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Abstract 
 
Background – During the last decade, there has been a growing interest in clean, healthy and 

sustainable food where organic food has emerged as a growing consumption trend. Although there is a 

big focus on healthy eating in Norway, the organic market is still low compared to other countries. In 

addition, it has become a common belief by many consumers that organic food is healthier than 

conventional food, despite the fact that the “organic” term entails no such claim (Schuldt & Schwarz 

2010).  

 

Purpose – Numerous studies have been conducted on organic food consumption, usually on a wide 

range of the population. However, studies within sub-groups of the population is lacking. Additionally, 

the relation between eating organic, lifestyle factors and health behavior are not well-described, and few 

studies have been done on organic behavior in Norway. Thus, the objective of this thesis is to study a 

narrow group of the population, specifically in Oslo, Norway, and within the group of Millennials. The 

choice of our target group is based on previous research, explaining Millennials as health conscious, 

trend-setters and increasingly concerned with ethical food practices (Gregalis 2014). In this light, the 

main objective of this thesis is to achieve an understanding of Norwegian Millennials’ perception, 

attitudes and motivation towards organic food and consumption. 

 

Philosophical- and theoretical approach – This study draws inspiration from the interpretive approach 

as we seek to investigate factors that influence Millennials’ decision-making, as well as their perception, 

attitudes and motivation towards organic food and consumption. It further follows the structure of both 

explanatory and exploratory studies to explain and seek new insight of the relationship between 

Millennials, organic food and the Norwegian organic Ø-label.  

 

Methodology – This thesis takes a multi-methodical qualitative approach by collecting data through in-

depth interviews, focus groups and in-store observation. We have carried out 12 in-depth interviews, 4 

focus groups and 17 observations, which constitutes a total of 46 participants. The ‘Research Onion’ has 

been employed to structure the entire research process. 

 

Findings – The interpretation of the results from our study, conclude that most of the Millennials had 

overall positive attitudes towards organic food, they trusted the Ø-label and their willingness to buy was 

high. However, the felt barriers appeared to have a huge impact on consumers’ organic behavior, where 

lack of knowledge and the expensive price were seen as the major ones. Due to these barriers, some 



 

expressed negative attitudes, which took the shape of skepticism. Many consumers further held the 

perception that organic consumption is based on creating an image, identity and status. While others 

stated that organic food and the Ø-label was the right product choice, a reflection of personal attitudes.  

 

Conclusion and recommendations – The results indicate diverse perceptions, attitudes and motivation 

towards organic food and the Ø-label. Based on positive attitudes and willingness to buy, there seems to 

be a great potential for an increased organic market in Norway. However, the barriers prevent many 

from buying, due to price, lack of knowledge, availability and visibility. In this light, these barriers must 

be reduced in order to meet customer expectations and better motivate consumer behavior towards 

organic food. Accordingly, our findings have resulted in four recommendations, which we consider 

useful in increasing organic food consumption in Norway. These will be elaborated in the end of the 

thesis. 

 

 Increase knowledge through a joint communication campaign. 

 Optimal visualization of organic sections and products. 

 Improve visual features on packaging design – increase attention and help consumers 

distinguish organic from conventional. 

 Establish an incentive to purchase – offering membership discount on organic food. 

 
Keywords – Organic food, Ø-label, Millennials, consumer behavior, health, lifestyle 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Organic food has progressively reached attention during the last decades, and has occupied a central 

position in the global food market and in consumption patterns (Hjelmar 2010). In 2014, Norway was 

ranked as the tenth performer of preserving the environment (Environment Protection Index 2014), 

which can further be reflected in the organic food consumption market, where the retail chains have 

experienced strong growth in organic sales in 2015 (NRK 2016). Thus, Norwegian consumers have 

gained a growing interest for clean, healthy and sustainable food, and the relationship between diet and 

health is important for many. Previous research has revealed that many consumers believe organic food 

is healthier than conventional food, where the greatest motivation to buy lies within the health benefit. 

Consequently, the increasing consumer demand for quality and healthy products, food safety, animal 

welfare and environmental concerns makes organic food an interesting topic to explore (Petrescu & 

Petrescu-mag 2015). 

 

Young consumers today have a global mindset and are concerned about world affairs, where product 

preferences grow increasingly alike with the exposure to similar trends and styles. Researchers have 

described Millennials as the most sustainability-conscious generation, and are characterized as mindful 

eaters, trendsetters, idealistic, as well as health and environmental conscious (Goldman Sachs, 2016). 

The emergence of the Internet and social media has allowed Millennials to connect and forge 

relationships with like-minded individuals, giving rise to the global market (ibid.). However, few studies 

have investigated Millennials in relation to organic consumption, and researchers struggle to understand 

their attitudes and behavior. While considering the fact that Norway has an increased focus on healthy 

eating along with consumers’ growing interest for the environment, how is organic consumption 

reflected amongst Norwegian Millennials? Is there an underlying motivation for organic food? And how 

are Millennials’ attitudes and perception towards organic food and consumption? Although researchers 

have claimed that organic is not proven to be any healthier than conventional food, can Millennials 

motivation and attitudes be related to the health benefit, believing organic to be healthier?  

 

Moreover, each organic food product must be labeled in accordance with the rules of organic 

production. The organic food label (Ø-label) is intended to make it easier for Norwegian consumers in 

distinguishing organic from conventional, by posing as an informative symbol of the products’ content 

and origin (Debioh). In this way, the Ø-label serves as a guide towards a desired behavior. However, the 

Ø-label only work as a symbol, meaning that the consumers are expected to know the information 

behind. In the light of this and considering that Millennials are highly educated about their purchases 
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(Goldman Sachs 2016), do Norwegian Millennials have enough knowledge about the organic label in 

order to use it as an informative guide? Does the label help them in their decision-making process, and 

are they well-informed around organic food? And ultimately, who’s responsibility is it to provide this 

information? 

 

There seem to be many unanswered questions in relation to Millennials and organic food consumption. 

Thus, the crucial question to be answered lies within the understanding of Norwegian Millennials’ 

perceptions, attitudes and motivation towards organic food and the Ø-label. This relationship needs to 

be fully understood in order to assess which impact the Ø-label have on Millennials’ product choice. 

Finally, these insights and knowledge will consequently help Norwegian authorities, retailers and 

brands to better capitalize, create market impact and motivate consumers towards organic food 

consumption. However, we acknowledge that the level of interest in organic food is not similarly shared 

among all consumers and the public and private sector. 

 

1.1. Purpose 
The main objective of this thesis is to achieve an understanding of Norwegian Millennials’ perception, 

attitudes and motivation towards organic food and consumption. We further aim to explore Millennials’ 

understanding of organic food and labeling, and how the Millennials are influenced by the organic Ø-

label. More specifically, we seek to find answers to whether the Millennials actually are affected to 

believe that the food is healthier. This is all connected as part of Millennials decision-making process. In 

the light of the main purpose, we also examine if any differences exist between the students and those 

Millennials who work, particularly in relation to previous research on income, education and age. These 

socio-demographics factors are found to be important indicators towards organic consumption. Finally, 

we will provide recommendations on how to better capitalize, increase market impact and demand, and 

motivate organic food consumption.  
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1.2. Research Questions 
The following research questions will lie as a foundation for this thesis, and work as a guide throughout 

the process. 

 

 

 SQ1: How are Norwegian Millennials’ understanding of organic food products and labeling, 

and does it influence consumers’ perception of the food being healthier? 

 

 SQ2: How are Norwegian Millennials’ decision-making process in regards to organic food? 

 

 SQ3: What are the differences, if any, between the ‘working professionals’ Millennials and the 

‘students’ Millennials in regards to organic food consumption? 

 

 SQ4: From these insights, which recommendations can be established in order to increase 

market impact and motivate organic food consumption in Norway? 

 

 
1.3. Definitions and Industry Outlook 

1.3.1. Millennials – who are they? 

Millennials (aka, Generation Y) is one of the most educated generation in history. They have grown up 

in an era of rapid change, which have given them different priorities and expectations compared to 

previous generations. Millennials are a relatively young consumer segment born between 1980 and 2000 

(Goldman Sachs 2016). As of 2016, Millennials fell within the age range of 16–36 years, and this group 

can primarily be divided into college undergraduates, college graduates, and working professionals 

(Muralidharan et al. 2015). Millennials are dedicated to wellness by devoting time and money in 

exercise and healthy eating. Their lifestyle has an influence on various trends, anything from food and 

drink to fashion (Goldman Sachs 2016). As consumers in the marketplace, Millennials are more 

influenced by word-of-mouth for purchase decisions, and thus, the influence of interpersonal sources is 

an important factor when marketing to Millennials (Muralidharan et al. 2015). They are further 

 

The main objective of this thesis is to achieve an understanding of Norwegian Millennials’ 

perception, attitudes and motivation towards organic food and consumption. 
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described as consumption-oriented since they have grown up in a materialistic society (Lazarevic 2012). 

Millennials are branded for their environmental consciousness and hold their family and friends in 

higher regards than corporations (Muralidharan et al. 2015). They value freedom of speech, self-

expression, and social engagement, and they are tech-savvy trendsetters. They are also characterized of 

having strong opinions (Pierini 2015). The Millennials have a high expenditure rate and influence the 

family purchase decisions, which thereby impacts the economy directly and indirectly (Muralidharan et 

al. 2015). Thus, these personality and financial characteristics show that Millennials are a growing and 

powerful market segment (ibid). These facts form the basis of who Millennials are, in which we seek to 

build further upon on in our study of the Norwegian Millennials’ perception, attitudes and motivation 

towards organic food and consumption (ref. RQ).  

 

1.3.2. The Norwegian Organic Food Industry, Farming and Production Numbers  

To create a basis for our study, it is natural to include some background information of the Norwegian 

market in relation to organic food industry and farming. Today, Norway is ranked among the wealthiest 

countries in the world, with a strong economy and a population estimated to 5.2 million (SSB 2016). In 

2015, the Norwegian organic agricultural area increased by 7 %, resulting in a total of 4.9 % agricultural 

area. Almost every county increased the organic farmland in the past year, indicating that organic 

agriculture has gained a larger position in Norway (Debiob). At the same time, the Norwegian organic 

production increased, where the supermarket chains reported a strong growth in the sales of organic 

products in 2015 (ibid.). In response to the increased organic production, there has also been an increase 

in the demand for organic certification in the Norwegian market. In mid 1980s, the private organic 

certification authority Debio began to take up certification activities. Debio certifies organic products 

according to the Norwegian governmental order and regulations on organic farming, processing, import 

and marketing of organic agricultural products (Debioc).  

 

Unfortunately, the total sales value of organic food in Norway is much lower compared to other 

Scandinavian countries such as Sweden and Denmark. In 2013, the total sales of organic products in 

grocery stores accounted for only 1.2 % in Norway, whereas the total sales in Denmark were 8 % and 

Sweden close to 4 % (Solemdal & Pedersen 2014). This low organic market share in the Norwegian 

market can be caused by several different factors such as consumers’ perception and attitudes towards 

organic, high price premiums on organic products or lack of governmental support. Several studies have 

found common explanations for why some countries have a more successful market than others 

(Thøgersen 2010). Denmark is often used as an example where their government facilitates the 

development of organic food production, which is seen as the most important reason for high organic 
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market share. Therefore, the government plays an important role in creating demand and has a certain 

responsibility of informing the consumers about organic food (ibid.). However, it should be noted that 

the low market share in Norway does not reflect the negative, but can rather signal an unsaturated 

market and that a great market potential exists. Accordingly, the Norwegian Government attempts to 

reach a goal of 15 % organic food production and trade by the end of 2020 (Debioa).  

 

1.3.3. Organic food, the Ø-label and the Requirements Behind 

We define organic food and Debio’s organic Ø-label (Ø-label) to clarify their existence on the 

Norwegian market. This label will be used as a scope of our investigation in order to address our 

research questions.  

 

The term “økologisk”, which we refer to as organic, is used on products that fulfills the criteria’s of 

organic (økologisk) food production in Norway. Debio is the only certified business who controls and 

approves organic food production in Norway. Organic production is covered by the EØS Agreement 

and EU regulations for organic production, which Debio and the Norwegian Organic Regulations 

follows as well. Debio further follows International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements 

(IFOAM) four principles of what organic agriculture entails: the principle of health, the principle of 

ecology, the principle of fairness and the principle of care (Serikstad 2014) (appendix 1).  

 

Debio’s Norwegian Ø-label is a joint symbol for organic food, 

and the food label can be used in all marketing 

communication linked to organic products and production 

approved by Debio. The label and the audit is based on an 

agreement with Mattilsynet, who is the Norwegian authorities’ 

regulation of plants, fish, animals and food products (Debiod; 

Mattilsynet). The organic Ø-label works as a guarantee of the 

food product being authentic and produced in a natural and 

sustainable way. The requirements to receive the Ø-label is no 

use of chemical fertilizers, pesticides or routine use of 

antibiotics or growth hormones in the production. The general 

requirements for products with Debio’s Ø-label needs to 

include at least 70 % ingredients of agriculture origin or come 

from products manufactured in conformity with organic 
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regulations. The product further has to be produced in an environmentally safe and friendly way. The 

requirements for animal welfare are also stricter than in conventional farming. The label is believed to 

function as a way of making it easier for consumers to choose organic products (Debioe,f,g).  

 

1.4. Delimitation 
The following delimitations are deemed necessary to include in order to address the characteristics that 

limit the scope and describes the boundaries of our study.  

 

The term ‘organic’ can be applied in several contexts, related to food or other products. Organic can be 

described by using various words such as ecologic, green, natural and eco-friendly depending on the 

country of origin. However, this thesis follows the Norwegian term for organic, namely “økologisk”, as 

previously defined. The term organic will be used in a consistent matter to avoid confusion and alleviate 

the reader. Furthermore, our study will exclusively focus on organic food products in retail, and as such, 

organic, organic food, organic products will be used interchangeably.  

 

It becomes relevant to emphasize that our study is focusing on the segment of ‘Millennials’, living in 

Oslo, Norway. We have chosen to focus on students taking a bachelor or master’s degree and the 

working professionals. Though, the youngest part of Millennials, the ones under 20 years of age, has not 

been included as we saw them as too young. We acknowledge that the Norwegian Millennials’ 

relationship to organic food and the Ø-label might be perceived differently in other regions of Norway, 

as well as other countries. Thus, the results of this thesis can only be applied in the context of 

Millennials living in Oslo, Norway. 

 

We will focus solely on the Norwegian organic label issued by Debio, the Ø-label. Hence, we do not 

take other organic labels into consideration. In this regard, it is important to stress that the Ø-label will 

only be used as a scope for investigation in order to address the research questions, and not as the sole 

focus of this thesis. Thus, the Ø-label has not been presented in-depth, but only through factual 

information. However, we will reflect on how the Norwegian authorities, retail chains and producers of 

food can use the insights that we have gained through our studies about the Norwegian Millennials’ 

perception, attitudes and motivation to organic food, the Ø-label and organic consumption. As a final 

note, we will regard the Ø-label as a brand throughout this thesis.  
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STRUCTURE OF THESIS 

The framework below has been developed in order to present the overall structure of the thesis and give 

the reader a better overview of what to expect. The first part served as an introductory part, in which we 

introduced, clarified the purpose, and presented the research questions. Next, the theoretical foundation 

defines relevant literature divided into four chapters, followed by the method and data section. Then, 

key findings are declared and we present the empirical findings by analyzing and discussing the results. 

The analysis is divided into topics corresponding with the theoretical framework. The last part of this 

thesis serves as the concluding part, where we discuss our findings, which is then turned into concrete 

recommendations. Finally, critical reflection, concluding remarks and further research is outlined.  

 



 9 
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CHAPTER 2: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
In the following chapter, we seek to explain the overall theoretical framework of this thesis. Each 

chapter is based on previous studies and scientific research that we find relevant in relation to our 

research questions. The theoretical foundation is used as a basis for understanding, analyzing and 

discussing consumer behavior in relation to organic food and organic food labels. The selected theories 

are grounded in a comparison with the findings. Firstly, we present theories on organic food, health and 

food labels to understand consumers’ relationship to organic food and labels as well as their perception 

of organic food in relation to health, ref. SQ1. The second chapter will give an understanding of the 

different aspects of consumer behavior and what meanings consumers attach to products. This will 

cover our knowledge of their underlying motivation and attitudes, which is a part of the main research 

question. We then provide insights into consumers’ attributes and decision-making in regards to organic 

food and consumption to understand their motivation, attitudes, perception and knowledge (ref. RQ, 

SQ1 and SQ2). In the end, we present the chapter of trust and complexity, which consumers are 

experiencing in the modern food marketplace, to understand how organic food and the Ø-label affects 

them in their decision-making process (ref. RQ and SQ2). 

 

Chapter 2.1.: Organic Food, Health and Food labels 
This chapter serves as an introduction to understand consumers’ perception and relationship to organic 

food, labeling and health associations, and will cover SQ1: “How are Norwegian Millennials’ 

understanding of organic food products and labeling and does it influences consumers’ perception of the 

food being healthier?”. In this regard we will partly look into food labels and packaging elements and 

the health halo effect. We further explain the health belief model and the perceived quality of organic 

food. 

 

As noted above, recent years has been distinguished by an increased focus on health issues both 

internationally and in Norway. The health concern in Norway has led to changes in exercise, diet and 

mindset among Norwegian consumers, and thus, consumers are more concerned about carbs, calories 

and fat percentage while being presented with long declarations from food manufacturers. In relation to 

this health focus, organic products have experienced growth both in terms of turnover and consumption 

(Alt Om Helse 2016). Many consumers believe that organic food is healthier than conventional food, 

however, several researchers claim that the health benefit is more based on perception than real facts.  
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2.1.1. Organic Food and the Organic Consumption Trend 

Throughout the past decade there has been a health trend in the food market, and together with a 

demand for healthier food, the food trend has gone towards being more environmentally friendly 

(Aschemann-Witzel et al. 2013). Organic food has emerged as part of this trend, and thus, the organic 

market has moved from being a niche market to enter the mainstream market (ibid; Hamzaoui & Zahaf 

2008). It has also increased rapidly due to consumers’ demand for local, sustainable and organic food 

production (Kearney 2010). As a result, organic food has received considerable media coverage, which 

has placed organic products as a fashionable item. Due to the way organic food is marketed, some 

consumers perceive it as being fashionable and trendy (Hill & Lynchehaun 2002), while others 

“perceive organic food as a means of achieving individual and social values for themselves and their 

families” (Shafie & Rennie 2009:362). Even though the organic market in Norway is still small (1.95 

mill. compared to 162 mill. of total food) compared to the overall food and drink sector, there seems to 

be a sign that organic food has a future growth potential in the Norwegian market and is a trend set to 

continue (Solemdal & Pedersen 2014).  

 

Based on the previous section, we see that organic consumption has turned into a mainstream trend in 

other countries, and therefore, it is interesting to find out how this trend is shared in Norway and which 

motivation the Norwegian Millennials has towards organic consumption (ref. RQ). In relation to organic 

consumption, many consumers use organic food labels as a guide in their decision-making process. 

Hence, it becomes natural to define the term food label and look further into how the organic label 

affects consumers.  

 

2.1.2. Food Labels and Packaging Elements 

The purpose with food labels is to transfer information about a product, and increase consumer’s ability 

to recognize it or test it. Food labels are also valuable tools used to establish trust, decrease information 

asymmetry and reduce time and search costs (Hemmerling et al. 2013). Food labels can further help to 

reduce confusion and increase the organic food profile in the market, which can have a positive 

influence on consumers’ choice of food products. Ultimately, food labels enable consumers to make 

informed and confident choices when purchasing food, allowing them to select the products that are in 

line with their personal preferences (ibid.). Barbara Schneeman, Director of the Food and Drug 

Administration (FDA) argues that, “the food label is one of the most valuable tools consumers have. The 

food label gives consumers the power to compare food quickly and easily so they can judge for 

themselves which products best fit their dietary needs” (FDA 2008). 
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In order for the food to be labeled organic, the product needs to be certified and inspected to make sure 

the farmers have followed all rules to meet organic standards (USDA 2003). Organic food labels are 

meant to recognize and distinguish organic products from conventional ones (Hemmerling et al. 2013). 

Display size, color scheme, location and familiarity with a food label are found to be the key 

determinants of consumer attention to labels (Bialkova & van Trijp 2010). However, even though 

consumers have reasonable knowledge of health and nutrition in general, only a minority looks at food 

labels when shopping (ibid.). This is partly due to in-store environment where consumers are exposed to 

enormous amounts of labels, products and brands competing for attention. It is found that in order for a 

label to stand out, it needs a higher salience than other package stimuli in terms of colors, information 

and visual elements (ibid.). Furthermore, front-of-package labels that are in a simpler format provide 

consumers with an evaluative interpretation of the factual information behind it, having an advantage on 

the likelihood of attention and actual product choice (Bialkova & van Trijp 2010). Ultimately, the 

effectiveness of food labels becomes limited if the lack of attention exists.  

 

In addition, visual elements on product packaging is found to have a more positive influence on product 

choice in low involvement decision-making (grocery shopping) compared to higher involvement 

situations (buying a car) where informational elements are found more important (Silayoi & Speece 

2004). In other words, evaluation of attributes is of less importance during low involvement, while 

decision-making, graphics, color and other visual effects become central (ibid.). This means that 

placement, color and other graphic elements of food labels is important as it has persuading effect on 

consumers in many ways (ibid.; Farmer 2013). Next, we move along to the common perception of 

organic food as healthier and the possible health halo effect. 

 
2.1.3. Organic Food as Healthy – the Health Halo Effect 

Strong associations exist between the concepts of “organic” and “healthy” and consumers often endorse 

organics as healthier. These associations might lead consumers to assume that food produced 

organically contain fewer calories than their conventional counterparts, despite the fact that the 

“organic” term entails no such claim (Schuldt & Schwarz 2010). This is also stated by Chen (2009:166) 

“choosing organic food seems to be a rational decision. This is why consumers perceive foods labeled 

as organic to be healthier than conventional foods in spite of the observation by scientists that there is 

no scientific evidence that necessarily supports the common belief”. This is consistent with numerous 

studies that found health benefits to be among the most important factors motivating the purchase of 

organic food (Hjelmar 2010).  
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These health associations can be related to the fact that consumers rely on mental shortcuts during food 

consumption. Several researchers argue that consumers are ‘cognitive misers’. They conceptualize the 

world by using mental shortcuts in an effort to make quicker, more efficient decisions (Peloza & 

Montford 2015). An apple can for example be chosen for a snack whereby consumers do not worry 

about counting its calories as it is considered “healthy”. These mental shortcuts are closely tied to what 

researchers call the health halo effect (ibid.). Lee et al. (2013) argues that the halo effect occurs “when 

an individual’s evaluation of one attribute of an entity strongly influences or biases his or her 

perceptions of other attributes of that entity” (Lee et al. 2013:34).  

 

Packaging labels can influence how consumers evaluate a food product as well as how much they 

consume, as such the packaging can serve as a ‘halo’ effect (Lee et al. 2013). The objective of front-of-

pack nutrition labeling schemes such as organic labels allows consumers to correctly distinguish 

between organic and non-organic food. Unfortunately, the distance between guiding and misleading is 

sometimes short causing numerous conflicts between the food industries on the one hand and policy 

makers and consumers on the other hand. Orquin & Scholderer (2011) argues this further by stating that 

one common concern is that nutrition and health claims create ‘magic bullet’ or ‘halo’ effects that lead 

consumers to believe that food carrying such claim is healthier than it actually is. Their study showed 

that organic labels, which is not intended to communicate anything about healthfulness, did have a 

strong significant effect on perceived healthfulness (ibid). This effect can be classified as misleading 

due to semantic confusion since consumers do not seem to understand how organic products differ from 

conventional products (ibid). Orquin & Scholderer (2011) study can further be related to the Norwegian 

Ø-label, and as such, we seek to explore if this effect is present in our study related to SQ1; does the Ø-

label influence consumers’ perception of organic food being healthier? 

 

The above mentioned paragraphs can further be connected to consumers’ perception that when a food is 

described as organic (i.e. with an organic label), perceivers incorrectly infer that the food contains 

lower-calories and that it can be eaten more frequently. This is found in Schuldt & Schwarz (2010) 

study, where the authors argue that calorie estimation is a cognitively demanding task, and as such, 

consumers might substitute the associatively related attribute “healthy” for “organic” as a means for 

simplifying complex calorie judgments. These health associations might cause some consumers to think 

they can substitute organic food, even dessert food, for weight loss behaviors such as exercise (Rettner 

2010). Accordingly, these benevolent impressions of organic food are likely to influence consumption 

decisions and might have downstream implications for other health-related choices (Schuldt & Schwarz 
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2010). To further understand consumer’s intention of eating organic food and the health association in 

relation to SQ1, we emphasize the Health-Belief Model (HBM) below. 

 
2.1.4. The Health Belief Model 

As mentioned, health concerns are one of the strongest motives for consumers to buy organic food. 

