer activities in 
different settings. The modified theory has been used to examine natural food, organic products[22], and green 
hotels[22]. This work used the adapted BRT theoretical framework and added the connection of attitudes, green 
consumption values, motives for and against buying green foods, attitudes to green foods, and green buying 
intentions. The researchers developed hypotheses for demonstrating the links among the variable as in Figures 1 
and 2.  

 
Figure 1. Theoretical framework.  
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Figure 2. Hypothesis of the study. 

2.2. Hypothesis development 

2.2.1. Intentions and attitudes 

According to Eagly and Chaiken[25], an attitude is a psychological tendency for examining a specific element 
to accept or reject it. Many researchers have concluded that attitudes are the best predictors of buying 
intentions[14,18]. Literature on green buying intentions has proven that customers’ attitudes are good predictors[26,27]. 
So, the researchers developed the hypothesis.  

H1: Green buying intentions are influenced by attitudes towards green foods. 

2.2.2. Motives and intentions 

There are two main kinds of motives behind the behavior, it is either motives for or motives against 
performing the behavior. Motives for a behavior form a good view of a practice, while motives against a practice 
are a resistor and make bad views of a practice[22,27]. Numerous scholars have expressed their views that individual 
attitudes cannot always predict intentions right[28]. This identified gap can be closed when BTR is used to explain 
motives on intentions[18]. 

Numerous past works have explained that customers with a motive against a behavior do not execute the 
behavior even if the customer has a positive attitudes to the behavior[29]. A customer may have good intentions to 
buy green foods but may not buy them because there is none available. Besides, a customer’s motive for 
purchasing green foods is to protect the environment, which supports green buying intentions. Customers 
experience cognitive dissonance because of the inconsistency between customer’s intentions and attitudes[28]. 
Understanding the motives for and motives against buying green foods will resolve the cognitive dissonance of 
customers’ experience[16]. Therefore, the researchers developed the next hypotheses. 

H2: Motives for buying green foods positively affect green buying intentions. 
H3: Motives against buying green foods negatively influence green buying intentions. 
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2.2.3. Motives and attitudes 

Past work shows that belief comes first to attitudes[16]. TPB indicates a noticeable brief in every attitudes 
towards an object. Conversely, researchers show that motives may be the reasons behind the differences in 
beliefs[18]. Behavioral reasoning theory illustrated that motives are the precursors to attitudes toward a specific 
element. The justification of BRT to employ motives as the practices to attitudes is due to conceptual variances 
amid beliefs and motives. Mainly, motives depend on a specific behavior being investigated, whiles belief can be 
employed on numerous behaviors and are more common than motives[26].  

An example is the brief that toxic waste is unsafe. This can encourage individuals to use several behaviors 
to reduce toxic waste such as reusing, stopping littering. According to Sreen et al.[15], the fact that customers have 
positive beliefs does not always mean they will buy green foods. There is a possible motive against purchasing 
green foods though there is a positive belief in the low quality of organic foods[28], and cost of green foods[26], and 
green foods are not available[30].  

Second, motives and belief subjugate diverse temporal positioning[31]. This shows that belief looks into the 
future whiles motives look at the past. Belief looks at the individual view[26] and motives look at why the behavior 
is performed. Finally, there is a scientific difference between belief and motives. Researchers have indicated that 
motives and belief are discriminant, and belief is predicted better by motives[32]. Many researchers have used 
Behavioral Reasoning Theory to explain that motives precede attitudes. According to Sreen et al.[26], motives for 
buying green foods are positively connected with attitudes toward green foods. While, motives against buying 
green products, have a negative relationship with attitudes toward green foods.  

This shows that there are many motives for buying green foods which include product quality, care for the 
environment, and reputation. Though there are a lot of motives against the buying of green foods, researchers 
have spent less time on it. Some of these motives include suspicion, lack of trust, and lack of stock[32,33]. Therefore, 
the researchers developed the next hypotheses: 

H4: Motives for buying green foods are positively related to attitudes to green foods. 
H5: Motives against buying green foods are positively related to attitudes to green foods. 

