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Abstract
Increasing population numbers in many countries has led to the fact that both food
production and consumption have become important aspects for producers, as well as
consumers. In many countries throughout the world, there is a growing trend of people
opting for alternatively-produced foods, often produced in smaller farming systems or
according to different production methods; these are often claimed to be more
economically viable. In this regard, small-scale farmers are often embedded in
alternative food networks that focus on local customers and market entries such as
community-supported agriculture, farmers’ markets or box scheme systems.
The latter is the case for the Cape Town (CT) based organisation Abalimi Bezekhaya
(Abalimi) and its marketing project Harvest of Hope (HoH). Abalimi provides training,
seedlings and support during the growing phase to encourage and support community
members from the deprived township areas to engage in farming. The project aims to
provide an income and improve the food security situation. Subsequently, HoH sells the
vegetables to private and business customers in the city area of CT. However, little
research on food consumer perceptions and motivations in South Africa (SA) exists.
This study therefore aimed to close this research gap, evaluating the needs of HoH’s
current customers, as well as customers from two other local alternative food networks.
In order to gain a broad and complete picture of the consumers’ needs, perspectives
and attitudes, both quantitative and qualitative studies were conducted. Those were
then triangulated according to the mixed method research design. Questionnaires, indepth guideline interviews and extensive literature research gave an encompassing upto-date knowledge of the consumers of those respective alternative food networks in CT.
The study found that the consumers have been very delighted from the products’ quality
and the business concept in general. However, the organisation and, the search and
acquisition of new customers is restricted by some operational and logistical issues.
Also as found in many similar international studies, customers are hindered through
aspects of inconvenience, lack in accessibility and higher prices for those alternative
items. The outcome of this research proposed some options for action in order to gain
new clients and satisfy the demands of the current ones. Yet, the lack of a clear strategy
and positioning on the part of HoH stands out as a hindrance in implementing future
plans.
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“Shake the hand that feeds you” – Michael Pollan (2008)

1. Introduction
1.1. Background
In light of unsustainable production methods, both food production and consumption
are aspects that have been discussed and researched by many scientists. In many
countries throughout the world, there is a growing trend of people opting for
alternatively-produced foods, which may be produced in smaller farming systems or
according to different production methods; these are often claimed to be more
economically viable (CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015). This trend is particularly pronounced
in the case of organically-produced foods, whose demand and interest has been rising
over the last few decades (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015). In this
context, the benefits and challenges, as well as consumers’ motivations, have been
examined in various studies (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; ADVISORY COUNCIL
AND ENVIRONMENTAL HYGIENE,

ON

FOOD

2011; BIÉNABE, VERMEULEN et al., 2011; CHIH-CHING

& YU-MEI, 2015; LEE & YUN, 2015; RANA & PAUL, 2017).
The steady growth in demand for organic products has also led to the fact that many
larger and multinational companies have subsequently joined the bandwagon. As such,
consumers who try to restrain from this commercialisation often advocate going local as
the better sustainable alternative (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015).
In this context, researchers have found that consumers often value the direct contact
with the producer and this forms the basis of trust (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; KUMAR &
SMITH, 2017); this is often due to their geographical proximity to the producer. Further
motivations for the purchase of local food items are health-related issues and
environmental aspects (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015; KUMAR &
SMITH, 2017; ZEPEDA & LI, 2006).
As a result of this, various forms of alternative-food supplies such as local farmers’
markets, vegetable-box schemes and community-supported agriculture (CSA) have
emerged and developed over the last few decades. These have provided market-entry
points for farmers and producers, who otherwise might not have been able to sell their
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products within the prevailing retail structures (CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015; FEENSTRA,
2009; HINRICHS, 2000). Thus, these market channels may be beneficial for both the
producers as well as the consumers.
For the farmers and organisations involved, it is therefore of great interest to know what
drives and motivates their clients. Much research has been conducted on the perceptions
and motivations of consumers in the Global North (CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015;
FELDMANN & HAMM, 2015; GEMMA & AIKATERINI, 2002; JUSTIN & JYOTI, 2012;
KUMAR & SMITH, 2017; ZEPEDA & LI, 2006). However, limited research has been
conducted, and minimal data exists for the Global South; more specifically the case of
SA, especially within the City of CT (CRAFFORD, 2003; RACTLIFFE, 2015).
Additionally, most studies have focused on food consumers in general, and not many
studies have explicitly examined the buyers’ preferences and perceptions for locallyproduced foods (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; FELDMANN & HAMM, 2015).
Due to the widespread problems of food insecurity and poverty in SA, research in the
fields of local and urban food production and consumption for that region mainly
focuses on the situations of the poor (BATTERSBY & MARSHAK, 2013; CRUSH &
FRAYNE, 2011; FRAYNE, PENDLETON et al., 2010). However, in parallel to the majority
of poor city dwellers exists an upper class with a high demand for food’s quality and
origin. The latter consumers value and appreciate locally grown and healthy food
products (CRAFFORD, 2003; RACTLIFFE, 2015). While big suppliers and supermarket
chains cover most products sold in CT, it is difficult for small-scale farmers to enter the
market or to derive an income from their agricultural activities (BATTERSBY &
MARSHAK, 2017; CRUSH & FRAYNE, 2011). On the other hand, the City of CT (2007)
emphasises the importance of urban agriculture (UA) in tackling food security and
poverty issues. The integration of poor city farmers into local economies may thus be
one option to improve food security and reduce poverty (CITY OF CAPE TOWN, 2007;
CRUSH & FRAYNE, 2011; CURRIE, MUSANGO et al., 2017).
Case study background
In the context mentioned above, this concept that has been brought to life by the CTbased non-governmental organisation (NGO), Abalimi, in the development project
HoH. Starting in 1982, Abalimi was first founded as a township food gardening project
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under the directive of Catholic Welfare and Development. It then became, at the end of
the 80s, an independent organisation that was based at two garden nursery centres in
Nyanga and Khayelitsha (CLIMATE TICKET CAPE TOWN, 2015). Initially, Abalimi aimed
to support local households in setting up temporary vegetable gardens by providing
guidance and knowledge. By 1994, after the end of the apartheid, the organisation
started setting up community groups to further engage in UA and to implement
environmentally-friendly projects (ABALIMI BEZEKHAYA, 2017a). Today, Abalimi
works with the local population within the townships of Nyanga, Khayelitsha and
Philippi. They aim to increase the share of urban food production to improve household
food security, supplement the diets of the township dwellers and provide a regular
income for them. Further aims are community support and upliftment, as well as
building on the gardeners’ personal appreciation and development. Furthermore, the
cultivation according to organic principles is another cornerstone, which is promoted to
integrate all aspects of sustainable production (ABALIMI BEZEKHAYA, 2017a).
In 2008, the idea from the above basis was taken further, and the project HoH was
initiated. By providing a market entry for the vegetables grown within the community
gardens, the aim was furthered to strengthen the organisation’s sustainability and its
gardeners’ economic situation. Direct sales of the vegetables should ensure a fair
income for the farmers and at the same time benefit local consumers as they receive
cost-efficient, organically-grown products (ABALIMI BEZEKHAYA, 2017b). Inspired by
other vegetable-box scheme systems, HoH claims to be a “farmer-focused membership
organisation” (HARVEST OF HOPE, 2017a). Therefore, by paying a monthly fee, private
consumers become members, which allows them to pick up their share of vegetables
from a pre-designated location on a weekly basis (HARVEST

OF

HOPE, 2017a).

Additionally, HoH also supplies restaurant and business clients, who may order directly
from the organisation (HARVEST OF HOPE, 2017b).

1.2. Research objectives and organisation of the thesis
Over several years, HoH has been a successful social business concept, supplying a vast
number of customers within the city limits of CT. However, to gain new customers and,
to adapt to the needs and the demands of the current customers, it would be beneficial
for HoH to possess detailed information about the preferences and perceptions of

4
consumers. It would also be interesting to determine whether the existing customers
represent the needs and the expectations of other possible target clients within their
social class.
Considering the lack of existing data regarding food consumers in SA (CRAFFORD,
2003; RACTLIFFE, 2015), this study aimed to find out what drives and motivates the
customers of a local alternative-food network (AFN) in CT. As HoH works with both
private households and business clients, this research will also elaborate on the
differences and the similarities in the perceptions and needs of the two customer groups.
In addition, to expand research on other possible clients, consumers of two other local
food networks were interviewed for the current study.
By analysing their motivations and perceptions toward local and organic food items, the
research questions (RQs) to be answered are as follows:
RQ 1: “What are the motivational drivers and the possible obstacles for
consumers of local food networks in CT?”
RQ 2: “How can HoH adapt to its specific customer groups and toward their
particular needs?”
Therefore, based on the literature reviewed, the core objective of this study is to
determine the drivers and obstacles perceived by consumers within an AFN in CT.
Understanding their motivational factors, as well as understanding what might be
hindrances for them, will help to address their needs and demands in the future better. In
this study, how HoH can use these insights for their future marketing strategy will be
researched. The ultimate purpose was to gain information about HoH’s customers’
profile and interests to better adapt to their demand, and to attract additional consumers
from their respective social group.
Organisation of the thesis
The research questions will be answered by examining the preferences, obstacles, and
the drivers as perceived by consumers. Hypotheses will be introduced and tested with
descriptive and multivariate methods.
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Following this chapter, the Literature Review will provide insights into consumer
preferences from other case studies and research papers; with a special focus on local
and organic food consumption. Also, an overview of the current situation of CT’s food
networks and food security strategies will be given. The emergence, development and
social significance of AFN will be examined and embedded in the context of CT. As the
terms local and organic represent central elements of this study, their terminology will
be defined in advance.
Following this and based on the information presented in the literature review,
assumptions and hypotheses will be clarified. Whether similar aspects drive and hinder
consumers in CT as compared to other customer groups in comparable consumer
situations in other countries will be examined. The Methodology chapter further
describes the organisation and procedure of data collection, analyses and evaluation.
Based on the cooperation with HoH, a core focus area is on their current, regular
consumers. Therefore, both a sample of their private-household customers as well as
several of their business clients, specifically restaurants, were interviewed. Moreover, to
widen the range of perspectives, two groups of customers from other local food
networks were interviewed. This additional data could provide significant insights into
perceptions and preferences of respective future clients. In addition, the study aims to
determine if it helps to compare the consumers’ perspectives across the three groups to
evaluate whether or not the clients of HoH constitute a representative sample for their
social class and the target market.
Subsequently, the quantitative and qualitative results will be presented, and various
aspects will be analysed and compared. The following discussion aims to examine their
relevance and significance in relation to the market position of HoH. Finally, outcomes
will be highlighted in the conclusion and suggestions for future research will be
presented.
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“Eating is an agricultural act.” ― Wendell Berry (1990)

2. Literature Review
Various studies have dealt with the issues of understanding consumers’ buying
behaviour in general, and more specifically, with their preferences for produce from
AFNs. Organic products, in particular, have been the focus of research over the last few
decades. The consumers’ willingness to pay and, the attributes and perceptions
connected with those organically-produced items are, among others, important research
aspects. Another trending issue is the research on local food production and, its
distributors and consumers.
This section will, therefore, present an overview of recent research and discussions in
the fields of local and organic food production. Furthermore, an introduction to CT’s
food production networks and, the challenges faced by the population and political
decision-makers will be provided.

2.1. Definition of the terms local and organic
Common throughout the literature, research and media sources reviewed that concerned
AFNs, the terms local and organic both appear repeatedly. Whereas some countries and
confederations have agreed on regulations and standards for organic production
(EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2018a), the meaning of local is vaguer (FELDMANN & HAMM,
2015). In Europe, rules exist for the labelling of a product’s origin, but no governmental
guidelines for defining the term local have been set in place (EUROPEAN COMMISSION,
2018b).
Definition of “local” in the food industry
As such, local food is often designated with its geographical reference to where it has
been grown, traded and consumed. A certain distance or limit is often considered as
local; for example in the United States, food produced within a county or state would be
considered as local. As the meaning differs for different communities and cultures,
local can also be associated with other aspects such as artisanal production, traditional

7
hunting, gathering or craftsman techniques (CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015). Even in
Europe, where several labelling standards exist, there is a lack of binding statements
when it comes to a precise meaning of the term local (BLAKE, MELLOR et al., 2010).
The American nutritionist, Gail Feenstra (2009) described a set of different criteria to
introduce the term local and, to outline its potential impact and meaning for the
communities involved. According to her, local food systems “are rooted in particular
places, aim to be economically viable for farmers and consumers, use ecologicallysound production and distribution practices, and enhance social equity and democracy
for all members of the community” (FEENSTRA, 2009: 28).
To further define the term of local, Andrew Larson, an American extension programme
specialist for small farms and their sustainability, discussed various meanings in a
newspaper article that was published in 2008 (WHITNEY, 2008). As was stated above, he
confirmed that most perceptions are based on geographical distances and therefore
change according to the perception and location of the consumer. He stated that some
perceived local as the provenance of one’s state or of one’s home county or a
neighbouring county, which were two popular perceptions of the term (WHITNEY,
2008). His preferred definition proposed that local food is grown within 100 miles from
its consumer’s residential area. The wide acceptance of Larson’s preferred definition
was further supported through research conducted by the Leopold Center for
Sustainable Agriculture (LEOPOLD CENTER

FOR

SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE, 2013),

which revealed that the 100-mile definition was favoured by two-thirds of their study’s
participants.
However, when comparing the many different co-existing definitions of researchers, on
the one hand, and the varying perceptions of consumers on the other, no single
description can be derived from the prevalent literature. This lack of consistency does
not only hinder researchers but also consumers and actors involved in the foodproduction industry. Suppliers may encounter difficulties when addressing their
consumers and, buyers face challenges when choosing and comparing products (MARK,
JOHN et al., 2014). Consumer research has shown that the term local is mostly
connected with conscientious buying behaviour and a certain system of values (BINGEN,
SAGE et al., 2011).

8

Having said this, for the following research, local is defined as food produced, sold and
consumed in the geographical area of CT, SA.
Definitions for organic food production
As with the term local, similar challenges arise when searching for a universal
definition for organic food production. Within the common glossary, organic food may
be described as “a crop or animal product cultivated with specific guidelines that limit
the use of petrochemicals, radiation or genetically-engineered technologies in its
agriculture” (MEDICAL DICTIONARY, 2009: 1). With further interpretation and
clarification of these guidelines, it becomes apparent that there is no uniform definition
or binding international rules. Explanations, principles and methods allowed in organic
agriculture differ depending on institutions and locally-prevailing regulations.
According to the Advisory Council on Food and Environmental Hygiene (ACFEH),
organic farming principles rely on a holistic-production system, which aims for longterm soil fertility, combining case-dependant ecosystem management and, desirably no
or very limited synthetic inputs (ADVISORY COUNCIL

ON

FOOD

AND

ENVIRONMENTAL

HYGIENE, 2011). According to the International Federation of Organic Agriculture
Movements’ (IFOAM) definition (IFOAM, 2014: 31), which is commonly cited,
organic agriculture is:
“(…) a production system that sustains the health of soils, ecosystems
and people. It relies on ecological processes, biodiversity and cycles
adapted to local conditions, rather than the use of inputs with adverse
effects. Organic agriculture combines tradition, innovation and science
to benefit the shared environment and promote fair relationships and a
good quality of life for all involved.”
IFOAM, which is an NGO, leads and organises organic movements across the globe.
They state and accept that local methods and regulations may vary. Furthermore,
products may be certified and labelled according to national or transnational standards
or certifying bodies. Current challenges and future aims are to increase and promote the
production and consumption of organic products by finding common protocols and

9
procedures to align the various standards (ADVISORY COUNCIL

ON

FOOD

AND

ENVIRONMENTAL HYGIENE, 2011; IFOAM, 2014).
Due to the enormity of the international food trade, the World Health Organization
(WHO) and the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) formulated the Codex
Alimentarius. The Codex Alimentarius “international food standards, guidelines and
codes of practice contribute to the safety, quality and fairness of this international food
trade” (CODEX ALIMENTARIUS, 2016: 1). The “Guidelines for the Production,
Processing, Labelling and Marketing of Organically Produced Foods”, first published in
1999, aim to guide producers and safeguard customers in trade and cooperation.
Furthermore, they can give helpful orientation for national governments and
international political debates, and regulations in regards to organic food production
(FAO / CODEX ALIMENTARIUS COMMISSION & WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION, 2001:
2).

2.2. Consumers and buying behavior
Three factors generally determine food choices. First are economic factors, such as the
price of the desired item. Second are ecological and geographical factors, which means
the local availability of products and the access options for the respective consumers.
Lastly, the overall set of attitudes and (cultural) beliefs or dietary requirements
influence the buyers’ choices (ROZIN, 2007). Rozin (2007) further proposed a threecomponent framework to underline the core determinants of food choices: the
consumer, the food item (product) and the surrounding conditions. This set provides a
good summary insofar as it can be assumed that the consumer’s perception of the item
and the environment has a major impact on his final choice (ROZIN, 2007).
Similar concepts and motivations are assumed when researching more specifically on
consumers of organic and local food products. A great quantity of research has been
done on the benefits and challenges of organic food production and, on the consumers’
motivations and their willingness to pay a premium for those alternative products
(ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; ADVISORY COUNCIL

ON

FOOD

AND

ENVIRONMENTAL

HYGIENE, 2011; BIÉNABE, VERMEULEN et al., 2011; CHIH-CHING & YU-MEI, 2015; LEE
& YUN, 2015; RANA & PAUL, 2017). Meanwhile, organic food production has become
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increasingly commercialised, which has since led to the fact that increasing numbers of
consumers are rather motivated to support small-scale farmers. Therefore, a product’s
origin and proximity to its buyers have also come to the fore. This has resulted in an
increase in local AFNs such as cooperatives, farmers’ markets and other direct
distribution strategies (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015).
Especially in developed countries, a growing interest in local food has been observed
over the last few decades. Greater public awareness of health and environmental
aspects, in the context of food production, has resulted in more-demanding consumers.
Transparency of production and the supply chain, as well as labels for a product’s
origin, are also on the agenda of many governments. This trend has additionally been
taken up by several retailers and producers aiming to gain more customers by providing
local products in particular (CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015).