Thus, it makes sense to understand consumer’s perception of and intention of eating organic food in 

relation to our research questions. In this regard, we find the HBM by Rosenstock (1974) useful. We 

will first outline the model, explaining each component, which then leads us to Yazdanpanah et al.’s 

(2014) study in relation to consumers’ willingness to use organic food by applying the HBM. 

 

The underlying concept of the original HBM is that health behavior is determined by personal beliefs 

and perceptions about a disease and the strategies available to reduce it (Hayden 2013). The model 

claims that health decisions are based on two major components, threat perception and behavioral 

evaluation which are divided into four psychosocial subcomponents or beliefs: perceived seriousness, 

perceived susceptibility, perceived benefits and perceived barriers (Yazdanpanah et al. 2014). Threat 

perception refers to a perceived susceptibility to illness and a perceived severity of the consequences of 

illness, while behavioral evaluation concerns the benefits of and barriers to enacting behavior (ibid).  

 

Figure 1: Inspired by the "HBM model" by Rosenstock (1974) 
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The construct of perceived seriousness speaks to an individual’s belief about the seriousness or severity 

of a disease. The next is the personal risk or susceptibility, which is one of the more powerful 

perceptions in prompting people to adopt healthier behavior. The greater the perceived risk is, the 

greater is the likelihood of engaging in behaviors to decrease the risk (Yazdanpanah et al. 2014). The 

construct of perceived benefits is a person’s opinion of the value or usefulness of a new behavior in 

decreasing the risk of developing a disease (ibid.). The last construct, perceived barriers is the most 

significant in determining behavioral change, which refers to an individual’s own evaluation of the 

obstacles in the way of him or her adopting a new behavior. In order for a new behavior to be adopted, a 

person needs to believe the benefits of the behavior outweigh the consequences of continuing the old 

behavior (ibid.). The HBM comprises other additional cognitive or motivational components to change 

or predict behavior such as cues to action, health motivation and self-efficiency. These refer to the 

trigger of health behavior when appropriate beliefs are held and the readiness to be concerned about 

health matters. Perceived self-efficacy refers to the belief in one’s own ability to do something (ibid). 

 

Yazdanpanah et al. (2014) have studied consumers’ willingness to use organic food by the HBM. Their 

study showed that perceived benefits, general health orientation, self-efficacy and perceived barriers 

were the determinants of a consumer’s intention to use organic food. These variables can predict 42 % 

variance in willingness to use, where the perceived benefit was the greatest predictor of the willingness 

to use. Their study revealed that the behavioral evaluation concepts, such as perceived benefits and 

perceived barriers, were more crucial, along with general health orientation and self-efficacy, than the 

threat perception constructs (ibid.). This indicates that the HBM framework is an effective tool to 

explore consumers’ perception of and intention for buying organic food. Thus, in relation to our study, 

we want to figure out if health orientation is the strongest determinant of Millennials’ intention to buy 

organic food, ref. SQ1. Understanding consumers’ thoughts, feelings and beliefs about organic food can 

further assist us in developing and implementing the most effective incentives to promote organic food 

to the Norwegian Millennials, ref. SQ4. 

 

In addition to the health orientation, organic food and organic labels can further symbolize quality, 

where quality can be a determinant in consumers’ purchase of organic food. The perceived quality can 

additionally offer an opportunity to differentiate and position products. In this regard we will define 

perceived quality and brand positioning, as well as look into the organic label as a quality signal. 
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2.1.5. Perceived Quality and Brand Positioning 

Perceived quality is a result of consumers’ subjective judgment on a product quality, both tangible and 

intangible characteristics, as well as their evaluations from previous experiences and feelings (Chi et al. 

2009). Aaker (1991) argues that perceived quality can show the salient differentiation of a product or a 

service and becomes a selective brand in consumers’ mind. Consumers usually hold some sort of 

attitudes toward a brand, but the most important is related to its perceived quality and to value and 

satisfaction. Perceived quality is an inherent part of evaluating brand equity from a consumer’s 

perspective (Keller 2013), and can be defined as, “the customer’s perception of the overall quality or 

superiority of the product or service with respect to its intended purpose, relative to alternatives” 

(Aaker 1991: 85). Thus, perceived quality is the consumer’s own subjective appraisal of a product, and 

it is stated to be a key influencer in determining consumer’s choices (Zeithaml 1988).  

 

Moreover, the perceived quality can be seen in relation to the concept of brand positioning. Keller et al. 

(2002) argues that brand positioning is a way to establish key brand associations in the minds of the 

consumers as a way to differentiate a brand and accomplish competitive advantages. The point-of-

difference (POD) is the “reason why” consumers should buy a brand (Keller 2013). Thus, a brand is 

more than just a product as it incorporates dimensions that differentiate it from other products. These 

differences can be rational and tangible, or symbolic and intangible (ibid.). In relation to organic food 

labels, Krystallis et al. (2006) argues that a food product with a quality label, such as the organic label, 

are perceived as more ‘valuable’ by the consumer, since the label ‘guarantees’ quality in an easily and 

identifiable way. Their research proved that the use of the organic label by farmers, agricultural firms 

and food companies can become a marketing strategy very similar to branding; “an organic label makes 

a product more easily accepted by consumers, while it transforms its quality characteristics from 

credence to search and decreases consumer risk regarding the quality of agricultural produce” 

(Krystallis et al. 2006:101). Although organic farming demands more intensive and innovative 

management, it offers an opportunity to differentiate and position products, as well as profitability and 

long-term growth (ibid). This brings us to the next section where we describe how labels can function as 

a quality signal. 

 

2.1.6. Organic Food Label as a Quality Signal 

The quality of food has become an important aspect of human life. Consumers are more concerned 

about nutrition, food safety and environmental issues, which determine their acceptance of food 

products. In this regard, better quality has become one of the most important strategic priorities facing 

the food industry.  
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Good products are generally viewed as those with higher quality. Kiss et al. (2015) argues that 

consumers relate organic food to perceived good quality, where a product label is a quality signal for the 

consumers. Zeithaml (1988) claims that consumers’ perception of quality is considered a pivotal 

determinant of product choice. But what does quality exactly mean? Good quality of food has not a 

constant definition but varies according to the food category and to the consumers’ preferences. 

Larceneux et al. (2011) differentiate quality from an economic perpective and a marketing perspective. 

The first focuses on the “market signal of quality” and its ability to convey information about overall 

quality. The latter explores the inferences that a consumer makes when confronted with an extrinsic cue 

to form judgments of overall quality and its dimensions. This differentiation involves both objective and 

subjective dimensions of quality. For example, as a form of certification, an organic label is an 

economic signal, offering proof of objective quality because the product has been produced following 

environmentally friendly requirements. However, from a consumer-oriented perspective, the label offers 

a cue that generates varied associations to help consumers make evaluations of overall quality, assuming 

they understand and trust the label (Larceneux et al. 2011).  

 

Previous research shows that perceived overall quality represents the combination of consumers’ 

perceptions of attributes. There are four attribute dimensions in food markets that determine consumers’ 

product quality judgments: sensory, health, process and convenience attributes (Larceneux et al. 2011). 

The organic label informs consumers about specific characteristics, which leads to descriptive beliefs, 

but it also indirectly tells them about other attributes by generating inferential beliefs. Descriptive 

product beliefs can be explained in the way the consumer construct a belief based on a clear 

correspondence between the source and attribute information. In the specific case of the organic label, 

and given that the consumer knows, understands, and trusts the label, it logically prompts the belief that 

the product is produced using an environmentally friendly process, such as one without pesticides 

(ibid.). On the other hand, inferential beliefs occur through inferential processes and are due to halo 

effects based on strong mental associations. For example, an earlier study of French consumers 

expressed their belief that organic salmon offered better quality in terms of taste and health. However, 

neither of these benefits were certified by the label (ibid.). 

 

2.1.7. Summary of Organic Food, Health and Food Labels 

In this chapter, we have looked into consumer’s relationship to organic food and labeling and the 

mechanisms at play for why consumers perceive organic food as healthier than conventional food. This 

was done in order to cover SQ1: “How are Norwegian Millennials’ understanding of organic food 

products and labeling and does it influences consumers’ perception of the food being healthier?”. 
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We have established that organic food has turned into a mainstream consumption trend, globally, and 

even if the Norwegian market is considered as a niche, a potential exist. In the light of this organic 

consumption trend, we have looked into how consumers use organic food labels in their decision-

making process. It can be said that visual elements are important in low-involvement decision-making, 

which constitutes that the Ø-label can attract attention, guide the consumer and distinguish organic 

products from conventional ones (Bialkova & van Trijp 2010; FDA 2008; Hemmerling et al. 2013).  

 

To understand why some consumers, perceive organic food as healthier, we used the health halo theory 

by Lee et al. (2013) to explain how this perception can occur. It can be said that consumers rely on 

mental shortcuts in food consumption to evaluate and make easier decisions. As consumers find it hard 

to understand how organic differ from conventional food, many believe that organic labels communicate 

healthiness or that the food contains lower-calories (Orquin & Scholderer 2011; Schuldt & Schwarz 

2010). The Health Belief model (Rosenstock, 1974) was introduced in relation to consumers’ 

willingness to use organic food. Yazdanpanah et al. (2014) found that perceived benefits and perceived 

barriers, were more crucial, along with general health orientation and self-efficacy, than threat 

perception constructs (ibid.). Thus, for this study, it becomes interesting to see if the health perception is 

an essential determinant of Millennials’ intention to buy organic food. 

 

Furthermore, consumers often evaluate products based on different attributes, where organic labels are 

often perceived as a quality signal (Larceneux et al. 2011). Due to the perceived quality of organic food, 

it is believed that consumers value those products more, which Krystallis et al. (2006) argues can 

differentiate and position organic products. Hence, we have outlined the perceived quality aspect to 

understand if this is a motivating factor in the Millennials’ purchase of organic food (ref. RQ).  

 

The following chapter will address aspects of consumer behavior and organic food by looking at 

different consumer perspectives, symbolism, and characteristics of organic consumers. 

 

Chapter 2.2.: Consumer Behavior and Organic Food 
In this chapter we seek to explain how organic food consumption can serve as symbols representing a 

certain lifestyle and identity. This will provide us with knowledge of their underlying motivation and 

attitudes, as a part of the main research question (ref. RQ). We start off by presenting Østergaard and 

Jantzen’s (2000) four perspectives on consumer behavior in order to understand the consuming 

individual. Next, we look into the symbolism embedded in products and the extended self. We further 

look into the characteristics of various consumers in Norway in general, and try to understand their 
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relationship to organic food and food labels as well as the meaning consumers attach to it. In this light, 

consumers are continuously looking for products that support a certain lifestyle, and define themselves 

through objects that surround them (Giddens 1994; Belk 1988).  

 

2.2.1. Consumer Behavior Studies 

To understand which perceptive is relevant to our study, we find Østergaard and Jantzen (2000) 

consumer behavior research important. The authors have throughout a period of 40 years distinguished 

four different perspectives to understand the consuming individual. These perspectives consist of Buyer 

Behavior, Consumer Behavior, Consumer Research and Consumption Studies. The two last-mentioned 

perspectives ‘Consumer Research’ and ‘Consumption Studies’ became prominent after the interpretive 

turn in the 1980s, which showed a different way of understanding why and how consumers approach 

consumption. Østergaard & Jantzen (2000) research went from observing the consumer from a 

utilitarian point of view where the consumer was viewed as a rational driven individual, to the 

interpretive turn, where consumers are more emotional and social driven, seeking to create self-image 

through consumption. Accordingly, the last two perspectives will be undertaken to explore consumer 

behavior in our study. 

 

According to ‘consumer research’, the consumer is assumed to be emotionally and narcissistically 

determined and is perceived as a tourist who frequently seeks new experiences through consumption 

(ibid.). Østergaard & Jantzen (2000) argue that the construction of meanings is an ongoing project and is 

based on emotions and feelings. The perspective of ‘consumption studies’ goes beyond these 

narcissistic and emotional features. Instead, the consuming individual is a member of a tribe where the 

product symbolism creates a universe for the tribe (ibid). In this light, consumers are searching for the 

“right” symbols in order for them to be recognized by the other members of the same tribe (ibid).  

 

Additionally, from a consumer behavior perspective, the influence from others is important to 

emphasize, where the concept of a reference group becomes central. Individuals can form general or 

specific attitudes and values that guides behavior, by getting influenced by a reference group of a person 

or a group (Schiffman et al. 2008).  

 

Consequently, we have seen that it becomes important to understand the consumers’ behavior, and the 

settings and conditions that the behavior takes place in. Consumers can have different consumption 

roles, and can act differently dependent on influences and attitudes. 
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2.2.2. The Symbolism and the Extended Self 

Connected to Østergaard & Jantzen’s (2000) consumer behavior studies and its transformation, is the 

change where consumers has been viewed as being an economic to an uneconomic consumer, 

recognized by Levy (1959). Consumers were previously concerned with practical matters such as price, 

quality and durability, whereas the uneconomic consumers are highly influenced by other factors as well 

(ibid.). According to Levy (1959), “people buy things not only for what they can do, but also for what 

they mean”, in other words, things can have personal and social meaning in addition to the functional 

ones (Levy 1959:118). Levy (1959) argues that there are many underlying reasons for the things people 

buy and why they buy them, such as social influences, economical or personal reasons. He further 

recognizes all consumer goods as having symbolic meaning attached consisting of personal attributes, 

goals and social patterns. A symbol is defined by Levy (1959) as “a general term for all instances 

where experience is mediated rather than direct; where an object, action, word, picture, or complex 

behavior is understood to mean not only itself but also some other ideas or feelings” (Levy, 1959:119). 

In relation to organic food consumption, the consumer can purchase organic food based on the symbolic 

meaning, or use symbols in order to distinguish themselves as individuals or as part of a social group 

(ibid).  

 

Related to the symbolism of goods is the expression “you are what you consume” which can be linked 

to Belk’s article “Possessions and the Extended Self” from 1988. Belk (1988) states that possessions can 

become a part of peoples’ identity arguing that, “possessions are a major contributor to and reflection 

of our identities” (Belk 1988:139). Organic food labels on products packaging and the symbolism the 

consumer attach to it becomes relevant in terms of how it can further reflect an individual’s identity and 

the extended self. 

 

People consume various objects in different ways, and it is important to understand how the variety of 

these differences differ depending on the situation and the given object. The variety of consumption has 

been examined by Holt (1995), looking at what people do when they consume, where four research 

streams emerged; consuming as experience, consuming as integration, consuming as play and 

consuming as classification. Focus is given to the latter due to relevance to our study. Consuming as 

classification describes the process of how consumers can use objects to classify themselves in relation 

to relevant others, where the objects are seen as vessels of cultural and personal meaning (ibid.). There 

are two methods of classifying, through objects or actions. The first one describes how consumers 

classify themselves through objects, through meanings associated with the consumption object. The 

latter is when consumers classify themselves through experience with the consumption object (ibid.).  
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In relation to Holt’s thoughts of consuming as classification, is the concept of consumers relying on 

social meanings when purchasing goods, presented by Solomon (1983). The author argues that 

consumers tend to rely on social meaning, which is embedded in products as a guide that helps them 

perform certain social roles, especially if those roles are novel (ibid.). According to Solomon (1983), 

products serve as a priori stimuli to behavior, where product symbolism works as a mediator of self-

definition and role performance.  

 

As seen in the interpretive view, the consumer might not be thought of as buying organic goods only 

because they think they are healthier but because consumers feel that the goods communicate something 

about them as persons to themselves and their surroundings. Hence, we find it relevant to describe the 

characteristics of the organic consumer in general and in Norway to understand their underlying 

motivation and attitudes (ref. RQ), which will be elaborated in the next two sections. 

 

2.2.3. Who is the Organic Consumer? 

Several studies have tried to profile organic food consumers on the basis of variables such as: attitudes, 

intention, demographics and lifestyle (Hamzaoui & Zahaf 2008). The general consensus of the socio-

demographic profile is that it consists of mainly women buying in larger quantities and more frequently 

than men (ibid.). There has also been made a more general psychographic profile on the so-called 

regular organic food consumer, and for them, “organic food consumption is part of a way of life. It 

results from an ideology, connected to a particular value system, that affects personality measures, 

attitudes, and consumption behavior” (Hughner et al. 2007:96). Thus, organic food consumption is 

usually related to a certain lifestyle.  

 

Choosing a lifestyle based upon an organic diet seems to be a growing trend in Western society. The 

choice of a particular diet can be seen as telling a story about a person and indicating how one wants to 

be identified by others (von Essen & Englander 2013). Giddens (1991) define lifestyle as “a more or 

less integrated set of practices which an individual embrace, not only because such practices fulfill 

utilitarian needs, but because they give material form to a particular narrative of self-identity” 

(Giddens 1991:81). He further argues that lifestyles are routinized practices, where routines incorporate 

into habits, for example choice of food, specific brands or labels. Each decision a consumer makes, what 

to eat, whether or not to buy organic food, reflects and contributes to their daily routines and thereby a 

lifestyle. Thus, the routines are also reflexively open to change in the light of the mobile nature of self-

identity and self-presentation. All of such choices are decisions not only about how to act but also who 

to be (ibid).  
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von Essen & Englander (2013) argues that when consumers choose a lifestyle based upon an organic 

diet they find an opportunity to establish a sense of stability, in terms of identity and belonging. A 

person’s identity in relation to the choice of diet can be seen as being dependent on early experiences of 

food, in terms of trajectories, such as persistent thoughts, feelings, strategies, and actions (von Essen & 

Englander 2013). Nie & Zepeda (2011) share the same view, “the popularity of organic and local foods 

reflects more than meeting the basic needs; they are an expression of identity and worldviews” (p:28). 

Thus, consumers are consuming the values that food provides, expressed throughout the entire food 

consumption process (Nie & Zepeda 2011).  

 

Similarly, in relation to lifestyle, there has been proposed another general profile called ‘typical organic 

products consumers’. These consumers are characterized of being vegetarians or vegans, they care about 

the environment and their health, and are willing to pay a price premium for organic products 

(Hamzaoui & Zahaf 2008).  

 

2.2.4. The Norwegian Consumer and Organic Consumption 

Norwegian consumers are characterized as being creatures of habits, cost conscious and more aware 

when they purchase food and groceries (Virke 2015). A study on shopping habits among 60 countries 

by Nielsen, showed that only one out of three Norwegian consumers buy new products when they are in 

the grocery store (ibid.). Accordingly, as Norwegians are quite habitual this can affect their intention to 

buy organic food. Moreover, Norwegian consumers are likely to switch brands if they found cheaper 

alternatives indicating that brands might not have a significant effect on their purchasing behavior 

(ibid.). Norwegian consumers’ today want to buy locally produced food directly from the farmer or have 

food boxes delivered straight at home. Thus, the Norwegian grocery market has changed, where on the 

one side, consumers are concerned with price, and on the other side, consumers are concerned about 

health, locally produced food and clever mealtime solutions (ibid.).  

 

From describing the Norwegian consumer, we will now provide an overview of the organic 

consumption market in Norway. The organic sales have experienced strong growth in Norway, an 

increase of almost 30 % from 2014 to 2015, where organic dairy products and vegetables were sold the 

most (ibid.). However, organic food still only holds 1.5 % of the total market, which constitutes a low 

market share. This shows that Norwegian consumers have not chosen to follow the organic food trend in 

the same degree as other countries, which can possibly be explained by their high degree of confidence 

in Norwegian food and agriculture. Norwegian consumer perceive the small-scale farming as safe, close 

and authentic unlike industrialized agriculture across borders (Bjørkhaug 2009).  
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A report from Økobarometeret (2010) listed the organic consumers’ most important arguments for 

buying organic food in the follow sequence: ‘better for me and my family’, environmentally friendly, 

better taste and avoidance of pesticides (Oikos 2010). The report further shows that women around the 

age of 30, with higher education and children are the ones who purchase organic food more often than 

other segments. However, a change from previous years has showed an increase in the male organic 

segment, which now accounts for 20 % of the sale (Oikos 2013). Another report from Økobarometeret 

(2012) revealed that Norwegian organic consumers spend 84 % more on food than non-organic 

consumers (Landbruksdirektoratet 2016). These consumers do not consume more organic food due to 

better income, but due to the fact that they love food, and as a result choose to spend more time and 

money on food they think is of good quality; and that they connect quality food with good health (ibid.). 

 

2.2.5. Summary of Consumer Behavior and Organic food  

This chapter’s aim has been to get a better understanding of Millennials’ underlying motivation and 

attitudes behind organic consumption (ref. RQ). We introduced Østegaard and Jantzen’s (2000) four 

perspectives in consumer research, to understand consumers’ behavior, and the settings and conditions 

that the behavior takes place in. By theories from Levy (1957), Belk (1988) and Holt (1995) we have 

seen that today, people consume much, if not more for symbolic reasons than for functional ones, and 

consumers use these symbols to create their identities. We have further seen that possessions can 

become a part of consumers’ lifestyle, which were among others explained by Giddens (1991). This 

becomes relevant to our study and in relation to Millennials, as many theories define organic 

consumption as a lifestyle. Thus, the purchase of organic food and the Ø-label can serve as symbols 

representing a certain lifestyle and identity. 

 

The last part of this chapter described Norwegian consumers in the marketplace and their characteristics 

and influences, both in general terms and in relation to organic consumption. We have seen that 

Norwegian consumers are habitual, cost conscious and they prefer local food (Virke, 2015). Some of the 

arguments behind organic purchases were reasoned with the connection between quality and good 

health.  

 

As we now have gained an overall understanding, we will in the next chapter go deeper into consumers 

decision-making and consumers’ organic food consumption (ref. SQ2 and RQ). 
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Chapter 2.3.: Consumer Attributes and Decision-Making Process 
The following theoretical chapter is intended to provide insight in relation to our main research 

question; “to achieve an understanding of Norwegian Millennials perception, attitudes and motivation 

towards organic food and consumption”. This is also related to consumers’ attributes and decision-

making in regards to organic food, ref. SQ2. We emphasize theories in relation to motivation, attitudes, 

perception and knowledge by amongst others Solomon et al. (2012) and Schiffman et al. (2008). We 

cover Grunert & Willis’ (2007) framework of decision-making in relation to food labels. Additionally, 

we look at several factors influencing consumers shopping behavior to organic consumption. Lastly, we 

tap into various barriers that exist, preventing consumers from purchasing organic food. Overall, this 

chapter will give us a better theoretical understanding in regards to our research questions. 

 

2.3.1. Motivation 

Motivation is core when trying to understand consumer behavior. It helps us understand the reasons 

why consumers act as they do and why they choose some brands or products over others (ref. RQ). 

Motivation can have an indirect influence on consumers’ understanding due to information search, 

while it can also directly influence understanding and memorization (Jaeger & Macfie 2010). Schiffman 

et al. (2008) describes motivation as “the driving force within individuals that impels them to action” 

(p:105). The driving force of motivation is driven by needs and goals that consumers seek to fulfill.  

 

Motivations can be divided into two categories: intrinsic and extrinsic. Intrinsic motivation is when 

consumers are motivated by an enjoyment of the activity, while extrinsic happens when consumers are 

motivated by external influences or the end-goal. These categories are further linked to customer value. 

The first is linked to altruistic and emotional value, whereas the latter is linked to social and functional 

value (Solomon et al. 2012). In relation to organic consumption, consumers can buy organic food due to 

emotional, social or functional value. 

 

2.3.2. Attitudes 

In order to understand Norwegian Millennials and their shopping behavior towards organic food, it is 

crucial to understand their attitudes, which is linked to our main research question. Attitudes have a 

significant effect on buying behavior, such as choosing a brand or which store to buy groceries from 

(Blackwell et al. 2001). In a consumer behavior context, attitude can be defined as “a learned 

disposition to behave in a consistently favorable or unfavorable way with respect to a given object” 

(Schiffman et al. 2008:248). In other words, attitudes express how much we like or dislike an object in a 
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positive, neutral or negative way. In this study the term ‘object’ is related to a product category, i.e. 

organic food. Attitudes are characterized of being learned dispositions, consistent, and occur within a 

situation, for example during grocery shopping (Schiffman et al. 2008). These characterizations will be 

further explained below. 

  

Attitudes are learned predispositions 

Attitudes are defined as a learned predisposition, meaning that attitudes in relation to buying behavior 

can be formed based on experiences with a product, influences from friends and family, gained 

knowledge, or exposure to advertising and marketing (Schiffman et al. 2008). Attitudes include a 

motivational factor, which can either direct the consumer towards a certain behavior or drag them away. 

 

Attitudes have consistency  

Attitudes are normally anticipated to be consistent with the behavioral outcome. However, attitudes are 

not always permanent, and sometimes attitudes changes due to various reasons. Such reasons can be 

explained by situational factors (Schiffman et al. 2008). 

 

Attitudes occur within a situation  

A situation means the event or circumstances that influences the relationship between an attitude and a 

behavior (Schiffman et al. 2008). This implies that consumers’ attitudes can change from one situation 

to another and is important to consider when trying to understand attitudes. Thus, people are influenced 

by many external and social factors that impacts behavior. 

 

2.3.3. Perception 

In the context of consumer behavior, perception is linked to how various stimuli is absorbed, 

understood, used and interpreted by the consumer (Solomon 2010). Consumers assign different 

meanings to what they perceive and make sense of their world through interpretation. Perception can 

also be selective in the way consumers “see things” the way they want based on their own references 

(ibid.).  