2.2.4. Motives, attitudes, and intentions 

Behavioral Reasoning Theory explains that motives influence attitudes positively and negatively[18]. The 
positive influence has been given much attention in literature; the negative influence has not been well studied[27]. 
Researchers endorse a positive association between motives for and against electronic-waste recycling. The work 
did not look at the negative influence of attitudes toward green foods. Again, Khan and Mohsin[22] look at the 
positive impact of motives for and against the use of solar panels to save the environment but fail to test the 
negative effect of motives on intentions using attitudes. Conversely, Dhir et al.[34] propose that forthcoming 
scholars should look at the negative influence of motives on intentions using attitudes. A study by Forbes[35] 
explained that attitudes clarify the emotional process through which motives for and against accepting green 
products. The work reveals that motives partially mediate the accepting green products between attitudes and 
intentions. 

Another work by Tandon et al.[29] revealed that the connection between attitudes and consumption of green 
products is partially mediated by motives for and against them. Also, motives against buying organic products 
can lead to people not liking organic products and hence negative intentions concerning green products. Therefore, 
the researchers proposed the next hypotheses. 

H6: The connection between motives for buying green foods and green buying intentions is moderated by 
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attitudes to green foods. 
H7: The connection between motives against buying green foods and green buying intentions is moderated 

by attitudes to green foods. 

2.2.5. Green consumption values and motives 

Green consumption value is likeness to buying products that protect the environment. The green consumption 
value evolves on two major features: the cognizant concern for and carefulness of how physical and financial 
resources are used[34]. This means that an individual with green value consumption makes careful use of their 
financial resource when deciding to buy. They are very careful in their decision-making and always need a 
justification for their decisions[34]. Individuals with green consumption values have a good measure for organic 
products[36]. Conversely, there has not been a work that examines the association between green consumption 
values, motives for and against buying green foods, and attitudes to green foods.  

The next hypotheses were formed. 
H8: Green consumption values have a positive relationship with attitudes towards green foods. 
H9: Green consumption values have a positive connection with motives for buying green foods. 
H10: Green consumption values have a positive connection with motives against buying green foods. 

2.2.6. Green consumption values, motives and attitudes 

Values influence attitudes through motives[37]. The mediating influence of motives helps to investigate the 
psychological system that backs the situations that affect the decision-making of customers[38]. Some researchers 
point that values are connected to attitudes, to evaluate specificity issues[15,27]. 

Also, Tandon[29] established that motives for or against mediating the association with attitudes to green 
foods and value. Green consumption value gives individual motives to evaluate green foods[39]. Henceforward, 
we advanced the following hypotheses.  

H11: Motives for buying green foods mediate the link between AGF and GCV. 
H12: Motives against buying green foods mediate the link between AGF and GCV. 

3. Methodology 

3.1. Measurements 
To do away with errors in our calculations, the researchers decided to use multi-measurement items for 

evaluating every construct[40]. Some modifications were made as well as validations based on the setting of the 
work. The research has 7 constructs for green consumption value, motives for buying green foods, motives against 
buying green foods, attitudes to green foods, and green buying intentions. 

5-point Likert scale was employed to evaluate the items, where 1 is strongly disagreeing and 5 strongly 
agreeing. The researchers employed the 6 items from a research by Haws et al.[36] to evaluate green practice value. 
Besides, 3 items from the study of Armitage and Conner[41] were employed and 4 items from the study of McCarty 
and Shrum[42] were adapted to measure customers’ attitudes to buying green products. 

Motives for buying green foods were grouped into usefulness value constructs and environmental value 
constructs with three items each as used by Koller et al.[43]. And motives for and against buying green products 
are also perilous barrier; the usefulness barrier has three items[44]. 
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3.2. Data collection 
Data gathering was centered on green products. The other products are harmful to both humans and the 

environment throughout their life cycle. This harmful issue includes water pollution, toxic exposure, and air 
pollution[45]. The traditional product degrades the environment right from getting the ingredient to the packaging 
of the food to the consumption. The data was collected from Accra where high-income earners stay and are 
interested in green foods. Many Ghanaians have very little knowledge about the consequences of conversational 
food on the environment and this is a major challenge to the data collection. The timing of the research could not 
have been delayed as some restaurants and other firms are doing green productions[46]. The targets are well 
educated Ghanaians throughout the country that have an idea about green foods. Since we need participants with 
a fair idea about green foods, and there is always a low response rate when we use an online survey, we sent 1,200 
questionnaires and had 689 responses. 52% of the responses was good enough for data analysis using the structural 
equation modeling as in Table 1. 