2.2.1. Local food production and its consumers
In the course of globalisation, food networks have become more international and transglobal. However, the trend of buying local can nowadays be seen in more and more
industrialised countries (CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015; FELDMANN & HAMM, 2015). It has
only been over the last decade that the demand for locally produced agricultural
products has risen steadily (PIROG & RASMUSSEN, 2008). Researchers have found that
many people prefer local food to imported products (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011;
CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015). Often driven by health and environmental factors,
consumers consider local foods to have better quality and be more reliable (MARK,
JOHN et al., 2014).
Motivations and drivers
In the context of local food production, it is interesting to see what precisely drives
consumers to change their consumption patterns and to go local. Studies on consumers’
motivations often identify individual and social reasons as the two greatest sets of
motivational factors (ANDERSON, 2008; BINGEN, SAGE et al., 2011; CONSTANZA &
GARY, 2015).
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Individual motivations are mainly connected to the factors of enjoyment, health and
credibility (KUMAR & SMITH, 2017). Moreover, better taste, freshness and improved
product quality are recurring factors highlighted in consumer research studies (ADAMS
& ADAMS, 2011; ANDERSON, 2008). This intrinsic set of attributes further comprises
authenticity and nutritional aspects (BINGEN, SAGE et al., 2011; CONSTANZA & GARY,
2015). In this context, Feenstra (2009) analysed a number of consumer demand studies
to evaluate the significance of quality among traders and final buyers. She emphasised
that more local products are bought if they are of high quality while having an
appropriate price and are purchased in a unique setting, such as markets or locality
stores (FEENSTRA, 2009).
More altruistic reasons include environmental aspects and supporting local, and if
possible, small-scale producers (ANDERSON, 2008; KUMAR & SMITH, 2017). Consumers
associate the above with more sustainable methods and the minimisation of
transportation miles (BLAKE, MELLOR et al., 2010; CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015). Also,
community building, aspects of humanity, as well as social and animal welfare are
further extrinsic motivations for local food consumers (ANDERSON, 2008; FOLLETT,
2009).
However, Sims (SIMS, 2009: 334) noted that even though those aspects seem to be
predominantly extrinsic, it is also some kind of inner drive to be a “good” and
“responsible” person. Therefore, doing something socially and economically viable
makes the consumers feel good about themselves.
Attitudes and Beliefs
To examine the customers’ perceptions, Zepeda and Li (2006) analysed various
research studies on local food and found that the majority of consumers expressed
positive attitudes towards local food. As also stated above, buying local was mainly
associated with supporting local businesses and reducing environmental harm. Zepeda
and Li (2006) further assessed the attitudes and beliefs that may lead to choosing local
products. According to Zepeda & Li, a better prognosis can be derived from patterns of
behaviour rather than from demographic characteristics. Having said this, they added
that most studies concluded that income is unrelated to local food demand. However,
the factor of education had a very strong impact on consumers’ valuation of local items.
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Concluding their research, they reinforced the opinion that engagement for, and
awareness of, environmental and social aspects were foremost in influencing peoples’
buying behaviour. Also, a positive attitude towards organic food production and
people’s preferred retail points had a strong impact on the demand for local food
(ZEPEDA & LI, 2006). Likewise, according to Feldmann and Hamm (2015), other
important aspects were knowledge and information seeking. Consumers who had a
generally positive attitude towards alternative production methods were more likely to
search for information about product features and growing methods. Results also
indicate a gap between attitude and behaviour. More knowledgeable and interested
consumers did not necessarily be more frequent and conscientious buyers (FELDMANN
& HAMM, 2015).
Willingness to pay
Several research studies have found that more than half of the consumers were willing
to pay a premium for local produce (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; BERG & PRESTON, 2017;
FELDMANN & HAMM, 2015). In a study conducted in Florida, Adams and Adams found
that 68% of the respondents were willing to pay more (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011). They
found that of this group of respondents, 11% were willing to pay more than twice as
much and that 26% would accept a mark-up between 66 and 100% more. Similar results
were presented in Feldmann and Hamm’s research in 2015. They further explained that
most consumers are willing to pay a premium, even though they do not perceive local
food as being more expensive (FELDMANN & HAMM, 2015).
Local as an expression of “alternative consumerism”
As more and more people claim the undesirable industrialisation of the organic food
industry, local is often advocated as being the “new organic” (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011;
CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015). These buyers disapprove corporate mass production and
fear strategic goals and green washing in the context of organic production. Therefore,
the trend towards local provides for more information about the product’s origin and its
producers. Thus, consumers’ personal contact and trust have become more important
than organic certification or big labels (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; KUMAR & SMITH,
2017). Bingen et al. stated that this change in buying behaviour expresses a change in
values. The renunciation of the prevalent industrialised agricultural production and its
ethical dimension can be defined as alternative consumerism (BINGEN, SAGE et al.,
2011).
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In this context, Adams and Adams criticised that many economic studies on local food
demand fail to include less traditional factors (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011). They
elaborated on their argument that research on local food tends to be focused on aspects
such as quality, appearance, convenience and price. As stated above, these are not the
only influential factors that affect local food demand. Therefore, the authors claim that
when considering local as a new form of consumerism, new forms and measures for
research have to be found (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011). Likewise, Feldmann and Hamm
(2015) concluded that social and personal norms should be evaluated more thoroughly
when conducting research on local food consumption.
Challenges for local food advocates
It has been shown that consumers are willing to pay a premium for local foods.
However, even though there is a growing interest in local foods, several hindering
obstacles and challenges for consumers exist. Accessibility and convenience especially,
and higher prices are factors that often prevent buyers from opting for local products
(ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011). Constanza and Gary (2015), who name prices and
accessability as major obstacles for local food consumers, have also found this. They
further elaborate that convenience is often impaired by the limited availability of local
items. Thus, many consumers do not have the time to visit various shopping outlets. If
farmers’ markets or specialised stores are not easily accessible, buyers would rather go
to big supermarkets where they can purchase all desired products from one location
(CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015).
However, the complex dynamics of food systems and, the various consumer perceptions
and purchasing barriers make it difficult to clearly identify what ultimately affects
buying behaviour (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015; FELDMANN &
HAMM, 2015; ZEPEDA & LI, 2006). Even though several studies have been conducted in
that field, more research is needed to improve the balance between demand and supply
(BLAKE, MELLOR et al., 2010; CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015; KUMAR & SMITH, 2017;
ZEPEDA & LI, 2006).
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2.2.2. Organic food and its consumers
Whereas formerly organic food was mainly associated with local and alternative foods,
it has recently become more industrialised. Big retailers, producers and even discount
supermarkets have also jumped on the bandwagon, and massive marketing campaigns
have been undertaken (ADAMS & SALOIS, 2010; PADEL & FOSTER, 2005; RANA & PAUL,
2017). Within this process, the core messages of community support, sustainability and
environmental equity have often been upstaged (ADAMS & SALOIS, 2010).
Especially in developed countries, organic production is a significant and fast evolving
trend. According to the ACFEH (2011), certified-organic products are usually more
expensive than similar conventionally produced items. The ACFEH suggested several
reasons. Firstly, the demand exceeds supply in most places as the majority of farmers
use conventional methods. This is also due to much higher production costs for organic
products, which is a second important aspect. Organic production techniques are more
labour intensive and economies of scale cannot often be achieved. In this context,
dealing with smaller quantities often leads to increased post-harvesting and
transportation costs. Also, processing and providing the right facilities may add to these
expenses, as it is compulsory for organic and non-organic products to be segregated.
Furthermore, due to the smaller quantities, distribution and marketing can be less
efficient and more costly per unit sold than is the case for big conventional producers
(ADVISORY COUNCIL ON FOOD AND ENVIRONMENTAL HYGIENE, 2011).
Consumers’ motivations and drivers
It has only been within the last few decades that more and more people have started to
turn away from conventional agriculture towards organic production methods
(STRASSNER, CAVOSKI et al., 2015). While traditionally farming had always been
without synthetic inputs, new techniques emerged within the twentieth century. Food
production became more and more industrialised and chemical inputs were advocated as
enhanced and innovative (RANA & PAUL, 2017). So what drives consumers to move
back and buy more organic products nowadays (RANA & PAUL, 2017)?
Several studies have found that personal factors, such as health and safety and more
generally the environment, drive most buyers of organic products. Furthermore, quality
features such as taste, freshness and physical appearance are appreciated too (ADAMS &
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ADAMS, 2011; CHIH-CHING & YU-MEI, 2015; JUSTIN & JYOTI, 2012; LEE & YUN, 2015;
RACTLIFFE, 2015). In this context, it has been shown that consumers are willing to pay a
premium, not only for superior quality but also for external certification (CHIH-CHING &
YU-MEI, 2015).
According to research conducted by Lee and Yun (2015) in the United States,
consumers consider the nutritional values of food as increasingly important. Thus,
health-related aspects have a big impact on people’s buying behaviour and the items
they purchase. Lee and Yun (2015) stated that health-related aspects have even reached
the same importance such as taste, appearance, habits or convenience. As organic food
is generally perceived as more healthy, this healthiness trend may be an important
contributor to the growth of the organic food sector (LEE & YUN, 2015).
Another reason for organic purchases is often attributed to the growing environmental
awareness of consumers. The usage of better production techniques, including no or
little use of pesticides and, the conservation of soil and water are often emphasised in
the context of organic production (JUSTIN & JYOTI, 2012; LEE & YUN, 2015).
Social and ethical aspects are also increasingly important for the final consumer. More
and more people have become aware of the impact their choices may cause on the
producers and farmers (LEE & YUN, 2015). This is also pointed out by Davies et al.
(DAVIES, TITTERINGTON et al., 1995; quoted in GEMMA & AIKATERINI, 2002: 289),who
found that organically produced food items are perceived as products “without
chemicals and growth hormones, food that is not intensively produced and is natural” .
At the same time, consumers are often unsure about the benefits and production
techniques of organic agriculture. Therefore, their buying behaviour is often influenced
by incorrect or incomplete knowledge (RACTLIFFE, 2015). Thus, more information and
awareness building through campaigns and media coverage are needed to disseminate
knowledge to consumers (JUSTIN & JYOTI, 2012; RACTLIFFE, 2015).
However, despite the fact that most consumers have expressed concern about the
environmental impacts of their food choices, it can be concluded that their personal
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health was the main driver for most study participants (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; JUSTIN
& JYOTI, 2012; LEE & YUN, 2015; RACTLIFFE, 2015).
While the demand for organic products has risen steadily, consumers also face various
barriers in buying organic food. Particular emphasis is often put on prices, but price
perception may have a major impact on consumers’ choices. Further hindrances are
aspects such as access and availability (JUSTIN & JYOTI, 2012; PADEL & FOSTER, 2005;
RANA & PAUL, 2017). In this context, increasing people’s awareness and providing
information and adequate labelling are both aspects that could increase consumers’
willingness to pay a premium for organic produce (RANA & PAUL, 2017).
According to Padel and Forster (2015), mistrust of organic foods, varying eating habits
and bad product presentation are likewise mentioned as impeding by consumers.
Certainly, the consumers’ location and the prevalent regulations, as well as the local
supply, are further detrimental when examining purchasing behaviour.

2.2.3. (Local) alternative food systems
Whether local or international, food production and its consumption are mostly
organised in food networks. Often, middlemen from the processing industry, retail
companies or other intermediaries are involved until the product reaches the final
consumer (FOLLETT, 2009).
Within the last decade, especially in industrialised countries, there has been a steadily
increasing demand for products from direct and local food networks, such as farmers
markets, vegetable-box schemes and cooperative or community-supported farming and
distribution systems (HINRICHS, 2000).
Emergence and popularity of alternative food systems
Several studies have found that consumers seek the direct connection to the supplier and
prefer shortened supply chains (ADAMS & SALOIS, 2010; FELDMANN & HAMM, 2015;
SIMS, 2009; ZEPEDA & LI, 2006). This is not only beneficial for the consumer but also
has advantages for the producers. Instead of being dependent on large supermarket
retailers, they can be more flexible in their pricing. Often, they can even directly sell
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their product at a farmers market, which provides direct contact and exchange with the
consumer (FEENSTRA, 2009; GILLESPIE & SMITH, 2008).
This direct connection and the personal engagement with the traders at the market is
favoured by consumers, who often also enjoy the special setting. Furthermore,
consumers value the reasonable prices and convenient, local purchase location
(CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015). Feenstra (2009) specified that local food systems mostly
include ecologically-viable methods in production and use a number of different
distribution methods. From traditional forms to more modern arrangements, systems
can include farmers’ markets, speciality food processors and vendors, communitysupported agriculture and others. They benefit not only from the distribution systems
but also from the principles and moral concepts they represent (FOLLETT, 2009).
Several authors claim that with the prevalence of industrial and conventional
agriculture, consumers have become estranged from actual food production (ADAMS &
ADAMS, 2011; DUPUIS & GOODMAN, 2005; MARK, JOHN et al., 2014; SIMS, 2009). The
development of AFNs can thus be seen as a response to this alienation (MORGAN,
2006).
This is also supported by DuPuis and Goodman (2005), who described this orientation
towards alternative channels as a rejection of the conventional structures. They defined
local food systems as a polar opposite to the international, large-scale distribution
systems, which additionally causes harm to the environment. DuPuis and Goodman
(2005) further explained that the renunciation of those conventional networks has led to
a shift of power, which exempts the consumers from this global predominance.
Forms of AFNs and its consumers
Local food products are often preferred because of their freshness, taste and quality.
Furthermore, they are claimed to be healthier and more nutritious (ANDERSON, 2008;
BINGEN, SAGE et al., 2011; LEE & YUN, 2015). Additionally, local food consumption
often also shines light on other aspects such as ethics and morality. As such, many
buyers have expressed their interest in supporting alternative forms of consumerism, in
spite of big commercial retailers. In this context, local food networks and direct forms
of sales can be considered as AFNs (BINGEN, SAGE et al., 2011; FEENSTRA, 2009). Since
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external certification may not be affordable for small-scale farmers, these local
operations and networks, which are often based on trust and personal relationships
between producers and consumers, allow smaller farmers to overcome the hurdle of
certification. Direct contact and the aim to support the local community and ecological
protection, thus become major driving forces within those food systems (ADAMS &
ADAMS, 2011; GILLESPIE & SMITH, 2008; SIMS, 2009).
Consequently, as opposed to industrialised food businesses, more and more consumers
seek these alternatives. Alternatives are generally farmers’ markets, health food stores
and speciality departments within major retail stores (MARK, JOHN et al., 2014). While
the latter two still rely on market structures and diverse intermediaries, farmers’ markets
aim to include the producer in the direct selling process at the location. This aims to
increase profits for the farmers and to reduce transportation miles and delivery times
(GILLESPIE & SMITH, 2008; MARK, JOHN et al., 2014). Further, in addition to the
traditional market forms, the emergence of other forms such as CSA or local box
schemes can be observed (ZEPEDA & LI, 2006). These are also characterised by direct
partnerships between producers and buyers, which provides benefits for all actors
involved. As Gillespie (2008) states for the case of CSA, they “come together in a
mutually supportive way” and “are able to clarify and meet individual and shared goals”
(GILLESPIE & SMITH, 2008).
From this, it could be stated that all those networks put an emphasis on the social
relations and closer connections between growers and consumers. Constructing AFNs
may not only be financially beneficial for all parties concerned but will also provide
opportunities for mutual understanding and future viable food systems (HINRICHS,
2000).
As highlighted by Hinrichs (2000), all these schemes often target a very exclusive group
of consumers. As such, while it may be sustainable and economically viable, it still
includes only a specific group of mostly educated, middle or upper-class consumers
(HINRICHS, 2000). Blake (2010), likewise, argued that especially in the United States,
direct distribution systems are often referred to as a kind of social movement of white
class consumers. This was also found by Lehner (2016), who claimed that consumers
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within AFNs are mostly like-minded people, constituting a niche group within the
overall food system.

2.3. Food production and supply in Cape Town
Likewise in the City of CT, there is a growing amount of customers searching for
products from local and alternative production systems. In this context, several
organisations and initiatives have been founded, which provide organic and alternative
food products. On the other hand, CT faces massive food insecurity and poverty issues.
The township communities are especially deprived of healthy nutrition, as well as stable
and sufficient income. In this context, several local organisations, such as Abalimi, try
to establish market connections between the wealthier upper class and the poorer
townships in the form of agricultural production and supply.

2.3.1. Food security challenges and development strategies
Urban poverty and food insecurity
Throughout the previous decades, rapid urbanisation has posed significant challenges to
urban infrastructure and food security in SA. Formerly, poverty and food insecurity
were mostly associated with rural areas; this has since shifted to the cities. Recent
figures calculate that around 60% of the South African population lives in urban
settlements (FRAYNE, BATTERSBY-LENNARD et al., 2009). In this context, the
connection between poverty and food insecurity was examined in the Urban Food
Security Baseline Survey, which was undertaken in 2008 by the African Food Security
Urban Network (AFSUN). The data, which was taken from 28,500 survey participants
from about 6,500 urban households in nine Southern African countries, suggests that
chronic food insecurity significantly affects urban dwellers in the surveyed cities. In
effect, as is the case of CT, only 15% of the households were classified as food secure
according to the Household Food Insecurity Access Prevalence Indicator (HFIAP). In
contrast, 68% of the population faces severe food insecurity. Another 17% still suffer
from mild or moderate food insecurity conditions (COATES, SWINDALE et al., 2007;
FRAYNE, PENDLETON et al., 2010).
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As explained by Crush (2011), food availability is a major problem for the poor.
Unreliable or no income streams prevent the township dwellers from the possibility of
affording healthy and good quality food. This statement can be confirmed by the
Household Dietary Diversity Scale (HDDS), which showed the diversity in food groups
consumed by the study participants. In its evaluation, the scale indicated a significant
gap between the insecure and secure household groups. Whereas food security goes on
the maximum scale levels between eight and twelve, food insecure households have a
median value of only five. As this measurement includes the non-nutritionally items
such as sugar and beverages, the number of nutritious food groups can even drop to
three. Consequently, poor households face an inadequate diet that leads to growth and
development deficiencies for the parties concerned. Higher disposable incomes and
substantially increased food expenditures are therefore major drivers of a more
nutritious and more varied diet (HODDINOTT & YOHANNES, 2002).
Other aspects, such as high inflation rates between five and 15% throughout the last
decade, have additionally aggravated the situation of the poor. Having reached a high of
almost 16% in 2009, the inflation has recently decreased to around 6% in September
2017 (TRADING ECONOMIES, 2017). However, those figures, and especially their
volatility, clearly shows the poors’ precarious dependence on market conditions.
When looking at the global North and in most industrialised countries, urban agriculture
is often understood to meet social, ecological and community aspects. As opposed to
that, similar studies in the global South focus on more existential challenges such as
poverty, hunger and malnutrition (BATTERSBY & MARSHAK, 2013). The City of CT, in
their Urban Agriculture Policy, aims to diminish these existential challenges. Thus,
tackling food insecurity and urban poverty are stated as the main objectives of this
activity. Further named is a set of strategic goals, which above all, aim to provide basic
survival support for the poorest and create employment opportunities for them. On this
account, these two aspects are also mentioned as a dual approach for future city
development planning (CITY OF CAPE TOWN, 2007).
Finding new ways to tackle severe urban food poverty by implementing alleviation
policies and development plans will, therefore, be a challenge in the region throughout
the coming years and decades. Considering the aspects mentioned above, urban food
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production may help to decrease the expenditure for, and the shortage of, food items. As
found within the Urban Food Security Baseline Survey, poor households in CT spend
about 55% of their household budget on food. As poorer households generally spend a
much bigger share of their available money on food, urban farming can present an
important means to reduce their expenditure. The AFSUN survey (2008) stated that
agriculture supports the poor in two ways: increasing their income and providing food.
However, it should also be borne in mind that considerable barriers and inadequate
infrastructure often impede access to markets (FRAYNE, PENDLETON et al., 2010).
Local initiatives and development strategies
Basic needs and food security aspects are the major drivers of the urban poor consumers
(BIÉNABE, VERMEULEN et al., 2011). Agricultural production and farming within their
localities are thus described and politically recommended among the means to tackle
those issues (BATTERSBY, 2011; CITY OF CAPE TOWN, 2007). As opposed to the vast
majority of poor people, there exists a much smaller share of middle and upper-class
South Africans. Living in popular residential neighbourhoods along the seaside and
close to the city centre, their lives are very different. Likewise, their consumption
patterns and their purchasing power vary greatly from the concerns and situations of the
poor. Their buying behaviours and their choices, therefore, have a major impact on the
local economy (BIÉNABE, VERMEULEN et al., 2011).
So, how can the non-commercial urban dwellers be connected with the market system
and with the upper-class consumers? In order to address these challenges, several nonprofit organisations and NGOs, as well as other local initiatives, have been set up to
build bridges between small-scale producers and local consumers. By providing farmer
training, seedlings and agricultural support, their aim is to encourage the local, poor
population to engage in farming activities. This supports the community by providing a
means of income, as well as improving the farmers’ own nutritional variation, which are
both important aspects (BATTERSBY, 2011; HARVEST OF HOPE, 2017a, 2017b).
Among them is the CT-based NGO, Abalimi. Starting in 1982, the organisation was
among the first to provide agricultural support in the areas of Khayelitsha and Nyanga,
both located in the Cape Flats (HARVEST OF HOPE, 2017a). With unemployment rates of
more than 45% as of 2011, more than 80% of the households suffer from moderate or
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severe food insecurity. In the case of Khayelitsha, with two-thirds of the population
living in informal settlements, the food insecurity rate even rises to 89% (BATTERSBY,
2011; COATES, SWINDALE et al., 2007).
After having worked with those communities for almost two decades, Abalimi initiated
the project HoH in 2008. Subsequently, every year about 3,000 (mainly female)
gardeners have engaged themselves in farming in their backyards or community farms
(SMALL, 2007). Not only does it provide a regular occupation for those small-scale
farmers, but also a stable source of income. While providing support throughout the
cultivation and growing phases, Harvest of Hope guarantees the purchase after harvest.
Therefore, the farmers can calculate their income and have the possibility to get their
products to the market (CHITJA & MABAYA, 2015; HARVEST OF HOPE, 2017b). Given
the prevalent spatial and logistical constraints to sell directly to the retail market, it is
almost impossible for urban, small-scale producers to participate in the traditional
structures (HOEKSTRA & SMALL, 2010; KELLY & METELERKAMP, 2015; THAMAGACHITJA & MOROJELE, 2014).
Several initiatives producing and selling vegetables within the city limits of CT have
emerged, most of these efforts and operations seek to sell to the wealthier parts of the
Capetonian population. Providing structures and market opportunities for commercial
operations within the townships remains a challenge (BATTERSBY & MARSHAK, 2013,
2017). Thus, the poor population profits so far, mainly through direct incomes from
selling their products. At the same time, it provides an opportunity to improve their diet
and become independent of retail stores (CHITJA & MABAYA, 2015; HOEKSTRA &
SMALL, 2010). However, as those gardeners present only a small proportion of the
township population, it would be desirable to provide some kind of market where
products produced within the township could be sold as well (BATTERSBY & MARSHAK,
2017). This is supported by Currie and Musango (2017), who stated that if agriculture
could only help to decrease nutritional deficiencies of the poorest and provide some
form of occupation, an important milestone would be met.
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2.3.2. Cape Town retail environment and local consumers
Supermarket expansion and state of research
Several studies have been conducted on recent supermarket expansions and its impact
on the informal food sector in South Africa (BATTERSBY & MARSHAK, 2017; BIÉNABE,
VERMEULEN et al., 2011; CRUSH & FRAYNE, 2011). While big supermarket chains
steadily open up new retail outlets all over the country, informal market stalls and street
vendors remain one of the most important supply options for many South Africans
(BATTERSBY & MARSHAK, 2017; CRAFFORD, 2003).
As more than 80% of the urban population suffers from severe or moderate food
insecurity, the strategies discussed primarily aim to improve the situation of the poor
(BATTERSBY, 2011; CRUSH & FRAYNE, 2011; FRAYNE, PENDLETON et al., 2010).
Therefore, not much research has been done on the more privileged minority of mainly
white, food-secure households. Yet, they hold a larger share of the country’s purchasing
power and thus represent the focus group of the big retailers (BIÉNABE, VERMEULEN et
al., 2011; CRAFFORD, 2003; RACTLIFFE, 2015).
In the commercial market are the large corporations: Shoprite, Woolworths, Pick n Pay
and Spar, who dominate SA’s retail market; all being in serious competition with each
other. As they have large market shares, it is important to consider their supply chains
and their role in the urban food provisioning and food security system (CRUSH &
FRAYNE, 2011). Within the context of modernised supply systems, Crush (2011)
elaborated on the idea that small, local retailers and traditional suppliers might be on the
losing side. Competing with big suppliers is also an issue for small-scale producers and
processors, who are under constant pressure when supplying traditional markets (CRUSH
& FRAYNE, 2011). These findings build on the aspects elaborated above, which make it
difficult for non-commercial farmers to sell their products (BATTERSBY & MARSHAK,
2017; HOEKSTRA & SMALL, 2010; THAMAGA-CHITJA & MOROJELE, 2014).
On the other hand, labelling of local produce and organic production have become
issues for this demanding middle and upper-class population (BIÉNABE, VERMEULEN et
al., 2011; KELLY & METELERKAMP, 2015). As presented in the Nielsen Global
Corporate Sustainability Report (2015), 68% of the survey’s participants were willing to
pay a premium for brands and products that are committed to social and environmental
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aspects. Indeed, big retailers have also taken up the concept of selling local produce. As,
for example, Shoprite revealed their strategy to support local producers and source fresh
products preferably from the surrounding regions. As of 2011, up to 80% of their fresh
vegetables and fruits were bought from local suppliers. However, 90% was sourced
from big commercial farms. Due to supply chains and pricing competition, it is
therefore difficult for small farming operations to sell their products to big retailers
(CRUSH & FRAYNE, 2011; THAMAGA-CHITJA & MOROJELE, 2014).
Availability and labelling of organic products
Organic production and labelling in SA are characterised by a lack of regulations and
guidelines. Since there exists no national legislation, several private certification
schemes and networks have emerged (KELLY & METELERKAMP, 2015; REPUBLIC