 

In relation to our study and as we see the Ø-label as a brand, we define brand perception. Brand 

perception is consumers’ overall evaluation of the brand; what consumers think or feel about a brand. In 

relation to organic food, some consumers perceive organic to be better than their counterpart as a result 

of their own thinking and beliefs, and not because the manufacturer claims it to be (Manuela et al. 

2013). 
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2.3.4. Knowledge 

As food products with an organic label is part of a branded food product, both product and brand 

knowledge is being defined. Product knowledge is based on consumers’ memories or known 

knowledge, and it depends on consumers’ awareness or understanding of a product. Product knowledge 

can be divided into three categories: subject/perceived knowledge, objective knowledge and experience-

based knowledge (Lin & Yen 2006). It also indicates that product knowledge contains expertise and 

familiarity with a product (ibid.). Furthermore, brand knowledge is based on two dimensions: brand 

awareness and brand image (Heding et al. 2008). In general, knowledge is understood as how 

consumers interpret information in a subjective and objective way based on experiences, awareness, 

associations and familiarity, which ultimately affects their behavior (ibid). 

 
2.3.5. Consumer Decision-Making Process When Food Shopping 

Motivation, attitudes, perception and knowledge is all connected to consumers decision-making process. 

In relation to this and our research questions (ref. RQ and SQ2), it becomes relevant to contribute to a 

systematic understanding of how organic labels can lead consumers to purchase behavior. Therefore, we 

find the conceptual model below useful as a framework, adapted from Grunert and Wills’ (2007) study 

on consumer responses to nutrition information on food labels. The framework is inspired by theories of 

consumers’ attitude formation and decision-making in relation to nutrition labels (food labels) when 

grocery shopping and describes elements of the consumer decision-making process. Even though the 

framework addresses food labels in general, we find the model relevant to use in regards to organic food 

and the Ø-label (Grunert & Willis 2007).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Inspired by Grunert & Willis (2007) – Consumer Responses to Nutrition Information on Food Labels 
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As visualized in the model, consumers must be exposed to food labels and be aware of them in order for 

the label to have any effect. Thus, in order to be influenced by the organic label consumers must first be 

exposed to it on the packaging. According to Grunert & Willis (2007), the likelihood of exposure is 

increased if consumers actually search for the label information (or symbol), even though active search 

is not a precondition for exposure, as it may be unintentional. Exposure leads to effects on subsequent 

behavior but merely when the information is either consciously or subconsciously perceived. Although, 

the conscious perception is expected to have a stronger effect on subsequent behavior (ibid.).  

 

Perception further leads to understanding and liking. When analyzing understanding, it is important to 

distinguish between subjective and objective understanding (ibid.). Subjective understanding is the 

meaning the consumer attaches to the perceived label information and covers the extent to which 

consumers believe they have “understood” what is being communicated. Objective understanding is 

when the meaning is compatible with the meaning that the sender of the label intended to communicate. 

These may be quite different (ibid.). Consumers relate the perceived information to their pre-existing 

knowledge and use this to infer meaning. Depending on the consumers’ understanding, they may use the 

organic label to interpret the products health and environmental benefits. This information might then 

affect the evaluation and the possible outcome of a purchase decision (Grunert & Willis 2007). The 

other effect of perception and information processing may be ‘liking’ of the label. Consumers may like 

the label because they find it easy to understand and useful, or because they like the symbols or colors 

used. Grunert & Willis (2007) argues that a food label can affect consumers whether they understand it 

or not. If the consumer has a positive attitude towards the label, i.e. due to the appearance, this can lead 

to a positive evaluation even if the label is not understood. 

 
2.3.6. General Factors Influencing Consumers’ Choice of Organic Food 

To get an understanding of which factors that may influence organic consumption behavior, Hjelmars’ 

(2010) article can be applied. He conducted interviews with Danish consumers, and found a number of 

factors which lead organic minded consumers to buy organic food: availability, price, perceived quality, 

family considerations, political/ethical concerns, and health concerns. As we are studying the 

Norwegian market, and this study was done in Denmark, it can be interesting to see if these findings 

contradicts or corresponds to our study. 
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Availability and Convenience  

The availability of organic food is severely important as most consumers are pragmatic and do not go to 

several stores in order to get what they want. They prefer to do the shopping in a convenient nearby 

supermarket and if the supermarket does not have a wide selection of organic food many consumers end 

up buying non-organic food (Hjelmar 2010). 

 

Price 

Hjelmar’s (2010) study indicated that personal income is important for the organic consumer because 

organic food is often more expensive than non-organic food. This signifies that even in high-income 

countries, personal economy is still important (Hjelmar 2010).  

 

Organic Food and Quality 

Organic food is typically associated and perceived with higher quality and taste than conventional food. 

Many consumers perceive it as fresh, local and seasonal food products, with natural, cleaner and better 

taste. This appeals to consumers, especially modern and relatively wealthy consumers (Hjelmar 2010). 

 

Family consideration 

The purchase of organic food is not only an individual decision, but also based on family dynamics. The 

family situation limits the scope for individual purchase decisions, as purchase decisions is based on 

family matters and not only on individual matter. Purchase decisions for consumers living alone may be 

easier, as food choices are not based on what is preferred at home (Hjelmar 2010). 

 

Political and Ethical concerns 

The modern society has made people evaluate their own personal consumption in political and ethical 

terms, which also affects their views on a healthy and responsible lifestyle. Many consumers perceive 

buying organic as linked to attractive virtues, such as healthy eating and broader social and 

environmental goals (Hjelmar 2010). Research has shown that this plays an important role for 

consumers in their quest for social acceptance and social identification. Consumers get positive self-

rewarding feelings of doing “the right thing” by purchasing organic food. Other researchers have 

described this as a “feel good” factor playing an important part in shopping practices (ibid.). 

 

Health concerns 

The perceived health benefit of organic products plays an important role in the buying decision. 

Hjelmar’s (2010) study showed that consumers perceive organic food as healthier than conventional 
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products, it prevents cancer, include more nutrients, and do not have any chemicals attached (Hjelmar 

2010). 

 
2.3.7. Impact of Socio-Demographic Factors on Organic Food-Related Behavior 

In addition to Hjelmars’ (2010) general factors influencing consumers’ choice of organic food, we find 

it relevant to look further into socio-demographic factors on organic food-related behavior. Food-related 

behavior can be characterized as food habits, which is defined as “the way in which individuals or 

groups of individuals, in response to social and cultural pressures, select, consume, and utilize portions 

of the available food supply” (Axelson 1986:345). According to Axelson (1986), there are two different 

determinants that affect consumers in their food-related consumer behavior: socio-demographic and 

psychosocial determinants. In relation to the influence of organic food consumption, we have chosen to 

emphasize the socio-demographic factors: gender, age, education, and income (Wier et al. 2008).  

 

Gender 

One study by Diamoantopoulos et al. (2003) found that there was a significant relationship between 

organic knowledge and gender. They argue that males tend to have more knowledge than females 

concerning green issues (ibid). On the other hand, Hofmann (2006) states that women are more likely to 

buy organic food, as they hold more positive attitudes and are more concerned about health matters, 

especially if they have a family. In relation to quality and taste, Hofmann (2006) argues that men tend to 

buy organic food due to perceived superior taste compared to non-organic food, which is opposite to 

Radman’s (2005) study. He found that women focus more on the quality and taste instead of nutritional 

value. The different findings indicate a gap between the gender roles.  

 

Age  

The relationship between age groups and organic food consumption seems to show several contradicting 

findings. Some studies indicate that consumption of organic products will increase related to age, 

education level and income. Wier et al. (2008) argues that the chance of purchasing organic food is thus 

more likely to happen amongst middle and upper age consumers. However, other studies have 

concluded that younger consumers (18-25) are more sensitive to environmental issues and have more 

positive attitudes, and are thereby more likely to buy organic products (Straughan & Roberts 1999). 
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Education 

The level of education is yet another variable that is positively correlating with organic attitudes 

affecting consumers’ (intended) behavior. This has been identified in numerous of studies. 

Diamoantopoulos et al. (2003:472) found that “the better educated tend to score higher on all 

components of the environmental domain”, meaning that consumers with a high education level are 

more likely to have better understanding towards ecological and organic matters.  

 

Income  

Several researchers have found that consumers with higher income are more likely to purchase organic 

food (Straughan & Roberts, 1999: Axelson 1986: Michaelidou & Hassan, 2008: Millock 2004). 

According to Straughan & Roberts (1999), income is a socio-demographic factor that is seen as a 

predictor affecting attitudes and behavior towards organic food. Axelson (1986) further states that 

income is a determinant that correlates with food-related behavior to a high degree.  

 
2.3.8. Barriers to Organic Food Consumption 

Norwegian consumers are affected by many different factors in their decision-making process, leading 

them in a positive direction, but also negatively due to barriers. The barriers related to organic 

consumption is presented as a final end to this chapter.  

 

Research has shown that the most common barriers Norwegian consumers holds in relation to buying 

organic food is their lack of knowledge about what organic food entails, lack of marketing from 

manufacturers, and low visibility and selection in the grocery stores (Lavik & Borgeraas 2015). Lavik 

and Borgeraas (2015) and Solemdal and Pedersen (2014) revealed that lack of knowledge of what 

organic food actually entails and the high price is two of the most important reasons for why Norwegian 

consumers do not purchase more organic food. Another reason is consumers trust in Norwegian 

conventional farming. This means that for those who do not see any benefits of organic food or believe 

the price is too high, may avoid buying organic food.  
 

2.3.9. Summary of Consumer Attributes and Decision-Making  

In this chapter we have included theories concerning motivation, attitudes, perception and knowledge, 

which is essential when trying to understand consumer behavior. Consequently, we found it natural to 

include these elements in relation to our research questions and to understand the Millennials (ref. RQ 

and SQ2). Grunert and Willis’ (2007) framework was explained, concerning how food labels can 
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influence consumers when grocery shopping. They argue that the outcome of purchase is dependent on 

exposure, perception, understanding and liking. We further provided an overview of the most important 

factors that influences consumers’ in the purchase of organic food in order to see if these factor are 

similar to our study (Hjelmar 2010). The factors were explained by Hjelmar (2010) who found that 

availability, price, perceived quality, family considerations, political/ethical concerns, and health 

concerns were important. Additionally, we covered the impact of socio-demographic factors by 

including previous studies on the subject. Gender, age, income and education were found to be 

important determinants that affected organic consumers. As a result, it would be interesting to explore if 

any differences exist between the Millennials in terms of gender, education and income, and see how 

organic consumption have become a part of young Norwegian consumers. 

 

In the end of this chapter, we covered two consumer studies from Norway by Lavik and Borgeraas 

(2015) and Solemdal and Pedersen (2014) regarding organic consumption. Organic consumption in 

Norway is on a very moderate level, and it was essential to include the different barriers that was 

discovered as factors preventing consumers from buying organic food. We found that price and lack of 

knowledge was the most important factors preventing organic purchases. 

 

The next chapter will look into how trust and complexity influence consumer choice in the marketplace, 

and more specifically in relation to organic consumption.  

 

Chapter 2.4.: Trust and Complexity 
This chapter emphasize the matters of trust and complexity that consumers are experiencing in the 

modern food marketplace and in regards to organic food and organic labels. These topics are underlying 

aspects of consumers decision-making, and becomes relevant in relation to SQ2: “How are Norwegian 

Millennials decision-making in regards to organic food?”. In this light, today’s society is characterized 

by a vast number of offers and opportunities, and in relation to organic food, many find it hard to 

understand the complexities of organic farming and food quality (Hjelmar 2010). This results in 

uncertainty for the consumer. Related to uncertainty, Giddens (1990) argues that trust and risk is a 

central aspect in people’s everyday life, where trust is balanced with acceptable risk to provide security 

(Giddens 1990). Thus, trust helps consumers reduce complexity and uncertainty (Grayson et al. 2008).  
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2.4.1. Complexity in Consumer Choice 

The modern marketplace consists of increased market complexity due to a massive amount of product 

choices and lifestyle changes. This complexity results in consumers facing challenges when confronted 

with so many choices, making consumers rely less on exhaustive consideration of attributes and the 

possible outcome (Hansen & Thomsen 2014). In order to understand this complexity, it is important to 

look at how consumers are dealing with this issue. Consumer research suggests that when consumers 

are facing difficult situations or if they are under time pressure, they tend to use heuristics as a tool to 

simplify the process and thereby be able to select the best product choice (ibid.). Consumers also tend to 

evaluate products based on a holistic or affective approach, which provides them with sufficient 

information that supports their choice. This can for instance be the perceived physical appearance that 

affects the liking of a food product, which again leads to buying intentions (ibid.).  

 

However, according to Hansen and Thomsen (2014), these approaches do not explain the consumer’s 

decision-making problems occurring in the supra-complex marketplace. The supra-complex 

marketplace explains a situation ‘where consumers’ perceived difficulty of transforming product 

information into knowledge exceeds the expected benefits of doing so’ even if heuristics are used 

(ibid.:303). In the supra-complex marketplace, the consumers are not evaluating a product’s value based 

on product attributes, but rather on mental markers in order to justify consumption of a particular 

product. This means that they seldom evaluate health and nutritional attributes when selecting a food 

product. A mental marker (corporate brands, labels etc.) is defined as “any mental construct the 

consumer uses for the purpose of gaining mental justification of overall choices” (Hansen & Thomsen, 

2014:305). The authors believe that the usage of these mental markers can lead to cognitive dissonance 

reduction, less usage of mental resources and time-usage.  

 

Hansen and Thomsen (2006) further argues that price could be used as a mental marker, stating that 

when consumers are in situations of perceived complexity, their decision may be based solely on price. 

In this way, the consumer is able to mentally justify its choice by referring to the low price (Hansen & 

Thomsen 2006). Hansen and Thomsen (2014) propose a solution of guiding consumers through the 

complex food market by providing them with trustworthy mental markers such as health and food labels 

controlled by food authorities. On the contrary, Halkier (2001) states that when consumers are buying 

food, their choice is mostly based on habitual behavior, as part of a routine. These opposing views catch 

our attention to explore what Millennials actually base their decision-making on. 
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2.4.2. The Importance of Organic Labels in Building Trust and Loyalty  

Consumer trust in the market for organic food is a delicate issue as consumers are not able to verify 

whether a product is an organic product, not even after consumption. Food labeling serves the aims to 

ensure fair competition among producers by standardization of labeling to increase consumers’ access to 

information, and reduce risks to consumer’s safety and health (Roos et al. 2010). Numerous studies over 

the last couple of decades have demonstrated how trust plays a significant role for how consumers 

interact with various actors in the food system and how they perceive and make use of information from 

these actors. Giddens (1990) states that trust provide a solution to the complexity, risk and danger. Roos 

et al. (2010) argues that the key conditions for producing and re-establishing trust in food are 

transparency, independence and accountability. They further state that appropriate information and 

communication is key to build and retain trust, where trustworthiness is a condition for successful 

communication (Roos et al. (2010). Confidence in organic food is of central importance for many 

consumers because consumers need to believe that organic food is produced under optimum conditions 

and has the quality consumers expect (Hjelmar 2010).  

 

Consumers today are putting exceptional pressure on brands and manufacturers through their ability to 

collect, compare and demand information, especially about the food they eat (Levinson 2015). They are 

also becoming deeply informed about health, and marketers can expect consumers to be more aware of 

misleading claims and food labels. Research has reported that consumers believe that “clear, honest and 

transparent food labeling is the foundation for consumer choice” (Hjelmar 2010:341). Organic labeling 

is typically the means by which consumers distinguish organic food from conventional ones, which 

work as a helpful tool for consumers that look for clear and trustworthy product information. However, 

consumers are often skeptical towards green product claims and organic labeling (Thøgersen (2000). A 

study from Mintel found that one-third of the shoppers interviewed believed that “organic” was just a 

marketing jargon with no real value or definition (Steinmetz 2015). However, several studies confirm 

that labels and other types of environmental information provided by public and other independent 

sources are trusted, and that these labels are more trusted than labels from producers or retailers 

(Thøgersen 2000). This will be interesting to look into in our study and in relation to the Millennials. 

 

2.4.3. The Properties of Food Labels in Relation to Trust 

A food label can be characterized as an attribute, and Hansen and Thomsen (2006) distinguishes 

between search, experience and credence attributes. The first one refers to product properties, which can 

be determined prior to purchase. Experience attributes is when certain product properties are evaluated 

trough usage (ibid.). The last attribute, credence, can only be evaluated through expert assistance. Thus, 
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this type of attribute is suitable to describe food labels, since consumers are not able to evaluate the 

long-term effects prior to purchase or during usage. Further, information asymmetry between the food 

label issuer and consumers might occur based on the consumers’ attitudes towards food labels, which 

then leads to uncertainty. Credence is based on trust, and if there is lack of trust, this will affect 

consumers’ behavior (ibid.).  

 

2.4.4. Gaining Trust 

Giddens (1990) argues that “trust may be defined as confidence in the reliability of a person or system, 

regarding a given set of outcomes or events, where that confidence expresses a faith in the probity or 

love of another, or in the correctness of abstract principles (technical knowledge)” (Giddens 1990:34). 

All disembedding mechanisms depends on ‘trust’, which Giddens (1990) argues is fundamental to the 

institutions of modernity. Trust here is vested in abstract capacities (or systems) rather than individuals. 

For the ordinary person, trust ensures that we do not need mastery or initiation into expert systems. 

Trust is an inevitably part of ‘faith’, which has a pragmatic element based upon the experience that such 

systems generally work as they are supposed to do, such as the food label system (Giddens 1990). In 

this way, trust is not the same as faith, but it is what derives from that faith (ibid.). In other words, 

consumers need to have faith in the issuer of the label and the system behind in order to trust the food 

label. If consumers have high faith in the system, there is an increased likelihood of trusting and using 

organic food labels as mental marker in their decision-making. Trust is precisely the link between faith 

and confidence and it is this which distinguishes it from “weak inductive knowledge”. In this light, trust 

in organic food labels may be reliant on the consumers’ knowledge and understanding of environmental 

issues in general and of the knowledge of the system of organic food labels (ibid.). 

 

As trust is connected to lack of knowledge, trust should be understood in relation to risk. Trust serves to 

reduce or minimize the dangers to which particular types of activity are subject (Giddens 1990). In the 

case of organic food labels, trust in the Ø-label and acting accordingly could minimize risk. In this 

situation, trust creates some kind of security for the consumers’ behavior. The experience of security 

rests upon a balance of trust and acceptable risk (ibid).  

 

Giddens (1990) further argues that ignorance always provides grounds for skepticism or at least caution, 

which applies to an expression of mistrust. Mistrust means being skeptical about or having a negative 

attitude towards expertise claims used by different systems (Giddens 1994). Consumers’ trust or 

mistrust in relation to organic food labels is frequently influenced by how much knowledge the 

consumer is able to obtain, done through various communication channels like Internet or word-of-
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mouth. Consumers are acquiring technical expertise on a continuous basis when dealing with abstract 

systems, meaning that they are continuously exposed to and are gaining experiences with issues 

concerning the environment (ibid). 

 

2.4.5. Summary of Trust and Complexity 

This chapter have dealt with the matters of trust and complexity that consumers are experiencing in the 

modern food marketplace, and in regards to organic food, organic labels (Ø-label) and consumption, ref. 

SQ2. The rapid development, and the massive amount of product choice and lifestyle changes have 

made the market and the decision-making process complex. In relation to this perceived complexity, we 

introduced Hansen and Thomsen’s (2006) supra-complex decision making model. The model explains 

the connection between a consumer’s perceived complexity and the amount of available product 

attributes the consumer has evaluated. Hansen and Thomsen (2006) states that the more attributes the 

product retains, the less attributes will be evaluated by the consumer. 

 

Hansen and Thomsen (2006) is further discussed in relevance to how and why the Ø-label can be 

understood as mental markers and as credence attributes. The long term effects that organic labels are 

induced with, might not be interpreted by all consumers, resulting in information asymmetry between 

the issuer and the consumer. Trust is linked with this asymmetry, where trust would not be necessary if 

consumer know and understand all functions of the Ø-label (Giddens 1994). As trust is connected with 

lack of knowledge, trust is also linked to risk. In this way, organic food labels are regarded as a help for 

the consumer in order to minimize risks. Thus, this information asymmetry may also end in skepticism 

and ignorance, which is an expression of mistrust (ibid.). The complexity in the marketplace and 

consumers’ trust towards the Ø-label is important to understand in relation to our research questions. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS AND DATA 
The purpose of this chapter is to describe and discuss the research methods and methodology that has 

been applied for this study. Firstly, we introduce the philosophical and theoretical assumption of the 

research, then we explain the methods employed to collect and analyze the data. We want to explain and 

provide the reader with a thorough overview of the data collection and data analysis.  

 

We have chosen to employ ‘the Research Onion’, developed by Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2012) 

to describe the stages that must be covered when developing a research strategy. The research onion 

provides us with an effective progression through which our research methodology can be designed and 

will work as a means to structure our research process and the chosen methods used in this thesis. 

Additionally, this framework will support the choice of data. It also emphasizes the correlations and 

interdependent relationships between the various methodological aspects.  

 

According to Saunders et al. (2012), every research process goes through six layers: philosophies, 

approaches, strategies, choices, time horizons, as well as techniques and procedures. The process of the 

research onion helps provide a summary of the important issues that needs to be considered and 

reviewed before conducting research (ibid.). However, the research onion presents a rather rigid view on 

research methodology and methods, and Saunders et al. (2012) argues that in the practical reality, the 

research process is rarely rational and straightforward. Thus, the structure of the onion will merely 

function as a guide throughout this thesis.  

 

The research onion is divided into two sub categories: methodology and method. Firstly, methodology 

shapes the philosophical background and consist of the outer layers: philosophies and approaches. 

While the latter part, method, outlines the methods applied to gather and analyze data, and contain the 

core layers: choices, strategies, time horizons, as well as techniques and procedures (Saunders et al. 

2012). 
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Figure 2: Inspired by the "Research Onion" by Saunders et al. (2012) 

 

3.1. Methodology 
When identifying the most applicable methods for the research, Saunders et al. (2012) emphasizes the 

underlying principles concerning methodology. It is essential to stress that it might be easy to fall into 

the trap of thinking that one research philosophy is ‘better’ than another. However, this will miss the 

point, as they are better in doing different things (Saunders et al. 2012). Thus, it all depends on the 

research question you are seeking to answer, how you view the world and the impact this will have on 

the way you undertake your research (ibid.). These principles will be outlined below. 

 
3.1.1. Philosophies 

A research philosophy refers to the set of beliefs concerning the nature of the reality being investigated, 

(Bryman 2012). Saunders et al. (2012) examine three different ways of thinking about research 

philosophy: ontology, epistemology, and axiology. Epistemology concerns what constitutes acceptable 

knowledge and is the philosophy that are seen as the most appropriate view for this thesis, and has three 

areas of focus: interpretivism, positivism, and realism (ibid.). When adopting the research philosophy, 

the researcher will make important assumptions about the way in which the researcher views the world. 

These assumptions are vital to underpin the research strategy and the chosen methods (ibid.). In this 

research, the aim is to investigate the relationship between meanings and action by interpreting the 

actions of others with whom we interact. Thus, it becomes necessary to understand differences between 

humans in our role as social actors. By investigating what factors influences consumers’ organic food 
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behavior and their perception, attitudes and motivation; this study takes an interpretative approach. The 

interpretivism focuses upon the details of the situation, a reality behind these details, and the 

understanding of subjective meanings, motivating actions and social phenomena (ibid.). 

 

3.1.2. Research Approach 

There are two main approaches when conducting a research study; deductive and inductive. These 

approaches are different ways for researchers to draw conclusions from which theory are developed 

(Saunders et al. 2012). The main focus of this research is to contribute with new theory as well as 

confirming and refining the theoretical framework presented. Our research, as mentioned, will be 

conducted by an interpretive study. Hence, this thesis follows a balance of inductive and deductive 

approach, which according to Carson et al. (2001) is the most appropriate method for interpretive 

studies. Saunders et al. (2012) also emphasizes the possibility and the advantages of following a 

deductive and inductive approach within the same piece of research. The reason behind this choice is to 

capitalize on their strengths and minimize their weaknesses (Wallace 1971). The deductive approach is 

suitable when establishing and developing research questions and a theoretical framework based on 

previous theory. This approach will form the foundation of how to perform our analysis. An inductive 

approach, on the other hand, will be used in the analysis to inform and expand on the theory. Even 

though we as researchers are somewhat biased by the theory presented, the primary data collection will 

strive for a “bottom up” approach where the data collected will guide the theory by discovering new 

patterns and consistencies. Also, it will develop broader theories, which builds on the theoretical 

framework presented. 

 

When following an interpretive study, the data collection and techniques that are most often employed 

are small samples and in-depth investigations using qualitative methods. Qualitative research is a form 

of social inquiry that focuses on the way people interpret and make sense of their experiences and the 

world in which they live. In other words, qualitative researchers focus on the ‘emic’ perspective, the 

views of the people involved in the research and their perceptions, meanings and interpretations 

(Holloway & Wheeler 2013). The basis of qualitative research lies in the interpretive approach to social 

reality and in the description of the lived experiences of human beings (ibid.). 