Table 1. Respondent data 
 No. of respondents  Percentage  
Gender 
Male 
Female 

 
402 
287 

 
58.34 
41.65 

Age 
21–31 years 
32–41 years 
42–51 years 

 
286 
289 
114 

 
41.50 
41.94 
16.54 

Educational level 
Second cycle 
Tertiary 
Others 

 
321 
267 
101 

 
46.58 
38.75 
14.65 

Income  
Below 1,000gh  
Between 1,000–3,000 
Above 3,000 

 
109 
288 
292 

 
15.82 
41.79 
42.38 

 

3.3. Data analysis 
The theoretical model and hypotheses were examined using SEM since they have not been tested in prior 

work involving organic products, therefore this work explores the theory. Besides, SEM is not strict with cases of 
normality as the constructs of the work were a bit skewed and did not meet the threshold of −1 +1[47]. 

3.4. Common method bias 
The work undergoes some common method variance (CMV) since the data was gathered using a 

questionnaire. Respondents were tasked to rate given statements on the questionnaires. Untreated CMV affects 
the validity of the outcome since it can inflate the association between two variables and may not give us the true 
relationship[48]. There are many ways currently to solve these problems[49].  

In the first step, all the respondents must be told of the aim of the research and assured anonymity.  
Second, each respondent is told that there is nothing wrong or correct answer and so must not be worried 

about giving out the right answer. Third, all the constructs of the research were illuminated to the respondents to 
get a valid response. Fourth, the questionnaires were divided into sections and respondents were given some time 
off after answering a section. Lastly, the researchers used Harman’s single-factor test as a way to measure CMV[50]. 
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The variance result was 39.2 which is less than the threshold of 50%. Therefore, the study is clear on common 
method bias. 

3.5. Measurement model 
First, we calculated all the factor-loading scores for each item. All the item’s scores were bigger than 0.5. 

Therefore, all the items were accepted for the study. Besides, the composite reliability scores for the entire 
construct were between 8.81 and 0.97. This is accepted based on a threshold of Hair et al.[47]. Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE) scores of the entire construct were accepted based on the threshold[51]. Heterotrait-Monotrait 
Ratio of Correlations (HTMT) was used to measure the reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity 
and all the constructs met the threshold[52] as seen in Tables 2 and 3. 

Table 2. Factor loadings for the first order and second order 
 Constructs Items Factor loadings 

First order  Second order 
Values Green Consumption Value 

(GCV) 
GCV1 
GCV2 
GCV3 
GCV4 
GCV5 
GCV6 

0.87 
0.85 
0.79 
0.80 
0.77 
0.81 

0.84 
0.79 
0.81 
0.79 
0.74 
0.71 

Motives for buying green foods Environmental Value (ENV) 
 
 
Usefulness Value (UV) 

ENV1 
ENV2 
ENV3 
UV1 
UV2 
UV3 

0.76 
0.88 
0.80 
0.74 
0.77 
0.85 

0.87 
 
 
0.81 

Motives against buying green foods Peril Barrier (PB) 
 
Practice Barrier (PTB) 

PB1 
PB2 
PTB1 
PTB2 
PTB3 

0.76 
0.81 
0.80 
0.76 
0.84 

0.86 
 
0.77 

Global reasons Attitude to Green Foods (AGF) AGF1 
AGF2 
AGF3 
AGF4 

0.83 
0.77 
0.74 
0.84 

0.84 
0.87 
0.86 
0.74 

Practice Green Buying Intentions (GBI) GBI1 
GBI2 
GBI3 

0.70 
0.75 
0.76 

0.88 
0.84 
0.79 

 
Table 3. Convergent and Discriminant Validity (HTMT) 

 AVE CR ASV MSV GV NF AGF GBI 
GV 0.78 0.87 0.38 0.48  0.29 0.86 0.79 
MF 0.79 0.80 0.33 0.42 0.75  0.85 0.72 
MA 0.81 0.84 0.35 0.46 0.28  0.41 0.74 
AGF 0.85 0.83 0.30 0.44     
GBI 0.80 0.85 0.34 0.43   0.79  

 
The second-order construct: motives for buying green foods recorded a factor loading bigger than the 

accepted brink value of 50% [practicality value (λ = 0.79, t = 47.02, p < 0.001); biological value (λ = 0.78, t = 
67.02, p < 0.001)].  

Also, the second-order construct: motives against buying green foods N = 689, possessed factor loadings 
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bigger than the brink value of 50% [peril barrier (λ = 0.93, t = 15.80, p < 0.001); practice barrier (λ = 0.91, t = 
18.80, p < 0.001)]. 