OF

SOUTH AFRICA, nd.; TUNG, 2016). However, it is generally recognised that the organic
sector is growing steadily. Big retail shops have jumped on the bandwagon, selling
organic, fresh products and specialities, such as free-range meat or local beverages
(BIÉNABE, VERMEULEN et al., 2011; CRAFFORD, 2003; KELLY & METELERKAMP, 2015;
RACTLIFFE, 2015). Hence, as of 2009, the formal retail sector was accountable for 90%
of all statistically recorded organic sales in SA (BIÉNABE, VERMEULEN et al., 2011).
Additional purchase locations for organic products are small-scale outlets such as
farmers’ markets, health food shops and local box schemes. As certification is often not
affordable for small-scale farming operations, they often sell products, which are grown
according to organic principles, without having certification (BIÉNABE, VERMEULEN et
al., 2011). The lack of a governmental standard has created mistrust and confusion
among producers and consumers (KELLY & METELERKAMP, 2015; REPUBLIC OF SOUTH
AFRICA, nd.; TUNG, 2016).
Preferences of food consumers in Cape Town
The previous section elaborated on the formal retail sector in SA and the emergence and
prevalence of local and organic produce in the commercial market. Figures indicate
rising demand, interest and the willingness to pay a premium for alternative food
products (BIÉNABE, VERMEULEN et al., 2011; CRUSH & FRAYNE, 2011; KELLY &
METELERKAMP, 2015; NIELSEN, 2015; TUNG, 2016).
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However, there is not much country-specific scientific evidence or insights into
consumer perceptions, beliefs and buying motivations. Whereas lots of studies have
examined these issues in other countries (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; ANDERSON, 2008;
BINGEN, SAGE et al., 2011; CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015; FEENSTRA, 2009; KUMAR &
SMITH, 2017; ROZIN, 2007; ZEPEDA & LI, 2006), little has been done in this research
field in SA (CRAFFORD, 2003; RACTLIFFE, 2015).
This scarcity of consumer research data had already been outlined by Crafford in 2003
and was later pointed out again by Ractliffe (2015). However, Ractliffe (2015), who
researched the connections between the consumers’ levels of concern for the
environment and their food-buying behaviour, revealed similar results as Crafford
(2003) did before. Considering the scarcity of more specialised household consumption
data, some interesting results can also be drawn from Ractliffe’s study, even though his
research had a different focus (RACTLIFFE, 2015). Even though Ractliffe (2015)
employed the term “sustainable food” for his research, it can be seen in his results, as
well as within the participants’ answers, that he equates this term with the concept of
organic production.
The consumer study conducted by Crafford, and her team from the Cape Technikon
University, examined consumers’ beliefs regarding organically-produced foods in CT in
2003. The 75 participants were questioned on their beliefs and buying motivations when
leaving the cash registers at selected branches of a retail chain. Results demonstrate that
85% of the respondents perceived organic foods to be healthier, 71% supported the
statement that it contains more nutrients and 67% believed that organic products were,
in general, more flavourful. While some respondents were unsure about the mentioned
statements, the numbers of participants who disagreed were extremely low (CRAFFORD,
2003). Ractliffe supported those findings in 2015, stating that health was the
consumers’ main driver to purchase organically-produced foods. Those figures show
that consumers not only have an overall positive picture of organic products, but it can
also be seen from the high level of uncertainty within Crafford’s (2003) questionnaires,
that consumers are perceived to have a lack of information.
Within both studies, the respondents further criticised the lack of product certifications
and labelling (CRAFFORD, 2003; RACTLIFFE, 2015). Most participants found that there
was poor availability and that products were hard to find (CRAFFORD, 2003). These
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limitations in supply and regulations, as well as the inconvenience of sourcing products,
were confirmed within Ractliffe’s (2015) interviews; here the respondents further
expressed a lack of trust in product claims. This complies with results from similar
international research projects (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015;
KUMAR & SMITH, 2017).
Additionally, apart from these availability and trust aspects, price was the most
hindering aspect for the majority of the respondents (CRAFFORD, 2003). However,
according to Crafford’s study, almost half of the participants were willing to pay a
premium of 10% more for organic food items. Another 16% and 5% were willing to pay
premiums of 20% and 30% respectively. However, the analyses of food prices
measured at Woolworths between February 2007 and August 2008 (Table 1) makes it
obvious that at least in formal retail environments, organic food is much more
expensive (CRAFFORD, 2003).
Table 1: Estimated average price premiums for organic food sold at
Woolworths in 2007 and 2008
Food Type

Average Price Premium

Vegetables

18%

Processed dairy

28%

Mixed processed vegetables

44%

Breakfast cereals/bars

47%

Salad dressing/mayonnaise

110%

(Source: BIÉNABE, VERMEULEN et al., 2011)

While 93% of Crafford’s (2003) participants believed that organic agriculture protects
the environment, 30% of Ractliffe’s (2015) respondents were often or always directly
concerned about the environmental impact of their food choices. Hereinafter, Ractliffe
(2015) highlighted the lack of knowledge among his participants. He further pointed out
that the missing awareness of many participants can be alluded to their limited
understanding of cause-and-effect-relationships. In that regard, several scientists
mention the opportunities for AFNs to enhance consumers’ agricultural understanding
and improve the connection between consumers and producers (BROWN & MILLER,
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2008; FEENSTRA, 2009; GILLESPIE & SMITH, 2008; LINK & LING, 2007; OPITZ, SPECHT
et al., 2017).
Farmers’ markets and local box schemes in Cape Town
As observed in other countries (BINGEN, SAGE et al., 2011; GILLESPIE & SMITH, 2008),
and also in CT, farmers’ markets and their popularity have increased in the last decade
(KELLY & METELERKAMP, 2015). The wealthy upcoming CT population enjoys the
atmosphere and the fresh, local and mostly organic products sold at several market
locations on a weekly basis (IRIN NEWS, 2014).
In parallel, there also exists a variety of different vegetable-box schemes; HoH was the
first and is very well know. As defined by Haldy (2004: 4), for consumers, a box
scheme represents a “delivery service with limited choice of produce, frequency of
shopping and quantity will be designed by the farmer delivered on a regular day with a
fixed size”. It is often a combination of fresh fruit and vegetable items, which is prepacked by the farmer, to be picked up or to be delivered to the customer (HALDY, 2004).
In the case of Abalimi, all organisational tasks are taken over by their marketing unit,
HoH. Therefore, small-scale gardeners from the township communities can sell their
produce directly to HoH, who will take care of all marketing, customer relations,
packing and delivery (HOEKSTRA & SMALL, 2010).
While there are several other box scheme suppliers offering their services in CT, HoH is
unique in that it only works with farmers in the townships. Having grown steadily, HoH
supplies about 350 families and about a dozen restaurants on a regular basis (HARVEST
OF

HOPE, 2017b). As some customer research has shown, most buyers are from the

upper-social classes, motivated by social aspects, health and environmental concerns
(CHITJA & MABAYA, 2015; THOM & CONRADIE, 2012).
According to Thom and Conradie (2012), who researched organic food-box schemes in
CT, there has been a viable market and growing numbers of consumers and subscribers
in previous years. This represents, according to Kelly (2015), a notable shift into
decentralised marketing structures. Yet, to address a wider scope of customers, it would
be beneficial to increase the variety of products in the boxes (THOM & CONRADIE,
2012). As explained by Brown (2009), consumers of box schemes have highlighted the
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aspect of convenience as the most relevant factor when discussing their shopping habits.
More diversity of products in their boxes would, therefore, reduce the amount of items
to be purchased elsewhere and would therefore improve the consumers buying logistics
(BROWN & MILLER, 2008; THOM & CONRADIE, 2012).

2.4. Summary
As presented above, the City of CT faces various challenges with providing food
security and income-generating opportunities to its poorer communities. In contrast to
this is an upper class who are generaly willing to spend a premium on alternativelyproduced food items. However, not much data exists for consumers in SA. In light of
the above, this study aims to determine the preferences and perceptions of private
households and businesses to provide beneficial outcomes for the organisation Abalimi
and its future actions. In this regard, the following section will elaborate on the
methodology used and the research hypotheses will be introduced.
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“Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change
the world; indeed, it’s the only thing that ever has.” ― Margaret Mead (n.d.)

3. Methodology and Research Approach
As explained in the previous sections, the aim of this present study is to understand and
analyse the preferences and perceptions of consumers of AFNs in CT. Therefore, in
cooperation with the local NGO, both quantitative and qualitative research methods will
be applied. Supplying private households, as well as business customers, would be
interesting to find out whether their motivations and understandings of food products
compare and, how or why they might differ. Additionally included in the quantitative
research will be clients from two other local alternative food suppliers. In this context,
this section will elaborate on the methodology used and will introduce the research
hypotheses.

3.1. Study setting: Harvest of Hope, Cape Town
Abalimi, as introduced in the previous section, has been the main partner for
cooperation in CT. The local NGO, who works with farmers in the townships of
Nyanga, Khayelitsha and Philippi, has been active in urban farming for about 25 years.
Their approach is to provide farmer training, seeds and other supplies and supporting
urban gardeners throughout all stages of crop growth to improve sustainable food
production in those deprived areas. By selling the products through their marketing unit
HoH, they additionally help farmers to generate a regular income. Customers subscribe
to the box system and are therefore entitled to pick up a weekly vegetable box at
specified points (HARVEST OF HOPE, 2017a, 2017b). Since 2016, Abalimi has been the
local partner of the international development project “Urban Agriculture for Food
Security and Income Generation in South Africa and Mozambique” (UFiSAMo) in
cooperation with the Humboldt University Berlin, as well as other private and
institutional partners. The aim of the UFiSAMo project is to improve urban food
security, nutrition and to generate new means of income for poor city dwellers. In this
context, one project goal is to examine the prevalent production and marketing
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structures to improve and develop them for future implementation (SLE CENTRE FOR
RURAL DEVELOPMENT, 2018).
Consequently, getting to know the local consumers, as well as their needs and demands,
are important aspects needed to adapt for future developments. As of 2017, HoH
supplied about 350 private households on a weekly basis (HARVEST OF HOPE, 2017b).
Furthermore, they have been working with several business customers. It will, therefore,
be interesting to examine in which ways the perceptions and preferences of these two
customer groups are concurrent or differ. To provide a better scope and get insights into
the demands of other local consumers, this research included two other AFN customer
groups.
One of them, the Ethical Cooperative (EC), also provides a box scheme for consumers
in CT. However, customers can choose what to order from a range of organic food
items, which can be ordered online. The boxes are then packed by the EC staff and are
delivered to the customer’s address or a nearby collection point once per week. The
supplier claims to sell produce, which is grown in an organic way, yet not all products
are certified organic. However, their advertisement offers complete transparency
regarding the production methods and the exact origin of their produce (THE ETHICAL
COOPERATIVE, 2017). Thanks to the good support of the EC management, it was
possible to get some of their customers to participate in this study.
The third customer base differed from the two others by being a local weekly farmers’
market in the city centre of CT. Brought to life through their own urban farming
activities, the Oranjezicht City Farm (OZCF) has been a local actor for several years.
Starting with gardening and farming within their own gardens in the CT city bowl,
nowadays their market provides a stage for a variety of local suppliers and farmers. The
market has become quite famous among the affluent CT society and is frequented by
many local consumers. The OZCF also engages in urban development, gives farming
training and courses for schools and other educational purposes. It’s a non-profit
project, aiming to enhance and support local food production and its farmers
(ORANJEZICHT CITY FARM, 2017). However, it has to be said that it is based in a
completely different district, surrounded by a wealthy neighbourhood. Still, its
cooperation with other farmers and its media presence may help to increase consumers’
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awareness and interest in locally produced food. Becoming aware of the local
circumstances and interrelations could present an important milestone in the overall
development for the enhancement and valuation of food production and the
indispensability of urban food security.
Figure 1 represents the geographical distribution of the three suppliers and their
production locations. CT’s city centre, as well as the wealthier neighbourhoods, are
located around the Table Mountain area and along the shore. The areas named Philippi,
Mitchell’s Plain, Grassy Park, Khayelitsha and the adjacent neighbourhoods are the
townships, where the majority of poor Capetonians live. Among these areas are also
Abalimi’s target and working communities. As marked in Figure 1, their community
gardens are all located in these deprived parts of the city. Also, their offices and storage
facilities are within those proximities.
As seen on the map, the OCZF operates, produces and sells only within the sociallyelevated areas in the city bowl. Additionally, they sell produce from small-scale farmers
who are growing in the Western Cape region around CT. This is similar to EC, as they
do not produce or grow any of their own produce; their location on the map only
indicates their office address.
Also illustrated are the restaurant locations of the respective HoH business clients who
have taken part in this survey. It can be seen that all of them are also located in the
wealthier upper-class neighbourhoods. Additional information about the business
customers will be given in the chapter 3.4. “In-depth interviews with business clients”.
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Figure 1: Locations of suppliers, production facilities and business partners
(Source: Own representation developed with Google Maps’ tools)

3.2. Mixed-methods research design
For this study, both quantitative and qualitative data was gathered and evaluated. It was
then analysed and interpreted according to mixed-method research criteria. In this
context, the convergent parallel design, also called triangulation (CRESWELL, 2014;
KUCKARTZ, 2014), was chosen. As the two research strategies were implemented in
parallel, no priority was given to either quantitative nor qualitative methods as they both
have the same importance for addressing the research goals. Therefore, according to the
triangulation design, the studies were kept independent during data collection and
analyses. Subsequently, when discussing the research and its outcome, data is merged
and interpreted (CRESWELL, 2014; KUCKARTZ, 2014).
The parallel mixed methods approach provides several scientific benefits and
advantages. Firstly, the triangulation of methods allows to directly compare and contrast
the quantitative findings and qualitative results for purposes of conclusion and
discussion. Secondly, qualitative findings may add deeper understanding and more
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profound insights to the study and, therefore, enable the researcher to better address the
research questions (CRESWELL, 2014; KUCKARTZ, 2014).

Figure 2: Detailed process of the convergent parallel design
(Source: Own representation based on KUCKARTZ, 2014)

For this research, the mixed-method approach was additionally beneficial as it enabled
the researcher to conduct both types of data collection during the same phase.
Therefore, considering the limited research time in CT, it was possible to gather
different and important types of data within a relatively short amount of time.
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Prior to the fieldwork and data collection, an extensive literature review was conducted
on the scientific fields related to the study. This was to limit the scope of this research
and to find out what might be relevant. Therefore, the previous chapter provided the
necessary background information on consumers’ buying behaviour, AFNs and the
current state of food production and supply in CT.
As described in the previous section, the literature reviewed was also needed to
elaborate on the hypotheses used for the quantitative research section. According to the
research design described by Creswell (2014), key words for online research were
identified and thus entered in various online databases. Consequently, important aspects
were taken into account to define the research questions (RQ) and to subsequently
develop the hypotheses for this research. Afterwards, the quantitative questionnaires
were designed and the qualitative interviews with experts were prepared. Deeper insight
and information about the procedures and approach to the questionnaire design will be
given in the following sections.

3.3. Quantitative research with private household groups
As previously described, a lack of data regarding consumers in SA and, their
perspectives and preferences has been pointed out in existing literature (CRAFFORD,
2003; RACTLIFFE, 2015). Therefore, this research aims to fill some of the knowledge
gaps, especially in terms of motivations and obstacles presented by customers of local
AFNs. After extensive literature research and the analyses of various case studies,
which dealt with the field of local and organic food consumers, assumptions and
hypotheses for this study were developed. The methods and the approach, which were
applied in order to examine private households perceptions will be explained in the
following section.

3.3.1. Guiding assumptions and hypotheses
While it was found that the majority of consumers are willing to pay a premium for
local or organic produce (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; BERG & PRESTON, 2017; CHIH-
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CHING & YU-MEI, 2015; FELDMANN & HAMM, 2015; JUSTIN & JYOTI, 2012), price is
still perceived as one of the main hindrances to increase purchases in AFN (ADAMS &
ADAMS, 2011; CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015; JUSTIN & JYOTI, 2012; PADEL & FOSTER,
2005; RANA & PAUL, 2017). Further hindrances, which were pointed out by the same
researchers, were availability, as well as the convenience to source and attain these
products. The results of these studies, therefore, shaped the first hypothesis:
H1:

Price and availability are the main obstacles for consumers of AFNs in
CT.

Researchers found that many people prefer local food to imported products (ADAMS &
ADAMS, 2011; CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015). Partnerships and networks between
producers and consumers may be beneficial for mutual understanding and the future
development of viable food systems (GILLESPIE & SMITH, 2008; HINRICHS, 2000).
Therefore, transparency and trust are important factors when it comes to choosing and
purchasing items from AFNs (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015;
FEENSTRA, 2009; KUMAR & SMITH, 2017). However, in this context, Feldmann and
Hamm (2015) highlighted the challenges for consumers when seeking information and
knowledge regarding a product’s origin and attributes. In SA, the non-existence of
labelling of organic products creates mistrust and confusion among producers and
consumers (KELLY & METELERKAMP, 2015; RACTLIFFE, 2015; TUNG, 2016)
additionally aggravate the situation.
Consequently, the second research hypothesis is as follows:
H2:

Consumers in CT seek for more labelling and information about
products’ origin and production processes.

Several other researchers concluded that personal health and factors of enjoyment were
their study participants’ main motivations for consumption of alternative foods (ADAMS
& ADAMS, 2011; JUSTIN & JYOTI, 2012; LEE & YUN, 2015; RACTLIFFE, 2015). Lee and
Yun (2015) even pointed out that the importance of nutritional factors has been steadily
increasing. It is also emphasised that more and more consumers are aware of their
shopping decisions’ ecological and social consequences (JUSTIN & JYOTI, 2012; LEE &
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YUN, 2015). As such, consumers are interested in sustainable production methods,
social and animal welfare and reducing environmental harm (ANDERSON, 2008; BLAKE,
MELLOR et al., 2010; CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015; KUMAR & SMITH, 2017). However,
Sims (2009) pointed out that the inner drive for the satisfactory feeling of being a good
person may also have a considerable influence on people’s buying behaviours.
Having said this, the third hypothesis assumed that:
H3:

Despite the increasing ecological awareness, personal motivations are
the main driving factors for consumers of AFNs in CT.

HoH is a project that aims to support the urban poor by selling products to the wealthier
upper class in CT (HARVEST OF HOPE, 2017b; HOEKSTRA & SMALL, 2010). Consumer
studies conducted by Crafford (2003) and Ractliffe (2015) have shown customers of
local and organic foods in CT appreciate those alternative products for various reasons
of health and morality. However, it should be taken into consideration that customers of
AFNs mostly belong to the upper social classes, which represent a very small share of
the actual population (BLAKE, MELLOR et al., 2010; HINRICHS, 2000; ZEPEDA & LI,
2006).
Lehner (2016) concluded that, in general, consumers of AFNs constitute a niche group
of conscious and committed consumers. For this study customer groups from three
different suppliers, all living in the more prosperous areas of CT and being frequent
consumers within those AFNs, have been examined.
As such as, the following statement is expected to be proved:
H4:

The beliefs, motivations and expectations of the three participant groups
do not differ significantly.

The four hypotheses will be considered first when analysing the quantitative data of
private households. Therefore, both descriptive and multivariate regression analyses
will be applied. In a second step, the hypotheses will be reviewed when presenting and
examining the qualitative data. Consequently, the aim is to provide an extensive picture

37
and profound insight into both CT’s private and business consumers’ perspectives and
perceptions.