 

Since this study aims at investigating Millennials consumers’ underlying motivation, attitudes and 

perception towards organic food consumption, it follows the qualitative research approach (Bryman & 

Bell 2015). Furthermore, by combining data collection techniques and procedures using multiple 
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methods, this study follows the structure of a multi-method research approach, within a qualitative 

worldview. 

 

3.2. Methods 
The previous section peeled off the two outer layers of the research onion – research philosophies and 

research approaches by establishing an overview of the direction of the study and how the researchers 

view the world. The following part describes the next three layers: research choices, research strategies 

and time horizons. These three layers focuses on the process of research design, and describes the 

techniques and procedures used to analyze the data. Our research design will be the general plan of how 

we will proceed and answering our research questions. 

 
3.2.1. Research Choices 

The research choice refers to the design of the chosen techniques and procedures, and defines how the 

researchers will carry out the research (Saunders et al. 2012). In this study we employed a multi-method 

design, which refers to those combinations where more than one data collection technique is used with 

associated analysis techniques (Teddlie & Tashakkori 2003). We have restricted the research within a 

qualitative worldview, collecting qualitative data using focus groups, in-depth interviews and in-store 

observation, where the data is analyzed using non-numerical (qualitative) procedures. Thus, this study 

follows the design of the multi-method qualitative study. 

 
3.2.2. Research Strategies 

The purpose of the research can either be exploratory, explanatory, or descriptive and these objectives 

are important to decide before the research strategy can be determined (Saunders et al. 2012). These 

categories are not mutually exclusive; they are a matter of emphasis. The aim of this study is to seek 

new insights into consumers’ perception, attitudes and motivation towards organic food and 

consumption, in order to find what underlying factors drive the decision-making process. It further seeks 

insights into consumers’ understanding of organic food and the Ø-label, and how it influences 

consumers’ perception of the food being healthier. In addition, we investigate if any differences exist 

between the two groups of Millennials. From these insights, we find ways to increase market impact and 

motivate organic food consumption in Norway. Since the purpose of our study is to explain the 

relationship between consumers, organic food and the Ø-label, and seek new insights into the decision-

making process as well as understand what meanings they give to their actions, this study follows the 

structure of both explanatory and exploratory studies.  
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According to Saunders et al. (2012) no research strategy is inherently superior or inferior to any other. 

Hence, what is most important is that our choice of research strategy enables us to answer our research 

questions and meet our objectives, which shapes and gives structure to the research procedures (ibid.). 

To best be able to answer the research questions of this study; to achieve an understanding of the 

Norwegian Millennials’ perception, attitudes and motivation towards organic food and consumption as 

well as looking into their understanding and decision-making process, we have chosen the qualitative 

research methods of focus groups, in-depth interviews and in-store observation to gather data.  

 

Hesse-Biber & Leavy (2010) argues that by combining focus groups and individual in-depth interviews 

will provide us with both breadth and depth. Our choice results in a design strategy where focus groups 

are used as a follow up to in-depth interviews. In-depth interviews provide greater depth from individual 

participants, whereas focus groups can give a greater range of responses in a shorter time period. It is 

appropriate to follow up in-depth interviews with focus groups to verify individual interview data, 

examine how individual responses differ in a group setting, and include a larger population that may not 

have been available for in-depth interviews (Hesse-Biber & Leavy 2010). Moreover, observation in-

store will be an additional method. We find it desirable to reach certain honesty, where we attempt to 

achieve a consensus between what is said and what is actually done. We believe this method will 

provide a unique way to obtain a true understanding of the consumer, with the attention given to provide 

insights and actionable results. (The interview guides can be seen in appendix 2, 3, and 4). 

 

The people participating in our study had to be within the age range of Millennials, thus, as mentioned 

in the delimitation we chose the age group between 23-36 years old. We interviewed people living in 

Oslo and surrounding areas, as this was our main area of interest, and where the majority of the study 

took place. We divided each method in two groups, to cover both parts of our target audience of 

‘students’ and ‘working professionals’, which allowed us to compare the groups with each other. 

 

In-depth Interviews 

The in-depth interviews are particularly helpful in gaining rich and detailed data from the respondents’ 

point of view. In-depth interviews are intended to combine structure with flexibility and are interactive 

in nature. The strength with this method is that it is a versatile method, where the interviewee is able to 

give the researcher a range of insights and thoughts about a specific subject. In other words, it gives the 

researchers the opportunity to understand why people construct the world in particular ways and think 

the way they do. In-depth interviews further allow the researcher to use a range of probes and other 
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techniques to achieve depth of answers in terms of penetration, exploration and explanation, and it gives 

the possibility to clarify questions or misunderstandings (Morris 2015; Legard et al. 2003).  

 

The purpose of the in-depth interviews was to obtain a deeper understanding of Millennials consumers’ 

perception, attitudes and motivations towards organic food, consumption and the Ø-label as well as 

understand their behavior, values and beliefs. With the in-depth interviews, we were able to get direct 

feedback from the respondents and gained the opportunity to collect details and new insights, which was 

clearly helpful to our analysis. Even though this method, when done competently, is highly effective 

when collecting data for social research, there still exist weaknesses with this method. Morris (2015) 

argues that the interviewer should be appropriately trained, and it can be time-consuming in terms of 

transcribing the data and the interview set up. Also, the data cannot be generalized to a broader 

population due to a narrow group of people (ibid.). In regards to these weaknesses, we created a 

comfortable environment for the interviewees, and made the respondents feel interested in the topic. We 

did not include instances of leading questions, over-complex and multiple questions, judgment 

responses and a failure to listen to the interviewee (Bryman & Bell 2015). We also kept our personal 

opinions in check. In the planning of our data collection effort, we also included extra time for the 

transcription of the interview data. We followed the general rule on sample size, and we experienced 

that after 12 interviews, the same stories, themes, issues and topics emerged from the interviewees 

(Pacho 2015). 

 

According to Kvale and Brinkmann (2009), it is important to carefully prepare the interview guide in 

order to cover the most crucial themes of interest. Thus, the preparation of the interview guide began 

with thoughts and considerations about the most important areas in relation to our research questions. 

The interview guide was divided into five different themes that we found appropriate, and the interview 

guide was semi-structured, allowing us to ask more open-ended questions, but still obtaining germane 

answers. Even though semi-structured interviews are flexible, they require rigorous preparation.  

 

We conducted twelve interviews, divided by gender, where half of them was students while the other 

half was working (see appendix 2.1. for their profiles). All in-depth interviews were conducted face-to-

face, which is good for developing trust (Hansen & Machin 2013). The interviews included only two 

people in the room and were mostly carried out in the respondents’ home, making them feel safe and 

comfortable, which again contributed to the respondent’s answers, being more open and honest (IPSOS 

MMI 2014). Topics were explored in depth using probing, asking the interviewees to elaborate their 
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answers (Bryman and Bell 2015). Depending on the respondents’ willingness to answer, the interviews 

lasted between 30 to 45 minutes.  

 

Focus Groups 

Bryman & Bell (2015) defines a focus group as: “a form of group interview in which there are several 

participants (in addition to the moderator/facilitator); there is an emphasis in the questioning on a 

particular fairly defined topic; and the accent is upon interaction within the group and the joint 

construction of meaning” (p:513). Focus groups are used to examine the way people construct and 

organize knowledge collectively, to understand why people have certain opinions, and to elicit a wide 

range of views (Bryman & Bell 2015). We believed this to be a particularly suitable method as it opens 

up an understanding about what, why and how Millennials think and feel the way they do. Further, it 

helps us explore Millennials’ attitude, knowledge and experiences, and through group interaction, tap 

into how they as individuals collectively make sense of organic food and consumption and construct 

meaning around it (Bryman & Bell 2015; Kitzinger 1995).  

 

Using focus groups is further appropriate when the interviewer wants to ask open-ended questions, 

which generates open and broad responses. This is connected with the idea behind focus group, which 

highlight that “group processes can help people explore and clarify their views in ways that would be 

less easily accessible in a one to one interview” (Kitzinger 1995:299). Thus, it is a good supporting 

method in addition to in-depth interviews. Limitations with this method is that group discussions can be 

difficult to steer and control, where time can be lost to irrelevant topics. To overcome this problem, we 

prepared discussion topics that allowed us to guide the discussion to relevant topics. Further, dominant 

individuals can take over the conversation and not let other participants partake in the discussion (ibid.). 

Therefore, it was important to make sure that the moderator played an essential role in handling this 

kind of situation and was carefully trained. The moderator also informed the participants to be honest 

and sincere in their answers. Moreover, focus groups have the ability to produce a large amount of data, 

however, it might be difficult to analyze (Bryman & Bell 2015). Thus, we tried to keep the timeframe of 

each focus group to last for about an hour. During the preparation and throughout the focus group we 

followed Bryman and Bell’s checklist (2015:527) (appendix 5). 

 

We decided not to give the participants any information about the subject being discussed prior to the 

focus group to avoid a priming effect and possibly lead their answers. During the discussion, we 

ensured that all themes were covered by taking notes and observing each participant closely. The 

moderator made sure that the atmosphere was dynamic and encouraged interaction and further 
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discussion, attempting to influence the participants as little as possible. Every participant was invited 

into discussion, making sure that every possible viewpoint appeared, and that the participants expressed 

different opinions.  

 

We divided the responsibility between each other. One functioned as the moderator (or facilitator), 

which guided the questions, but were not too intrusive. The other stayed neutral in the background 

taking notes while observing the discussion. According to Bryman & Bell (2015), a focus group ranges 

between six to twelve participants. We ended up with four to five participants, which is less than the 

optimal number. The reasoning behind was to ensure quality of the discussion. Smaller focus groups are 

further easier to recruit and host, and it is more comfortable for the participants. However, the 

disadvantage with smaller groups is that the range of experiences becomes limited compared to the total 

experiences of a dozen people (Krueger & Casey 2014).  

 

As the aim of our study is to obtain data from different age and gender groups, we decided to schedule a 

series of focus groups using homogeneous participants. Corfman (1995) claims that homogeneous 

groups are generally more comfortable and open with each other; while focus groups with mixed gender 

and age make it more difficult to achieve a high degree of group interaction. In addition, specific topics 

can be explored in greater depth when there is homogeneity among the participants. Further, Bryman 

and Bell (2015) argues that “when the moderator researches the point that he or she is able to 

anticipate fairly accurately what the next group is going to say, then there are probably enough groups 

already” (p:516). In this study, we arranged two homogenous focus groups divided by gender in 

relation to each Millennials group – ‘working professionals’ and ‘students’, a total of four groups 

(appendix 3.1.). We reached a point of saturation after four groups, as we could fairly anticipate what 

the next group would say. 

 

In-store Observation (Ethnography) 

Participant observation (also referred to as ethnography) is a traditional method used when doing 

qualitative research, with an emphasize on discovering the meanings that people attach to their actions 

(Saunders et al. 2012). This method has the ability to observe consumers in their ‘natural environment’, 

which allows a depth of insight into behavior that can usually not be measured in other methods 

(Trueman 2016). One disadvantage with participant observation is that it is an inherently subjective 

exercise, whereas research requires objectivity. It is therefore important that we as researchers 

understand the difference between reporting and describing what we observe (more objective) versus 

interpreting what we see (less objective) (Mack et al. 2015). 
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In this study, participant observation has supplemented the data collected through the in-depth 

interviews and focus groups. Besides getting insights on Millennials’ behavior in store, we made 

participant observation in order to study what happens at the point of purchase when consumers buy or 

tend to buy organic food; or even why they are not motivated to purchase organic products. As shopping 

behavior often is unconscious, affected by the environment, the information collected from an onsite 

study can provide us with more acceptable results (Smith et al. 2005). Since we prepared some 

observation topics in advance before observing, this can be seen as structured observation, which 

includes some quantitative dimension to our research. However, our aim is to understand and discover 

why things happen and the meanings Millennials attach to their actions. Therefore, the observed 

Millennials were followed up with mini-interviews, providing qualitative data. 

 

Our observation was conducted in two different stores in Oslo: Coop Mega at Bislett and Meny at 

Grünerløkka. We asked the store employees for permission before we started our observation. Coop 

Mega was chosen as it is known to be a “student store”, as well as it has between 30-50 % organic food 

in several food categories. Additionally, we chose Meny at Grünerløkka, as this is an area in Oslo 

considered to be trendy and urban, which connects with previous research considering organic 

consumption as a trend. We observed Millennials consumers in the dairy department, specifically for 

eggs and milk and in the vegetable department. This was done to follow up the in-depth interviews. The 

choice of dairy products, specifically eggs and milk, as well as vegetables is based on food categories 

with the largest organic sales increase in Norway in recent years. These food products are also basic 

products bought regularly, and exist both in an organic and a non-organic version. The observation took 

place the 17th and the 19th of Mars, between the time period of 13-15 and 14-16. We chose this 

timeframe, as we believed the consumer had more time and energy answering our questions, compared 

to if we met them on their way home from school or work when people tend to be hungry and impatient. 

We chose Saturday as the second day, in order to meet more working professional consumers, as they 

usually work in the middle of the day. After 23 observations where 17 agreed to a follow up interview, 

we decided to end the observations as we had reached a point of saturation, meaning no new knowledge 

or information was believed to be obtained by conducting more observations.  

 

While observing the consumers in-store, we made notes of the various behavior we saw such as, how 

long does he/she stand in front of the isle, how many products does he/she touch and evaluate before 

choosing, does he/she read on the product; what products does he/she buy? The observation guide can 

be seen in appendix 4. We acknowledge that some of the parameters is of quantitative structure, 

therefore the mini-interviews became essential in order to obtain qualitative data. The goal behind each 
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of these parameters was to measure their actual behavior in-store. We only evaluated those consumers 

that were followed up by a mini-interview where we included relevant questions for each respondent 

based on their behavior/product choice. The questions were based on a combination of the literature 

review, the findings from the focus groups and the in-depth interviews, and in relation to our research 

questions. The purpose behind these questions was to reach a certain honesty, where we tried to achieve 

a consensus between what was said in the two previous methods, and what was actually done. An 

overview of the observed consumers and the transcription of each observation and their following mini-

interview can be found in appendix 4.1 and 4.2.  

 

We approached the consumers immediately after they had taken a product from the shelf and we tried to 

find consumers of both types of products, organic and non-organic. Thus, it was important to interview 

those consumers who chose a product that was offered in an organic and a non-organic version. We 

introduced ourselves, described our purpose, then politely asked if they had time to answers some 

questions about their product choice. It was also important to ask about their age and occupational 

status, to know if they were in our target group (‘student’ or ‘working professional’). Some of the 

interviews were shorter than planned, mostly because the consumers claimed to be in a hurry, or some 

appeared to be rather uncomfortable answering questions. We prepared a semi-structured interview 

guide in advance, and we tried to keep focus and attention to the respondent’s answers, in order to ask 

follow up questions, and dig deeper into the meanings attached to their actions. Some of the questions 

were left out, and some questions were added in order to follow up the respondent. The follow up 

questions were only possible if we felt that the respondent had time and was willing to answer more. 

Even though we were not able to ask all questions for every respondent, and the probing became 

somewhat limited, we still got a good picture in relation to our research questions (ref. RQ, SQ2) of the 

Millennials shopping behavior in-store, their motivation behind purchase and their choice of product. 

 

3.2.3. Time Horizons 

The next layer in the onion is time horizons. When declaring the time horizons to the research design, it 

is mostly determined by the research questions, the strategy or the choice of method (Saunders et al. 

2012). There are two different types of time horizons: cross-sectional and longitudinal. The cross-

sectional refers to a ‘snapshot’ horizon taken at a particular time, while the longitudinal refers to the 

‘diary’ perspective, which can be a representation of events over a given period (ibid.). This study will 

apply a cross-sectional time horizon, which is the most common horizon used. As the aim of our study 

is to describe a particular phenomenon; the organic food consumption of Millennials consumers, and 

our research project is time constrained, the cross-sectional time horizon becomes the most suitable. 
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This horizon is also correct since what we want is a snapshot of Millennials’ current perception, 

attitudes and motivation (ref. RQ). 

 

3.2.4 Techniques and Procedures 

The final layer of the onion moves the research design further into the practicalities of the data 

collection and analysis. This is where the reader will be guided through a precise process of how the 

collection of secondary and primary data have been developed and analyzed, as well as what type of 

analysis we attempt to employ to create the best results answering our research questions. 

 
Data Collection 

In regards of the secondary data collection process, we used various databases to collect relevant articles 

and literature, such as CBS library, SAGE Publications and Google Scholar. We also used secondary 

data from recent reports, which was relevant to contribute to our research topic of organic food 

consumption that is constantly changing. In addition to relevant articles, we gathered information 

through sources such as journals, websites, news articles, company reports, blogs and books. The 

secondary data collection played an important role in providing a literature review, and to have enough 

background information to form the right research questions. We followed a three step process when 

evaluating the sources used in the secondary data set (UCB Libraries 2016). We evaluated the 

credibility of the author, the validity of the research being presented and the relevance the source had to 

our research topic (appendix 6).  

 

The primary data collection was conducted to collect information for the specific purpose of our study. 

We chose to gather empirical data in Oslo, as this is a city with large diversity of people coming from 

several different places in the country with different backgrounds. Thus, this will make our data 

collection more fruitful. The process of the primary data collection was reached by following the 

concept of purposive sampling, which is a non-probability sampling method. This sampling technique is 

widely used in qualitative research for the identification and selection of information-rich cases related 

to the phenomenon of interest (Palinkas et al. 2013).  

 

There are several different purposive sample strategies and it all depends on the research questions and 

the objectives of the study as well as what the researchers wants to know. Also, researchers may use 

more than one strategy in their study. As the aim for this thesis is to study Millennials consumers and 

identifying similarities and differences between the two groups in regards to our research topic, we 
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follow a contrast sampling technique to compare and contrast the two groups. Contrast sampling was 

used in selecting participant for the in-depth interviews and for the focus group discussions. Within each 

group the informants were relatively homogenous in terms of important dimensions of the study; but for 

the different groups we selected contrasting cases such as men and women; students and working 

professionals. We further followed a non-proportional quota sampling strategy, which resulted in 

approximately equal proportion of men and women as well as students and working professional within 

the groups of Millennials. Non-proportional quota sampling is a feasible option for ensuring adequate 

representation of sample characteristics (Morrow et al. 2007). Important to note is that purposive 

sampling, which has been created based on the judgment of the researcher, can be highly prone to 

researcher bias. “Bias is almost inevitable in human judgement and it cannot be avoided either by 

training or by conscious effort” (McKenzie et al. 2008:291). However, we tried to reduce bias by 

planning and documenting our decisions and we considered the selection criteria by having resources 

available to conduct sampling (ibid.). 

 

The respondents were mostly recruited using our Facebook network to get in contact with acquaintances 

of our friends. Facebook is considered to be a particularly suitable medium to recruit younger adults, 

such as Millennials, and it enables a large number of individuals to be contacted in a cost-effective 

manner (Balfe et al. 2012). The initial contact was done through Facebook Messenger informing them 

about relevant information such as possible dates where they were open to come with suggestions of 

time and place. In order to get a broader variation that were not related to our Facebook network, we 

also used a more traditional recruitment strategy and went to two different universities in Oslo, to reach 

students to the in-depth interviews. We chose BI Norwegian Business School and Oslo and Akershus 

University College, as these universities provide good variety in terms of study programs. The initial 

contact was face-to-face, where we introduced ourselves, our purpose and asked politely if they had 

approximately 30-45 minutes to spare. We asked a total of 11 students before we reached 4 respondents 

who wanted to participate. 

 

Transcribing the Data 

We used a digital voice recorder to record both the focus group discussions and the in-depth interviews. 

This was informed in advance and agreed upon by all respondents before starting. The recording made 

us able to transcribe the data afterwards. In order to minimize the risk of technical faults, we used both a 

computer and an iPhone when recording. This helped us to focus on the discussion and dynamics of the 

group. Further, one of the challenges in recording focus group data is knowing who is speaking at any 

particular time, since people tend to speak in overlap (RWJF 2008). Thus, to get an accurate recording, 
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the participants were asked not to speak at the same time (Kvale & Brinkmann 2009). Additionally, we 

held the focus groups and the in-depth interviews closed off from external sound, and the microphones 

were put as close to the participants as possible. Since the participants were Norwegian, we decided to 

hold the interviews and the focus groups in Norwegian, which was believed to make them more 

comfortable and natural and it became easier for them to explain opinions and feelings in depth (Legard 

et al. 2003). Afterwards, we started the process of transcribing the recordings in Norwegian. Quotes and 

keywords used in our analysis were transcribed into English by focusing on the core meaning behind 

each quote.  

 

Data Analysis 

There are several different techniques for analyzing the data in qualitative research, and it all depends 

on what you are analyzing and why. In this qualitative study, the data drawn from the in-depth 

interviews and the focus groups was coded and analyzed following Kvale (2008) and his outline of 

meaning analysis. In order to avoid data analysis error and to minimize bias, we created a data analysis 

plan and made sure we had a complete understanding of the data analysis strategy. We discussed the 

primary aspects of the data analysis, and divided the sections between each other to be more time 

efficient. 

 

In the meaning analysis, Kvale (2008) suggest the procedures of meaning coding, meaning condensation 

and meaning interpretation. The first step when analyzing the data involved ‘meaning condensation’, 

which means that longer statements are compressed into briefer statements, and the main sense of what 

is said is rephrased in fewer words (Kvale 2008). Kvale & Brinkmann (2009) argues that meaning 

condensation can help create an overlook if multiple participants have a similar or identical attitude. The 

next step entailed ‘meaning coding’, were we identified keywords that were repeated several times, 

which indicated different attitudes to a phenomenon. This was a way of indexing or categorizing the text 

in order to establish a framework of thematic ideas about it (Gibbs 2007). The final step of our analysis 

consisted of ‘meaning interpretation’. This means that the interpreter goes beyond what is directly said 

to work out structures and relations of meaning that are not immediately apparent in the text. The 

researcher also has a perspective on what is investigated and interprets the interviews from their 

perspective (Kvale 2008).  

 

When analyzing the data, our focus lay upon analyzing the meanings of the data. However, one possible 

limitation of focusing on meanings is the risk of multiple interpretations, which means that we as 

researchers may interpret words or sentences differently (Kvale & Brinkmann 2009). Therefore, we 
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used a systematic approach for reducing, organizing and coding the data and identified themes and 

keywords together to be sure that the interpretation of findings was not biased. We also made sure to 

have sufficient time and energy to analyze the large amount of text-based data. Moreover, there are a 

number of mechanisms that researchers can use to ensure that their interpretation is a valid and reliable 

account of both the research subjects’ experience and behavior and the meaning of that experience and 

behavior (McMillan 2009). One mechanism we used was to ask another researcher who had not been 

involved in the data analysis process to give an opinion on the accuracy of the match between themes 

and data. If any data was observed by “lying uneasily within a category” (p:57) it was moved into a 

more appropriate theme or we created a new theme (McMillan 2009). As recommended by McMillan 

(2009), we returned to the raw data in order to ensure that no inherent themes had been omitted.  

 

Additionally, several issues were taken into consideration in regards to the meaning interpretation. We 

considered whether it actually existed more than one correct interpretation of the meaning and we 

reflected upon if the expressed meaning or the intended meaning was the most relevant one (Kvale & 

Brinkmann 2009). The transcriptions were analyzed by both of us in order to stay as unbiased as 

possible. We also enriched the analysis by exchanging transcriptions, providing a more truthful picture 

of what the participants actually meant, as well as increasing the objectivity of the findings (ibid.). (An 

example of the coding procedures from an in-depth interview and a focus group are included in 

appendix 7). 

 

3.3. Trustworthiness  
Guba and Lincoln (1994) (as seen in Bryman & Bell 2015) recommends that it is necessary to specify 

terms and ways of establishing and assessing the quality of qualitative research, providing an alternative 

to reliability and validity. Reliability and validity is usually linked to quantitative research. The authors 

suggest two primary criteria for assessing a qualitative study: trustworthiness and authenticity (Bryman 

& Bell 2015). Trustworthiness is made up of four main criteria: credibility, transferability, 

dependability, and confirmability. The first criteria of credibility refer to the internal validity. The 

credibility of our findings is ensured if the research has been carried out according to good practice and 

we as investigators has understood the social world correctly (Bryman & Bell 2015). Additionally, 

credibility is ensured by the use of triangulation, the use of different methods, especially in-depth 

interviews, focus groups and observation, which form the major data collection strategies for much 

qualitative research (Shenton 2004). Shenton (2004) claims that the use of different methods will 

compensate for their individual limitations and exploits their respective benefits. We ensured that the 

data collection sessions involved only those who were genuinely willing to participate (Shenton 2004). 
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We further indicated that there were no right or wrong answers to the questions being asked, which 

made the participants contribute ideas and talk of their experiences without the fear of losing credibility 

(ibid.). 