3.6. Structural model 
The researchers tested the hypothesis using bootstrapping since the data collected was not in condition for 

multivariate normality[53]. The researchers run a skewedness and kurtosis test on the entire item for all the 
constructs which revealed that there is a non-normal distribution on some of the items on both AGF and GBI. We 
corrected the bias of non-normal data using accelerated bootstrapping[54]. We calculated the R-square to test the 
endogenous constructs. The outcome reveals that attitude toward green foods is 60.22% and GBI is 61.01%, and 
the result from the tested hypothesis are as follows: 

The result shows a positive and significant association between attitude to green foods and green buying 
intentions (H1: β = 0.38, p < 0.05).  

The relationship between motives for buying green foods is significantly positive with GBI (H2: β = 0.43, p 
< 0.05), whiles the relationship between motives against buying green foods is negative and not significant with 
GBI (H3: β = −0.03, p > 0.05). 

Also, there is a positive and significant association between buying green foods and AGF (H4: β = 0.42, p < 
0.05), and motives against buying green foods have a non-significant relationship with AGF (H5: β = 0.02, p > 
0.05). 

Furthermore, there is a positive significant association between green consumption value and attitude toward 
green foods (H8: β = 0.53, p < 0.05), motives for buying green foods (H9: β = 0.59, p < 0.05), and motives against 
buying green foods (H10: β = 0.30, p < 0.05). The researchers used income as a control variable, but the outcome 
shows that there is no significant effect on green buying intentions and did not add control variable values to the 
report of the study. After calculating the variance inflation factor (VIF) values on the independent constructs, the 
result shows a range of 1 to 1.73 (VIF < 3.00). Therefore, there are no multicollinearity cases in the research[55].  

3.7. Mediation impacts 
The researchers run a test on the moderating influence of AGF, and motives for and against buying green 

foods on GBI. This work performs the SEM, and the indirect effect is calculated in Table 4. 

Table 4. Path analysis 
Hypotheses Path Beta Support 
H1 AFG-GBI 0.38 accepted 
H2 MF-GBI 0.43 accepted 
H3 MA-GBI −0.30 rejected 
H4 MF-AFG 0.40 accepted 
H5 MA-AFG 0.20 rejected 
H6 MF-AFG-GBI 0.27 accepted 
H7 MA-AFG-GBI −0.20 rejected 
H8 GV-AFG 0.43 accepted 
H9 GV-MF 0.49 accepted 
H10 GV-MA 0.30 accepted 
H11 GV-MF-AFG 0.31 accepted 
H12 GV-MA-AFG −0.27 rejected 

 
 



10 | Edward Markwei Martey, et al. Environment and Social Psychology  

 
Figure 3. Structural model. 

The result of the mediation of motives for buying green foods on GCV and AGF is positive (H11: β = 0.31, 
p < 0.05). 

Motives for buying green foods influence GBI through AGF (H6: β = 0.27, p < 0.05). The result of the 
mediation of motives against buying green foods on GCV and AGF is negative (H12: β = −0.2, p < 0.05), and 
there is a negative connection between motives against buying green foods and GBI moderated by ACF (H7: β = 
0.02, p > 0.05). 

4. Discussion 

BRT explains the processes through which customers go through to decide between buying or not[56]. In the 
settings of green foods, researchers have proven a strong relationship between attitudes to green foods, value, and 
GBI[52,57]. Past and present work has shown that individuals are getting involved in protecting the environment 
and have changed their values and attitude to support green options[58]. There is an argument on the attitude-
intention gap. This calls for the investigation of whether the change in attitude and values will be translated into 
buying green foods.  

To look into this gap, the researchers employ the revised behavioral reasoning theory model of Claudy et 
al.[37] to examine the connections among GCV, motives for and against buying green foods, AFG, and GBI. 

H1: Green buying intentions are influenced by attitude towards green foods.  
The outcome of the work confirms that past studies show a positive and significant association between AGF 

and GBI and therefore, confirms H1[59,60]. 
Many researchers have gone beyond this connection but have used some new elements as predictors of 

intentions[52,60] and some other elements as further mediating variable precursors to attitude[61]. This work also 
introduced motives for and against investigating as a practice of intentions and also how attitudes also influence 
buying intentions[59].  