3.3.2. Structured questionnaires with focus groups
Data were collected from three different groups of consumers from AFNs in CT as was
explained above. Thus, respondents were either visitors of a local farmers’ market or a
member of an organic food-box scheme system. This current section will present the
sample of participants and explain the procedures of quantitative research.
Sample
The sample for the quantitative research consisted of 172 participants, which can be
divided into the three sub-groups that have already been explained in the previous parts.
As can be seen in Figure 3, the shares among the three customer bases reach
approximately similar numbers and percentages.
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55
HoH: 40%

EC:

32%

OZCF: 28%

Figure 3: Composition of respondents by customer base, N = 172 participants
(Source: Compiled from own data)

Questionnaire design
Questionnaires were one of the methods used by the researcher in identifying the
respondents’ opinions, beliefs and habitudes. In this context, written questionnaires or
formal interviews were often used to gather quantities of data from a group of people,
which were the sample group. By asking a random selection of people, the aim was to
draw conclusions about the beliefs and interests of a bigger population (FIELD, 2009;
NEUMAN, 2014). For this current study, the participants answered a total of 49 questions
(Q), either online or manually at the farmers’ market. Different question types with
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specific measurement levels were used to identify the motivations, constraints and
preferences of local food consumers in CT.
Apart from a variety of nominal data, which was to provide information about the
participants’ demographics and habits, several interval-levelled questions aimed to
measure the respondents’ attitudes in numbers and relations. By assigning values to the
consumers’ statements, the researcher used the results for statistical evaluation
(NEUMAN, 2014). After reviewing several consumer studies on local and organic food
consumption (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011; CONSTANZA & GARY, 2015; FEENSTRA, 2009;
GILLESPIE & SMITH, 2008; RACTLIFFE, 2015; ZEPEDA & LI, 2006), the questionnaire
was designed and customised to the customers and the respective supplier.
To gain insight into the customer profiles, the questionnaire started with some general
questions, which aimed to assess aspects of how long they had been members of the
cooperative or how often they visited the market. The total questionnaire, as well as the
according choices for answering, can be reviewed in the appendix.
Throughout the questionnaire, several sections aimed to assess the importance and value
that consumers attach to certain aspects of food production and supply. Therefore, the
respondents were asked to classify attributes according to their importance on a given
scale. Participants had the choice among the following options:
Great importance --- Moderate importance --- Very little importance --- No importance
Later in the evaluation, values from three (great importance) to zero (no importance)
were assigned for the four categories. Without forcing respondents into one of the
answers, the questionnaire gave the possibility to tick “Never considered this issue”.
Respectively, the aim was to assess the numbers of people who had not thought and
considered certain aspects of production and consumption.
In order to assess the customers’ beliefs, values and motivations, these three questions
were included in the questionnaire:
Q5

For which reason(s) have you become a member of EC/ HoH*? Please
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classify according to their importance.
Q30

Which are the reason(s) for you to buy locally grown food? Please
classify the importance for each of the following attributes.

Q43

Please indicate the importance of each of the following factors in order
to convince you to buy (more) organic products.

Several sub-categories, which will be examined in detail in the following chapter, were
then given for each topic stated above. As Q5 only aimed to assess the opinions of
consumers who were members of a cooperative, it was excluded when interviewing
customers at the farmers’ market. The questionnaire aimed to test and evaluate the
consumers’ statements concerning several aspects of growing, purchase and habits.
Questions measuring these aspects were Q11, Q12, Q13, Q16, Q17, Q19, Q23, Q24,
Q25, Q27, Q28, Q29, Q33, Q36, Q37, Q38, Q39 and Q40, which all can be found in
Appendix I (I.1. Questionnaire).
In addition, to the previously mentioned questions, several more aspects were taken into
consideration. These were not included in the results and discussion chapter as they did
not add any scientifically-relevant value to the research topic. To help HoH to
understand their customers better, these results can be used for internal use by Abalimi.
Therefore, the excluded questions were Q6, Q7, Q8, Q14, Q15, Q18, Q20, Q21, Q22,
Q26, Q32, Q34, Q35 and Q41. Finally, the questionnaire ended with asking the
respondents’ gender, age group, their highest level of education, their marital status and
the suburb they were currently living; the latter question was to map the spatial
distribution of participants.

3.3.3. Data collection, analyses and evaluation
The methods used for data collection varied for the three customer bases. This approach
was necessary due to aspects of feasibility and logistic constraints. All these customer
bases answered the same structured questionnaire, while the box-scheme customers
answered it online and the market visitors were asked face-to-face at the market
location. As no customer data exists for the latter, it would not have been possible to
send them the questionnaire online. On the other hand, it was not possible to meet all
the respondents from the box schemes in person. This can be explained by the extensive
time periods within which HoH customers may pick up their boxes.
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Data Collection at the OZCF market
The first Saturday of March 2017, before sending out the online questionnaires, a pretest was made at the farmers’ market with ten respondents. The aim was to assess and
improve the quality of answers and to allow for changes if necessary. This step in the
process reduced the risks of errors and improved the final data quality. Therefore, the
questionnaire pretesting was conducted with a small sample of the respective
respondents of the research target group. Participants could also give their feedback,
which could then be used to improve the questionnaire for the subsequent final data
collection (GRIMM, 2010).
Thereafter, the research was conducted at the OZCF market in Granger Bay, CT on the
following five Saturdays (March till April 2017), where the weekly market takes place.
The survey was conducted between 11am and 1pm, which is usually the busiest time at
the market. During this period, approximately every tenth person was approached by the
researcher and was asked to take part in this survey. Approximately one-third of the
customers asked was willing to fill out the questionnaire. The rate of agreement was
slightly higher among women compared to men. While the market is frequented by
many couples and families, the rate of male respondents was much higher than couples
and families. Direct feedback was particularly interesting, which was often given by the
respondents afterwards. Several were grateful to be able to take part in the survey and
mentioned that the questionnaire had brought them to think about several aspects that
they had not considered beforehand.
The data from the manually filled out questionnaires gathered at the market was then
individually entered and recorded in the online form by the researcher. This was so that
it could be compiled with the other online questionnaire results.
Online data collection
Initially, the aim was to speak to the HoH clients in person as well. However, the staff
at several pick-up locations said that the time frame of pick-ups was more than 24
hours. Therefore, in cooperation with HoH, it was agreed on sending the questionnaire
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link via their newsletter databank. The customers could then, within a certain
timeframe, fill out the questionnaire online.
For the customers of the EC, a similar approach was agreed upon. Thanks to the
friendly support of the EC management, their customers were sent an e-mail where they
were asked to take part in the survey. As such, customers were given a short
introductory session that explained the context of the research before the research’s
questions.
Data analyses and evaluation
As there was no statistical background to previous studies, the evaluation methods were
adopted from Field (2009) and Neuman (2014), whose books provided a good balance
between theory and practice.
The statistical software, SPSS Statistics 24, was used to analyse the quantitative data,
which had been gathered through the questionnaires for this research. To present the
results and to illustrate them clearly, descriptive statistics were applied and outcomes
were depicted in tables and figures.
Beforehand, the data was entered into SPSS and variables, as well as their values and
properties, were defined according to Field (2009). Data was coded and dummy
variables were created in order to use the results for further interpretation. By
organising raw data into certain categories, they became eligible for testing within
statistical software (NEUMAN, 2014). In addition, a plausibility pre-test was made with
all data. By examining the frequency tables for all variables and their graphs, it was
checked if there were imbalances or wrong figures. Inconsistencies were then reviewed
and rectified. In this context, the minimum and maximum values for each variable were
checked to find out if any wrong characteristics had been entered into the data set.
Through this action, input errors could be eradicated early and would not influence the
statistical outcome (FIELD, 2009).
After applying descriptive statistics on the data, the next step was to identify relevant
answers and outcomes for further calculations. Thereafter, various sets, categories and
variables were combined and assessed within cross-tabulation sets. To better compare
the Likert-scale answers (Q5, Q30, Q43), which each consisted of several sub-
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categories, the answers were clustered and scales for the respective answers were
computed. This approach was very helpful to identify striking variables, connections
and inter-dependencies.
Consequently, t-tests and ANOVA were performed, which provided the information
about the equality or inequality of means within samples. While t-tests were used to test
two samples, ANOVA was performed when comparing three or more means. In the
context of this study, this was very useful to compare differences and equalities among
the three groups. By defining dependent and independent variables, ANOVA was also
performed to assess which beliefs and attitudes had a major impact on the valuation and
classification of the Likert-scale attributes (Q5, Q30, Q43) (FIELD, 2009).
For Q48, the respondents were asked within which suburb they lived. This data was
later clustered within the seven following city districts: City Bowl, Northern Suburbs,
Atlantic Seaboard, Southern Suburbs, South Peninsula, Cape Flats and Helderberg. A
map and a list and, with their according frequencies and the exact customer distribution
can be seen in the Appendix II (Figure 10: Map of Cape Town’s suburbs & Table 11:
Classification of neighbourhoods and suburbs)

3.4. In-depth interviews with business clients
As mentioned above, HoH does not only supply private households but also business
customers. It was, therefore, additionally of great interest to examine what drives,
motivates and maybe also hinders those clients to work with a non-profit supplier such
as Abalimi. Therefore, several guideline interviews with restaurant owners, whose
businesses are supplied by HoH, were conducted during the course of this research. The
approach, the process of data collection and the methods of the computer-aided analyses
will be outlined and explained below.

3.4.1. Qualitative research analysis and data evaluation
In the scientific context, a qualitative interview aims to pursue a planned process of
verbal information and targeted questions. According to Konig et al. (KONIG,
RUSCHEMEYER et al., 1976), depending on the guidelines and on the research’s
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objectives, interviews can be either “structured” or “unstructured”. Open interviews
encourage the interview partners to point out specific aspects that they consider to be
important. Therefore, with “unstructured” questions, it is possible to lead a mostly open
conversation. The complex answers give an insight of what kind of knowledge and
ignorance the respective interview partner has. In addition, it has to be taken into
consideration that the prevalent knowledge and attitude will have an impact on the
answers and on the course of the interview. However, it can also be very beneficial as
the interview partners might raise and explain new aspects, which had not been
considered before.
For this present survey, several key questions were formulated in advance and were
then queried in guided interviews. Yet, to keep the interview in the setting of an open
conversation, no specific order was kept. This was also based on the fact that it became
obvious, within the course of the first few interviews, that the restaurant owners had a
high willingness to speak. Therefore, they often gave very long answers within which
other aspects to be questioned were already answered, which resulted in questions on
these aspects not having to be asked afterwards. While one interview was conducted in
20 minutes, another one took one and a half hours. Concerning the duration of the five
other interviews, they were between these two extremes.
The data collected were analysed with the methods for qualitative content analysis
(MAYRING, 2000). Based on Mayring’s (2000) principles, a coding system was created
and the respective passages were clustered into categories. Following the method of
Kuckartz (2016), both inductive and deductive approaches were applied when creating
these categories. Inductive categories were derived from the material and its content to
identify and highlight all relevant aspects. The deductive approach was founded on the
assumption that major categories could already be extracted from the previously
compiled guideline as well as from the literature review and the hypotheses. It is typical
for the inductive procedure to investigate the text in order to work out relevant isolated
phenomena, which then can be compared and structured (KUCKARTZ, 2016). For this
research, the interviews were processed and evaluated within the program MAXQDA,
which enabled the researcher to classify and code the interviews and the different
sections.
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3.4.2. Interview partners, data collection and guidelines
All questions aimed to assess the business clients’ motivational drivers and hindrances
that they perceived when working with the local non-profit supplier Abalimi. Further
goals were to examine their general attitudes towards local and organic foods, as well as
their perception about their customers’ interests and beliefs.
Data Collection
By March 2017, Abalimi had been working with twelve restaurants, cooking schools or
food baskets throughout CT (HARVEST OF HOPE, 2017c). In the context of this study,
seven of those clients have been interviewed in a qualitative survey. To get deep and
comprehensive insights from this important group of customers, the business owners
were contacted personally. First, in order to not take them by surprise, they were sent a
short introductory e-mail. They were informed briefly about the research context and
the cooperation with Abalimi. Following this, it was then agreed, via e-mail or
telephone, about a meeting at the respective restaurant in CT.
At the meetings, partly open and partly guided interviews were conducted personally
with each of the business owners. Those interviews were supposed to reflect and
represent the actual local food development and market situation in CT. In order to get
different insights and to gain a broad picture of the local scene, restaurants with
different focuses and strategies were chosen. Therefore, the amount of restaurants does
not only provide different and interesting aspects, but also an excellent scientific
variety.
The interviews were recorded with a smartphone and afterwards transcribed according
to the transcription rules by Kuckartz (2016) with the help of the computer program F5.
The respective transcriptions of the interviews can be found in Appendix III. As most
interviews took place within the restaurants or in the kitchen area, there were always
noise disturbances in the course of the conversation. Therefore, some parts of the
recordings were incomprehensible, which was then marked as such in the transcription.
One interview took place with two of the owners, so in total there were eight interview
partners. In the following section, they will be indicated as I01 to I08.
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Interview partners
Figure 4 indicates the respective business locations in CT; each icon anonymously
represents one restaurant. It can be seen that all of them are quite close to each other,
especially when in comparison to the bigger map of CT, which can be found in
Appendix II (Figure 10: Map of Cape Town’s suburbs). In addition, the other restaurant
partners, who have not been interviewed, can be found in the same neighbourhoods.
This again indicates that there is a big gap and geographical distance between the
wealthier areas in CT and the poor and food insecure districts of the Cape Flats, were
Abalimi’s community gardens can be found.

Figure 4: Anonymous graphic representation of the HoH business clients’ locations
(Source: Own representation using Google My Maps)

Interview guidelines
As previously described in section 3.3, the hypotheses for quantitative research were
elaborated after an extensive literature review. The same study results have shaped the
assumptions and, therefore, the guidelines for the qualitative interviews. Thus, the
respondents were asked about their experience and their motivations to work with HoH,
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as well as their perceptions in regards to private consumers. The questions also aimed to
determine outcomes that are applicable in comparison to the quantitative results. In
Appendix I (I.1. Guideline Questions), the whole set of guideline questions can be
accessed in detail.
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“To change ourselves effectively, we first had to change our perceptions.”
― Stephen R. Covey (1989, p.18)

4. Results: Perceptions and Preferences of Consumers in
Cape Town
In this section, the research results will be presented to provide information about the
perceptions and preferences of food consumers in CT. Descriptive and multivariate
analyses will be applied to the data. The first part of this chapter deals with the
presentation and illustration of the quantitative data obtained from the private household
consumers. Thereafter, in the second part, the qualitative data gathered from HoH’s
business customers will be presented and examined.

4.1. Private consumers
A total of 172 participants filled out the questionnaire, which aimed to assess the
consumers’ perceptions, beliefs and motivations regarding the purchase and
consumption of locally grown or organically produced food items. Sixty-nine
participants were members of HoH, which represents the biggest share (40%) of the
three customer groups. Another 32% (55 participants) were customers of EC and the
last 28% (48 participants) had been visitors at a CT-based farmers’ market.
Age distribution
The distribution of the age groups is depicted in Figure 5. When comparing the three
supplier groups, it can be seen that the share of young customers under 25 years is 23%
within the OZCF group, which is much larger in comparison to the two other customer
bases (4% and 2%) for that age group. Having spoken to the customers at that venue in
person, many young clients were willing to participate as they put themselves in the
researcher’s perspective and wanted to help. In general, the customers at the OZCF are
quite young as it is also a lifestyle and leisure time venue where people tend to spend
their Saturdays with friends and family.
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Figure 5: Age distribution by customer group
(Source: own data)

Geographical distribution
As presented below, Figure 6 illustrates the geographical distribution of residences
among the participants. When examining the data, it can be seen that for both HoH and
EC, the biggest share of respondents resided in the Southern Suburbs.
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Figure 6: Geographical distribution of the participants’ residence
(Source: own data)
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Even though HoH delivers to different pick up points throughout the whole city of CT,
almost half (48%) of their participants are residents in the Southern neighbourhoods.
Furthermore, a remarkable numbers of respondents live along the Atlantic Seaboard and
within the City Bowl. This observation applies especially for the OZCF customers,
which can be explained through the spatial vicinity to the market venue in Green Point,
which is adjoining those two suburbs; as was explained in section 3.1. “Study setting:
HoH, CT”, “Figure 1: Locations of suppliers, production facilities and business
partners”. Even though the Cape Flats represent a big share of the city’s landscape, both
in size and in population, only one participant lives in the outskirts of that area. Apart
from that, many neighbourhoods within the Northern Suburbs, Helderberg, West Coast
and the South Peninsula, are located far off from the suppliers’ locations, which
explains the lower numbers of participants from those suburbs (Appendix II, Figure 10).
Gender distribution
As already mentioned in the methodology section, the majority of respondents (79%)
were women. Within the two online data groups, only very little participation from male
customers was registered (Figure 7). Only within the OZCF respondent group were the
shares of female and male respondents in almost similar proportions (42% male; 58%
female).
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Figure 7: Gender distribution by customer base
(Source: own data)
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Membership and cooperatives
Both the customers from HoH, as well from EC, are all regular members of either one
of the two organisations. It is therefore interesting to analyse whether their customers
are relatively new to the idea or if they have been members for a long period. In Table
12 (Appendix II), the respective durations of membership for the HoH and EC
customers are presented. Of particular importance is the fact that in the case of EC,
more than three-quarters (77.4%) have been members for more than two years. Yet,
where as this timeframe also represents the biggest share of the HoH customers, only
41% of their clients have been members for a time span longer than two years. At the
same time, HoH has gained almost 35% of its new clients within the twelve months
preceding the survey (Appendix II, Table 12: Duration of membership by cooperative).
Reasons for becoming member of a local food cooperative
Furthermore, all respondents from the two cooperatives were asked for the reasons that
had motivated them to become a member. In this context, they were given the
possibility to assign a value on a scale from great importance (=3), moderate
importance (=2), very little importance (=1) to no importance (=0). They were further
given the possibility to abstain for one or several categories by ticking the option “never
considered this issue”. Therefore, the aim was to be able to identify which factors might
not even be taken into consideration. In fact, this option provided some remarkable
results as, for example, 43% of the members stated that they had never considered the
aspect “losing weight”. Likewise, almost 5% had not thought about reducing packaging
or about the organic production methods. For the other categories, the vast majority of
respondents assigned a valuation to each category (Appendix II, Table 13: Frequency of
respondents who had not considered the respective aspect).
The following table (Table 2), provides information about the actual valuation and
importance that the respondents assigned to the categories that were proposed as
reasons to become a member. In order to examine whether long-term customers had
different values or perceptions, the customers were clustered into those who had joined
within the last year and those who had been customers for at least a year. Overall, it can
be seen that the highest scores (out of a possible highest score of 3) are given for
supporting the local economy (2.78 out of 3), organic production methods (2.76) and
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protecting the environment (2.71). Three being the maximum, it can therefore be said
that the mean respondent assigned great importance to those aspects. Furthermore, it
can be derived from Table 2 that most aspects are ranked between moderate and great
importance. The only significant outlier is the aspect lose weight, which most
respondents weighted as no or very little importance. Also, it should be remembered
that for this category, 43% abstained from electing an option by ticking never
considered this issue.
Table 2: Reasons for membership by duration of membership
Reasons to become a

Duration of membership

cooperative member

Less than 12 months

More than a year

Total

Support the local economy

2.87

2.74

2.78

Increase veggie consumption

1.97

2.04

2.02

Lose weight

0.85

0.76

0.78

Organic production methods

2.75

2.77

2.76

Higher product quality

2.29

2.35

2.34

Products are fresh/ seasonal

2.55

2.73

2.69

Protecting the environment

2.73

2.71

2.71

Reduce packaging

2.5

2.58

2.56

(Source: own data)

The cooperative members’ participants were additionally asked whether they knew
other box scheme suppliers or not (Q3). In regards to that latter question, only 55
participants answered, of which 27% denied, 21% had heard about others but did not
know any names and the majority (52%) could at least name one other box scheme
supplier. While 63% of the HoH respondents knew EC, vice versa, only 32% named
HoH.