  

Transferability parallels with external validity, and is concerned with the extent to which the findings of 

one study can be transferred to other contexts (Shenton 2004). Since this study focuses on Millennials 

living in Oslo and surrounding areas, it is mainly a tool for this target audience. However, Bassey 

(1981) proposes that if practitioners believe their situations to be similar to this study, they may relate 

the findings to their own positions. Furthermore, dependability addresses the issue of reliability and 

ensures that the research findings are consistent and could be repeated. In other words, if the work were 

repeated, in the same context, with the same methods and with the same participants, similar results 

would be obtained (Shenton 2004). For this study, we have reported each process in detail and carefully 

saved and recorded all data collection to enable an external researcher to repeat the inquiry and achieve 

similar results. The last criteria, confirmability ensures that the researchers have acted in good faith by 

being objective during the research process (Bryman & Bell 2015). We have carefully planned the 

process, as well as not interfering the participants and bias the data collection, ensuring that the findings 

are a result of the partakers’ own experiences and ideas. The participants were only presented with 

information when needed. 

 

In addition to these four trustworthiness criteria, Guba and Lincoln (1994) suggest the criteria of 

authenticity (Bryman & Bell 2015). For this study, we have ensured that our research represent different 

viewpoints among the members, representing both sides of the topics. Information was carefully given 

to the participants, and we avoided leading questions as it eliminates other possible directions the 

participants could take. We used open-ended questions, engaging the participants to elaborate in the 

discussion, as well as follow-up questions ensuring clarification and depth to the data collection. During 

the focus groups and the in-depth interviews, we clearly stated that all viewpoints are appreciated and 

that it may occur differences in opinions and beliefs. This helped participants develop understanding 

and appreciations of the viewpoints of others.  

 

Moreover, several researchers have pointed out that transparency in qualitative research is of crucial 

importance (Stenius et al. 2008). For this study, we have ensured transparency by showing accuracy, 

clarity and completeness in each step of the process. Additionally, we have described how the data were 

produced and collected and we have presented a description of how the data were analyzed following 

Kvale’s (2008) outline of meaning analysis.  
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3.4. Summary of Methods and Data 
Throughout this chapter we have used the Research Onion (Saunders et al. 2012) to provide the reader 

with an overview of the research process. In this study, we take an interpretive approach, as our aim is 

to examine the relationship between meanings and actions, by investigating what underlying factors 

drive the decision-making process and discover Millennials’ perception, attitudes, motivation and 

understanding (ref. RQ, SQ1, SQ2). The second layer concerned the research approach, where a balance 

between inductive and deductive was found as the most relevant due to our focus on contributing with 

new theory and confirming the theoretical foundation presented. Our research choice is based on a 

multi-method qualitative study, with an explanatory and exploratory structure as the purpose is to 

explain and seek new insights into Millennials’ organic food consumption. In order to answer the 

research questions and meet our objectives, the qualitative methods of in-depth interviews, focus groups 

and in-store observation were the chosen research strategies. As we are describing Millennials’ current 

perception, attitudes and motivation, as well as our research were time-constrained the most suitable 

time horizon was the cross-sectional. The last layer covered the techniques and procedures, where both 

secondary and primary data was explained. In the primary data collection, we employed purposive 

sampling, where we followed the strategies of contrast sampling and non-proportional quota sampling. 

The data analysis was coded and analyzed following Kvale’s (2008) outline of meaning analysis. In the 

end we presented the criteria of assessing a qualitative study, namely trustworthiness and authenticity. 
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CHAPTER 4: KEY FINDINGS  
In this chapter, we have outlined the key findings of the collected data in order to provide an overview. 

We collected data in Oslo, Norway between March 8th and April 1st, 2016. By the completion of three 

qualitative methods, a total of 46 people participated in this study: 12 people allowed for an in-depth 

interview; 4 focus groups were conducted, ranging from 4-5 people per group; and 17 observed 

Millennials allowed for a mini-interview. 

 

The key findings beneath will only present the most important themes that were brought up by the 

respondents in the three methods. Their viewpoints were quite similar in the bigger picture, thus 

commonalities and differences between the students and the working professionals (WP) will be 

discussed in greater detail in the analysis section, where gender differences will be disclosed as well. 

The final analysis will be divided into different topics that mostly correspond to the topics in the 

theoretical framework. 

 

The most discussed theme were knowledge and price. In terms of knowledge, the respondents had basic 

understandings but uncertainty surfaced around what organic food actually entails and the advantages. 

Some felt there was not enough information in general to make it become an initiative to purchase, 

while others expressed that the food retailers or the government held the responsibility to provide 

consumers with more information. There was high awareness around the Ø-label, and most respondents 

associated it with organic food, especially fruit and vegetables without pesticides. However, few of 

them knew the requirements behind the label or who controls organic food in Norway. The discussion 

on knowledge can further be connected to the discussion on price. The respondents experienced a huge 

price difference between organic and non-organic products. They appeared price-conscious and stated 

that price was the biggest barrier to organic purchase. Due to lack of knowledge, they did not know the 

reasoning behind why organic is more expensive, as well as the negative effects of non-organic 

products. The respondents claimed that due to lack of knowledge, it was hard to justify the price.  

 

The respondents further articulated a strong trust towards Norwegian food brands, and food production. 

They mentioned that Norway in general has very strong rules and requirements, resulting in high trust 

and confidence, believing that the food is produced safely and properly, without any risk. Further, even 

though the respondents lack knowledge of the Ø-label, many expressed trust towards the label and 

organic food in general, stating that it provides an assurance that the food is organic. However, they 

were not able to reflect why they trusted it. On the other hand, some respondents argued that due to little 
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relation to organic food, the trust or credibility is not great enough to make them pay twice as much. 

Others did not believe that ‘organic’ necessarily reflect that the animals are treated under better 

circumstances. 

 

Availability and visibility, health and image were also discussed themes. Availability, assortment and 

visibility came up as an inconvenience, where the respondents stated that organic food needs greater 

variety and more visible products. This were factors that could have changed their decision-making 

towards organic purchases. The perception of organic food in relation to health was divided between the 

respondents. Mostly the WP’s believed organic food was healthier than conventional food, whereas 

mostly the students argued the opposite, saying that organic food is not proven to be any healthier. 

Organic food consumption was further perceived as a trend in the Norwegian society. A number of the 

respondents mentioned that they believe many consumers partly buy organic food to create 

identification and an image of being healthy and environmental conscious. 

 

The respondents with positive attitudes towards the Ø-label, expressed that the label creates a quality 

assurance that the food is clean, healthy and prepared in a natural way without pesticides. The 

respondents motivating factor were mostly based on avoiding pesticides, namely self-fish reasons, while 

eggs were mentioned in regards to animal welfare. On the other hand, the negative attitudes among the 

respondents were mostly based on price, lack of knowledge and trust. However, many were open to 

consider organic if they were to choose between two products. 

 

The next chapter will go more in-depth with the empirical findings. 
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CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS 
This chapter will present the empirical findings by analyzing and discussing the results of our studies in 

a theoretical perspective. The analysis is divided into different parts, which are kept in line with the 

research questions and the topics of the theoretical foundation. Also, the analysis will function as a 

means to find relevant recommendations on how to increase market impact and motivate organic food 

consumption in Norway. Findings from all three methods will be included and compared to relevant 

literature and previous reports to increase substance. When citing the methods, first name, Millennial 

group and row number will be included, and the transcripts can be seen in appendix 2.2., 3.2. and 4.2. 

 

5.1. Awareness and Knowledge towards the Ø-label 
In the first chapter, we cover the findings in relation to awareness and knowledge. Lin & Yan (2006) 

argues that consumer awareness is a prerequisite to product knowledge and understanding. Therefore, 

awareness becomes natural to analyze in order to cover the sub-research question two on Millennials 

understanding of organic food and the Ø-label. The overall findings revealed that the respondents are 

aware of the Ø-label, however, they lack knowledge of the meaning and understanding of the label, the 

criteria’s’ behind and organic food in general. In this regard, we present the following: 

  

 Awareness of the Ø-label 

 Understanding of Organic Food and the Ø-label 

 

In order to understand the empirical results, we will partly draw on Bialkova & van Trijp (2010) in 

terms of visual elements on packaging design and how this can draw consumers’ attention. Besides, 

Heding et al. (2008) and Grunert and Willis’ (2007) thoughts of subjective and objective knowledge 

will be covered to understand how knowledge can affect behavior. 

 

5.1.1. Awareness of the Ø-label 

In order to assess the respondents’ awareness and associations towards the Ø-label, we found it 

appropriate to present the five different Norwegian labeling schemes in order for the respondents to 

naturally talk about the Ø-label without influencing them (appendix 8). Also, the organic font was not 

included to avoid further bias. As a result, we found that all respondents expressed awareness of the 

label. In the interviews we assessed the same by asking what they associate with the Ø-label. 

 

“Yes, I have seen it. It is the organic one” (Mia, S, 2016: §11). 
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Mias’ statement covers the respondents’ high awareness towards the Ø-label, which nearly everyone 

had seen beforehand. Most respondents associated the label with organic food, especially fruit and 

vegetables. Moreover, when asking the respondents in the interviews if they often notice the Ø-label 

when grocery shopping, the respondents had different expressions: 

 

“I notice it on fruit and vegetables, I don’t think I’ve seen it much on other products, but on tomatoes, 

bananas, cucumber... and on bell peppers... the things that I usually buy” (Lotte, S, 2016: §13). 

 

“Well, no… I guess I don’t notice it that much” (Niklas, WP, 2016: §15). 

 

The respondents that noticed the label, as expressed by Lotte, mostly stated that they see it on the 

organic products they usually buy, which were eggs, fruits, vegetables, milk and some also mentioned 

meat. However, they did not pay much attention to the label on other products. Some of the respondents 

also cited that it depends on the labels’ size on the packaging, but since the label is colored green, it 

makes the label stand out. The color of green was considered to be the “right” color for the label, as the 

color reflects naturalness and healthiness. This indicates that the visual elements of the Ø-label in terms 

of color scheme is correct and has an effect on drawing the respondents’ attention towards it, although 

some felt it was too small (Bialkova & van Trijp 2010). It becomes evident that visual elements of 

organic labels have a central role in grabbing consumers’ attention. This is especially important 

considering grocery shopping as a situation of low involvement decision-making where consumers are 

exposed to a vast amount of stimuli (Ibid; Silayoi & Speece 2004).  

 

On the other hand, those who did not notice the Ø-label during grocery shopping, or did not pay much 

attention to it was mostly the males. This might indicate lack of interest in organic food. Several of the 

respondents further expressed that they often mistake products, ending up buying an organic product 

when their intention was to buy a non-organic product. 

 

“That’s why I know how much an organic broccoli costs, because I bought the wrong product. I was 

going to buy the regular one, but I got an organic instead… and there was not that much difference in 

taste… but the price ‘burned the wallet’” (Martin, Group 4, WP, 2016: §10:5). 

 

Martin quotations indicates that many find it hard to distinguish between organic and non-organic 

products, which results in buying the organic product unintentionally. Organic labels are meant to make 

it easier for consumers to recognize and distinguish organic from conventional, which the Ø-label does 
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not seem to do (Hemmerling et al. 2013). Some of the respondents also stated that they feel cheated, as 

they end up spending more money than intended. This indicates that the respondents do not see an 

increased value of organic products, and express price-sensitivity, where the choice of product is 

primarily based on price. 

 

5.1.2. Understanding of Organic Food and the Ø-label 

As seen in the previous section, the awareness towards the Ø-label was high, and the respondents knew 

that the label represented organic food. However, this does not necessarily imply understanding. The 

findings disclose that the respondents lack knowledge of the criteria behind the Ø-label, and gave rather 

vague explanations for the meanings of the label or organic food in general. This is amongst others 

expressed by Christina: 

 

“Well, organic products… I guess it is a term for how the food has been produced, without any 

pesticides, or well… food without any additives, that has been cultivated with love… and there are some 

rules regarding animal welfare… other than that, I don’t know” (Christina, WP, 2016: §13). 

 

Christina’s knowledge of the Ø-label can be characterized as quite general. Though, it appeared that the 

female respondents seemed to have a bit more knowledge than the males, which contradicts 

Diamoantopoulos et al.’s (2003) findings that males tend to have more knowledge than females 

concerning green issues. Although Christina mentioned some of the main thoughts behind the label, her 

explanation surfaced around insecurity, which reflects lack of knowledge. According to Heding et al. 

(2008) knowledge is understood as how consumers interpret information in a subjective and objective 

way based on experiences, awareness, association and familiarity, which ultimately affects their 

behavior. This means that Christina among others, do not necessarily have the needed knowledge due to 

lack of experiences and familiarity with organic foods, which prevents organic consumption (Heding et 

al. 2008). It can also indicate that the respondents do not understand the complexities of organic farming 

(Hjelmar 2010). Many were uncertain if organic farms were small or big, and some pictured it like an 

exuberant lady who cared and looked after her bell peppers. The illusion of the exuberant lady might 

create positive associations, however, this further indicates lack of knowledge among the respondents. 

 

In the observational study, the majority of the consumers expressed that they knew what the Ø-label 

meant. However, few could elaborate on their answers, which can be seen in relation to time. The 

observed consumers’ answers may be based on the respondent’s subjective knowledge, which means the 

individual’s perception of how much she/he knows (Grunert & Willis 2007). There may be a disparity 
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between how much knowledge these respondents truly have about the Ø-label and how much 

knowledge they believe they have (ibid.). However, the respondents from the interviews and the focus 

groups clearly showed a lack of knowledge based on subjective and objective knowledge. Further, there 

was a lack of knowledge among the respondents in the focus groups, regarding who controls and 

guarantees for organic food in Norway. Even though Debio is presented in the logo of the label, none of 

the respondents in the interviews or the focus groups could explain who Debio was. 

 

“Well, I hope that it is Mattilsynet who controls it… or something like that, it should be an organization, 

but I don’t know specifically” (Henrikke, Group 3, WP, 2016: §9:1). 

 

“Debio? I know the logo very well and that it is organic or stands for organic, but Debio, I have no 

relationship with it” (Lotte, S, 2016: §12) 

 

The statements above show that the respondent’s do not have any certain knowledge of Debio in general 

and do not know that Debio is the organization that controls and guarantees for organic food in Norway. 

Even though the respondents mentioned Mattilsynet, who is a part of Debio, they were not very 

confident in their answers. Thus, it becomes evident that almost every respondent lack knowledge of 

organic food and the Ø-label on a deeper level. Most of the respondents in the interviews and the focus 

groups had a number of associations towards organic food, but the knowledge was more superficial, and 

few of them could elaborate with specific details. Those who did elaborate to some degree were usually 

the ones who bought organic food to some extent. The lack of knowledge was stated as a barrier for 

many of the respondents as they did not know the benefits or the differences between organic food and 

conventional food. This is related to the research study by Lavik & Borgeraas (2015) and Solemdal and 

Pedersen (2014), where lack of knowledge was the most important barrier for organic consumption. 

This is expressed in Christian’s quotation: 

 

“It should have been communicated much clearer about the advantages of organic food rather than just 

assume that everyone knows (§). If they had managed to get some more knowledge around it, at least I 

would have made a new evaluation on whether organic food is something I would buy” (Christian, 

Group 4, WP, 2016: §11:2/4). 

 

Accordingly, the lack of knowledge and understanding among the respondents was a strong indicator 

for why they avoided Ø-labeled products. Many claimed that there was not enough information in 

general to make it become an initiative to purchase. Others expressed the lack of knowledge regarding 
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the advantages of organic food, and that the communication around organic food needs to be clearer. 

Christian’s quotation further indicates that the responsibility for increasing the knowledge around 

organic food and the Ø-label lies in the hands of the government or the issuer of the label, namely 

Debio. This is expressed among several of the respondents, and can be seen in the light of Thøgersen 

(2010). Thøgersen (2010) argue that the government has a certain responsibility in informing consumers 

about organic food, which according to him is the most important reason behind high organic market 

share. 

 

Ultimately, we have created two word associations maps illustrated below to visualize the respondents’ 

knowledge and understanding of organic food and the Ø-label, divided between positive and negative 

attitudes and associations. The figure to the left shows the positive ones, while the figure to the right 

draws a picture of the negative ones. The attitudes and associations that came up were words such as 

quality, no pesticides, clean, trust, skepticism, expensive, avoidance and low visibility. The association 

maps reflect how the respondents interpreted the Ø-label and organic food (Solomon 2010). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
5.1.3. Summary of Awareness and Knowledge Towards the Ø-label 

Throughout this chapter we have looked into the respondents’ understanding of organic food and the Ø-

label as a part of the sub-research question one (SQ1). First, we found that almost every respondent 

expressed awareness of the Ø-label, and knew it was a symbol for organic food. However, the degree to 

whether they noticed it or not, seemed to be depended on their organic buying behavior. The male 
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respondents paid less attention to the Ø-label. Some expressed that the visual elements of the label such 

as size was too small, but many believed the color of green was well fitting with the perception of 

organic as being natural and healthy. Consequently, this shows that visual elements drew consumers 

attention (Bialkova & van Trijp 2010). Still, some respondents found it difficult to distinguish organic 

from non-organic products, and thus, ending up buying organic products unintentionally. 

 

We further found that the respondents lack deeper knowledge of the criteria behind the label and what it 

stands for. One difference appeared were the females possessed more knowledge than the males. It 

became clear that none of the respondents knew who Debio was. Ultimately, their lack of understanding 

and knowledge, especially in terms of the benefits and differences compared to non-organic food was 

seen as a preventing barrier (Heding et al. 2006). This can further be seen in relation to their lack of 

experiences and familiarity with organic food (ibid.). Consequently, knowledge is strongly connected to 

subsequent behavior. 

 

We argue that the lack of knowledge in regards to the criteria behind the label and what it stands for is 

more crucial compared to not knowing who Debio is. The first is seen as more important in order to be 

an informed consumer making informative decisions. 

 

5.2. Millennials’ Decision-Making Process 
This chapter covers the respondent’s decision-making process when grocery shopping, both in general 

terms and in relation to organic consumption. The first two sections provide an understanding of what 

the respondents consider as most important, and what they are most influenced by. This is presented to 

see if there is a connection between their non-organic food consumption and their possible organic 

buying behavior. We further cover the respondents’ organic food consumption, their willingness to buy 

and the barriers, where the latter is closely linked to chapter 5.1.2. Finally, we reveal how the presence 

of children has an influence on the respondents’ organic behavior. The following chapter is divided into 

six parts: 

 

 Important Factors when Grocery Shopping 

 Influencing Factors 

 Organic Food Consumption  

 Willingness to Buy  

 Barriers to Organic Food Consumption 

 Why Organic is the Right Choice for Parents with Children 
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In order to understand the respondents’ consumption behavior, we will partly use Grunert & Willis’ 

(2007) framework to explain the respondents decision-making process in-store and how the Ø-label 

influence their purchase decisions. Hansen and Thomsen (2006) is relevant in terms of attributes and 

mental markers, whereas the HBM framework is used to explain the link between health, organic 

behavior and willingness to buy (Yasdanphana et al. 2009). Hjelmar (2010) and Schiffman (2008) is 

drawn in to support our findings in relation to various factors. In addition, other theorists have been 

included as well as previous research studies to see the connection between our findings and earlier 

studies. 

 

5.2.1. Important Factors When Grocery Shopping 

This section will cover the factors considered most important when purchasing groceries, where the next 

part will look closer into the influencing factors. The discovered findings will identify if there is a 

connection between their general buying behavior and their organic consumption.  

 

Price, quality, product appearance, healthiness, and availability was revealed to be the most important 

factors in all methods. The factors are described according to the level of importance. Price was 

definitely considered as the most important factor by all respondents. They were affected by personal 

economy and many defined themselves as cost conscious consumers. Quality came as a runner up after 

price, almost evenly divided between the students and the WP’s. However, the women expressed it as 

more important. Quality was especially important in the categories of meat, fish, fruits, vegetables and 

commodities. Some also stated that quality sometimes out ruled price, especially when buying meat. 

The third most important factor was product appearance, where the WP’s saw this as more important 

compared to the students. Product appearance was especially mentioned in combination with freshness 

of fruits and vegetables. The product further had to appeal to the respondents in terms of color usage, 

design, a nice logo and packaging, and not communicate “cheap”. Healthiness was also mentioned as 

important and can be seen in the light of the increased health focus in Norway the recent years (Alt Om 

Helse 2016). Many of the respondents defined themselves as healthy, and expressed that healthy food 

was a part of their lifestyle.  

 

Several of the respondents further expressed the importance of availability of products. The respondents 

preferred grocery stores with a good variety of choices and that the placement and exposure of the 

products was clear and orderly. Organic was only mentioned as an important factor for those 

respondents who buy organic food, however, they only expressed organic as essential in some 

categories.  
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5.2.2. Influencing Factors 

Nearly all of the respondents from the interviews and the focus groups mentioned that they were 

affected by media, such as advertising, offers, consumer tests and various campaigns in some way. This 

affected them in a positive or negative direction depending on the communicated message. This 

indicates that media tends to have a strong impact on the respondents’ purchase behavior, which 

ultimately will affect their organic purchase behavior (Schiffman et al. 2008). How media affects the 

respondents is expressed by Sondre and Pernille: 

 

 “I think that one becomes very affected by what the media writes. Such as the palm oil debate. I believe 

there are very few who cared about the palm oil issue if it hadn’t been for this hysteria around it. It’s 

something you have been informed by through the media… so I had certainly never thought about it if it 

wouldn’t have been for the hysteria” (Sondre, Group 2, S, 2016: §2:5) 

 

“… I've heard and seen a lot of negative things in the media about how the hens actually are treated, so 

I rather buy organic ones” (Pernille, Group 3, WP, 2016: §13:20).  

 

Sondre’s statement indicates that without the media impressions, him and lots of other consumers would 

not have gained knowledge of several issues and topics. This can be related to their lack of knowledge 

of organic food, as they believe it is not enough media coverage around it. Pernille relates the media 

impact in regards of avoiding certain products or labeling schemes. After hearing negative stories about 

how the hens are being treated, she started buying organic eggs instead. Many of the respondents also 

expressed that consumers’ tests have a high influence on their purchase decision. This was amongst 

others stated by Pernille: 

 

“This really applies to most food, that if the food product has emerged in a consumer test, where the 

cheapest alternative is just as good, or even better, I become a little bit more motivated to buy it the next 

time” (Pernille, Group 3, WP, 2016: §2:17).  

 

Pernille’s statement indicates that the respondents’ intention to try and buy new products increase if 

they are exposed to products through various media (Schiffman et al. 2008). Additionally, many also 

expressed curiosity in testing new products that appeared in advertisements or in grocery stores. 

Samples in grocery stores was especially expressed as an influencing factor, which motivated purchase 

(Schiffman et al. 2008).  
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Another influencing factor was the impact from friends, family and colleagues, namely social 

influences. This is argued by Levy (1959) who believes that social influences are one of the underlying 

reasons for what and why people buy the things they do. This can be reasoned by the way these 

respondents want to be a part of a social group, and consequently they become affected by relevant 

others. This can further be seen in relation to Muralidharan et al. (2015), who describes Millennials as 

consumers that are highly influenced by word-of-mouth in relation to purchase decisions. Another 

connection is Schiffman et al’s (2008) notion of a reference group ability to influence peoples’ attitudes 

and values, which occasionally guides behavior. The social influences were expressed as more 

important for the students than for the WP’s. These respondents became influenced if their social circle 

made product recommendations or if they tried something new at their friends’ place.  

 

“I must admit that I usually purchase after habits, unless I read about something, a test or... if I have 

tried the food with someone or if it is made by anyone else… I guess I purchase a lot of the same 

things… or if someone else says it’s good, then I might try it” (Ola, Group 2, S, 2016: §2:6).  

 

“… I can be influenced by what others are buying, if anyone has something that looks good, then I want 

it as well” (Oskar, S, 2016: §2).  

 

These quotations clearly show that positive word-of-mouth and influences from peers helps increase the 

respondents’ intention to try and willingness to buy at a later point. This indicates that the respondents 

tend to trust what other people says, and even though food is about personal taste, it still motivates the 

respondents to change their decision-behavior (Schiffman et al. 2008). However, the respondents were 

also affected in a more negative direction, influenced by peers’ negative statements, which ultimately 

led to avoidance behavior. Consequently, social influences can affect consumers in both directions 

(Schiffman et al. 2008).  

 

Ola’s quotation further reflects that several of the respondents purchase after habits. Habits and 

preferences came up as influencing factors in all methods. It appeared that the respondents mostly 

purchase products they have prior experience with based on preferences or brands they buy on a regular 

basis. This corresponds to Halkier (2001), stating that consumers usually base their product choice on 

routine and habitual behavior. This is expressed in Preben’s quotation: 

 

“For me it’s a bit like, I do not bother spending so much time on it, I go for the products I know” 

(Preben, Group 4, WP, 2016: §2:6). 
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The habitual behavior of the respondents can be seen in relation to the study of Norwegian consumers 

shopping habits by Virke (2015). Their study revealed that only one out of three consumers bought new 

products when grocery shopping, and thus they were fairly defined as habitual consumers. The findings 

from the focus groups and the interviews were consistent with the observational study. Most of the 

observed consumers that were followed up by a mini-interview expressed that they usually purchased 

groceries based on habits and preferences, and the majority had planned purchases. This indicates that 

their habitual behavior may affect their intention to buy organic food. Moreover, placement on shelves 

and in the store influenced many respondents when buying groceries. This is naturally linked with the 

fact that a lot of the respondents expressed it as an important factor while purchasing food. In relation to 

placement, the visibility and how the products are displayed in store were vital factors. This was among 

others stated by Christina: 

 

“It’s really about how things are exposed in store. If it’s good exposure and if it’s an orderly store” 

(Christina, WP, 2016: §1).  