The result revealed that motives for buying green foods are positively influenced by green buying intentions 
(H2) and indirectly using AGF (H6). Additionally, motives for buying green foods have a positively significant 
relationship with AGF (H4). The outcomes are in line with Westaby[56] that motives are a primary reason behind 
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the decisions customers make. The outcome suggests that the motives for buying green foods in a way create the 
intentions and throw more light on the gap between attitude-intention gaps and explains the green buying act. In 
situations where the motives for buying green foods are not well noticed, it makes customers’ decisions so easy. 
The work added to the literature by introducing the second construct usefulness value and environment value. 
This made the model look so simple for managers of green foods to understand the concept and put together 
strategies to promote green buying intentions. 

Besides, the motives against buying green foods are not in a significant relationship with GBI (H3) and AGF 
(H5). Motives against buying green foods do not impact GBI and AGF (H7). This is supported by the work of 
Claudy et al.[37], who revealed a non-significant relationship in the settings of organic products. Conversely, this 
is quite different from works that introduced BRT in their search for the association with motives against buying 
green foods and GBI[10,37]. The reason might be a result of publicity on climate change in recent times[58]. Present 
work shows that individuals do not like others who destroy the environment[62]. In this situation, customers always 
wish to do the right thing so that the society will accept them though they are not having motives against buying 
green foods. Lastly, the outcome indicates that attitudes to green foods are influenced by green consumption 
values (H8), motives for buying green foods (H9), and motives against buying green foods (H10).  

The result of the mediation of motives for buying green foods on GCV and AGF is positive (H11) and 
motives against buying green foods are negative (H12). This result shows that the link between attitudes, values, 
and intentions to buy green foods using BRT is complex as compared to the work of other scholars[15,59,63]. BRT 
gives motives for and against attitudes towards green products which serve as psychological procedures through 
which individuals go through to form values for green consumption of green foods; therefore, BRT gives deeper 
cognitive processing[56].  

5.1. Theoretical implications 
The work provided numerous theoretical contributions. First, authors of related work on green buying 

intentions have incorporated values of different kinds into their work, which includes: altruism, cultural values, 
and biosphere values[10,29,56]. 

Conversely, work on the buying of organic foods has not added the GCV scale in the Ghanaian settings. As 
the researchers gathered data in Ghana, they certified the GCV scale in the Ghanaian setting. Besides, the studies 
examine the verified relationship of GCV with motives for and motives against buying green foods. 

Secondly, the study expanded the BRT framework and added to the theoretical understanding of green 
buying intentions by testing the influence of motives for and against buying green products when making a buying 
decision. The researcher found a work by Wang et al.[64] that looked at buying intentions but did not take motives 
as a context. 

Therefore, this work is the first of its kind to include motives as a variable to examine buying intentions. 
Third, there is very little work that has considered attitudes and motives as mediating variables to predict 

buying intentions[29,56]. This study looks at the step-by-step procedures that a customer goes through to decide to 
buy green foods. The finding of the work added up to the existing literature.  

Lastly, the research added to the finding of answers to the long-standing puzzle of the gap in the literature 
on attitudes leading to consumers’ intentions. The researchers introduced motives for and against buying green 
foods as variables for binging green service. Studies have found that an individual can make intentions without 
necessarily forming an attitudes. 

The outcome of the research points out to researchers that some specific variables are good enough to explain 
green buying intentions and comprise variables that explain deviation in attitudes and intentions. So, this research 
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adds to the call for further studies on psychological theories in Ghanaian settings to investigate green buying 
intentions[65,66]. 

5.2. Managerial implications 
The research discovered three main managerial implications from the result of the work. 
First, the findings of the work indicate that GCV influences GBI positively and uses motives for buying 

green foods and attitudes. This means that developing green consumption values among Ghanaians will directly 
enhance their green buying behavior. To do this, the government, opinion leaders of social groups, and the media 
have a lot of roles to play by emphasizing the importance of protecting the environment and human well-being 
and that being a friend to the environment can assist to save the environment. 

The media channels can put together educated programs on the essence of environmental protection and the 
need for every individual to be responsible for their actions. Equally, the government rewards individuals or 
groups that protect the environment and also put together educated programs that spell out the consequences of a 
degraded environment to the nation. Social groups and opinion leaders can also take up the task to create 
awareness of the environment to promote environmental practices that are friendly to the environment and do not 
harm the environment. 

Furthermore, curriculum developers can introduce courses at the elementary level that has to do with 
sustainable consumption. This will create a culture of friendliness in the environment. As the public constantly 
sentries on environmental matters, it encourages the buying of green foods. 