4.1.1. Preferences and beliefs in regards to local foods
The following will examine how consumers in CT perceive their own shopping and
consumption habits in regards to local foods.
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Attitudes and habits
Following the discrepancies and discussions regarding the exact definition of the
terminology local (Section 2.1. Definitions), the consumers in CT were asked about
what they perceive as local (Q36). For 12%, local is only within the city limits of CT,
while 59% would classify a product from the Western Cape still to be local. About one
quarter (27%) geographically designated the whole country of SA as a suitable for this
attribute and for the last 2%, Sub-Saharan Africa is accepted as local.
87% of the respondent either disagreed or disagreed strongly to the statement “I do not
care where it is grown” (Q11). In addition, at some later point in the survey, it was
asked how often they buy imported fruits or vegetables that are out of season in the
Western Cape region (Q16). In this context, 14% answered never, 63% seldom, 19%
often and only 4% conceded that they were buying those products very often. In regards
to whether the participants informed themselves about nutrition and health aspects
(Q17), the majority (79%) answered often or very often. Only 2% said never and the
other 19% stated seldom.
Also, when being asked to tick all attributes that they connect with healthy eating, local
was checked by 58% of the participants (Q12). In this context, other aspects which were
considered by the majority of respondents as healthy nutritional attributes included
eating fresh (83%), well-balanced (80%), organic (66%), natural foods (75%) and lowsugar (52%). In addition, the participants stated whether they were following some kind
of special diet (Q13); 21% said they were vegetarian, 3% are vegans and another 23%
said they were following an individual dietary scheme or were restricted by some health
related issues.
Furthermore, they were asked if they wished to know more information about the
nutritional values of the produce to be provided by the supplier (Q19), which was
affirmed by 41%, while 20% answered in the negative and another 39% were undecided
about that statement. In this regard, it is also interesting to examine how often the
respondents read the nutrition fact labels on grocery items (Q27). More than half (59%)
of the participants ticked almost always and 32% said sometimes, while less than 10%
said either never or rarely.
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When combining those two aspects, it can be seen that no matter whether the
participants check the nutrition fact labels in grocery stores (Q27) or not, they might be
interested in more nutritional information provided by their suppliers (Q19). Of those
37 participants who stated that they check the labels only sometimes or never, the
majority (65%) wishes more information. This percentage equals an approval rate of
67% among those participants who almost always check the labels.
The participants’ opinion whether they wished for more nutritional information about
the products to be provided by the supplier (Q19) in relation with the different supplier
groups was compared and is displayed in Table 3.
Table 3: Demand for more nutritional information from supplier by the
respective customer groups
HoH

EC

OZCF

Total

No (% of Total)

19%

11.4%

2.9%

33.3%

Yes (% of Total)

22%

20%

25%

66.7%

% of Total

41%

31.4%

27.6%

100%

(Source: own data)

Therefore, when reviewing the cross tabulation (Table 3), it could be seen that the share
of OZCF customers who denied this statement seemed quite low when compared to the
two other groups. Thus, a chi-square test for association was performed between their
demand for more information and the three customer groups. An alpha level (α) of 0.05
(5%) was chosen. Therefore, if the p-value had a value smaller than α, a statistically
significant association between the two variables was assumed. In this context, the
probability of wrongly assuming a significant relationship would then be 5% (FIELD,
2009). However, after performing the test between the consumers’ demand for more
nutritional information and the three respective customer groups, the results show a
high significance between those two variables χ²(2) = 10.393, p = .006, φc = .315.
Cramer’s V value, being 0.315, indicated that according to the effect size table by
Cohen (1988), a moderate relationship existed between them.
The two groups from the cooperatives were then compiled into one new variable
“member_cooperative” and the chi-square test was again performed to assess whether
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the market’s and the cooperative members’ opinion differed significantly. Results were
again highly significant with χ²(1) = 9.528, p = .002, φc = .301.
Furthermore, when asked how often they’d read the nutritional information provided by
restaurants (Q25), 38% said almost always, 32% ticked sometimes, while 23% stated
rarely and 7% chose never. However, almost all respondents (96%) would like to have
more information about the products’ origin to be provided by restaurants (Q24).
Nobody clearly denied that aspect and only 3% ticked for rather no; 1% said I don’t
know. Also, eating healthy when dining out (Q23) seems to be quite important for 54%
of the participants who said that in this context they almost always try to eat healthy in
restaurants. Another 39% answered sometimes, and the last 8% either do not consider
this issue or ticked rarely as their answer.
Motivations and drivers of local food purchase
One of the main goals of this study was to identify the consumers’ motivations and
obstacles to purchase (more) local food items. In this context, in Q30, the participants
were asked to assign importance to various aspects that are often associated with local
food purchase. Therefore, for each attribute, the participants had to choose one of the
following classifications: great importance, moderate importance, very little
importance, no importance and I never considered this issue. The latter was given as an
option to not force respondents to make a statement about something they had never
thought about before. This was especially interesting to see, as for some of the factors,
significant numbers of participants chose I never considered this issue. Except for the
option support local farmers, there was always at least one person who had not
considered the respective issue (Appendix II, Table 4). Remarkable high counts of nonconsideration appeared for proven health benefits (4.7%), better production methods
are used (5.8%) and it is part of my lifestyle (5.2%).
To provide an option for measurement and comparison, values were assigned for the
four other possible options, with ranking on a scale from zero for no importance to three
for great importance. The aspect I never considered this issue was taken out of the
statistical calculations to make the measurements relevant. Table 4, therefore, provides
an overview of the means (M) and the standard deviations (SD) for each category.
According to Field (2009), the mean is a model that aims to summarise one’s data.
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Building on this measure, the SD provides a value for assessing accuracy of that mean.
In other words, the smaller the SD is, the smaller will be the fluctuation of data around
the respective mean and vice versa (FIELD, 2009).
Table 4: Reasons and drivers of local foods’ purchases and their importance
for consumers
HoH

EC

OZCF

Total

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Support local farmers

2.86

0.43

2.76

0.43

2.63

0.57

2.76

0.48

Proven health benefits

2.00

0.78

2.31

0.79

2.49

0.72

2.24

0.79

2.57

0.61

2.82

0.43

2.47

0.69

2.62

0.60

2.29

0.73

2.41

0.64

2.43

0.65

2.36

0.68

1.81

0.83

1.90

0.72

2.39

0.93

2.01

0.86

2.27

0.75

2.39

0.67

2.10

0.77

2.26

0.73

2.72

0.48

2.73

0.56

2.63

0.77

2.70

0.59

2.31

0.85

2.27

0.80

2.24

0.92

2.28

0.85

2.70

0.49

2.55

0.57

1.96

1.09

2.45

0.78

2.54

0.69

2.78

0.46

2.42

1.03

2.59

0.75

2.75

0.44

2.71

0.46

2.51

0.80

2.67

0.57

Produced by organic
methods
Better production
methods
Products are more
appealing
Part of my lifestyle
Products are fresh and
seasonal
Satisfying feeling
Reduce transportation
miles and emissions
Reduce the amount of
packaging
Minimal environmental
impact
(Source: own data)

In this regard, Table 4 provides extensive insights into the consumers’ motivations and
the values they attach to certain factors. The column Total shows the overall mean for
the three customer groups. It can be seen that the highest means were reached for the
aspects support local farmers (2.76), products are fresh and seasonal (2.7) and minimal
environmental impact (2.67). Those three also had the smallest SDs (0.48, 0.59 and
0.57 respectively), which shows that the according means are good and accurate (FIELD,
2009). Yet, when examining the different customer groups, the means for some
categories varied greatly. This is especially remarkable for the aspects products are
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more appealing and reduce transportation miles and emissions, were the values varied
greatly, especially among the respondents from the market and from HoH.
In this context, it was tested whether there is a statistical difference among the three
groups in regards to their valuation of reasons for buying local (Q28). In the following,
the eleven categories named above in Table 4 were clustered into three sets of attributes.
Therefore, three scales that are illustrated below, in Figure 8, were computed.
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Figure 8: Clustering of purchase reasons into scales
(Source: own data)

By clustering the factors, the aim was to examine whether customers are rather driven
by reasons of self-interest, environmental aspects or maybe by specific product features.
In this context the factor support local farmers was kept separate.
Subsequently, Table 5 provides the means for each of the computed scales and
compares the three customer bases. Overall, the scales for environment (2.58) and for
product features (2.56) reach slightly higher means when compared to the scale of selfmotivated (2.2). The total mean for all three groups of respondents, and all eleven
categories, has a value of 2.46, which, when considering three being the maximum,
shows an overall high appreciation of most of the aspects. Yet, remarkable is the fact
that customers from the market seem to value the environmental aspects less than those
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from the two cooperatives. While the means from the HoH and from the EC customers
are almost equal with 2.67 and 2.68 respectively, the mean from the OZCF buyers only
reaches 2.32; as displayed in Table 5.
Table 5: Means of purchase reason’s scales by customer base
HoH

EC

OZCF

Total

Scale_self-motivated

2.11

2.26

2.26

2.20

Scale_environment

2.67

2.68

2.32

2.58

Scale_product_features

2.51

2.66

2.51

2.56

Support local farmers

2.86

2.76

2.63

2.76

Scale_all_aspects

2.45

2.53

2.39

2.46

(Source: own data)

To identify whether there were significant differences between the means of the three
participant groups, an independent t-test was performed. This statistical test, which is
also called the two-sample t-test, compares the means among two unrelated groups
(FIELD, 2009). Therefore, to be able to apply the model to this present data, the
customer

groups

HoH

and

EC

were

compiled

to

the

new

variable

“member_cooperative”, which was then set in opposition to the group of market
participants (OZCF). Then four t-tests with those two groups and each of the scales, as
well as the attribute support local farmers were performed. The standard value of 95%
was set as a relevant confidence level for significance, thus significance is assumed if p
< .05.
On average, participants from the farmers’ market assigned higher values to the scale
self_motivated (M = 2.259, SE = .103) than respondents who were a cooperative
member (M = 2.175, SE = .051). Yet, the p-value was .418, this difference was not
significant t(169) = .811, p > .05. While both groups attached approximately similar
importance to the scale product_features (market respondents: M = 2.514, SE = .075;
cooperative members: M = 2.581, SE = .039), the t-test also confirmed that there was no
significant difference t(169) = -.852, p = .395.
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However, the scale environment showed that cooperative members assigned higher
values to those issues (M = 2.673, SE = .039) than the participants from the market (M
= 2.320, SE = .128). This result is highly significant (p = .001) with t(169) = -3.520, p <
.05. Also, with regards to the single attribute support local farmers, the cooperative
members scored higher values (M = 2.81, SE = .039) than the market visitors (M =
2.63, SE = .082), which was highly significant (p = .019) with t(170) = -2.359, p < .05.
Afterwards a fifth t-test was performed, with the scale that included all eleven aspects.
In this case, the cooperative members also attached higher values (M = 2.487, SE =
.032) when compared to the market participants (M= 2.390, SE = .078), however, this
was not statistically significant (p = .174) with t(170) = -1.366, p > .05.
Concluding this, it can be said that cooperative members, on average, have a higher
valuation of extrinsic aspects; in this case scale_environment and the attribute support
local farmers as compared to the visitors at the farmers’ market. Moreover, this
difference has statistical significance. However, while the market visitors attach more
importance to the intrinsic factors (scale_self_motivated and scale_product_features),
this does not have statistical evidence.
Regarding the respective standard errors of the means (SE), it is also remarkable that the
SE of the market visitors’ M is much higher for all five calculations. The SE can be
used to indicate the probability that the sample mean will fall into the calculated interval
(FIELD, 2009). While the probabilities are quite high for the cooperative members
(between 95% and 97%), they are strikingly lower for the market visitors (between 87%
and 93%). This might be an indicator that the market participants are less representative
as a sample as there was more variability between their means. However, it should also
be taken into consideration that the SE decreases with an increasing sample size (FIELD,
2009). Thus, this imbalance in size regarding the market participants (N=48)
represented a smaller group than the cooperative members (N=122), which might also
be an influencing factor on the higher SE scores.
Challenges and hindrances
The respondents were asked in a multiple choice set of questions to tick all aspects that
they perceive as hindering factors with regards to the purchase of more local food items
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(Q37). From the nine options that were given, on average, each participant checked two
aspects (1.85). The reason, which scored the highest, was inconvenience (42%),
followed by too expensive (32%), availability (27%) and limited choice (21%). This is
represented in Table 6. However, 33% stated that nothing prevents them from buying
local.
Table 6: Challenging factors in order to purchase local produce in CT
N/ % of

N/ % of HoH

N/ % of EC

N/ % of OZCF

total

participants

participants

participants

-

-

1

cases
Not interested

1
0.6%

Availability

2.1%

46

17

18

11

26.9%

25.0%

32.7%

22.9%

Unfamiliarity

36

17

6

13

of locations

21.1%

25.0%

10.9%

27.1%

3

1

4

No

time

to 8

check labels

4.7%

4.4%

1.8%

8.3%

Inconvenience

71

37

18

16

41.5%

54.4%

32.7%

33.3%

55

20

15

20

32.2%

29.4%

27.3%

41.7%

36

16

11

9

21.1%

23.5%

20.0%

18.8%

2

4

3

5.3%

2.9%

7.3%

6.3%

56

24

24

8

32.7%

35.3%

43.6%

16.7%

171

68

55

48

100%

100%

100%

100%

Too expensive
Limited choice

Inferior quality 9
Nothing

Total
(Source: own data)

When examining the three different customer groups, the variance in percentages
among some aspects is remarkable. The amount of people from the OZCF market who
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stated that nothing prevents them, is significantly lower than from the two other groups
(χ²(2) = 8.797, p = .012 with φc = .227), which indicated a medium effect size (COHEN,
1988). Also, for the aspect too expensive, the percentages among groups seem to differ,
however, this is not significant (χ²(2) = 2.826, p = .243, φc = .129). The same applies
for the aspect of unfamiliarity with locations, were no statistically relevant difference
can be proven (χ²(2) = 5.093, p = .078, φc = .173). Yet, the perceptions regarding
convenience vary significantly among the three participant groups (χ²(2) = 7.731, p =
.021, φc = .213).
Price and willingness to pay
Being asked about their perception if local foods are more expensive (Q33), the answers
were almost equally split into the three options I don’t know (33%), yes (32%) and no
(35%). To gain better insight into the consumers’ perspectives, the cross tabulation of
local foods are more expensive (Q33) with the impediment too expensive (Q37) was
examined. However, of those 55 participants (see Table 6) who had ticked that prices
prevent them from purchasing more local food items, only eleven (6% of the total
respondents) said that they also perceived locally grown food as more expensive in
general. Vice versa, more than half (28) of those 55 participants who said local products
were too expensive for them, had the opinion that, on average, local food products are
not more expensive than other ones (Q33).
The perception of price for local foods (Q33) was further compared among the three
client groups. For the HoH customers, the percentage of those who stated that local
items are more expensive (55%) is quite similar to those who denied this (45%).
However, it varies more among clients from EC, where 63% thought that local produce
is more expensive. However, among the market visitors, only 31% thought that
consumers have to pay more for locally-grown food in CT. Those differences in
perception are also statistically significant, with a medium effect size of χ²(2) = 6.964, p
= .031, φc = .253.
Still, of those respondents who thought that local food is more expensive (Q33), 83%
would accept to pay a premium of 20% or even significantly more (Q27). This figure is
10% higher than those who do not perceive local food as being more expensive (73%
with willingness to pay more). However, Pearson’s chi-square test indicated that there is
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no statistically-significant correlation between the perceptions of local food is more
expensive and the willingness to pay more for local items, (χ²(1) = 1.393, p = .238, φc =
.113).
However, the willingness to pay more for local food items (Q29) also varied among the
three groups. 81% of the HoH customers were willing to pay a premium of 20% (57%)
or even more (25%), similarly 86% of the EC participants would accept to pay 20%
more (60%) or significantly higher prices (26%). Yet, only half (50%) of the OZCF
customers would accept to pay more, whereas 45% would only choose the local item if
it had the same price and two respondents from that group would either only take the
local one if it was cheaper or would not choose the local product at all. Also, of the
50% of OZCF clients who would pay more, only 8% would pay a premium exceeding
20%. This figure differs greatly from the respective ones from HoH and EC. In this
regard, performing a chi-square test on that data showed that there is a significant
association, (χ²(8) = 21.287, p = .006, φc = .256), between the variables
customer_group and willingness_to_pay.
Considering the fact that the age profiles varied greatly between the three groups,
whether there was a relation between age (Q45) and the willingness to pay a premium
for locally grown food (Q29) was tested. However, those two variables were not
associated with each other, (χ²(5) = 3.200, p = .669, φc = .141).

4.1.2. Preferences for, and perceptions of, organically-produced foods
The survey’s participants were also questioned regarding several aspects of organic
food purchases and consumption. It will, therefore, be examined what motivates and
hinders those consumers and, what assumptions and beliefs they associate with those
organic foods and with their respective production methods.
Habits and preferences in regards to organic foods
In terms of views and opinions, most consumers agreed (50%) or partly agreed (26%)
to the statement “Organically grown food reduces the risk of cancer, strokes and heart
diseases, and contains more anti-oxidants” (Q40). Only 3% denied and 22% stated I
don’t know. The majority of participants (91%) believed that non-organic farming has
negative effects on the environment (Q41).
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As already mentioned above, in Q12 the respondents were asked to tick all aspects that
they considered as being part of eating healthy. In this context, 65% affirmed they
attributed organic as one element of healthy nutrition. Also, 94% said that when buying
local foods, the aspect organic was of moderate importance (26%) or of great
importance (68%) to them (Q30). Similar results apply in this context for Q5, which
examined the reasons for membership with a cooperative, where 91% said that the
aspect organic was of moderate (19%) or even great (73%) importance for them.
Yet, the single attribute organic (19%) seems to be less important as a buying criterion
(Q38) than the term local (33%). However, 47% of the respondents said that both
aspects were equally important to them.
To gain insights into the participants’ consumption habits, an analysis was carried out
on the frequencies within which organic items are consumed (Q39). In this regard, 15%
of the respondents did not know how often they regularly ate organic food products.
Most of the other participants ate organic products either one to four times a week
(35%) or daily (30%). The other respondents stated that they consume those items once
a week (15%) or at least once per month (5%).
The preference for either of the buying criterions (Q38) was examined with regards to
the consumers’ organic food consumption frequency (Q39); this is displayed in Table 7.
Therefore, the 26 participants (15%) who did not know the average frequency of organic
food consumption were taken out of the calculations. In addition, to make the
arrangement more clear, the frequencies were combined into maximal once per week
(once a week and at least once per month) and several times per week (one to four times
a week and daily).
It can be seen that among those who said that local was more important to them, the
shares between the two frequency sets are quite similar, with 46% for maximal once per
week and 54% for several times per week. However, 97% of those respondents, who
claimed organic as more important, consumed organic foods several times per week.
Also, among those who value both aspects equally, 81% eat organic products several
times per week. Yet, of the overall 146 respondents who gave an indication for their
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consumption frequency, 77% consumed organic products several times per week.
Between these two variables examined in Q38 and Q39, there existed a highly
significant correlation with χ²(2) = 19.972, p = .0001, φc = .370.
Table 7: The more important buying criterion and the frequency of organic
products’ consumption
Favored buying

Maximal once Several

criterion

per week

times

Total
per

week
Local

% of Total

13%

15%

28%

% of case local

46%

54%

100%

% of Total

0.7%

20.3%

21%

% of case organic

3%

97%

100%

Both are equally

% of Total

10%

41%

51%

important

% of case both

19%

81%

100%

Total

% of Total

23%

77%

100%

Organic

(Source: own data)

Obstacles perceived regarding organic foods
The participants were asked to evaluate various factors regarding their importance in
order to convince them to buy (more) organic products (Q43). Thereafter, for statistical
purposes, values from zero for not at all important, one for slightly important, two for
very important and three for extremely important were assigned.
Table 8, below, illustrates the importance that was assigned by the participants for the
respective factors. The mean for greater availability (2.22) outperforms others by being
the only M above two. Almost reaching values of two were the factors lower prices
(1.91) and wider product selection (1.97). Those values reinforce the initial assumption
(H1) that price and availability are the main hindering factors for consumers in CT; as
stated in section 3.3.1. “Guiding assumptions and hypotheses”.
The values highlighted for each aspect indicates the respective mode. In this regard,
lower prices (52%), more information (52%), greater availability (60%) and wider
product selection are very important for the majority of participants and for almost half
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(47%) when it comes to external, certified labelling. This also supports H2, which
proposed that consumers in CT seek more labelling and information on their products.
The mean value of 1.47, for the factor scientific evidence that organic food is healthier,
additionally showed that consumers seek background information for determining their
choices. While the majority of participants chose strong influence from friends and
family (48.8%) and more advertisements (36.7) as not at all important, both aspects
were 47% (strong influence) or 57% (more advertisements) as slightly or very
important.
Table 8: Relevance of factors in order to convince the participant to buy
(more) organic products
Lower prices
Mean
Not

More

Greater

More

information

availability

advertisements

1.91
at

all

1.53

2.22

1.07

6.4%

14.2%

3.5%

36.7%

19.3%

26.6%

3.5%

25.3%

Very important

51.5%

51.5%

60.2%

31.9%

Extremely

22.8%

7.7%

32.7%

6.0%

important
Slightly
important

important
Certified,

Strong

externally,

Wider product

influence from evidence

controlled

selection

friends/family

label
Mean

Scientific
organic food is
healthier

1.97

0.86

1.47

4.7%

48.8%

24.7%

16.5%

20.4%

19.9%

Very important 47%

55.9%

27.2%

39.2%

Extremely

22.9%

3.7%

16.3%

Not

1.64
at

all 13.2%

important
Slightly

24.6%

important

important
(Source: own data)

15%

that
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While 75% had stated that in order to buy more organic products, lower prices were
either very important (52%) or extremely important (23%) to them, the survey
additionally assessed how consumers perceived prices for organic foods in general
(Q40). In this regard, 52% agreed to the statement I generally think that organically
grown food is too expensive; 31% denied this and 17% did not know. The belief and
perception seems to be significantly different between the three customer groups, (χ²(4)
= 18.239, p = .001, φc = .232), as shown in Table 9.
Table 9: Perception if organically grown food is in general too expensive
I don’t know I agree

I

Total

disagree
HoH

EC

15

Count

23

69

% within HoH cases

22%

45%

33%

100%

% within respective row

52%

35%

43%

41%

9

Count

21

24

54

% within EC cases

17%

39%

44%

100%

% within respective row

31%

24%

45%

32%

OZCF Count

Total

31

5

36

6

47

% within OZCF cases

11%

77%

13%

100%

% within respective row

17%

41%

11%

28%

Count

29

88

53

170

(Source: own data)

While 77% of the market visitors had the opinion that organically-grown food is in
general too expensive, these numbers were much lower for EC (39%) and HoH (45%).
However, 52% of the respondents who did not know whether they perceived prices as
too expensive or not were customers from HoH. Therefore, from this supplier, 22% of
the respondents had no clear opinion in this regard. The EC clients represented the
biggest share of participants who disagreed (45%), which was also the answer chosen
by most of this group (44%).
Finally, a multivariate regression was performed to evaluate whether the variables
gender (Q42), age (Q43), preference for a respective buying criterion (Q36), frequency
of organic foods consumption (Q39) and perception of prices for organic products
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(Q40) have an influence on the valuation of the aspect price in order to buy more
organic food items (Q41). The respective values that were assigned by the respondents
for the aspect lower prices (Q41) represented the dependent variable in this regression.
The results are illustrated in a multi-stage model that contains three models, which are
arranged in Table 10. In order to make the variables statistically valid for this
calculation, the cases where participants had answered I don’t know had to be taken out,
which decreases the number of cases in the second and third model. The previous six
age groups were clustered into two groups: 18 – 45 years and 46 years and older.
Table 10: The influence of gender (Q42), age (Q43), preference for a respective
buying criterion (Q36), frequency of organic food consumption (Q39) and
perception of prices for organic products (Q40) on the valuation of the aspect
price in order to buy more organic food items (Q41)