 

Placement and exposure are closely linked to the importance of appearance, both in terms of store 

layout as well as product appearance and packaging. The respondents mentioned that packaging design 

had an important effect on their purchase decision. Again, this indicate that the respondents are highly 

influenced by the visual features (Bialkova & van Trijp 2010). 

 

 “They know exactly what they should focus on, and they often trick me with an appealing product 

design” (Fredrik, Group 4, WP, 2016: §2:14).  

 

Fredrik quotations indicates that the respondents’ willingness to buy gets higher if the packaging design 

is appealing. Package design can therefore be seen as a tool that persuade consumers to choose it 

(Farmer 2013). 

 

5.2.3. Organic Food Consumption  

The level of organic food consumption was diverse among the respondents. Only some purchased 

organic food on a regular basis, where the students appeared to have the biggest motivation. The most 

common and prioritized food categories were eggs, fruits and vegetables. 

 

The motivating factor behind the respondents’ organic purchases were mostly reasoned by personal and 

selfish motives, believing that organic food was better and healthier in terms of no pesticides. These 
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findings are in line with Hjelmar (2010) who similarly found that selfish reasons were considered most 

important when choosing to buy organic food. This was clearly expressed by Maria and Lotte: 

 

“I buy it (organic food) because it’s safe, nothing is added with anything weird stuff, it’s not something 

that’s bad to put in your body” (Maria, Group 3, WP, 2016: §10:14).  

 

“It’s better for your health I think, as you don’t expose your body as much to these pesticides, especially 

on fruits and vegetables (§). So… it’s for the health reasons… and for the environment. I believe that it 

damages the environment a lot with these large-scale farming industries, where you only produce for 

profit, while an organic farmer will produce food in a more environmentally-friendly way” (Lotte, S, 

2016: §19/20)   

 

The statements above reflected the respondents’ motivation of personal and selfish reasons, such as the 

health benefit. Both Maria and Lotte stressed their personal health, however Lotte place greater 

emphasis on the environmental aspect, which concerned more women than men. Lotte believes that 

organic production is less harmful for the environment compared to large-scale production. It appeared 

that many respondents believed it to be better for the environment, but not as a reason for purchase. 

Thus, the respondents’ motivation to buy organic food appeared to be related to their own health and 

personal lifestyle as nearly all of them considered themselves as being healthy people. Animal welfare 

was also highly expressed among several of the respondents in relation to eggs. Nevertheless, the 

personal and selfish reasons were primary incentives for purchasing organic products.  

 

Moreover, we chose to ask the respondents about their buying behavior of eggs, vegetables and milk as 

these are the most sold organic products according to a study by Virke (2015). By asking the 

respondents what they were looking for when choosing these kind of products, we got insights into 

whether organic was preferred as a product choice and the motivation behind, or why they were not 

motivated to choose organic. Based on the findings from the interviews and the focus groups we also 

emphasized on these three product categories during our observational study to achieve consistency. 

 

Eggs 

Almost every student bought organic eggs, as well as some of the WP respondents. The in-store 

observation also revealed that consumers chose organic eggs above non-organic. The motivation behind 

was mostly explained in regards to animal welfare and the living conditions for the hens, where negative 
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media coverage had led them into a changed behavior. The respondents that did not choose organic 

eggs, was price-sensitive, and chose by amount. This was also seen in the observational study. 

 

“I usually always buy organic eggs… I want the hens to walk around freely, and eat what they want and 

when they want” (Obs. Woman, WP, 2016: §resp.7).        

 

Vegetables 

In relation to vegetables, the respondents were highly concerned about physical attributes, the quality 

and the freshness. During our observations, the consumers spent time looking at, switching and 

considering different vegetables before making a decision. When asked what they considered, the 

respondents expressed the freshness of the vegetable, like a tomato without brown spots. Thus, 

freshness and appearance were highly important factors in this food category.  

 

Even though few of the respondents bought organic vegetables, the students constituted the majority of 

those who bought. One explanation for why few bought organic vegetables, can be seen in relation to 

the importance of freshness and appearance. Many respondents perceived organic vegetables as of less 

quality if they looked unappealing. However, the respondents’ motivation behind their organic choice 

was mostly based on the health benefit in terms of avoiding pesticides, which was especially important 

when buying vegetables without peel.  

 

“If I’m going to eat something without taking the peel off, like if I’m going straight to school, then I 

always buy organic” (Lise, S, 2016: §1). 

 

Milk 

There was a general consensus that the respondents were highly committed to a certain brand in the 

milk category, and that preferences determined their product choice. This might be a reason for why 

organic milk was not often consumed. In the observational study, the decision-making was based on 

quick decisions, without any evaluation or thinking. The mini-interview revealed that the respondents 

chose out of habits and brand preferences (Halkier, 2001).  

 

 “Oh, then I look after Tine (milk). I’m very brand addicted when it comes to milk” �

(Niklas, WP, 2016: §28).  
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Consequently, the respondents’ organic food consumption indicates that those who prioritize buying 

organic food, usually prioritize eggs, fruits and vegetables. We argue that the last two is easier to see the 

benefit of when it comes to avoiding pesticides and the health benefit, which were the biggest 

motivation behind purchase. This can further explain why the category of milk were not highly 

consumed in the organic version. The respondents did not see any consequences of drinking regular 

milk compared to the gained benefit of drinking organic milk. Therefore, habits and preferences 

dominates their product choice. 

 

5.2.4. Willingness to Buy  

The willingness to buy organic food was high amongst the respondents, although some were more 

skeptical. This can be linked to their overall positive attitudes towards organic food and production, as 

most of them believed it to be better for the animals and the environment, namely perceived benefits. 

Some also believed it be healthier. In relation to organic consumption and health perception, 

Yazdanpanah et al. (2014) discovered by using the HBM framework that perceived benefits, perceived 

barriers, general health orientation and self-efficacy can predict consumer’s willingness to buy organic 

food, whereas perceived benefits is the most important variable. This is consistent with our findings as 

the respondents expressed the need for more knowledge about the benefits and the differences compared 

to non-organic food in order to see the value of the purchase. Almost every respondent expressed 

motivation and willingness to buy if the price was lower or more similar to non-organic products. Thus, 

the respondents want to buy (self-efficacy) organic food if they see the perceived benefits, and if the 

perceived barriers become outweighed by the benefits due to increased knowledge (ibid.). This is 

amongst others stated by Christian and Preben: 

 

 “Had I known that organic was five times as good as non-organic, I would have bought it, then I could 

pay more for it too. But when you don’t know, then you have no desire to buy it in ignorance” 

(Christian, Group 4, WP, 2016: §10:15).  

 

“More knowledge. If I had gotten a better reason to spend the extra money, I would have done it” 

(Preben, Group 4, WP, 2016: §11:1). 

 

As mentioned, the respondents feel they lack the necessary grounds and knowledge of what organic 

food actually entails in order to be able to justify the expensive price even though many are positive and 

believe organic food is somewhat better. Consequently, this affect their current motivation to buy if they 

do not see any emotional or social/functional value (Solomon et al. 2012). Their low motivation will 
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therefore indirectly or directly influence the respondents understanding. Thus, if they do not become 

motivated, they will not purchase organic food as they are not driven by any needs or goals related to 

organic consumption (Heding et al. 2008; Jaeger & Macfie 2010), which Schiffman et al. (2008) refers 

to as the driving force of motivation. 

 

5.2.5. Barriers to Organic Food Consumption 

Throughout our study we found four main barriers to organic food consumption, namely price, lack of 

knowledge, lack of availability and visibility. The barriers are presented in depth below. 

 

Price and Lack of Knowledge 

It appears that the rejection of organic products is mainly based on a focus on price. Price was also an 

important factor when purchasing food in general, which naturally affects them negatively as organic is 

more expensive. The respondents price-sensitivity was high and they can therefore be defined as cost 

conscious consumers. Both groups shared the same level of price-sensitivity, although the students 

naturally cared more about the price than the WP’s due to lower income. The WP’s buying power can 

be perceived as high due to good income, and thus, this should ultimately not affect their purchase 

behavior towards organic food, but it does. Price was found to be the biggest barrier towards purchase 

of organic food during our study, which corresponds to the consumer study by Lavik & Borgeraas 

(2015) and Solemdal and Pedersen (2014) showing that price is a common barrier. However, even 

though price was expressed as a significant barrier, the respondents who bought organic food was 

mostly the students. This can be seen in relation to the report from Økobarometeret (2012), indicating 

that these respondents do not consume organic food due to better income, but due to the fact that they 

love food, and spend more time and money on food they think is of better quality, connecting quality 

food with good health. This also reveals that organic food consumption is lots about attitude, where 

attitude outweighs the price. 

 

The quotations below illustrate that due to lack of knowledge of what the label means and what organic 

food actually entails, the respondents use price as a justification for their choice of product. This can be 

seen in relation to Hansen and Thomsen (2006) concept of mental marker, where these respondents use 

the low price of a non-organic product as a mental marker considering organic products as expensive. 

 

“It is good to be environmental conscious, but I mean, it is a RIDICULOUS price difference. How much 

should you lose to gain on it personally, right?” (Niklas, WP, 2016: §23). 
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“I don’t feel that I have enough knowledge about the negative effects of non-organic product. And I 

don’t quite see why it should cost so much more... I don’t know if it costs more to produce organic food” 

(Henrikke, Group 3, WP, 2016: §13:1). 

 

These statements are reflected among several of the respondents. The level of knowledge was found to 

be quite consistent amongst both groups, although it seemed a bit lower with the males. The respondents 

mentioned that in order to gain knowledge, there should be an increased focus on organic food in media, 

where some of the responsibility lies in the hands of the government or the retailers. This is further 

linked with the fact that media was mentioned as an influencing factor among the respondents, inducing 

intention and purchase (Schiffman et al. 2008). The respondents also admitted that their low knowledge 

reflected their reduced effort in gathering information about organic food.  

 

Due to lack of knowledge, the respondents did not fully understand the meaning of the Ø-label and they 

perceived no added value with organic products. In this regard, they were not able to justify the price, as 

they did not understand the connection between the high price and the value that lies behind the label. 

Thus, they use the low price as a justification for their choice of product (Hansen & Thomsen 2006). 

Moreover, as these respondents use the low price as a mental marker implies that they do not use the Ø-

label in their decision-making. Consequently, we recognized a type of reversed use of the Ø-label.  

 

“I was actually at the store yesterday and picked up a cucumber… I saw the organic label, and put it 

right back as I knew it was expensive” (Ola, Group 2, S, 2016: §10:1). 

 

“The organic label… it guides you away. I at least don’t look for organic vegetables, not at all” 

(Preben, Group 4, WP, 2016: §12:1). 

 

These quotations were shared by some of the respondents, where they use the Ø-label as a way of 

avoiding organic products. This can be interpreted as a reversed mental marker where the respondents 

are able to justify their product choice since their chosen product is not marked with the Ø-label 

(Hansen & Thomsen 2006).  

 

Other studies have found income and higher educational level to be of importance to consumers’ 

intention and purchase of organic food. Our study contradicts those findings, as this does not seem to 

have any particular significance. The entire selection of respondents that took part in our study can be 

defined as having a high educational background, either as ongoing bachelor/master students or those 
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who have finished their degree, working professionally with a stable and over average income. Even 

though the WP’s had high income and could afford buying organic food, the values and the benefits did 

not outweigh the high price. In addition, many of the respondents already perceived Norwegian food 

prices as expensive, thus, spending more money on organic food was not tempting. This is again related 

to lack of knowledge, as they do not know the benefits and differences. The likelihood of buying more 

organic food due to higher income is not seen as a determinant factor, which opposes other studies 

(Straughan & Roberts 1999; Axelson 1986; Michaelidou & Hassan, 2008; Millock 2004). Furthermore, 

Diamoantopoulos et al. (2003) found that consumers with a higher education were more likely to have a 

better understanding towards organic matters. However, this was not the case amongst our respondents, 

as lack of knowledge was a huge barrier preventing organic food consumption. 

 

Availability and Visibility 

Many respondents further mentioned availability, convenience and visibility as important factors in 

relation to organic purchases. The respondents expressed that many grocery stores have different 

priorities of selling organic food which ultimately affects their purchase behavior in a negative 

direction. This is amongst others expressed by Tiffany: 

 

“Another downside that I did not mention is the availability. It also depends on the presence in the 

store, not all stores sell as much organic. So for me to purchase more organic food, it should have been 

cheaper and more accessible” (Tiffany, WP, 2016: §26).  

 

Tiffany thinks organic food needs to be more accessible in the grocery stores in order to become more 

aware of it, which is connected to the presence of organic food and the variety. Grunert & Willis (2007) 

argues that exposure is the first important step for the non-buyers when they go grocery shopping. This 

can be exposure of the label itself or organic products in general. The low visibility and lack of variety 

of organic products in store, will ultimately decrease their attention to the Ø-label. If they do not 

become exposed due to these factors, this will inhibit them from buying organic food, especially if 

organic food is not top of their mind (Grunert & Willis 2007).  

 

Other respondents also expressed that the authorities in Norway should take greater hold together with 

the food chains, bringing more organic food into the stores. Numerous respondents expressed that 

organic food should be gathered in one place to become more noticeable by consumers. As of right now, 

many think it is difficult to spot organic products. These factors were mentioned as important when 

grocery shopping in general, and can be related to Hjelmar’s (2010) findings. He found that consumers 
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prefer a wide selection of organic food as they want to buy all groceries in one place. If a grocery store 

does not have a wide selection, consumers end up buying non-organic food as a result (Hjelmar 2010).  

 

Furthermore, mostly the male respondents expressed a negative attitude towards the physical attributes 

of organic food. As Henrik expressed: 

 

“… organic food is often much smaller, misshaped and perhaps a little uglier than a food product 

containing pesticides. Then it becomes a bit like… I don’t want to pay more for an uglier product, 

unfortunately” (Henrik, Group 2, S, 2016: §7:5). 

 

As it appears from this quotation, Henrik simply refers to the physical attributes of a product as a reason 

for not buying organic food. His negative attitude ultimately had a significant effect on his organic 

buying behavior (Blackwell et al. 2001). This can be connected to the respondents influencing factors 

where freshness of fruits and vegetables were important. The males mentioned that they often buy with 

their “eyes”, and as organic products are perceived as ‘uglier’, this often leads in choosing conventional 

products. This indicates that they perceive organic vegetables as of less quality. It further indicates that 

these respondents do not see or understand the more long-term effect of organic food and the meaning 

behind the Ø-label, which result in negative attitudes. This can be related to Hansen and Thomsen’s 

(2006) thoughts of different types of attributes, where organic products seem to be viewed as experience 

attributes rather than credence attributes by some of the respondents. Thereby, organic food attributes 

are judged by usage, such as the products appearance (Hansen & Thomsen 2006). It is not feasible to 

judge organic products based on usage and appearance only, as organic food entails long-term effects 

(ibid.). Thus, the respondents do not see an increased value of organic products, and the price becomes 

the decisive criterion when they choose a product. 

 

Conclusively, it becomes evident that several of the respondents uses the aspect of knowledge, price, 

availability and visibility as reasons why they dissociate themselves from organic food and the Ø-label. 

If the respondents’ perception is negative this will not lead to liking, and usage (purchase) either 

(Grunert & Willis 2007). This seems to be the case with most of the respondents as some are avoiding 

the Ø-label due to the barriers. Although the Ø-label gave many positive associations among the 

respondents, it did not affect their evaluation and purchase decision. This effect only worked on those 

who consciously bought organic products as they overweighed the values and the benefits above the 

barriers. Consequently, the respondents understanding and pre-existing knowledge is crucial in order for 

the label’s effect to be as high as possible, which is then used to infer meaning to the Ø-label where the 
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possible outcome is purchase behavior (ibid.). However, the respondents’ intention appeared to be 

somehow positive if the barriers were reduced, but for now, it seems that the respondents’ motivation is 

low, resulting in a challenge to make them change towards an organic consumption behavior.  

 

5.2.6. Why Organic is the Right Choice for Parents with Children 

In our study, we did not put a huge focus on Millennials with children. However, based on our selection, 

some respondents expressed that when having small children, this influenced their choice of food. This 

was expressed by some respondents in the interviews and the tendency were observed and revealed in 

the mini-interviews in the observational study. 

 

“I mostly choose organic fruits and vegetables for the girls (children)…” (Obs. woman, WP, 2016:§) 

 

“I've always been concerned about eating healthy, and it was of course a bit different when the children 

were young… I was very conscious when they were babies, what kind of food we made, then organic 

was more important… But now when they are bigger and eat more, I'm not thinking that much about it. 

I probably had eaten slightly different food if I didn’t have children” (Christina, WP, 2016: §5). 

 

These quotations are ways of explaining how the Ø-label leads to a larger influence on the choice of 

product when having small children, providing individual and social values for their families (Shafie & 

Rennie 2009). This is related to Solomon’s (1983) viewpoint that consumers often rely on social 

meaning embedded in products as a pilot on how to perform certain social roles, particularly when those 

roles are new or different. When having children, the family situation changes into a new social role that 

involves parenthood, where buying organic food is no longer an individual decision, but based on 

family dynamics (Hjelmar 2010). As parents you want the best for your child, and as Solomon (1983) 

states, this can be seen as a reason for why these respondents are more concerned buying Ø-labeled 

products compared to a life situation without children. Naturally, these respondents want to do the right 

thing for their children by following the norm in society. Thus, the Ø-label is used as a mental marker to 

act in consistence with the norm in society (Hansen & Thomsen 2006). 

 

5.2.7. Summary of Millennials’ Decision-Making Process 

This chapter dealt with the respondents decision-making process in regards to organic food (ref. SQ2), 

and their attitudes and motivation towards organic consumption, which is part of the main research 

question. We explored the link between the respondents organic and non-organic consumption, where 

price was considered as the factor with highest importance. This implies them to be cost conscious, 
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which affects them negatively as organic food is more expensive. Other factors that influenced their 

decision-making process were media, exposure and visual features in store, and social influences. The 

latter indicates that recommendations from peers and word-of-mouth is an important determinant in the 

respondents’ decision-making.  

 

We found that education, gender and income did not have any significant impact on their organic 

purchase behavior. The main motivation behind organic purchases were based on personal and self-fish 

reasons, related to health. We found that there existed a high degree of willingness to buy amongst the 

respondents, and this was linked to their positive attitudes towards organic food (Yazdanpanah et al. 

2014). Yet, due to barriers such as habits and preferences, price, lack of knowledge, and availability and 

visibility many respondents determined their behavior towards conventional products. 

 

The respondents who avoided the Ø-label, did not see any additional value with organic products, or the 

long-term effect, which resulted in a comparison between organic and conventional products based on 

similar terms. This affected their motivation (Solomon et al. 2012). The price was closely connected 

with lack of knowledge, and as many did know the differences between non-organic and organic, the 

price was the most crucial factor in their decision-making. Thus, they used the low price as a mental 

marker (Hansen & Thomsen 2006), and some also used the Ø-label as a type of reversed mental marker, 

avoiding purchasing organic products. 

 

The presence of children was found as an influencing factor on their organic food consumption, 

especially when the children were small. These respondents use the Ø-label as a mental marker in order 

to act in accordance with the norm in society (Hansen & Thomsen 2006). 

 

5.3. Organic Food in the Context of Health 
Previous studies have shown that many consumers believe that organic food is healthier than 

conventional food (Schuldt and Schwarz 2010). In this chapter we partly deal with the respondents’ 

perception of organic food as healthy, and how the Ø-label influence and affect them in believing that 

the food is healthier. Also, we analyze the respondents perceived and experienced quality of organic 

food. Thus, the findings will be covered in three parts: 

 

 Organic Food as Healthy 

 Packaging and Healthfulness 

 The Ø-label as a Quality Signal 
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In order to understand these tendencies, we will partly draw on Schuldt and Schwarz (2010) study on 

consumers’ perception of organic labeled products as well as Lee et al. (2013) thoughts regarding food 

labels as mental shortcuts and the health halo effect. In the light of perceived quality, Kiss et al. (2015) 

and Zeithaml (1988) will be cited. In addition, other theoreticians will be mentioned to increase the 

substance. 

 

5.3.1. Organic Food as Healthy 

When we conducted the interviews and the focus groups, we started out with questions and discussion 

topics around health. In this way we could get insights if the respondents naturally perceived organic 

food as a part of a healthy diet. However, none of the respondents even mentioned organic when 

discussing the topic around health. Health was associated with natural food, clean products, and no 

artificial additives, which in a way can be related to organic food. This indicates that ‘organic’ is not 

necessarily the first thing they associate with healthfulness and healthy food. Though, when the topic of 

organic was discussed, and when we asked what organic means for the respondents, health was 

mentioned in the other way around. It appeared that these respondents had different perception 

regarding organic food being healthier than conventional food.  

 

“Organic for me is no additives, clean products and healthy food. And, expensive products. Because if 

organic food is not healthier, and it’s more expensive, why should I buy it? Environmental reasons do 

not appeal to me that much. I believe that if organic food is not healthier, then it’s quite frightening… 

many people buy organic food because they believe it is healthier” (Eirik, WP, 2016: §18). 

 

“Animal welfare and healthy food. Or I have no reason to say that it is healthier, but I believe so” 

(Henrikke, Group 3, WP, 2016: §5:2). 

 

These statements were mostly expressed among the WP’s, believing that organic food is healthier. 

Eirik’ statement indicates that he believes that the Ø-label communicates healthiness, and if that is 

incorrect, he then perceives the label as misleading. Although the Ø-label is not intended to 

communicate anything about healthfulness, it had some effect on the perceived healthfulness. This 

indicates that consumers perceives organic to be better and healthier than their counterpart as a result of 

their own thinking and beliefs, and not because the manufacturer claims it to be (Manuela et al. 2013). It 

further shows lack of knowledge, as the respondents did not seem to understand how organic products 

differ from conventional products, which can be classified as misleading due to semantic confusion 

(Orquin & Scholderer 2011; Heding et al. 2008). Also, it can be related to Hjelmar (2010) explaining 
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that the most important factor motivating the purchase of organic food is the health benefit. Even though 

the WP respondents expressed that organic food is healthier, they were not able to give any accurate 

reasons for their arguments, as seen in Henrikke’s statement. On the other hand, the students had 

different opinions regarding the health association. When asking what organic means for them, the 

students expressed the following: 

 

“Sustainability, more gently for the environment and perhaps healthier in relation to toxins, but it’s not 

healthier compared to fat, carbohydrates, calories and sugar” (Johan, Group 2, S, 2016: §5:1). 

 

“There has been done a lot of tests to see if organic food is healthier than ordinary food, but I don’t 

think there is much difference in it” (Marie, Group 1, S, 2016: §5:19). 

 

These quotations reflect most of the student’s perceptions, believing that organic food is not necessarily 

healthier. They claimed that organic food has not been proven to be any healthier. This was mostly 

explained in relation to fat, carbohydrates, calories and sugar, which opposes Schuldt & Schwarz (2010) 

study. Their study revealed that when a product is labeled organic, perceivers incorrectly infer that the 

food contains lower-calories (Schuldt & Schwarz 2010). Accordingly, health associations in relation to 

organic food do not influence the student’s consumption decisions. 

 

5.3.2. Packaging and Healthfulness 

There was a general consensus among the respondents that labeling schemes and nutrient content 

provides an indication of whether the food is healthy or not. However, few of the respondents stated that 

they read the nutrition content, which was also confirmed in the observational study. Others expressed 

that they find it hard to understand all the ingredients in the nutrient content. 

 

“The Keyhole symbol indicates a healthier alternative, products with less salt and sugar, and I don’t 

know… compared to pesticides and stuff, I would look for the organic label… and the whole grain label. 

I guess the food labels helps when you’re in a hurry. And… the nutritional content may provide an 

indication, but it can be quite difficult sometimes to understand it… all the different ingredients…” 

(Lise, S, 2016: §9). 

 

It appears that the nutrient content may be difficult to understand, and thus, the labeling schemes are 

often used in evaluating whether the product is healthy or not. This can be related to Lee et al. (2013) 

and Peloza & Montford (2015), where the respondents appear to be using food labels as mental 
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shortcuts in order to make quicker, more efficient decisions. As such the Ø-label can decrease 

information asymmetry and reduce time and search costs (Hemmerling et al. 2013). This is further 

supported by Hansen & Thomsen’s (2014) theory of the supra-complex marketplace, where consumers 

seldom evaluate product’s value based on attributes, but rather rely on justifying their purchases based 

on mental markers. Moreover, many of the students claimed that the Ø-label may sometimes mislead 

and give an incorrect picture, and that common sense needs to be present. This is reflected in Mia’s 

statement: 

 

“… you can certainly call a donut organic, but you cannot just eat donuts. My point is that the product 

is not necessarily healthy just because it is labeled organic, it depends on other things too” (Mia, S, 

2016: §18). 