Additionally, motives for buying green foods are positively related to attitudes to green foods and GBI. The 
result found the environmental value of green foods and the useful value as the main reason for purchasing green 
foods. The contents of a product package encourage customers to form environmental value. The information 
available on the packaging can promote buying of green foods as compared to traditional food. Experts in the 
industry must project a pictorial chart on the current state and the future state of the environment, whether should 
we continue to degrade the ecology of Ghana as well as the benefits of green foods over traditional food. 

To improve the user value of green foods, employees must train their staff. The employees can explain to 
customers the importance of green foods and other questions related to quality. The accuracy of the information 
on the questions that customers posed will encourage customers to buy green foods and to understand the cost 
and benefits of their buying activities. Managers of green foods must show useful benefits in their advertisements. 

Last, the motives against buying green foods do not impact AGF and GBI. The work found peril barriers and 
practice. The barrier is the main motive against buying green foods. Eco-label is not enough to influence customers’ 
attitudes to green foods and green buying intentions. Insufficient information and stock of green foods do not 
impact AFG and GBI. Managers must find a transparent way of checking the eco-labeling of their packaging to 
prove to customers that it is authentic. Managers must prove detailed information on the food preparation process 
from raw material procurement to packaging and delivery. 

6. Conclusion 

Green foods are significant to human well-being and it protects the environment. The researchers used BRT 
to look at the effect of GCV on customers’ motives for and against buying green foods, on consumers’ attitudes, 
and the influence of motives for and against buying green foods on consumers’ GBI.  

The outcome indicates that GCV influences customers’ motives for and motives against buying green foods. 
The work also concluded that the motives for and against buying green foods are connected to the AGF (R1) and 
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GBI (R2). Lastly, R3 was also solved in the work by examining the role of mediating variables such as AGF, and 
the motives for and against buying them using the framework. 

The research added to the present work as very few work uses BRT to investigate green buying intentions. 
The constructs comprised motives for and against buying green foods as second-order constructs, and connections 
involved in this work are new for the developing market settings and directions into the forthcoming.  

The work was done in Ghanaian settings. Therefore, the theories used may not be applicable in other settings 
due to cultural differences. The researchers used a cross-sectional approach to gather the data; therefore, future 
researchers should conduct similar work using a longitudinal study approach. 
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Appendix 

Questionnaires for customers 
Please tick where applicable to the best of your knowledge.  
 
Section A demographic data of respondents 
Gender:   Male     Female 
Age:   21–31 years      32–41 years     42–51 years 
Educational level:   Second cycle     Tertiary     Others 
Income:   Below 1,000 gh.     Between 1,000–3000 gh.     Above 3,000 gh. 
Section B expectations  
Please write 1 to 5 to measure the extent of agreement or disagreement to the statements where 1 strongly disagree, 
2 agree, 3 neutral, 4 agree and 5 strongly agree.  
 

s/n Constructs  Statements  1 2 3 4 5 
1 Green Consumption Value 

(GCV) 
GCV1 I encourage friends and relatives to buy green food 
GCV2 I know a lot about green food 
GCV3 I know a lot about the quality green food 
GCV4 I know a lot about the environmental and health benefits 
of green food 
GCV5 I am concerned about protecting the environment  
GCV6 I am environmentally responsible 

     

2 Environmental Value 
(ENV) 

ENV1 The environment is very delicate  
People are cruelly harming the environment 
ENV2 People maintain the balance with nature in order to 
survive 
ENV3 Human interferences with nature often produce 
disastrous consequences 

     

3 Usefulness Value (UV) UV1 I choose green food for good health 
UV2 I am health-conscious consumer 

     

4 Peril Barrier (PB) PB1 Nowadays most green foods contain chemicals 
PB2 there are preservatives in green food 

     

5 Practice Barrier (PTB) PTB1 The quality and safety of green food is a worry 
PTB2 I do not recognize the high nutritional 
PTB3 The packaging of green food is not safe 

     

6 Attitude to Green Foods 
(AGF) 

AGF1 It is beneficial to buy green food 
AGF2 I feel good to buy green food 
AGF3 Buying green food is a wise choice 
AGF4 I feel pleased to buy green food 

     

7 Green Buying Intention 
(GBI) 

The environment is very delicate  
People are cruelly harming the environment 
People maintain the balance with nature in order to survive 
Human interferences with nature often produce disastrous 
consequences 
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