Male respondents

Model I**

Model II*

Model III**

B

stb

B

stb

B

stb

-.007

-.004

-.038

-.018

-.046

-.021

.456**

.266

.388*

.220

-.006

-.006

.060

.060

-.018

-.009

.098

.047

(Ref. Female)
Age 18 – 45 years

.423*** .254

(Ref. 46 years and older)
Organic is the most
important buying criterion
(Ref. local/both)
Consumes organic foods
several times per week
(Ref. max. once per week)
Perceives organic as too

.554*** .315

expensive
(Ref. Organic is not too
expensive)
Constant

1.66***

1.23***

1.13***

Cases N

170

144

117

R2

.064

.072

.151

Adjusted R2

.053

.045

.113

Note: Levels of significance: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001
(Source: own data and calculations)
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Model I contains the socio-demographic gender as a control variable, as well as the
variable age being independent. The calculated ANOVA for this model indicated that
these variables have a significant influence on the respondents’ valuation: F(2,168) =
5.78, p < .05. The f-test is a global test, which assesses the model in its totality. The
coefficient of determination R2 is 6.4%. This signifies that 6.4% of the variance of the
mean valuation for the attribute lower prices (Q41) can be explained in Model I. The
effect of the constant is highly significant and has a value of 1.66.
The effect of gender is not significant in this model, neither is it in the two following
models. However, the age groups have a significant effect. Respondents who were
younger than 45 on average, assigned 0.423 scale points more to the dependent variable
lower prices than the older participants did. In Model II and III, more control variables
were included in the performance to increase the mathematical explainability. All three
models were significant and, therefore, can be interpreted.
In addition to the independent variables in the previous model, Model II contained the
variables preference for a respective buying criterion (Q36) and frequency of organic
foods consumption (Q39). The value R2 in this model is slightly higher (7.2%).
However, the two new variables were not significant and thus not interpretable. At the
same time, the difference in means between the two age groups slightly increases
(0.456). By adding the variable that measures the perception if organic prices are in
general too expensive (Q40) in Model III, the coefficient of determination increases to
15.1%. This indicated that for consumers, who perceive prices as too expensive, attach
higher importance to the factor price in order to buy more organically-grown items
(Q41). The effect of the new variable in Model III is highly significant. On average,
consumers who perceived organic prices as too expensive (Q40), attach 0.554 points
more to the importance of lower prices (Q41).
In conclusion, it can be stated that price seems to be of major importance for consumers.
Furthermore, convenience and availability of organic products are important topics and
can be hindrances for customers in CT.
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4.2. Harvest of Hope’s business customers
The following section represents the qualitative data gathered within seven guideline
interviews, which were conducted in 2017 in CT. The seven interviewees, all being
business customers of HoH, will be kept anonymous and will therefore be named I01 to
I07.
For this research, the two leading questions to be answered from the interviews were the
following:
1: What are the main motivations and barriers for working with a
local non-profit organisation, such as Abalimi?
2: How do those business clients perceive their customers’ interest
for alternative food supplies and which challenges do they identify in
that context?
For the data analyses, some general categories were formed according to the
researcher’s interview guidelines that followed Mayring’s (2000) method. Then, based
on Kuckartz’s (2016) recommendations for inductive category building, the interviews
were again clustered by their content. The detailed analysis and category building
provided the framework for the subsequent data evaluation and was therefore of major
importance for the quality of the results (BERELSON, 1952).
The category system can be seen in Figure 9. As derived from the frequencies shown at
the right, one major discussion topic that was mentioned by all interviewees was
education and awareness raising among private household consumers. Detailed insights
and results will be presented in the following section. The reason that drives these
business customers to cooperate with HoH and what might be hindrances for them to
purchase more items from this alternative supplier was analysed. Further aspects that
were questioned included the pricing policy, as well as their perception and, their
attitude toward organic methods and, more specifically, certification bodies. In addition,
it was examined whether the restaurant or hotel had disclosed some statement to their
clients about their cooperation with HoH. In this context, it was interesting to find out
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for whatever reasons they had decided to inform or not inform their customers about
their cooperation. In total, 196 sections in the seven interviews were coded for further
examination.

Figure 9: Coding system for qualitative analysis
(Source: Own data and preparation)

4.2.1. Cooperation with HoH: Motivations and challenges
Firstly, the cooperation between HoH and the respective business clients was examined.
In this context, it was of great interest to evaluate the drivers and motivations that were
behind the idea to work with HoH.
Initial contact with HoH
To find out how HoH gains new business customers, it was asked how the customers
had first heard about HoH. All respondents stated that it had been word of mouth. Either
they knew somebody who had already been working with HoH or they got in contact
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with an employee of HoH either randomly or because they were approached directly.
While one interviewee had been searching explicitly for local and organic suppliers, for
the other six stated that the cooperation developed more or less randomly.
Drivers to work with HoH
When asked for their motivations to work with HoH, the following aspects were
mentioned repeatedly: trust and transparency, personal aspects and business strategy,
quality as well as social aspects.
Several of the interviewees stated that working with HoH was just the right thing to do;
for example, some interviewees said:
“And one of the ideas for me about working with Abalimi is that I really think
that it’s a good idea and I think that it’s something that is the right sort of
philosophy to do and it’s the right sort of way to go by and doing things.” (I 03,
S 01)
“And I was completely blown away. With what they had going there, how much
passion they had, you know. Each farmer on his little, you know, piece of land.
And it just, it just, if you really look at it in that sense, it just makes sense. You
know, everyone and everywhere that's how we should be living.” (I 05, S 02)
“It saves the planet, because we are not transporting foods long distances.
There is nothing; there is no reason not to do it that I could think of. (…) It’s
organic and all the rest. So I can’t think of any reason not to do it.” (I 06, S 22 –
24)
The business clients further pointed out that for them, it was great not to have any
intermediaries and instead to have one organisation who are farmers, producers,
suppliers and middlemen at the same time. Additionally, they valued the transparency
and the concomitant trust that they had towards HoH, their products and the production
methods. It was highlighted in the interviews that these restaurants value honest
communication and personal contact with their suppliers; examples of their comments
are provided below:
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“I think the most important thing is the transparency. I am not so worried that a
farmer makes a mistake, but they need to be honest about it.” (I 07, S 18)
“I think we should know who our farmers are. They are people.” (I 06, S 115)
“I feel like if it’s been grown and it is, and you know, like if you trust your
farmers, you go… (incomprehensible). I mean, I trust HoH to make sure that
they are doing a good job and making sure that no chemicals are used.” (I 02, S
114)
In this context, it was additionally pointed out that the quality of products supplied by
HoH was perceived as outstanding and exceptionally fresh; as suggested by these
statements:
“I mean, we’re always trying to use the freshest, what we can get. So, that’s
what I like about Abalimi or HoH. I know that they are picking it in the morning
or like the night before. Like literally dropping it off, so the next day it’s like
super, super fresh.” (I 02, S 52)
“The flavours are better, you know, it’s less mass-producing. And the tomatoes
that they’ve been bringing me, you know, they taste like tomatoes. They’re
delicious. (…) And it’s just; you can see that it’s literally just being pulled out of
the ground. Which is nice, so you know how it’s been picked and it’s been
delivered to you. (...) So, I’ve been very happy with the quality actually.” (I 04, S
16 – 18)
“It’s fabulous, like their stuff is amazing.” (I 05, S 8)
“So we are getting it directly, and it’s fresher, it looks better, tastes better, it’s
probably healthier.” (I 07, S 10)
All seven interviewees explicitly mentioned that the taste of the HoH products was
outstanding and not comparable to many other products. They pointed out that the items
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were always extremely fresh and that they could see that they were not treated with any
chemicals. Also, it was stated several times that little blemishes or imperfect forms of
the vegetables were not hindering for them; as suggested by this statement:
“I mean food needs to look real. As soon as it looks too perfect, you know that
it’s been sprayed crazily. So, I just feel like the quicker you get it from the soil to
you, that’s like optimal.” (I 02, S 50)
Just like for the private household consumers, one important factor for the business
clients was to support local communities and farmers in deprived areas. The restaurants
want to support the farmers directly, instead of financing big companies or several
intermediaries. In addition, several of the interviewees stated that it was important and a
great initiative by Abalimi to provide training and skills for the community members in
order to sustain themselves:
“To be honest: the main reason for me is the fact that it’s supporting local
farmers... So where as now, what HoH is doing, is training people that might not
have jobs and want to learn a new trade. And it’s a really important skill to
have.” (I 04, S 14)
“The feedback loop back into the community, that Abalimi has set up. And this
sustaining of people, you know, indirectly this kind of becomes like you’re
paying the money to the people, who most need it.” (I 03, S 09)
“I just feel like it’s a great initiative to be able to support local communities.” (I
02, S 18)
“… the money stays where it should. It goes to the communities that plant their
properties. The guys learn how to look after themselves, that the skills are
passed on, rather than going elsewhere.” (I 06, S 22)
Concluding the business customers’ motivations, it can be said that, overall, they were
very happy and satisfied with the products and the strategy of HoH. Supporting poor

73
communities, trusting their supplier and receiving fresh and high quality products were
mentioned repeatedly as major reasons to work with Abalimi.
Challenges and potential improvements
Even though the business customers were overall satisfied, some of them mentioned
challenges or downsides, which they faced when working with HoH. Among them, the
frequency of delivery was mentioned both - by small businesses as well as big hotels.
Especially, the smaller restaurants did not want to buy for the whole week, because the
products might perish within that time frame. On the other side, it was sometimes
perceived as a challenge to reach the minimum order quantity. While some had a more
or less stable menu, they pointed out that several of the seasonal products were not
suitable for them. Consequently, their demand for the remaining products from
Abalimi’s range might not be enough to reach the minimum order quantity. These
aspects were perhaps most clearly summarised in the comments made by respondents
listed below:
“They got a lot of challenges in the operational side. They don’t deliver very
often. They deliver twice a week. the hotels prefer every day. If they can sort
those issues, they’d be fine.” (I 06, S 14)
“Yeah, I don’t get every week, because we are such a small restaurant. I don’t
have the space, and obviously there is a minimum spend and some of the stuff
sort of carries over.” (I 04, S 08)
“And every week I try to order for more, you know. Sometimes they don’t have
certain things and you have to keep variety for people to keep their interest.” (I
05, S 10).
Some of them pointed out that they would like to order more, but that their menu was
often imposing restrictions on what they could take from HoH. In addition, it was
mentioned by four interviewees that there was often a lack of variety and that some
vegetables were just not popular among their restaurant clients. Three out of seven of
these customers highlighted that it would be desirable to be able to buy special products
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such as heirloom vegetables from HoH. They stated that it would be great, if HoH
started growing some unusual food items, which are not available elsewhere.
HoH’s pricing as perceived by the business clients
When examining the business customers’ perception toward prices, some of them stated
that the prices were rather expensive, while the majority said HoH products were
comparably cheap. When regarding this aspect in detail, it became apparent that the
smaller restaurants all had the opinion that it was rather cheap to buy with HoH. On the
other hand the hotels, which normally buy bigger quantities, perceived the pricing as
expensive. When they are used to buy big quantities, they usually get scale discounts,
which seems not to be the case for HoH. However, the opposite was mentioned by the
restaurants, which bought smaller amounts and were regularly surprised how cheap it
was; for example:
“The other thing that's so interesting is that their vegetables are so much
cheaper! They’re so much cheaper… I mean, the vegetables when I order, I
can’t believe how much I get, for how little we are actually paying… But I'm
always quite surprised by how much I order and how little it costs us in the end.
And that's not why I order from them! I order from them obviously for the other
reasons! But that's a benefit I suppose.” (I 04, S 60 – 62)
“… but their prices are like, in comparison also to some other places, you know.
And you just feel like: wow, they’re making it so incredibly accessible.“ (I 05, S
8)
“And organic as well, it’s much less expensive.” (I 01, S 22)
“They are also not the cheapest, so their pricing model is not right. It isn’t. They
don’t watch market prices. So, sometimes they are too cheap… And then, at the
other side of the scale, they sell carrots for like four times more than I can buy
somewhere else. And as much as I’d like to take it, I can’t… And again because
of the scale, price becomes a very much and determining factor.” (I 06, S 16 &
30)
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As such, the perceptions varied greatly according to the scale of business. The
considerations resulting from those insights will be discussed later in section five.
Beliefs and expectation toward organic production
Within the interviews it was also asked whether local or organic was the more important
argument in purchasing foods. Stating that this was a difficult question and choice, the
majority of interviewees tended towards local. It was mentioned that it would probably
make sense to work with local farms first, to then - once trust is established – be able to
influence the production methods (I 06, S 64). In addition, one respondent said that
local and organic should go hand-in-hand. So starting with local and then working
together on improving techniques and organic standards (I 01, S 155). Overall, further
considering the prevalent lack of institutional standards, most respondents tended for
local; for example:
“But that’s also sort, I mean, what is organic really? Especially in this country,
it is not certified. So, how do you then sort of put that stamp on it. So, I would
say, if I really have to think about it, then I would say local. Because I think if
you go local, it’s sort of maybe naturally going to progress into the organic side
if you will. Because local is small and you have more control and it doesn't have
to travel, massively long distances and be a bunch of things to satisfy a large
amount of people… So, I would say that also insures the security, the food
security aspect of things. It makes sure that you are feeding the people in that
area, so yeah, I guess just local, I would go for that.” (I 05, S 56)
However, one other respondent commented that if he had to make a choice, he would
rather start with making farming organic and then focus more on the local aspect:
“It’s a hard choice. I don’t think I can make a choice, because both are equally
important in terms of, I like it to be local and organic. If I can say that, but I
know it’s not always possible. I think if I have to put it down, I’d start off by
saying, let’s look at organic first and then take it from there… It’s an interesting
question, I never thought about it like that. But yeah, I’d say probably, let’s start
off just making sure that everything is organic. I think if people start
understanding what they are doing to fruits and vegetables, just in terms of what
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they are putting into the soil, and the poisons they use, the gases they use, it’s, I
don’t think people quite understand the impact that it has on the human body.”
(I 07, S 46 – 48)
In addition, the need of a state controlled certification label was questioned. In this
regard, most respondents answered that accessibility to achieve those certificates would
probably be a major issue, especially for small-scale farmers. When this research was
conducted, there were already some forms of private certification systems in existence.
However, it was hardly affordable for most farmers (c.f. I 05, S 58; I 06, S64; I 01, S
224; I 02, S 33; I 07, S 70). In addition, as there are no overall guidelines, it has been
complicated for buyers and growers; for example:
“It’s just incredibly expensive… So, he’s certified organic. But since that
certification came in, he had to increase his prices, because obviously it has to
be audited, like it’s very strict. And it makes him too expensive… and it’s like I
understand that some people (incomprehensible) be willing to pay that, but as a
business, it doesn’t make financial sense to spend that extra on veg when the
majority of my consumers don’t care. If they did, then it would be a different
story. Then I would be open to that if they were willing to pay higher prices, but
most people aren’t.” (I 02, S 33)

4.2.2. Perception of their clients’ preferences and attitudes
The survey’s respondents were asked whether they informed their customers about the
cooperation with HoH or not. While one client had stated the cooperation on their
website, one other often informed directly when talking to customers about new
projects. However, the five other restaurants did not inform their customers about the
fact that products were sourced locally from urban farmers. One of the reasons stated by
the restaurant owners was that they could not ensure every time that the products used
were coming from HoH. Therefore, putting this information on the menu would not be
reliable.
“We don’t really advertise it at the moment. And also, because if here / because
it’s not always HoH. I don’t wanna sort of (incomprehensible) it in a sense.
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Because then one day they’ll come back and then it’s not HoH, then it gets a bit
awkward.” (I 04, S 20)
“…and so I don’t want people believing that they are eating something that they
are not or rather just be honest from the start and be like ‘This is what we’re
getting’ cause some people take that very seriously and I respect that.” (I 02, S
22)
One other business client also commented that it was not desirable to advertise with a
good cause. Therefore, it would not be ethical to inform about the cooperation.
According to this interviewee, supporting a good cause should not be turned “into some
drama story” (I 03, S 1).
However, the interviews also indicated that most restaurant owners believed that
customers are not interested in knowing about the products’ origin; for example:
“…but you know what, most people, I don’t think most people care actually…
They just want it on the plate, they couldn’t care where it’s from.” (I 07, S 32 &
34)
“Occasionally, it’s much easier to complain.” (I 06, S 57)
“Yes, it’s mainly like foreigners that are more concerned where you get your
veggies from; like South Africans, so South Africans are generally more chilled
about that. I mean you could get some that are really, I mean, they do care about
like food being organic and where it comes from. But I feel like there is still like
a lot of awareness that is needed, before people actually care, like, a lot about
it” (I 02, S 24)
Yet, two customers, who supply their clients directly with the fresh produce, stated that
they got repeatedly good feedback about the products. Customers were asking them
about the origin and were amazed by the products’ quality. In addition, both of them
said that their clients asked them “if this was what vegetables were actually really
supposed to look like naturally” (I 05, S 18 & 35; I 01, S 89).
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Education and awareness raising
Within all interviews, the aspect of educating people in order to raise their awareness
for food choices and food consumption came up repeatedly. The interviewees
mentioned that customers had “forgotten what food tastes like” (I 06, S 40). Further,
according to the respondents, most private customers were not aware of seasons and
production processes. A lack of knowledge and interest was therefore perceived as a
major hindrance towards more awareness and understanding; for example:
“And they don’t like the texture because this is not what I get in the
supermarket. So it becomes very much a process of educating the public.” (I 06,
S 40)
“...so making people feel like ‘That's the taste that they want’. So few of them
don't wanna eat it anymore because they know, like, that's what goes into your
body” (I 01, S 13)
“But I feel like there is still, like, a lot of awareness that is needed, before people
actually care, like, a lot about it.” (I 02, S 24)
“I think that there's some people who are aware of these sorts of things, but I
think they are very few. I think there are far less people than there should be.” (I
03, S 58)
“So, they also bring out more and different, interesting vegetables that a lot of
people might not even know of. Yeah, I would just say that they have to generate
awareness. They do those HoH boxes, so, which they deliver to households.
That's great!” (I 04, S 68)
“So like changing that mind-set and educating people, I think is, like in my
business, is number one. But I think that is like a worldwide problem.” (I 05, S
16)
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“I think what kind of limits there is as well, let’s say you have people that come
and eat out of season… So they kind of force you to serve things that you would
not normally serve. Serve out of season, because of their demand. But that’s
something you have to educate people with. So that’s gonna take a while.” (I 07,
S 26)
When being asked if it was, according to their opinion, difficult to source local and
organic products for private households in CT, one respondent said:
“Markets are quite popular… And then there is a few shops that are known for
it. So there will be the niche of a sparse full of shops where you’re into that, you
gotta get it, without a doubt. But your local supermarket, I think the average
household doesn’t care, honestly.” (I 08, S 61)
In addition, the respondents stated that they perceived cost and availability as major
hindrances. In this context, it was stated several times that consumers had to change
their consumption patterns and habitudes in order to plan according to market times (I
05, S 50). Especially convenience and access to alternative foods were thus highlighted
as challenges for buyers:
“I think the accessibility mainly. Because obviously shops have regulations of
what they can put on their shelves. So, like Woolworth for example, if a lemon
has a bruise or mark on it, they can’t sell it. Which is crazy! So, you know, most
people obviously go towards quick and easy and those places are not necessarily
local.” (I 04, S 52)
“Definitely the convenience part of it! I’m free at ten o’clock, I’ve got a gap to
go shopping, I’m gonna go to the store or whatever. So, the whole convenience,
planning, just our busy lifestyle, you know… Specifically with fresh produce I
would say, like if you are going shopping on Saturday at the market, and you
now buy, you know, stuff that you need for the week, like, that's not going to last
you until the following Saturday until you go again. So, having more access I
think is the number one.” (I 05, S 90)
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In addition, prices were perceived as a determining factor in terms of who can afford
buying local produce from farmers’ markets; answers included:
“I think costs, and availability. Like it’s not available anywhere and it is always
higher costs. Like you know organics never gonna be cheaper then normal
grown veg.” (I 02, S 76)
“I think it’s based around price. Umm, and consistent availability.” (I07, S 76)
“But also the problem is, it’s only for a certain target market. So, it’s not like the
poor can afford it. It’s a more wealthy stratum that can afford it. And that’s kind
of sad, because it’s not, you don’t really want it to really be like that only.” (I
07, S 74)

4.3. Summary
Results in the previous sections indicated that HoH consumers had so far been satisfied
with the products’ quality. Private and business consumers face similar challenges in
regards to purchasing local food items. However, the perceptions and attitutes varied
between the two groups. The implications and findings, which can be derived from
these results, will be discussed in the following chapter.
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“Innovations that are guided by smallholder farmers, adapted to local circumstances,
and sustainable for the economy and environment will be necessary to ensure food
security in the future” ― Bill Gates (n.d.)

5. Discussion and Key Findings
To derive implications and outline possible future options for action, the results will be
discussed in regards to the prevalent marketing and management situation of Abalimi.
Therefore, interviews with two office employees were conducted. The interviewees and
their opinions will be introduced under the synonyms IA 01 and IA 02.