 

Mia believes that it is essential that consumers evaluate products before purchase, and not take 

everything for granted, just because you are told so. Again, this reinforces the opposite of what Schuldt 

& Schwarz (2010) found in their study, as well as Rettner (2010). Rettner (2010) claims that the organic 

label can cause consumers to think they can eat as much as they want by substituting organic food, 

which was the contrary to the students’ belief. Lise further finds expression in another statement about 

the Ø-label in relation to health: 

 

“I think that many consumers do not actually know what organic is and means, but they just think that it 

is healthier because it is a labeling system. I mean… many consumers think that several food labels 

communicate healthier alternatives, and therefore they automatically think that the organic label is 

healthier” (Lise, S, 2016: §18). 

 

Lise’s statement can be related to Lee et al. (2013) arguments of food labels as mental shortcuts and the 

health halo effect. Lise believes that many consumers do not take the hassle to investigate or do further 

research into food labels, and thus, as other food labels communicates healthiness they blindly trust that 

the Ø-label communicates the same. This indicates that the Ø-label generate inferential beliefs based on 

strong mental associations (Larceneux et al. 2011). In this way, when products are labeled ‘organic’, 

consumers believe that the food is healthier due to halo effects, and due to the common belief in society 

(Lee et al. 2013; Chen 2009). This was seen amongst the respondents, where the WP’s expressed that 

organic food is healthier, while others believed that organic food offer better quality in terms of taste 

(which will be elaborated next). However, neither of these benefits are certified by the Ø-label.  
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5.3.3. The Ø-label as a Quality Signal 

Many of the students perceived the Ø-label as a quality signal (Kiss et al. 2015). Perceived quality can 

show the salient differentiation of a product and thus becomes a selective brand in consumers’ mind 

(Aaker 1991). 

 

“… since I perceive organic products as of higher quality than many other items, I always choose 

organic when it comes to eggs, milk, fruits and vegetables. The organic label creates in many ways a 

quality assurance of the food” (Peder, S, 2016: §19). 

 

Peder’s statement can be seen in the light of Zeithaml (1988). It appears that Peder’s perceived quality 

of organic labeled products are a key influencer in determining his product choice, especially in regards 

to fruits, vegetables and dairy products (Zeithaml 1988). These students seem to have a positive attitude 

towards the Ø-label, perceiving it to be more valuable as it guarantees quality and satisfaction, and thus 

affects behavior (Aaker 1991; Krystallis et al. 2006; Blackwell et al. 2001). It further indicates that 

Peders’ perceived quality is a result of his owns subjective judgments on the quality of organic products 

based on his evaluations from previous experiences, feelings and references (Chi et al. 2009; Solomon 

2010). Quality was also an important factor for the respondents when purchasing grocery food in 

general, which can be a motivating factor in the purchase of organic food. Furthermore, the perception 

of the quality of organic products, can also be seen in relation to taste. 

 

“… I certainly believe that organic food products have in many cases significant higher taste quality” 

(Peder, S, 2016: §20). 

 

“... there is the thing that I know how good organic meat taste. And that the eggs have a more orange 

yolk. Then, I know that the food has a better quality. It tastes more…” (Marte, Group 1, S, 2016: §10:7). 

 

These quotations indicate that some of the students experience and perceive organic food as tastier than 

conventional food. According to Hjelmar (2010) organic food is often associated with higher quality 

and taste. Better taste has also been found to be one of the most important arguments for why consumers 

purchase organic food (Oikos 2010). Accordingly, both quality and taste reflect positive attitudes 

towards organic food among the students’. Previous studies have found differences in perceived taste 

and quality. One concluded that men bought more organic food due to taste, where others discovered 

that women focused more on quality and taste (Hofmann 2006; Radman 2005). In our study, gender did 
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not have any major impact, the only difference was between the students and the WP’s, where the 

students expressed it as more important in the purchase of organic food.  

 

5.3.4. Summary of Organic Food in the Context of Health 

This chapter has dealt with organic food in the context of health and quality, and attempts to answer our 

sub-research question one; how organic food products and labeling influence consumers’ perception of 

the food being healthier. In this regard, we found that most WP’s believed that organic food is healthier 

than conventional food. However, uncertainty and lack of accurate reasons surfaced. This may indicate 

that these respondents base their perception on the idea that organic food is considered natural and 

reflects quality, which they connect to healthiness. In addition, their perception of healthiness can also 

be characterized as a health halo effect as other food labels communicate healthiness (Lee et al. 2013; 

Larceneux et al. 2011). However, the health benefit is not certified by the Ø-label, causing inferential 

beliefs (Larceneux et al. 2011). On the other hand, the students’ perception revealed that organic food is 

healthy in relation to avoiding toxins, but not compared to fat, carbohydrates, calories and sugar. Thus, 

they did not believe it to be any healthier than conventional food, indicating that the health associations 

did not influence the student’s consumption decisions. 

 

Furthermore, both the WP’s and the students used labeling schemes and nutrient content to evaluate 

whether the product is healthy or not, in addition to the Ø-label as mental shortcuts (Lee et al. 2013; 

Hansen & Thomsen 2014). In the end of this chapter, we discovered that the students perceived and 

experienced organic food as of better quality in terms of taste, value and satisfaction. This indicates a 

possible motivating factor as quality was seen as important when buying food in general. 

 

5.4. Lifestyle and Image 
In this chapter we cover the perception amongst the respondents in how organic food and the Ø-label is 

used to create a certain image, status and identity. We further identify how the Ø-label serves as a part 

of the respondents’ lifestyle, and how this label helps showing this lifestyle to other people. Also, the 

respondents’ perception of the organic consumer and the users of the Ø-label will be covered. In the 

end, we will analyze how the respondents connect organic food consumption to a trend. In this light, the 

chapter is divided into three parts: 

 

 The Creation of an Organic Image 

 Millennials Perception of the Organic Consumer 

 Organic Consumption as a Trend 
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In order to understand these tendencies, we will partly draw on Levy’s (1957) arguments about the 

symbolic value of products, Belk’s (1988) notions of the self, Holt’s (1995) typologies of consumption 

and Giddens’ lifestyle in the late modernity. Additionally, other relevant theorists and researchers will 

be drawn in. 

 

5.4.1. The Creation of an Organic Image 

Possessions can become a part of peoples’ identity, and is a major reflection of the extended self (Belk 

1988). This view was shared by many of the respondents, expressing the connection between purchasing 

organic products and using it as a way of conveying a certain image and status to other people. 

 

“I guess some people buys organic as it fits with the image they want… and how others perceive them to 

be… it kind of gives you status, especially in Norway (§). They want to create an image showing they 

care about the environment, being responsible and healthy” (Marie, Group 1, S, 2016: §15:15/18). 

 

“Maybe organic is healthier, but it is also clearly about creating an image. Something that symbolizes 

who you are” (Sophie, Group 1, S, 2016: §15:19). 

 

These statements are reflected among several of the respondents, and it did not differ among the WP’s 

and the students or between the genders. The perception of buying organic labeled products in order to 

create a certain image can be understood in the light of Levy’s arguments about the symbolic value of 

products (Levy 1959). Levy (1957) claims that products are embedded with symbolic meaning and thus, 

the purchase decision also involves an evaluation of the symbolic meaning of the product. This indicates 

that these consumers buy products with the Ø-label as the symbolic meaning of it will reflect upon them 

as consumers (ibid.). Marie’s further comment that the Ø-label represents a status symbol can among 

other things be related to the perception that organic products has an expensive price. In this way, the 

symbolic meaning of the Ø-label consists of sending “the costly signal”, showing that they can afford to 

consume the more expensive organic alternative. Consequently, this reflects their purchasing power, 

sending a signal when they buy Ø-labeled products (Solomon 2010). The signaling value that the Ø-

label possess can also be connected to Holt’s consuming as classification concept. This means that 

consumers are able to classify themselves in relation to relevant others by using objects, such as the Ø-

label (Levy 1959; Holt 1995). In this regard, some of the respondents expressed the importance of the 

organic Ø-label in relation to others.  
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“… for example, when I’m having guests, the guests don’t know that they are served organic food, and 

it also becomes expensive, so… I rather buy cheaper products” (Mia, S, 2016: §24). 

 

This quotation might indicate that Mia sees the symbolic value behind the Ø-label, and perceive it as 

“the right food”. However, as she does not mention that ‘telling the guests’ is an alternative, she does 

not find any motivation to buy organic products when having guests, as the guests do not know if they 

are eating organic or not. Thus, she then prefers buying cheaper products instead. Interesting to note is 

that if the guest had known or would have seen the organic products, would she then do it for herself or 

for showing this organic behavior to others. The latter is clearly stated by Christian and Fredrik: 

 

“It’s something about how you want to be perceived. You may not choose the First Price cheese when 

you are cooking taco dinner with a lady you like, then you gladly buy a cheese that are higher in price” 

(Christian, Group 4, WP, 2016: §2:1). 

 

“If I cook dinner with someone, I don’t want to have the cheapest brands and products standing on the 

kitchen counter. I may buy organic” (Fredrik, Group 4, WP, 2016: §2:2). 

 

Christian and Fredrik’s attitude clearly reflects that they want their guests to perceive them as a certain 

type of consumer. When having organic products on the kitchen counter, this reflect the symbolic 

meaning embedded in the Ø-label (Levy 1959). This can also be related to Belk’s (1988) thoughts of 

possessions and the extended self, where the Ø-label reflects and symbolize the respondents’ identity 

and the extended self. It further relates to the perspective of consumption studies, where these 

respondents search for the “right” symbols (organic labeled products) that are the accepted products to 

use in order to be recognized by the tribe (guests) (Østergaard & Janzten, 2000). 

 

5.4.2. Millennials Perception of the Organic Consumer 

Organic food consumption can be perceived as a lifestyle or an identity. This perception was shared 

among several of the respondents. 

 

“For me, it would be great to only eat organic food, I would feel super fresh… but again, I think that I 

had been completely fanatical about it, I wouldn’t have managed to eat anything else other than 

organic. It would be a complete lifestyle. And I think that… those people that only eat organic, they 

must have it a bit exhausting” (Tiffany, WP, 2016: §17). 
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“…I believe that eating and purchasing organic food is very much about creating an identity, show a 

personality and an image above others” (Margrethe, Group 1, S, 2016: §15:20). 

 

These statements indicate that the respondents perceive organic food consumption as a lifestyle and an 

expression of identity, personality and image. Many believed that organic consumption is much about 

how you look at yourself, and how you want to be perceived. The respondents stated that organic food 

consumption is more than just meeting the basic needs (Nie & Zepeda 2011). This means that 

consumers are consuming the values that food provides (ibid.), which can further be related to von 

Essen and Englander (2013). They argue that when consumers choose a lifestyle based upon an organic 

diet they find an opportunity to establish a sense of stability, in terms of identity and belonging (ibid.). 

Consumers get positive self-rewarding feelings by purchasing organic food, which plays an important 

role in their quest for social acceptance and social identification (Hjelmar 2010). The decision on 

whether or not to eat and buy organic food, reflects and contributes to consumers’ daily routines and 

thereby a lifestyle (Giddens 1991). Thus, the perception among the respondents revealed that the 

decision of living an organic lifestyle is not only about how to act, but also who to be (ibid.). The 

respondents further expressed that organic food consumption results from an ideology, which is 

supported by Hughner et al. (2007), arguing that this ideology connects to a particular value system that 

affects personality measures, attitudes and consumption behavior. 

 

Moreover, Tiffany’s statement above further reflected a somewhat negative attitude to the behavior of 

organic consumers, referring to it as “exhausting”. This is also expressed by Christina: 

 

“I feel in a way that ecology is much about behavior… that organic consumers are health freaks, 

alternative... they go to stores that only sell organic food and... it’s almost a bit like manic behavior 

around it, it becomes a little intense, especially for those that goes all in, like vegans. The behavior can 

be a bit too much if you ask me” (Christina, WP, 2016: §19). 

 

Christina is metaphorically describing the consumers who buy organic products as health freaks. A 

freak can be referred to as a person who expresses an intense obsession with something that it resembles 

addiction, regarding as a monstrosity (Vocabulary 2016). This indicates that Christina perceives these 

people as being irrational and compulsive consumers. Holt’s (1995) typology of the consuming as 

classification is relevant in this regard. Christina clearly distinguishes between herself and these 

consumers and expresses a clear dissociation from this social group. In this way, the Ø-label serves as a 

classification of consumers (Holt 1995). Furthermore, when asking the focus groups respondents what 
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kind of people they believe are buying organic food, we quickly got the following responses from all 

four groups: 

 

“I believe that organic food is for the hipsters at Grünerløkka, and that they sell a lot of organic food 

there” (Fredrik, Group 4, WP, 2016: §4:30). 

 

“The hippies… Well, the people at Grünerløkka, they are often alternative, and wants to stand out, the 

hipsters” (Sophie, Group 1, S, 2016: §15:4). 

 

All four groups mentioned the ‘hipsters at Grünerløkka’, and some of the respondents in the interviews 

stated the same. A hipster can be defined as a young person that value independent thinking, and is 

trendy, stylish or progressive in an unconventional way (Vocabulary 2016). It appears that the 

respondents perceive organic consumers as people that wants to stand out, having well-informed 

opinions and attitudes. Grünerløkka was also mentioned as the place where these “organic hipsters” live 

and buy organic food. However, in the observational study, we found that Grünerløkka compared to 

Bislett did not differ severely in regards to how much organic products the consumers bought. The term 

“hippies” was also mentioned and associated to organic consumers among the respondents. This may be 

explained by the history, as the organic and natural food movement gain considerable traction during the 

hippie’s period, and began to take root as a legitimate and serious food choices during the 1960’s and 

1970’s (Weinstein 2013).  

 

5.4.3. Organic Consumption as a Trend 

Some of the respondents, mostly the women expressed that organic food consumption is connected to a 

trend. This can be explained due to the global health focus, where organic has emerged as a part of this 

trend (Aschemann-Witzel et al. 2013; Hamzaoui & Zahaf, 2008). 

 

“It has become very ‘trendy’ to eat organic. Norway is generally very trend based… (§) it has certainly 

become this focus on health and healthy eating, and I believe organic food has an effect on this image” 

(Margrethe, Group 1, S, 2016: §15:8/13). 

 

“I think that organic food has become a trend, and that many people are eating it without really 

knowing how much better it is. And then it’s the thing with sustainability, it has become very trendy to 

be sustainable. But I don’t believe that it is sustainable to only have organic production” (Lise, S, 2016: 

§18). 
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Margrethe and Lise’s quotations reflects several of the female respondent’s perception that organic food 

consumption is considered as a trend, and that many consumers wants to create an image of being 

healthy or sustainable. This is again related to Levy’s (1957) symbolic meaning of consumption. The Ø-

label is seen as a symbolic purchase, which is used as a reflection on how these respondents see 

themselves as consumers. The respondents’ perception can further be related to how organic food has 

been marketed, which has placed organic products as a trendy and fashionable item (Hill & Lynchehaun 

2002). Moreover, some of the respondents from the interviews expressed that they were influenced by 

trends, as Lotte expressed: 

 

“I choose food based upon the healthfulness and things I kind of want to… test out, like when it became 

very trendy to buy quinoa, then I bought quinoa, and that was the same with organic. I heard it was 

good and I wanted to test it” (Lotte, S, 2016: §3). 

 

Lotte’s statement can be seen in the light of Muralidharan et al. (2015). They argue that product 

preferences among Millennials are easily influenced by trends. Several of the respondents also appeared 

to be influenced by word-of-mouth, which indicates that interpersonal sources are an important factor 

influencing the respondents purchase decisions (Muralidharan et al. 2015). Some of the respondents 

from the focus groups further mentioned that buying organic food has much to do with your peer 

environment. If everyone in a group buys organic, then it becomes more naturally to follow the others. 

This is also related to Muralidharan et al. (2015), arguing that Millennials are easily influenced by their 

peer groups, and that popular trends and ideas are adopted due to peer pressure. 

 

5.4.4. Summary of Lifestyle and Image 

The above chapter has covered the main research question, looking into the respondents’ perception, 

attitudes and motivation towards organic food and consumption. We did not find any clear differences 

between the WP’s and the students, as the respondents’ perception and expressions was quite similar. 

However, interesting findings appeared. We discovered the perception among several of the respondents 

in how organic purchases is connected to the creation of a certain image and status. In this light, 

consumers buy organic products, as the symbolic meaning of the Ø-label is reflected upon them as 

consumers, expressing their personal attitude (Levy 1957). Thus, the Ø-label serves as maintenance of a 

certain lifestyle for the respondents, where the lifestyle revolves around a status symbol. This perception 

is a result of the high price of organic products, reflecting their purchasing power, which equals status. 

This is also connected to the fact that others expressed the importance of showing the organic purchases 

to other people as a motivating factor to buy them. 
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The organic lifestyle further revolved around the respondents’ perception that organic food consumption 

is an expression of identity (Belk 1988). Consumers get positive self-rewarding feelings, where organic 

purchases play an important role in their quest for social acceptance and social identification (Hjelmar 

2010). The organic lifestyle was also expressed with a negative attitude, referred to as exhausting and 

manic behavior. In this light, the respondents’ perception of the user of the Ø-label revolved around 

health freaks, the hipsters at Grünerløkka, and hippies. This indicates that these values do not match the 

respondents’ perception of self and thus, resulting in resistance towards the Ø-label. 

 

We further found that the females connected organic food consumption to a trend, and that the symbolic 

meaning of the Ø-label, becomes a reflection of how people see themselves as consumer. As a result, 

some expressed that they were influenced by trends, and we found that word-of mouth and interpersonal 

sources were important factors in their decision-making process (Muralidharan et al. 2015). 

 

5.5. Trust  
In this chapter, we cover the topic of trust. We analyze those who believe in the Ø-label, and those who 

share a more skeptical attitude towards it. Next, we elaborate the respondents trust towards traditional 

Norwegian food production. In the end, we cover the respondents’ belief that the government and the 

retailers have a certain responsibility in relation to organic food consumption. In this light, this chapter 

deal with the following topics: 

 

 A Trusted Label 

 Is it Really Trustworthy? 

 Trust Towards Traditional Norwegian Food 

 The Government and the Retailers’ Responsibility 

 

In order to understand the empirical results, we will partly draw on Giddens’ thoughts of trust and 

ignorance. In addition, we will compare our findings with previous research studies. 

 

5.5.1. A Trusted Label 

Our findings revealed that many of the respondents expressed trust towards the Ø-label. Trust is 

important in the modern food marketplace in order to reduce complexity and uncertainty (Grayson et al. 

2008).  
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“I feel that the organic label gives a guarantee that the food is organic and that it has followed the 

required rules, so yes I trust it… even though I don’t quite know what the rules are” (Niklas, S, 2016: 

§17). 

 

“I believe that the food is organic when the label is there, so I trust the label, without being able to give 

any reasons for it… it is certainly a bit naive, but… and I should probably investigate it a bit more, 

but… I trust it, and I just don’t think much about it” (Lotte, S, 2016: §15).  

 

As seen from the statements above, some of the respondents blindly rely on the Ø-label and its 

perceived trustworthiness. Though, the respondents are not able to reflect why they trust the label, 

which reveal lack of knowledge of the criteria that lies behind the Ø-label. Given their trust towards the 

label, it logically prompts descriptive product beliefs that the product is produced in a sustainable way, 

and without pesticides (Larceneux et al. 2011). Giddens (1990) argues how trust serves as a strategy to 

reduce complexity ensuring a balanced everyday life. The chosen lifestyle is preserved, when the 

authorities and other organizations are trusted in relation to handling risks (Giddens 1990). Even though 

the respondents appeared to have less knowledge of Debio who issues the Ø-label or only superficial 

understanding of organic food in general, these respondents still trust the label. This indicates that they 

have faith towards the label, and in that way they are able to reduce the insecurity and risks related to 

their daily purchases by using the label (Giddens 1990: Roos et al. 2010). 

 

5.5.2. Is it Really Trustworthy? 

Even though many of the respondents trusted the Ø-label, Thøgersen (2000) argues that consumers are 

often skeptical towards green product claims. This skeptical attitude was seen amongst the respondents 

towards the Ø-label, resulting in avoidance.  

 

“I feel like the word ‘organic’ is a little abused… it’s a bit like… for me, it is perceived as a cheap 

marketing trick” (Preben, Group 4, WP, 2016: §4:8). 

 

The statement above is reflected among the WP’s in the focus groups, believing that the Ø-label is made 

as a sales and marketing initiative. This can be seen in relation to Steinmetz (2015), who found that 

consumers believe ‘organic’ is just a marketing jargon with no real value or definition. This indicates 

that the respondents do not use the Ø-label as a helping guide throughout their grocery shopping, as they 

view the label as a sales tool. This results in skepticism about the labels objectives, which are reflected 

by negative attitudes. One reason for their negative attitude may lie within their relationship to the 
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authorities, represented by Debio. As none of the respondents had any knowledge of who Debio was, 

this can be one explanation. Giddens (1990) argues that all abstract systems depend on trust where trust 

is an inevitably part of faith, however, trust is not the same as faith, but it is what derives from that faith. 

Consequently, the consumers need to have trust and confidence in the issuer and the system behind the 

label in order to be able to trust the Ø-label (Giddens 1990; Roos et al. 2010; Hjelmar 2010). 

Accordingly, it appears that these respondents do not have faith in Debio and the Norwegian authorities 

that are issuing the Ø-label. This means that the less faith the consumer has in the food label system, 

will decrease the likelihood of trusting the Ø-label as a mental marker in their decision-making 

(Giddens 1990).  

 

“You may believe that organic eggs are the same as free-range eggs, but that is not given at all (§). 

People think that organic reflects animal welfare, but I don’t believe that is true. It’s the same with 

organic meat, the animals have been force-fed in the same way as normal animals, only with a little 

better feed. I believe many people think that organic is so much more than it really is” (Sophie, Group 

1, S, 2016: §5:12/14). 

 

In this quotation, Sophie appears to have less faith in the authorities issuing the Ø-label as she does not 

believe in their announcements about animal welfare, and that organic eggs reflect free-range hens. 

However, Sophie has difficulties explaining why she feels that way.  

 

“It’s the skepticism that makes you don’t want to pay more for it. When the price is twice as much, and 

you don’t trust that it’s true, it’s not worth it” (Henrik, Group 2, S, 2016: §11:1). 

 

“Well, you hear so much strange things with these labeling schemes. For examples the keyhole label, a 

lot of negative criticism… where the food is not as healthy as it is communicated… and it’s a bit like 

that with organic food and labeling, is it really that good?” (Ida, WP, 2016: §16). 

 

These quotations illustrate the respondents’ avoidance of the Ø-label. It appears that Ida’s skepticism 

and mistrust has resulted based on other less credible labeling schemes. However, most of the 

respondents’ statements, as reflected in Henrik’s quotation, seems to be based on less factual 

argumentation, as they do not specifically say why they do not trust the label. Their arguments and 

thoughts are embedded with uncertainty. The reason for this may be found in Giddens’ (1990) remarks 

about how ignorance always provides ground for skepticism. Giddens (1994) argues that when 

consumers are being skeptical about or having a negative attitude towards expertise claims used by 
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different systems, this indicates an expression of mistrust. The respondents that are avoiding the Ø-label 

expressed negative attitudes and mistrust in the label. This indicates that these respondents do not have 

enough knowledge to trust the Ø-label, which seems to be a result of lack of information and 

communication. Communication is key to build and retain trust, which is central for those who are 

skeptical (Roos et al. 2010). The importance is to create confidence in organic products as consumers 

need to believe that the food is produced according to organic principles (Hjelmar 2010).  

 

5.5.3. Trust Towards Traditional Norwegian Food 

Another important aspect that our findings revealed was the respondents’ strong preferences for 

Norwegian produced and labeled products. These products were seen as more trustworthy, as expressed 

by Martin and Pernille: 

 

“If you look at the chicken from Sweden, and how large it is, this is because it is packed with water and 

salt. Norway has strict rules and they control how things are produced, and then I trust that, and I guess 

the need is not that great for buying organic. People in general have a high trust towards traditional 

Norwegian food production, and I think people already believe it is ‘green produced’. Then, people 

choose traditional food as they experience it as safe and clean” (Martin, Group 4, WP, 2016: §11:13).  

 

“You are naturally positive to Nyt Norge labeled products. I almost think automatically that it is 

organic, and you think that it is safe and healthy” (Pernille, Group 3, WP, 2016: §4:11). 