5.1. Key findings
The following section elaborates and discusses the main findings gained through the
quantitative and qualitative studies, which have been explained and outlined in the
previous chapter. A comparison between the private consumers’ (PC) motivations and
perceptions with those of the business clients (BC) will also be provided. Furthermore,
an assessment on whether the private consumers’ interests are aligned with what the
business customers seem to perceive from their clients will be conducted.
In this context, it should be taken into consideration that a direct comparison is not
applicable, as it cannot be ensured that the PC, which have been examined, are similar
to those clients described by the BC. However, based on the restaurants’ business
models, pricing strategies and the restaurants’ locations, it can be assumed that the
wealthier upper social classes are also frequenting them. Thus, their clients already
represent a certain stratum of the Capetonian population. At the same time, it should not
be forgotten that the participants of the quantitative research are also a specific group of
buyers as they have only become survey participants through the fact that they are either
cooperative members or that they have been visiting the local market. Therefore, the
following discussion and findings only apply to a certain group of probably like-minded
people in the upper social classes of CT.
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5.1.1. Motivations and hindrances for AFN consumers in CT
Driving factors for business customers to work with HoH
After having evaluated the guideline interviews, it can be stated that for the BC, three
major aspects can be concluded as decisive factors for working with HoH. First was the
fact of supporting a good concept, which helped local farmers in the deprived township
areas. Second was the aspect of trust and transparency towards their supplier, which was
highlighted by the interviewees. Each of them placed high value on the personal
communication and the possibility to go and see where the products grow. The third
important feature was the vegetables’ quality. According to the business customers, the
products from HoH are of outstanding quality. It was pointed out several times that
those vegetables look better, taste better and are always extremely fresh. The
respondents also mentioned that they appreciated working with seasonal items. In this
context, it was also stated that the high product quality was also given through the fact
that HoH farmers are not using any chemical products.
Reasoning of private household consumers
When it comes to analysing the cooperative members’ motivation (Section 4.2.), the
most important reason was also, as compared to the BC, supporting the local economy.
Additionally they attached great importance to the aspects organic production methods
and protecting the environment. High scores were also given for higher product quality
and products are fresh/seasonal. What was additionally important for them was the
aspect to reduce packaging. This factor had not been mentioned explicitly by the
business owners, which might be explained because of their different buying habitudes.
When purchasing bigger quantities and bulk items, products are often not packed
separately.
In a query that aimed to evaluate the importance regarding certain aspects for PC on a
scale, it could be seen that, overall, the environmental and social aspects, as well as the
product features are of higher importance as compared to the self-motivated aspects.
This contradicts many international findings, where studies came to the result that local
food consumers are primarily driven by intrinsic reasons (ADAMS & ADAMS, 2011;
CHIH-CHING & YU-MEI, 2015; ZEPEDA & LI, 2006). Thus, as opposed to the initial
assumption, H3 is not valid for this data.
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Challenges and price perceptions as perceived by the consumers
As presented in the previous chapter, major hindering factors as perceived by the
private consumers were convenience, price, availability and variety. Those findings
confirm the results of previous case studies, which had also shaped the assumption for
H2; that price and availability are the main hindrances. The reality of alternative food
consumers in CT thus corresponds with challenges faced by customers in other
countries and therefore matches H2.
While the challenges faced by private households reflect the overall situation for local
food supply in CT, the BC’s feedback refers explicitly to the cooperation with HoH.
Issues, which were highlighted several times, were the deficiency of more frequent
delivery as well as the variety. The lack in diversity was perceived as hindering as some
restaurants were strongly restricted through the prevalence of fixed menus. Further,
almost all BC would prefer to be able to order more often or with more flexibility.
When asked in general if they perceive local foods as more expensive, the answers of
the PC were equally split in yes, no and I don’t know. Yet, one third of the respondents
stated explicitly that lower prices would convince them to buy more local food items.
However, those particpants who were already a member of a cooperative were mostly
willing to pay a significant premium for products produced locally.
Among the BC, it was mentioned that HoH does not adapt to the market situation and
that for the big restaurants, prices were too expensive. Opposed to this, smaller
restaurants perceived HoH as cheaper than their other suppliers and were quite satisfied
with the actual prices.

5.1.2. Beliefs, attitudes and knowledge in regards to alternative foods

Private consumers’ perspectives and attitudes
PC definitely sought for more information regarding the products they purchase and
consume, with 79% informing themselves regularly about nutrition and health aspects.
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This aligns with H4. Indeed, the vast majority of respondents wished for more
information to be provided by suppliers. This goes in hand with the strikingly high
figure of 96% of respondents who searched for more information about the products’
origin in restaurants. Interestingly, those results completely contradict with the BC’s
beliefs that their customers do not care about the products used in the restaurant.
Additionally, in contrast to the initial assumption (H1) that the three customer groups
would be homogenous in their beliefs and preferences, several significant differences
could be derived from the data. Significant differences were found among the
importance and values that consumers attached to environmental and social aspects. In
addition, the demand for more information by their supplier differed significantly, with
HoH having the least customers asking for more information about the nutritional
values. It is noteworthy that this finding goes in hand with the statement of one Abalimi
employee who said that the cooperative members were constantly informed about the
vegetables provided in the boxes (IA 01, 2017).
Furthermore, price perception regarding local food items differs significantly among the
three customer groups. Market visitors thought the least about local food being more
expensive than comparable other items, however, the OZCF clients showed a much
lower willingness to pay a premium for local foods as compared to the members from
the two cooperatives. Vice versa, a larger share of the cooperative members perceived
prices as higher, however, they would accept to pay more for those alternative items. In
this context, the perception of organic food prices varies greatly. The numbers of market
visitors who believed that organically grown food is in general too expensive are
significantly higher than those from EC and HoH.
Considering the significant differences among the three customer groups, H4 had to be
rejected. The data indicated that the assumptions, beliefs and preferences among the
three customer bases are heterogenous.
Importance of organic as a purchasing argument
The majority of PC believed that organically grown food was better for human health
and that the production methods were better for the environment. Also, when buying
local foods, the aspect organic was of moderate (26%) or great (68%) importance for
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more than 90% of the participants. Similar numbers were analysed when examining the
importance of organic in regards to becoming a cooperative member. However, when
having to decide between either organic or local, the PC tended towards local, even
though the biggest share states that both are equally important.
Organic therefore seems to be more important for PC than it is for the BC. Among the
BC, six out of seven favoured local before organic. Yet, this might also be explained
through the fact that for BC, it is much easier to actually work on a basis of trust and
personal communication with their suppliers. Having less connection to their producers,
it was, therefore, more important for PC to have external certification, standards and
regulations.
In this context, PC also expressed their demand for lower prices, more information,
greater availability, wider product selection and the query for external, certified
labelling when it comes to the attribute organic. Those results reinforce the assumptions
H2 and H3; that consumers are hindered by availability and price, while seeking for
more information and clear labels. The multivariate analysis in the previous chapter has
additionally illustrated the importance of lower prices in order to convince consumers to
purchase more organic food products.
Perception of the business customers regarding their customers
The majority of BC believed that their clients do not care about the products used in the
kitchen. It was stated several times that the public needed some education about food,
production techniques and consumption. However, most restaurants did not have any
specific strategy to influence the public opinion and increase their awareness toward
alternative food choices. Therefore, it might be helpful to inform customers about the
cooperation with local suppliers to be a positive example. Most kitchen chefs further
supported the opinion that sourcing local and organic food for PC could be quite
challenging. They also pointed out that availability and prevalent shopping habitudes, as
well as higher prices, would probably be the most hindering factors for PC in CT.
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5.2. Discussion and possible implications for future action
Abalimi’s perception and positioning towards their customers’ demand
Results from interviews conducted with Abalimi employees indicated that they believe
that the majority of PC purchase the boxes for social reasons and that organic does not
play a major role (IA 01, S 06). However, the findings of this present research implicate
the aspect that organic production methods are used; this had the same importance for
customers were asked to value those factors. This output might therefore be useful for
future marketing and customer communication.
However, it was also stated by the employees that HoH is trying to rather focus on its
BC. Based on high competition and stagnant demand in the private market, a
realignment regarding the business strategy had been decided. In this context, one
employee pointed out “there hasn’t been further marketing for the box itself” (IA 01, S
148). After having realised the fast expanding market in the business segment, the focus
had shifted. In addition, according to the employees, the demand from private
households had even decreased from 450 to 300 box customers. It was further pointed
out that BC would often buy the surplus, which has been very beneficial and efficient.
Moreover, it was also highlighted that Abalimi is the only organisation of its type that
supplies restaurants and hotels in CT, which puts them in a unique position (IA 01, S 8
– 10). In this context, the employee mentioned the fact that the BC value the personal
connection to farmers and producers, which is often more important than the aspect of
organic.
Yet, IA 01 commented that the market would not take vegetables with slight deformity
issues, such as size or appearance. This is contradictory to what was highlighted in this
context by several of the business owners (I 07, S 18; I 01, S 141); among them, I 06
pointed out “appearance isn’t even important” (S 34).
Options for future action in order to adapt to the customers’ needs and demand
As presented in the previous sections and in chapter four, it has to be taken into
consideration that when working with restaurants, HoH faces various challenges. If
HoH’s future focus is on commercial buyers, the organisational and logistical issues
have to be tackled.
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Also, in the long term, thought should be given to other possible buyers. In this regard,
it might be an option to work with larger purchasers such as school feeding programmes
or other social iniatives. The cooperation with schools and initiatives in the townships
would additionally reduce malnutrition and food insecurity among the poorest and
would therefore be an important improvement towards the living conditions of the
disadvantaged communities. Yet, the challenges that have been expressed by the BC
would still have to be tackled. Therefore, in the long term, it should be considered if
larger clients could be supplied more than twice a week. According to IA 01, it has
already been very efficient in increasing deliveries from once a week to two times a
week. Apparently, since this has happened, fewer products were wasted and vegetables
were less often overripe, as they are also harvested more often (IA 01, S 136).
Considering the stagnant private market in combination with the actual overcapacities,
it could indeed be beneficial to pursue the strategy of supplying business customers.
However, in this context, the same scale issues as faced with the hotel customers might
apply. This would therefore mean that bigger quantities have to be sold for lower prices
to the larger commercial buyers. If by contrast transport and operational cost could be
reduced, working with some big customers could become more beneficial. Therefore,
as mentioned by one of the BC, there is in general space for improvement regarding
HoH’s pricing poliy. As they do not adapt to market prices, this may especially be
problematic when cooperating with commercial suppliers (I 06, S 16).
One of the employees, who confirmed that prices for vegetables do not change (IA 02, S
6 & S 8), also supported this. Furthermore, it was mentioned that due to logistical
issues, it was sometimes not possible to supply what had been ordered (IA 02, S 24 & S
36). In addition, the conversations with HoH employees revealed that other restaurants,
having been customers in the past, had stopped ordering due to the non-transparent
pricing and operational difficulties with the ordering and invoicing system. In this
context, it was even said that taking in new business customers would be quite
challenging; not because there is not enough supply, but because of lacking structures
and strategies (IA 02, S 36 & S 52 – 54).
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Regarding the aspect price, it is further interesting to highlight that the smaller business
perceived HoH’s prices as cheap in comparison to the big commercial buyers, which the
latter often perceived as more expensive. This can be explained through the fact that the
smaller businesses cannot realise scale discounts because they are placing smaller
orders. In this context, it could be taken into account to focus more on smaller
businesses in the future to achieve better prices. Yet, this also goes with more
operational and logistical procedures and might be less cost-effective.
As portrayed in the results (Chapter 4), the majority of BC do not communicate their
cooperation with HoH toward their customers. The most mentioned reason in this
regard was that it could not be ensured that products were always exclusively from
HoH. Therefore, kitchen chefs were afraid of lying to their customers. Yet, the results
from the quantitative questionnaires indicated that the majority of restaurant visitors
would be interested in knowing about the products origin. Therefore, it might be a
future step to inform customers by stating something such as “We have a cooperation
with Abalimi and use their local and seasonal vegetables according to availability”. In
addition, this finding might be a good marketing argument in order to gain new
restaurant customers. Furthermore, it would provide some form of marketing for HoH
as well, considering the fact that their private customers have been decreasing steadily.
However, above other aspects regarding pricing and logistics, it should be decided how
to pursue the strategy towards the private customers. The departure from the private
market would be particularly regrettable given the fact that, in general, there seems to
be interested customers. Yet, for example, the majority of the EC clients had never
heard of HoH. So far, the majority of new customers had joined HoH through mouth-tomouth or because they had friends being members already. In order to gain new
customers, some forms of marketing would probably be advisable. It can be speculated
that the prevailing non-promotion of the box system goes in hand with the decrease of
regular box customers. If members leave the system, and no new clients are gained, this
would result in declining numbers. It should be decided how to proceed in future. This
becomes especially important as the less box customers they have, there would be
proportional increases of the transportational and logistical costs.
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It is not surprising that there was a decline in private customers’ demand as there was
no marketing. In the long term, the question should be whether it is desirable to keep up
the private market. If yes, some marketing might be useful to not keep up those
operations for a declining amount of PC. One other aspect that might be taken into
consideration would be to open up a store selling point, located at some central location
in order to provide vegetables for private customers on a regular basis. Even though it
would mean additional storage and personal cost, it could at least be discussed as an
alternative to the present box system.
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“If we knew what it was we were doing, it would not be called research, would it?”
― Albert Einstein (n.d.)

6. Conclusions and Outlook
As indicated in the results sections, the majority of the interviewed private and business
customers in CT seem to value local and organically grown products. Similar to results
found in many international studies, availability and price are hindering factors for
consumers. In addition, aspects of convenience and limited choices reduce the
customers’ motivations to purchase more alternative food items. For the case of
Abalimi, it therefore has to be considered which strategies and goals they will pursue in
the future.

6.1. Reflection and limitation of the research
In general various aspects may impact or influence both the process of research, as well
as the evaluation or interpretation of results. In this study, clear limitations arise from
the respective sample groups. Through the cooperation with HoH and the embedding
into the UFiSAMo project, the selection of study sites and the target population were
predefined. This lack of randomisation and especially the focus on customers who are
already either cooperative members or visitors of the farmers’ market implicates that no
representativeness of the sample can be assumed. However, in this context, it should be
mentioned that this has often been the case for comparable local food consumers in the
international context. Still, no broad generalisations of these findings on perceptions of
preferences of South Africans outside this exclusive social circle can be made.
Another noteworthy limitation can be seen in the potential influence of the social
desirability bias. This applies when respondents aim to create a more favourable picture
of their attitudes, their beliefs or preferences. Therefore, answers may be given that
rather present them as “good and responsible” instead of revealing their real opinions
and perceptions (NEUMAN, 2014). In this context, the social desirability bias might thus
have effected the participants’ valuation toward certain aspects and factors of food
purchases and consumption.
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Furthermore, it should be taken into consideration that due to the cooperation with
HoH, several questions were added to the questionnaire, which afterwards were not
necessarily benefial and useful when analysing the data. In retrospect, it was realised
that some adjustments regarding the amount and formulation of questions could have
been made.
In addition, some general difficulties occurred during the stay of research in CT. Due to
internal restrictions from the UFiSAMo project, it was not possible to actually visit the
gardens where the products are grown. This would definitely have been interesting and
may also have been beneficial for this present study. In addition, other logistical aspects
such as transportation, safety and communication with the Abalimi employees were
sometimes impeding and complicated the fieldwork.
For further research it would be interesting to engage more into continuous variables
and to further explore the consumers’ willingness-to-pay for certain aspects, as well as
to research more clearly which measures might improve the availability and
convenience for them. Also, some data from other customer groups and less elaborated
classes would be useful for comparison.

6.2. Output of the study
Both qualitative and quantitative results implicate a general satisfaction from the
consumers who have been supplied by HoH. Clients value the quality aspects, such as
freshness, seasonality and organic production methods. However, there are also various
challenges and operational issues that seem to be hindering in gaining new and more
customers. Delivery and variety, as well as intransparent pricing are impeding on the
restaurants’ demand. This may be improved if there were adjustments on the logistical
and managerial side.
On the other hand, has there also been a steady decline in box customers. While some
have apparently some have restrained from the system, HoH has not made any efforts to
gain new clients. This lack on the marketing side probably has had further influences on
the decrease in subscriptions. Considering the overall demand for alternative food
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products in CT, as described in the literature section, there are probably more
consumers who might be interested in joining the box system. However, if they are not
informed about this option, and if they do not know the organisation, it will be difficult
to gain them as new customers.
Therefore, even though the organisation still has capacity, they had not managed to gain
new customers within the time preceding this research. Firstly, it was stated that no
marketing initiatives towards private customers were taken anymore; secondly, due to
operational issues, no measures to work with new restaurant clients were taken either.
Considering the general demand for locally and organically produced vegetables in CT,
it seems that capacities and resources are wasted. It would therefore be advisable to
make a clear strategic plan on how to proceed in the future and on which customers to
focus.
As discussed above, it would be an option either to resume the marketing activities for
private customers or to consider how to reduce those activities and focus on business
customers only. Taking into account the logistics, as well as planning costs and time to
organise the box system, it probably makes even less sense for smaller quantities of
boxes. At the same time, the advantages of working with bigger purchasers should also
be taken under consideration. Also, when working with restaurant customers, it could be
communicated clearly that customers should seek more information about the products’
origin. The cooperation with HoH could then be communicated in the restaurants,
which would be beneficial for both Abalimi and the respective business customer.
Further, in the context of working with big commercial buyers, it might further be
viable and socially beneficial to supply schools and social initiatives in the deprived
township areas. This would somehow close the loop in the communities and would add
not only to income generation but also to food security of the poorest. In any case,
finding a clear positioning and a guiding strategy would probably be helpful to conclude
future actions for HoH.
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Appendix I
I.1. Questionnaire for private household consumers

Customer Survey
The purpose of this research questionnaire is to assess tehe consumers’ perceptions and
their motivations for local food choices. Please try to answer all questions without
hesitation. It will take approximately ten minutes to fill out the questionnaire.
Thank you for your time and participation!
* the name was adjusted according to the respective customer group
1. Since when are you a member of Harvest of Hope/ the Ethical Cooperative? *
Mark only one oval.
o

Less than 4 months

o

4 – 12 months

o

1 – 2 years

o

More than 2 years

2. How did you hear about Harvest of Hope/ the Ethical Cooperative? *
Mark only one oval.
o

Internet-Research

o

Friends

o

Facebook

o

Advertisement

o

Other: ___________________________________

3. Do you know other food subscription box suppliers in Cape Town? If yes, which
ones?
_____________________________________________________________
4. Why do you prefer Harvest of Hope/ the Ethical Cooperative over other suppliers?
*
______________________________________________________________
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5. For which reason(s) have you become a member of Harvest of Hope/ the Ethical
Cooperative? * Please classify according to their importance.
Mark only one oval per row.

6. Have you increased your consumption of vegetables since being a Harvest of Hope/
the Ethical Cooperative member? *
Mark ony one oval.
o

Yes

o

Rather yes

o

Rather no

o

No

7. How important is the consumption of fruit and vegetables for your personal life?
Mark ony one oval.
o

Very important

o

Somewhat important

o

Not that important

o

Not important at all

8. Do you think you care more about healthy nutrition than people in your personal
environment?
Mark ony one oval.
o

Yes

Skip to question 9.

o

Rather yes

Skip to question 9.

o

Rather no

Skip to question 10.

o

No

Skip to question 10.

9. If yes, why to you think you care more?
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Tick all that apply.
o

Other people compliment my attempts to eat healthy

o

I’m well informed and others ask me for advice

o

I often encourage conversations about food and health products

o

I follow a special diet

Skip to question 11.
10. If no, why do you think other people care more about healthy nutrition?
Tick all that apply.
o

Others make me feel guilty for not eating a healthy diet

o

I realize that I’m not well informed compared to others

o

I’m not that interested in talking about healthy nutrition

o

I do not believe in the term ‘healthy nutrition’

11. When purchasing food, I do not care where it is grown.
Mark only one oval.
o

I strongly agree

o

I agree

o

I disagree

o

I strongly disagree

12. What does ‘eating healthy’ mean to you?
Tick all that apply.
o

Low calorie foods

o

Low carbs

o

Low fat

o

Low sodium

o

Low sugar

o

Eating fresh

o

Well-balanced

o

Organic foods

o

Natural foods

o

Local foods

o

Whole grains

o

Other: _____________________________

13. Do you currently follow a special diet?
Tick all that apply.
o

No

o

Yes, I am vegetarian

o

Yes, I am vegan

o

Other: __________________________________
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14. Approximately what proportion of your weekly shop is made up of fresh
ingredients (e.g. fruits and vegetables, fresh meat, fish, eggs and dairy products)?
Mark only one oval.
o

Less than 25%

o

Between 25% and 50%

o

More than 50%

o

More than 90%

15. Approximately how many portions of fruit and vegetables do you eat each day?
Mark only one oval.
o

0–1

o

2–3

o

4–5

o

More than 5

16. I buy additional imported fruits or vegetables that are out of season in the Western
Cape region
Mark only one oval.
o

Very often

o

Often

o

Seldom

o

Never

17. Do you inform yourself regularly about nutrition and health aspects?
Mark only one oval.
o

Very often

o

Often

o

Seldom

o

Never

18. Where do you obtain information about healthy nutrition and food?
Tick all that apply.
o

In the internet

o

In the HoH/ the Ethical Cooperative newsletter *

o

In specialized magazines

o

Friends

o

Local communities

o

I do not deal with these issues

o

Other: _______________________________________

19. Should there be more information about the nutritional values of the vegetables be
provided by Harvest of Hope/ the Ethical Cooperative? *
Mark only one oval.
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o

Yes

o

No

o

I don’t know

20. Would you be interested in visiting a community farm/ a city farmer?
Mark only one oval.
o

Yes, I visited a farm already

o

Yes, I would like to visit a farm

o

Maybe, I would consider to visit a farm

o

No, I am not interested

21. I would support the use of genetically modified (GMO) seedlings to achieve higher
yields and less crop damage
Mark only one oval.
o

Yes

o

No

o

I am not informed about the advantages and disadvantages of GMO seedlings

22. Would you like to learn about setting up a garden?
Tick all that apply.
o

Yes

o

No

o

I already have my own garden

23. Do you try to eat healthy when dining out?
Mark only one oval.
o

Almost always

o

Sometimes

o

Rarely

o

Never

o

I do not consider that issue when dining out

24. Should restaurants provide more information about the origin of their products?
Mark only one oval.
o

Yes

o

Rather yes

o

Rather no

o

No

o

I don’t know

25. Do you read nutrition information provided by restaurants?
Mark only one oval.
o

Almost always
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o

Sometimes

o

Rarely

o

Never

26. Which TWO of the following statements would best describe the food you
purchase?
Tick all that apply.
o

Economy

o

Standard

o

Offer based

o

Premium

o

Ethically sourced

27. Do you read the nutrition fact labels on grocery items?
Mark only one oval.
o

Almost always

o

Sometimes

o

Rarely

o

Never

28. How often do you look at labels to see where a product is made or grown?
Mark only one oval.
o

Always

o

Frequently/ regularly

o

Sometimes

o

Seldom

o

Never

29. Would you, among two similar products in the supermarket choose the local one?
Mark only one oval.
o

Yes, even if it was significantly more expensive

o

Yes, if it was maximal 20% more expensive

o

Yes, if the price was approximately the same

o

Yes, if it was cheaper

o

No, I would not choose the local one
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30. Which are reasons for you to buy locally grown food? Please classify the
importance for each of the following attributes.
Mark only one oval per row.

31. If you have further reasons to buy locally grown food, please state them below.
_________________________________________________________
32. Which of the following categories do you try to buy from local production?
Tick all that apply.
o

Milk and dairy products

o

Fruits and vegetables

o

Meat and meat products

o

Eggs

o

Bread and bakery products

o

None of them

o

Other: ________________________________________

33. Do you think that locally grown food is more expensive?
Mark only one oval.
o

Yes

o

No

o

I don’t know

34. Imported food provides better nutritional value than locally grown food
Mark only one oval.
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o

I strongly agree

o

I agree

o

I disagree

o

I strongly disagree

o

I don’t know

35. Do you think there is a growing demand for locally grown food in Cape Town?
Mark only one oval.
o

Yes

o

Rather yes

o

Rather no

o

No

o

I don’t know

36. I define a local product as found within
Mark only one oval.
o

Cape Town

o

The Western Cape

o

South Africa

o

Sub-Saharan Africa

37. Please select what prevents you / makes it difficult for you to buy local products
Tick all that apply.
o

Not interested

o

Not available

o

Don’t know where to buy them

o

Don’t have time to check the labels

o

Not convenient to get to farmers’ markets or specialized shops

o

Too expensive

o

Not enough choice

o

The quality is not as good as international products from the supermarkets

o

Nothing prevents me from buying local products

38. Which one is a stronger buying criterion for you?
Mark only one oval.
o

Local

o

Organic

o

Both are equally important to me

o

Both are not important to me

39. How often do you consume organic food products?
Mark only one oval.
o

Daily

o

1 – 4 times a week
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o

Once a week

o

At least once per month

o

I don’t know

40. Organically grown food reduces the risk of cancer, stroke and heart diseases and
contains more antioxidants.
Mark only one oval.
o

I agree

o

I partly agree

o

I disagree

o

I don’t know

41. Do you think that non-organic farming has negative effects on the environment?
Mark only one oval.
o

Yes

o

Rather yes

o

Rather no

o

No

o

I don’t know

42. I generally think that organically grown food is too expensive
Mark only one oval.
o

I agree

o

I disagree

o

I don’t know

43. Please indicate the importance of each of the following factors in order to convince
you to buy (more) organic products
Mark only one oval per row.
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44. What is your gender?
Mark only one oval.
o

Male

o

Female

45. What is your age group?
Mark only one oval.
o

18 – 25 years

o

26 – 35 years

o

36 – 45 years

o

46 – 55 years

o

56 – 65 years

o

Over 66 years

46. What is your highest level of education?
Mark only one oval.
o

No schooling completed

o

Some high school, no diploma

o

High school graduate

o

College graduate

o

Bachelor’s degree

o

Master’s degree

o

Doctorate degree

o

Prefer not to say

47. What is your marital status?
Mark only one oval.
o

Single (never married)

o

Married

o

Separated

o

Widowed

o

Prefer not to say

48. In which suburb are you currently living in?
_____________________________________
Thank you very much for your time and your participation!
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I.2. Guideline questions for HoH business customers
1. Since when do you receive products from HoH?
2. How did you hear about HoH?
3. Which proportion of your vegetables can you cover by HoH?
4. For which reasons do you order with HoH?
5. Which quality dimensions do you associate with locally grown food?
6. Which geographical range do you consider to be local?
7. Do you get feedback from your clients about the products’ quality?
8. What aspect is more important to you, local or organic?
9. By ordering from Harvest of Hope you support local small-scale farmers in the
less favored areas of Cape Town. Did you consider to inform your customers
explicitly about that cooperation, for example in your menu or on the website?
10. Do you think it is difficult for private customers, which mainly buy in
supermarkets to source animal products from organic production?
11. In your opinion, does South Africa need a certification system for organic food
products?
12. What current food trends do you observe in Cape Town?
13. More and more people are visiting local farmers’ markets, is it only a lifestyle
trend or are people also concerned about the social and environmental aspects?
14. What do you think are hindering aspects for people to buy more locally
produced food items?
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Appendix II
II.1. Additional Tables and Figures from Quantitative Data

Figure 10: Map of Cape Town’s suburbs
(Source: http://ontheworldmap.com/south-africa/city/cape-town/cape-town-suburbs-map.html)

Table 11: Classification of neighbourhoods and suburbs
Neighberhood
Kenilworth
Tokai
Sea Point
Lakeside
Vredehoek
Plumstead
Constantia
Century City

Allocated Suburb
Southern Suburbs
Southern Suburbs
Atlantic Seaboard
South Peninsula
City Bowl
Southern Suburbs
Southern Suburbs
West Coast
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Diep River
Northern Suburbs
Welcome Glen
Pinelands
Observatory
Claremont
Constantia
Newlands
Sybrandpark
Woodstock
Parklands
Oranjezicht
Harfield Village
Green Point
Rosebank
Rondebosch
St. James
Gardens
Clovelly / Fish Hoek
Meadowridge
Tamboerskloof
Fresnaye
Durbanville
Sunset Beach
Edgemead
Fish Hoek
Muizenberg
Bokaap
Hout Bay

Southern Suburbs
Northern Suburbs
South Peninsula
Southern Suburbs
Southern Suburbs
Southern Suburbs
Southern Suburbs
Southern Suburbs
Southern Suburbs
City Bowl
West Coast
City Bowl
Southern Suburbs
Atlantic Seaboard
Southern Suburbs
Southern Suburbs
South Peninsula
City Bowl
South Peninsula
Southern Suburbs
City Bowl
Atlantic Seabord
Northern Suburbs
West Coast
Northern Suburbs
South Peninsula
South Peninsula
City Bowl
Atlantic Seaboard

Table 12: Duration of membership by cooperative
Duration of

Customer base

membership

Harvest of Hope

Ethical Co-op

Less than 4

Count

11

3

months

% of Total / (of customer base)

9.0% (15.9%)

2.5 % (5.7%)

Count

13

5

% of Total / (of customer base)

10.7% (18.8%)

4.1% (9.4%

Count

17

4

% of Total / (of customer base)

13.9% (24.6%)

3.3 % (7.5%)

28

41

4 - 12 months
1 - 2 years

More than 2 Count
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years
Total

% of Total / (of customer base)

23.0% (40.6%)

33.6% (77.4%)

Count

69

53

% of Total / (of customer base)

56.6% (100%)

43.4%

(100%)

Table 13: Frequency of respondents who had not considered the respective
aspect
Never consider this issue
Question 28: Reasons to buy local, N =

Frequency

Percent

Support local farmers

0

0%

Proven health benefits

8

4.7%

Because vegetables are grown by organic methods

1

0.6%

10

5.8%

Products are more appealing

7

4.1%

It is part of my lifestyle

9

5.2%

Products are fresh and seasonal

1

0.6%

Satisfying feeling

6

3.5%

Reduce transportation miles and emissions

3

1.7%

To reduce the amount of packaging

5

2.9%

Minimal environmental impact

1

0.6%

Frequency

Percent

2

1.6%

To increase my daily consumption of vegetables

11

9.0%

To lose weight

52

43.0%

Because vegetables are grown by organic methods

6

4.9%

Higher quality of the products

5

4.1%

Because products are fresh and seasonal

1

0.8%

Protecting the environment

2

1.6%

To reduce the amount of packaging

6

4.9%

Better production methods are used

Never consider this issue
Question 5: Reasons to become member, N = 123
Support the local economy
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II.2. SPSS Syntax for calculations of quantitative results
* Computation of scales, Question 5
COMPUTE skala_product_features= MEAN (C5_organic_methods,
C5_higher_quality, C5_fresh_seasonal).
COMPUTE skala_ext_motivation=MEAN (C5_support_local_economy,
C5_reduce_packaging, C5_environment).
COMPUTE skala_personal_motivation= MEAN (C5_increase_veggie_consumpt,
C5_lose_weight).
COMPUTE skala_question5= MEAN (C5_support_local_economy,
C5_increase_veggie_consumpt, C5_lose_weight, C5_organic_methods,
C5_higher_quality, C5_fresh_seasonal, C5_environment, C5_reduce_packaging).
*Means of scales
MEANS TABLES=skala_product_features skala_ext_motivation
skala_personal_motivation BY
respondents_subgroup
/CELLS=MEAN STDDEV.
MEANS TABLES=skala_question5 skala_ext_motivation skala_product_features
skala_personal_motivation BY respondents_subgroup
/CELLS=MEAN COUNT STDDEV.
* Table 4; Reasons to buy local, Q 28
MEANS TABLES=dummy_28_farmers dummy_28_health dummy_28_organic
dummy_28_production dummy_28_appealing dummy_28_lifestyle
dummy_28_seasonal dummy_28_satisfying dummy_28_transportation
dummy_28_packaging dummy_28_environment BY
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respondents_subgroup
/CELLS=MEAN STDDEV.
* Figure 8; Computation of scales for Q28, reasons to buy local
COMPUTE skala_28= MEAN (dummy_28_health, dummy_28_appealing,
dummy_28_lifestyle, dummy_28_satisfying).
COMPUTE skala_environment_28= MEAN (dummy_28_transportation,
dummy_28_packaging, dummy_28_environment).
COMPUTE skala_product_28= MEAN (dummy_28_organic, dummy_28_seasonal,
dummy_28_production).
COMPUTE skala_all_28= MEAN (dummy_28_farmers, dummy_28_health,
dummy_28_organic, dummy_28_production, dummy_28_appealing,
dummy_28_lifestyle, dummy_28_seasonal, dummy_28_satisfying,
dummy_28_transportation, dummy_28_packaging, dummy_28_environment).
*Table 5; Means for Scales, Q28
MEANS TABLES=skala_self_28 skala_environment_28 skala_product_28
skala_all_28 dummy_28_farmers BY respondents_subgroup /CELLS=MEAN
STDDEV.
*Table 13; Cross tabulation: Means of reasons for membership and customer groups
MEANS TABLES=C5_support_local_economy C5_increase_veggie_consumpt
C5_lose_weight C5_organic_methods
C5_higher_quality C5_fresh_seasonal C5_environment C5_reduce_packaging BY
respondents_subgroup
/CELLS=MEAN COUNT STDDEV.
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*Frequencies of reasons to buy local, Q28
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=C28_1_support_farmers C28_2_health_benefits
C28_3_organic
C28_5_more_appealing C28_4_better_production C28_7_fresh_seasonal
C28_6_lifestyle C28_8_satisfying
C28_9_transportation C28_10_packaging C28_11_environmental
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.
*Cross tabulations for calculation of price perception
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_41_prices BY dummy_choose_local
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI CORR
/CELLS=COUNT
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_41_prices BY dummy_age
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI CORR
/CELLS=TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
*Filter for selecting cooperative members
COMPUTE filter_$=(respondents_cooperative = 1).
VARIABLE LABELS filter_$ 'respondents_cooperative = 1 (FILTER)'.
VALUE LABELS filter_$ 0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.
FORMATS filter_$ (f1.0).
FILTER BY filter_$.
EXECUTE.
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*Table 12; Crosstabulation and Means: reasons for membership by time of membership
MEANS TABLES=dummy_local_economy dummy_increase_v_consumption
dummy_lose_weight dummy_reason_organic dummy_reason_quality
dummy_reason_seasonal dummy_reason_environment dummy_reason_packaging BY
dummy_membertime
/CELLS=MEAN STDDEV.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=Q1_member_time BY respondents_subgroup
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
*Table 8; What would convince you to buy more organic products?
MEANS TABLES=dummy_41_prices dummy_41_information dummy_41_availability
dummy_41_advertisement dummy_41_labeling dummy_41_products
dummy_41_influence dummy_41_scientific BY respondents_subgroup
/CELLS=MEAN.
MULT RESPONSE GROUPS=$prevents_more_purchase (c35_1_not_interested
c35_2_availability
c35_3_location c35_4_labels c35_5_convenience c35_6_expensive c35_7_choice
c35_8_quality
c35_9_nothing (1))
/FREQUENCIES=$prevents_more_purchase.
MULT RESPONSE GROUPS=$prevents_more_purchase (C35_1_not_interested
C35_2_availability
C35_3_location C35_4_labels C35_5_convenience C35_6_expensive C35_7_choice
C35_8_quality
C35_9_nothing (1))
/VARIABLES=respondents_subgroup(0 3)
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/TABLES=respondents_subgroup BY $prevents_more_purchase
/BASE=CASES.
MULT RESPONSE GROUPS=$prevents_more_purchase (C35_1_not_interested
C35_2_availability
C35_3_location C35_4_labels C35_5_convenience C35_6_expensive C35_7_choice
C35_8_quality
C35_9_nothing (1))
/VARIABLES=dummy_membertime(0 1)
/TABLES=dummy_membertime BY $prevents_more_purchase
/BASE=CASES.
*Frequencies for various variables, Section 4.1.1.
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Q34_definition_local Q21_healthy_dining_out
Q22_restaurants_more_info
Q23_read_nutrition_info Q25_nutrition_fact_labels Q26_origin_labels
Q31_local_more_expensive
Q37_how_often_organic Q36_buying_criterion Q40_expensive_organic
Q27_choice_for_local
dummy_special_diet dummy_2_info_supplier Q17_more_info_by_HoH
dummy_dining_healthy
dummy_information_by_restaurants dummy_reads_restaurant_info
dummy_origin_labels
dummy_grocery_nutrition_labels dummy_choose_local dummy_local_more_exp
dummy_organic_too_ex
Q44_education dummy_education Q9_where_it_grows Q11_special_diet
Q12_proportion_fresh Q13_how_many_portions
Q14_imported_fruits_veggies Q15_inform_yourself Q17_more_info_by_HoH
Q18_farm_visit Q19_GMO
Q21_healthy_dining_out Q22_restaurants_more_info
Q27_choice_for_local Q32_imported_food_nutrit
Q33_growing_demand_locally Q34_definition_local Q_47_market_visits
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.
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*Crosstabulations, Section 4.1.1.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=Q21_healthy_dining_out BY Q22_restaurants_more_info
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_information_by_restaurants BY dummy_dining_healthy BY
dummy_reads_restaurant_info
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=respondents_subgroup BY Q37_how_often_organic
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=respondents_subgroup BY Q36_buying_criterion
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=respondents_subgroup BY Q40_expensive_organic
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
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/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=respondents_subgroup BY Q27_choice_for_local
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=respondents_subgroup BY dummy_choose_local
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_grocery_nutrition_labels BY dummy_2_info_supplier
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_dining_healthy BY dummy_information_by_restaurants
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_grocery_nutrition_labels BY dummy_reads_restaurant_info
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
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/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_origin_labels BY dummy_choose_local
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=Q31_local_more_expensive BY dummy_choose_local
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_organic_too_ex BY dummy_41_prices dummy_41_information
dummy_41_availability
dummy_41_advertisement dummy_41_labeling dummy_41_products
dummy_41_influence dummy_41_scientific
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_education BY respondents_subgroup
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
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/TABLES=dummy_buying_criterion BY respondents_subgroup
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_dining_healthy BY dummy_information_by_restaurants
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_dining_healthy BY dummy_reads_restaurant_info
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_information_by_restaurants BY dummy_reads_restaurant_info
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
MEANS TABLES=dummy_41_prices dummy_41_information dummy_41_availability
dummy_41_advertisement dummy_41_labeling dummy_41_products
dummy_41_influence dummy_41_scientific BY dummy_organic_too_ex
/CELLS=MEAN.
*T-tests calculations, Q41, Aspects in order to buy more organic food products
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T-TEST GROUPS=dummy_organic_too_ex(0 1)
/MISSING=ANALYSIS
/VARIABLES=dummy_41_prices dummy_41_information dummy_41_availability
dummy_41_advertisement
dummy_41_labeling dummy_41_products dummy_41_influence
dummy_41_scientific
/CRITERIA=CI(.95).
*T-tests calculations Means, Q28, Reasons to buy local
MEANS TABLES=dummy_28_farmers dummy_28_health dummy_28_organic
dummy_28_production dummy_28_appealing dummy_28_lifestyle
dummy_28_seasonal dummy_28_satisfying dummy_28_transportation
dummy_28_packaging dummy_28_environment BY
dummy_local_more_exp
/CELLS=MEAN.
T-TEST GROUPS=dummy_local_more_exp (0 1)
/MISSING=ANALYSIS
/VARIABLES=dummy_28_farmers dummy_28_health dummy_28_organic
dummy_28_production
dummy_28_appealing dummy_28_lifestyle dummy_28_seasonal
dummy_28_satisfying
dummy_28_transportation dummy_28_packaging dummy_28_environment
/CRITERIA=CI(.95)
MEANS TABLES=dummy_28_farmers dummy_28_health dummy_28_organic
dummy_28_production dummy_28_appealing dummy_28_lifestyle
dummy_28_seasonal dummy_28_satisfying dummy_28_transportation
dummy_28_packaging dummy_28_environment BY
dummy_choose_local
/CELLS=MEAN.
*Crosstabulations, Section 4.1.1.
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CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_self_information BY respondents_subgroup
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI CORR
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_2_info_supplier BY respondents_subgroup
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI CORR
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_2_info_supplier BY respondents_cooperative
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI CORR
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_grocery_nutrition_labels BY dummy_2_info_supplier
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_2_info_supplier BY respondents_subgroup
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI CORR
/CELLS=COUNT TOTAL
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
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*T-test for testing hypothesis 4, Purchase Reasons in computed scales
T-TEST GROUPS=respondents_cooperative(0 1)
/MISSING=ANALYSIS
/VARIABLES=skala_self_28
/CRITERIA=CI(.95).
T-TEST GROUPS=respondents_cooperative(0 1)
/MISSING=ANALYSIS
/VARIABLES=skala_environment_28
/CRITERIA=CI(.95).
T-TEST GROUPS=respondents_cooperative(0 1)
/MISSING=ANALYSIS
/VARIABLES=skala_product_28
/CRITERIA=CI(.95).
T-TEST GROUPS=respondents_cooperative(0 1)
/MISSING=ANALYSIS
/VARIABLES=skala_all_28
/CRITERIA=CI(.95).
T-TEST GROUPS=respondents_cooperative(0 1)
/MISSING=ANALYSIS
/VARIABLES=dummy_28_farmers
/CRITERIA=CI(.95).
*Cross tabulations for the aspect price perception
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=respondents_subgroup BY dummy_local_more_exp
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI

127
/CELLS=COUNT EXPECTED ROW COLUMN
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=respondents_subgroup BY dummy_choose_local
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT EXPECTED ROW COLUMN
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_local_more_exp BY dummy_choose_local
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT EXPECTED ROW COLUMN
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
*Table 6; Cross tabulations for hindrances in order to buy local
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=respondents_subgroup BY C35_9_nothing
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT EXPECTED ROW COLUMN
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=respondents_subgroup BY C35_6_expensive
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT EXPECTED ROW COLUMN
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
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/TABLES=respondents_subgroup BY C35_5_convenience
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT EXPECTED ROW COLUMN
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=respondents_subgroup BY C35_3_location
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT EXPECTED ROW COLUMN
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
*Table 8 & Table 9; Perception and willingness to pay a premium for organic foods,
Section 4.1.2.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=Q27_choice_for_local BY respondents_subgroup
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT EXPECTED ROW COLUMN
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_choose_local BY dummy_age
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT EXPECTED ROW COLUMN
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=dummy_choose_local BY Q43_age
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
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/CELLS=COUNT EXPECTED ROW COLUMN
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=Q36_buying_criterion BY dummy_often_organic
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT EXPECTED ROW COLUMN
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Q40_expensive_organic dummy_organic_too_ex
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=respondents_subgroup BY dummy_organic_too_ex
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT EXPECTED ROW COLUMN
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
CROSSTABS
/TABLES=respondents_subgroup BY Q40_expensive_organic
/FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES
/STATISTICS=CHISQ PHI
/CELLS=COUNT EXPECTED ROW COLUMN
/COUNT ROUND CELL.
*Table 10; Multiple Regression for price perception and willingness to pay a premium
for organic food items, Section 4.1.2
REGRESSION
/STATISTICS COEFF R ANOVA
/DEPENDENT dummy_41_prices
/METHOD=ENTER Q42_gender dummy_age
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REGRESSION
/STATISTICS COEFF R ANOVA
/DEPENDENT dummy_41_prices
/METHOD=ENTER Q42_gender dummy_age dummy_buying_criterion
dummy_often_organic
REGRESSION
/STATISTICS COEFF R ANOVA
/DEPENDENT dummy_41_prices
/METHOD=ENTER Q42_gender dummy_age dummy_buying_criterion
dummy_often_organic dummy_organic_too_ex