 

As seen from the statements above, the respondents emphasize that Norway in general has very strict 

rules, requirements and control, resulting in high trust, believing that the food is produced safely and 

properly, without any risk. This indicate that due to high trust, this may result in low demand for organic 

food, as many consumers believe that Norwegian production is already “green”, organic and good. This 

can be seen in relation to Bjørkhaug (2009), arguing that Norwegian consumers have a high degree of 

confidence in Norwegian food production and labels, which is one reason why consumers do not find it 

necessary to buy organic food. It is further argued that many Norwegian consumers hold the same 

attitude (ibid.). Another explanation in relation to the high trust in Norwegian labels is expressed in the 

following statement: 

 

“It should be natural and local food, that is trustworthy. If it says ‘made in china’ on the product, then 

everything can be listed. But if the product is labeled Nyt Norge, you get a more experienced quality of 

the food” (Henrik, Group 2, S, 2016: §4:3). 
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“When it says Nyt Norge you know that it is from Norway, but when it says organic, you don’t know 

completely. You are perhaps more willing to buy something from Norway, than pay for something you 

don’t know what is, and even pay more” (Sondre, Group 2, S, 2016: §6:4). 

 

Arguably, from Henrik statements, the reason for expressing higher trust to Norwegian labeled food, 

might be due to the issue of distance. The respondents seem to prefer locally produced food, where 

Norwegian certifications and producers have a higher trust and preferences compared to organic 

products, foreign producers and certifications. This is consistent with the report from Virke (2015). 

Thus, Norwegian produced products are valued higher than organic products. Sondre’s statement further 

reflect some of the respondents lack of knowledge of organic food production and organic food in 

general. This indicate that the respondents are more willing to pay for a Norwegian labeled product than 

an organic product as they do not understand what they are paying for. 

 

5.5.4. The Government and the Retailer’s Responsibility 

Another discussion topic that emerged in our findings, was the respondents’ belief in the governments’ 

responsibility in initiating and increasing organic food consumption. 

 

“It’s a lot about how much the government actually do, how much they contribute to the demand for 

organic food. If it had been organic food in schools or at your work place, maybe you had been more 

affected. The government holds a large market power, and should take more initiative and actions” 

(Cecilie, Group 1, S, 2016: §17:27). 

 

Cecilie’s statement reflects many of the respondents’ concern believing that the government is doing a 

weak performance in creating incentives and demands towards organic food consumption. The 

respondents expressed that compared to other Scandinavian countries, the government are not using 

their purchasing power to increase demand of organic food. Cecilie claims that if the government had 

used some of the national food budget on organic food in the government’s canteens, hospitals and other 

institutions, this would perhaps increase the consumption. The respondents further mentioned the 

government or the retailer’s role in the aspect of price and increased knowledge.  

 

“… I also think that the government can come in and maybe look into this because... if Denmark are 

able to have prices that are similar, then Norway should be able to have it as well…” Stine, Group 3, 

WP, 2016: §12:6). 
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“I definitely believe that consumer’s knowledge needs to increase around organic food in general and 

the Debio label. It requires both resources and patience to get people to consistently choose organic, 

and I think that the government, or the retailers has a big role in it” (Peder, S, 2016: §29). 

 

Stine’s statement focus on the aspect of price, believing that the government needs to take some of the 

cost to make the prices more similar to non-organic products. This indicates that if the government is 

able to support the organic production methods, or provide incentives to the retail chains, the end user 

may potentially experience a lower price. This is found as an explanation for organic market success in 

other countries, such as Denmark, where the government plays an important role in facilitating and 

creating demand amongst consumers (Thøgersen 2010). Peder further states the government and the 

retailer’s responsibility in increasing the general knowledge around organic food and the Ø-label, with 

the goal to make consumers understand the benefits and the values behind. This was also revealed by 

others, stating that the government or the retailers should create greater credibility, carry out a clearer 

message through advertising and information, and get ‘organic’ more implemented in consumers’ mind. 

This further finds expression in another statement: 

 

“Norwegians spend lots of money on food and we are concerned with quality. I think that if the 

branding of organic food had been differently, then there would perhaps be a bigger market for it… I 

mean there is a market to sell better quality at higher price” (Fredrik, Group 4, WP, 2016: 16:2§). 

 

Fredrik believe that organic products may have failed the brand positioning process. Brand positioning 

is a way to establish key brand associations in the minds of the consumers as a way to differentiate a 

brand and accomplish competitive advantages (Keller et al. 2002). This indicates that organic products 

lack the point-of-difference, meaning it has not given a reason why consumers should buy products with 

the Ø-label. Thus, organic products and the Ø-label has not incorporated dimensions that differentiate it 

from conventional products (Keller et al. 2013). 

 

5.5.5. Summary of Trust 

Trust is an important part of consumers decision-making, and helps reduce complexity in the modern 

food marketplace. In this regard the chapter of trust attempts to answer sub-question two. We have 

identified that several of the respondents trusted the Ø-label, but they were not able to reflect the 

reasoning behind. Their trust indicated faith towards the label, and they were able to minimize risk and 

insecurity by using the Ø-label as a mental marker (Hansen & Thomsen 2014; Roos et al. 2010). On the 

other hand, some respondents had skeptical attitudes towards the Ø-label, which steered them away. 
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Their mistrust and skepticism seems to be based on lack of knowledge. Also, less credible labeling 

schemes had a spillover effect on the Ø-label.  

 

Another important aspect revealed amongst the respondents, was their high trust and confidence towards 

Norwegian produced and labeled products, where many preferred local food, as they believed 

Norwegian food symbolize good quality. This appeared to be a reason for avoiding organic food, as they 

did not find it necessary, especially due to price and lack of knowledge. On the other hand, many 

believed that the branding of organic food products should be better differentiated (Keller et al. 2002), 

which might have given them a reason to buy Ø-labeled products. 

 

Finally, the respondents considered that the responsibility for initiating and increasing organic food 

consumption in Norway lies in the hand of the government and the retailers. They further believed that 

the government and the retailers should inform the consumers about organic food, creating demand. 

This shows that the respondents put all the responsibility onto “others”, while they could have just gone 

and investigated it on their own. This might show an indication of either lack of interest or just pure 

indolence. 
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5.6 Main Differences and Organic Profiles 
As a final part in our analysis is a summary of the main differences between the students and the 

working professionals in relation to sub-question three. We have classified three different types of 

organic profiles amongst the respondents based on their relation to organic food. The three consumer 

profiles will be connected to the previous parts in the analysis. They will further provide an overview in 

relation to our main research question involving their perception, attitudes, motivation and knowledge 

towards organic food and the Ø-label, which all relates to their degree of organic consumption. The 

health association will be disclosed as well (SQ2).  

 

5.6.1. The Differences Between the Two Groups of Millennials 

Previous research has often explored organic food consumption on a wide selection of consumers and 

cultures, thus, we wanted to study differences on a narrower selection. We therefore chose the group of 

Millennials in Norway, with the aim to study the WP’s and the students as we believed it existed 

differences on a larger scale. This was partly based on research by Diamoantopoulos et al. (2003) and 

Axelson (1986), who found education and income to be of big influence on organic consumption, 

besides gender. However, throughout our studies, we did not find any major differences between the 

WP’s and the students, which contradicts the importance of high education and income on organic 

consumption. During the various methods, some differences occurred, although this leveled out when 

comparing the results. Consequently, it becomes apparent that it is necessary to use multiple methods, 

and not limit yourself when doing research. The following part will summarize and outline the most 

significant differences between the two groups of Millennials and between the genders. The similarities 

between the two groups will not be summarized, as these were covered in the analysis. 

 

Lack of knowledge was an important barrier to organic consumption. Although it did not occur major 

differences between the genders or the two groups of Millennials, the female respondents appeared to 

possess more knowledge than the males. In general, the male respondents were more skeptical towards 

organic food compared to the women, and the males paid less attention to the Ø-label. Surprisingly, our 

findings revealed that more students purchased organic food compared to the WP’s, which contradicts 

the aspect of income being of large influence (Diamoantopoulos et al. 2003; Axelson 1986). This 

indicates that organic consumption is much about personal attitude. The main motivation for buying 

organic food was personal and self-fish reasons related to health, however, environmental concerns 

were more emphasized amongst the women. We further identified that more WP’s perceived organic 

food as healthier than conventional food compared to the students. This shows a discrepancy in our 
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findings as the motivation amongst the WP’s should have been greater due to the perceived health 

association as well as better income. The majority of the males, mostly the WP’s perceived organic food 

as less appealing, where they based their purchase decision on physical attributes. On the other hand, the 

students expressed a higher perceived quality and taste of organic products compared to the WP’s, 

resulting in a bigger motivation towards organic food. The female respondents perceived organic 

consumption as part of a trend, which stems from the respondents’ belief that Norwegian consumers are 

highly trend-based. Finally, the students were more influenced by social influences compared to the 

WP’s, where interpersonal sources and recommendation from peers affects their decision-making.  

 

5.6.2. The Three Organic Millennials 

The three different types of organic profiles that emerged from our analysis are named: the regular 

organic, the randoms, and the skeptics. A common denominator amongst the respondents was their 

overall positive attitudes. Their intention and willingness to buy organic food exist, however the barriers 

usually outweigh their motivations and behavior.  

 

The Regular Organics 

The regular buyer is characterized of being an organic consumer who prioritize organic food in various 

degrees, dependent on their economy. These consumers do not purchase every product in an organic 

version, but choose those categories they feel is most important for them. Some has made organic food 

and the Ø-label as a part of their lifestyle and share positive attitudes. Their motivation for buying 

organic is mostly based on personal and selfish reasons, and their knowledge is somewhat higher 

compared to the other organic profiles. They further trust the Ø-label, which provides security in their 
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everyday life (Giddens 1990). These consumers manage to justify the price difference as they perceive it 

to be better and as a result, worth the extra money. However, they naturally see price as a barrier, as 

they want to consume more organic food.  

 

“Yes, as I mentioned earlier, I am really committed to buy organic products. About 40 % of what I buy 

on a daily basis is organic… (§) and what affects me to buy it, well, I believe it is healthier than 

traditional food” (Castilnano, WP, 2016: §19/20). 

 

Castilnano is a good example of a regular organic 

consumer. He believes organic food is healthier than 

conventional food, better, more tasteful and has a 

higher quality. Naturally, he has positive 

associations towards organic food leading to 

positive attitudes which makes him motivated to 

buy. Thus, attitudes are highly connected to these 

respondent’s perception and knowledge of organic food as attitudes are learned predispositions that 

stems from prior experience, social influence or marketing exposure. As a result, positive attitudes have 

a major effect on buying behavior (Lin & Yen 2006: Schiffman et al. 2008). These consumers are in line 

with the general profile called ‘typical organic products consumers’ that cares about the environment, 

their health and are willing to pay a price premium for organic food (Hamzaoui & Zahaf 2008). 

Conclusively, organic consumption is a clear expression of personal attitudes. 

 

The Randoms 

The random buyer does not consciously look for 

organic products when grocery shopping, but they do 

occasionally buy it. They might choose an organic 

product if the price difference is not too large or if 

they have picked an organic product without being 

aware of it. Thus, their behavior is random and not 

consistent. They might choose an organic vegetable 

some days, and other days’ non-organic ones. These respondents explain their low organic buying 

behavior to be randomly and due to their lack of knowledge they cannot justify the price difference. 

However, they would like to buy more organic if the barriers were removed.  
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“If I stand between two products and the organic label is on one of them I might choose it, but I don’t 

consciously look after it” (Obs. Woman, WP, 2016: §resp.13).  

 

This quotation reflects the random buyer amongst the respondents. They do not plan on buying organic 

products as it is not really top of their mind, but if an organic product appears in front of them, they 

might sometimes change their behavior towards purchase. These consumers have trust towards the Ø-

label. In this group the health association is more nuanced, where some believe it is healthier, while 

others do not. In general, they have positive associations towards organic food leading to positive 

attitudes which sometimes, randomly makes them motivated to buy. 

 

The Skeptics 

The skeptics includes those who shares a skeptical attitude towards organic food based on low 

credibility, lack of knowledge and understanding. Their ignorance of the label, results in mistrust. They 

do not see any additional value or the long-term effect of the Ø-label, and the health perception is 

varied. Some of these respondents consciously avoids organic food and if they mistake an organic Ø-

labeled product, they quickly put it back due to the expensive price.  

 

“Well… ‘organic’ is used everywhere now, such as at the corner where I live, you can get an organic 

spray tan. That makes me lose my confidence in it” (Preben, WP, 2016: §10:20). 

 

The skeptics are mostly reflected among the male 

students. Their decision-making is primarily based on 

price, and some perceive the label as misleading. It 

appears to be a connection between their lack of faith 

in the Ø-label and their lack of knowledge, which is 

lower than the other consumer profiles. Their 

negative attitude clearly reflects lack of motivation in 

purchasing organic food.  

 

Consequently, one must consider that these profiles have different organic buying behavior. This needs 

to be taken into consideration when marketing to Millennials, since each profile needs a different 

communication strategy. Therefore, one must assess if the objective of the communication is to create, 

increase or maintain a brand attitude or modify or change brand attitude (Percy & Rosenbaum-Elliott 

2009).  
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter deals with the reflection on how the knowledge that we have shaped through our studies 

can be employed. Our findings revealed challenges and opportunities that will be discussed, and thus, 

we will apply the findings into insights about the tendencies that we have recognized. The discussion 

and reflection of the insights will result in specific recommendations to the Norwegian authorities, 

retailers and the producers of food. The relevant recommendations are compared to Millennials 

expectations of organic food and consumption. We hope that these recommendations will better 

motivate consumer behavior towards organic food in a more positive direction, and hopefully, we are 

able to provide the Norwegian market and academia with new and interesting insights. 

 

6.1. Discussion  
Considering the fact that recent years have witnessed a growing interest for clean, healthy and 

sustainable food, organic food products still occupy a market niche in Norway. Throughout our study, 

we have contributed to a more common understanding of Millennials’ perception, motivation and 

attitudes towards organic food, labeling and consumption. In general, the respondents’ attitude towards 

organic food and the Ø-label was overall positive and the findings also revealed a high willingness to 

buy. However, the respondents appeared price sensitive, arguing that Norwegian food prices are already 

expensive. Thus, the even higher price of organic products affected many and resulted in avoidance. 

Consequently, price was revealed as the most important barrier to organic consumption. Regardless of 

their current low motivation for buying organic food, it is likely that they would purchase organic if the 

price was closer to conventional food. In addition to price, the respondents further expressed a negative 

attitude towards the label, which took the shape of skepticism. The Ø-label was perceived as misleading 

and some also believed it to be a sales and marketing initiative.  

 

Even though all of the respondents expressed awareness to the Ø-label, this did not imply understanding 

or that it leads them towards organic consumption. Several of the respondents did not know the 

advantages of the label, or what distinguishes organic food from non-organic. As a result, the 

respondents expressed lack of knowledge of the Ø-label and the requirements behind. The majority of 

the respondents were only able to superficially explain what organic food actually entails and 

uncertainty surfaced. Some of the respondents also mentioned that there was not enough information in 

general to make it become an initiative to purchase. Thus, they perceived organic products to be too 

expensive, and due to lack of knowledge, they found it hard to justify the price. These respondents did 

not understand the connection between the high price and the value that lies behind the label. The lack 
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of knowledge further led to lack of trust and lack of motivation. However, one might consider that the 

lack of knowledge is a result from their low effort in gaining knowledge on their own, which may 

indicate lack of interested in organic food. Though, our findings showed that Millennials had a high 

degree of willingness to buy regardless of their level of knowledge. Consequently, the lack of 

knowledge is of crucial importance to increase motivation.  

 

It can further be assumed that their lack of knowledge is partly due to low media coverage of organic 

food. The respondents were highly affected by media, and as such, if organic food had been better 

exposed, this might have changed their behavior towards organic consumption. Media coverage is 

therefore vital in order to increase Millennials’ knowledge.  

 

On the other side, an opportunity for organic food and the Ø-label was found within the tendency that 

some of the respondents articulated great trust in the organic Ø-label and have adopted the label into 

their daily lifestyle. Even if price was still a barrier to purchase, it clearly showed that organic 

consumption was a reflection of personal attitudes, where these respondents considered organic 

products as the right product choice. 

 

In relation to the perception of organic food and the users of the Ø-label, several of the respondents 

connect the purchase of organic products to a certain image, status, lifestyle and identity. Even though 

many held the perception around it, arguing that it was a quest for social acceptance and identification 

others expressed their need for showing this lifestyle to other people, and were influenced by the 

organic trend in the Norwegian society. 

 

Our findings further revealed that several of the respondents expressed confusion in relation to 

availability, assortment and visibility of organic products. This was related to the grocery stores 

different priorities of organic food as well as the visibility in terms of noticing and distinguishing 

organic from conventional. These factors were important for many of the respondents when buying 

groceries, and thus, due to low availability and visibility, this resulted in reduced purchases of organic 

food. Consequently, these factors constitute challenges for organic consumption. 

 

Other general findings were related to the respondents’ high confidence in Norwegian food products. 

The respondents’ beliefs in the governments strict rules and regulation for agriculture and exported food 

products led to a general perception that the food were considered safe, authentic and almost organic. 

Due to their high confidence, organic food seems to be less attractive. Furthermore, the majority of the 
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respondents held a positive attitude in relation to organic eggs. Even the respondents who tried avoiding 

Ø-labeled products viewed organic eggs as the right thing to buy. This was mostly based on media 

impressions in relation to animal welfare.  

 

In regards to the health association, it was mostly the WP’s who perceived organic food to be healthier 

than conventional food, however more students purchased organic food. The health association might be 

influenced by their own subjective opinions, thinking that organic food is more desirable than 

conventional food. Organic food is for many based on the idea that ‘natural’ or ‘quality’ is better, where 

the perception of natural and quality is linked to health. One would assume that more WP’s would have 

bought organic as they perceive it as healthier and have better income. However, the health benefit did 

not motivate their buying intention. 

 

As previously mentioned, our study did not reveal any major differences between the students and the 

WP’s. The differences lie more within the genders than between the two groups, and factors such as 

income and education did not have any significant impact on organic consumption among the 

respondents. This was seen in the light of Wier et al. (2008) socio-demographic factors influencing 

organic consumption. Consequently, as this study did not reveal any major differences, this matter will 

not be discussed and elaborated on any further. As a final remark, it is clearly evident that there is a 

strong correlation between what the Millennials are concerned with and influenced by when grocery 

shopping in general and their reasons for why they do not consume more organic food.  

 

From the discussion above, we have identified four challenges for organic food and the Ø-label. These 

challenges have resulted in four recommendations to the Norwegian authorities, retailers and the 

producers of food. We will emphasize these into details in the following. These recommendations are 

targeted at the three organic profiles with the intention of making consumers see the benefits with 

organic food. The purpose is not, after all to push organic consumption into mandatory behavior. Thus, 

organic consumption should be market driven, which hopefully will be a result of consumers’ increased 

positive perception, attitudes and motivation. 

 

 Challenge 1: Lack of knowledge 

 Challenge 2: Lack of availability and visibility 

 Challenge 3: Difficulties in distinguishing organic from conventional 

 Challenge 4: The expensive price 
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6.2. Recommendations 

6.2.1. The Primary Challenge is the Lack of Knowledge 

The fact that almost every respondent lack knowledge of what organic food actually entails, as well as 

their unawareness of Debio as the issuer of the label, might stem from the fact that organic food and 

labeling has not been sufficiently marketed. Additionally, the respondents did not understand the 

meaning behind the label. Therefore, we propose the following recommendation to the Norwegian 

authorities and Debio: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This recommendation stems from the fact that the general knowledge is weak, which is clearly 

underlined by the respondents. The recommendation concern both the label but also organic food in 

general. As the label and the audit is based on an agreement with Mattilsynet, who is owned by the 

Norwegian authorities’, both Debio and Norwegian authorities are responsible as well as promoters of 

it. Thus, we recommend that Debio in collaboration with Matmerk, Oikos, and Statens 

Landbruksforvaltning (SLF) as well as the retail chains Coop, Reitan and Norgesgruppen initiate a joint 

organic communication campaign. Although Norway has previously conducted some organic 

campaigns, our study clearly shows that Millennials still lack the necessary knowledge, which seems to 

be essential in order to change their behavior.  

 

Percy & Rosenbaum-Elliott (2009) emphasizes the importance of specifying the target audience in your 

marketing communication, if not, the consequences is reaching no one. Our recommendation is to target 

the Millennials, based on our study that these consumers are highly influenced by word-of-mouth, peer 

environment and media. As Millennials are characterized as consumers with strong opinions (Pierini 

2015), they might take positions as opinion leaders and spread positive word-of-mouth about organic 

food to others (Solomon 2010). The most important objective with the campaign is to increase 

knowledge about organic food, production and labeling and to get more consumers to choose organic 

products. However, it is important that Debio decide if the campaign should put more focus on e.g. 

changing attitude or increasing attitude. The communication should be based on clear, honest and 

transparent information, creating a relationship between the consumers and the brand (Ø-label) (Hjelmar 
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2010; Levinson 2015). Additionally, the campaign should have optimal communication of the ‘organic 

key messages’ and communicate the advantages and differences compared to conventional food, as this 

was requested from the respondents. In this way, consumers can understand the values and benefits that 

lies behind organic food, which might result in acceptance of the high price. The campaign should 

further include key attributes and values such as natural, safe, modern, tasty and high quality, which is 

linked to the common associations the Millennials expressed in relation to organic food. Though, it is 

important that consumers are continuously confronted with organic information that creates tangible 

benefits. This means that the campaign should run over a longer time period. Also, increased knowledge 

will hopefully create higher trust, and turn the skeptics attitudes towards trustworthiness.  

 

Moreover, the fact that several of our respondents perceived organic eggs as the right product choice, 

even those who did not purchase organic products, shows that the influence of the media hysteria has 

affected them greatly. The negative communication about how the hens actually are treated has made an 

impact on many of the respondents, resulting in the purchase of organic eggs instead. This behavior has 

been found as a norm because it has been told in a frightful way. This further indicates that consumers 

are highly affected by fearful communication, which opens their eyes for the advantages of organic 

products. Based on this, Debio should create an alternative campaign emphasizing their communication 

on appeals that reaches Millennials’ bad conscience in the same way as with the eggs, in addition to the 

main campaign.  

 

6.2.2. Lack of Availability and Visibility 

We identified a challenge among several of the respondents in regards of the organic availability and 

exposure in-store. The respondents felt it was a lack of organic assortment on a general basis in most 

grocery stores, and the visibility was not good enough. Numerous respondents expressed that organic 

food should be placed together, making it easier for them to differentiate the various products. 

Consequently, the following proposition is recommended for the three retail chains as they have a strong 

power to influence consumer’s purchase behavior. The recommendation is meant as a guiding solution 

that could have a positive effect on these challenges as well as consumers’ motivation and attention. 
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First of all, the retailers should offer more organic products in stores, however, this is difficult to 

manage until the stores sees the financial benefits of it and the increased demand amongst consumers. 

This might be solved if the government took a more active role in encouraging retail stores to see the 

market potential that lies in the organic sector. We argue that this demand starts with the visibility of 

organic products. Thus, as a start we recommend the retail stores to preferably create an “organic 

corner” so consumers can easily notice organic products. By creating an organic in-store environment, a 

different kind of exposure is created, which also reflects what organic stands for: natural, green, quality. 

For instance, fruit and vegetables should be placed in boxes in natural materials such as wood in order 

to separate organic fruit and vegetables from regular ones usually placed in green plastic boxes. This 

would enhance, frame and differentiate organic fruit and vegetables. Consumers might gain good 

associations due to the natural associations.  

 

Moreover, clear signage is important in order to draw consumers’ attention to organic items. The price 

tags on the shelves should include a visible Ø-label, and the organic shelves should be visible by green 

signs. Another solution creating attention in-store is samples by exhibiting e.g. organic fresh cut fruit. 

Our study revealed that the respondents were influenced by samples in store, and that this often 

influenced their purchase. In this way, consumers will get a positive organic experience in store, which 

might influence their willingness to buy. This solution will hopefully boost sales of various organic 

products in-store. Our main recommendation is that retailers should stimulate sales by using in-store 

tactics in terms of layout and placement which is connected to visibility. The challenge is to give 

organic food the exposure it deserves, offering a versatile assortment as many of the respondents prefer 

availability and convenience when grocery shopping (Hjelmar 2010).  



 

 103 

6.2.3. The Challenge in Distinguishing Organic from Conventional 

During our study we found that many respondents based their buying decisions on product appearance, 

something they also were highly influenced by. Freshness was important on fruit and vegetables, and 

color usage, design of logo and packaging had to be appealing. Ultimately, package design was seen as 

a tool that drew attention, where appealing design had an effect on increased willingness to buy. Among 

the respondents, the Ø-label did not appear noticeable, as several mentioned the difficulties in 

distinguishing organic products from conventional ones. These factors indicate that changes needs to be 

made in terms of the Ø-label and the organic package design. In this light, more consumers will notice 

the organic products in the crowded shelves and be able to easily tell it apart from non-organic 

(Hemmerling et al. 2013). Visual elements are especially important in low involvement decision 

making, like grocery shopping, where other attributes become less important (Silayoi & Speece 2004). 

Therefore, we propose the following recommendation to the different brands that sell organic product 

lines: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The first solution is increasing the Ø-label’s size, making it more 

visible on each organic product. The placement needs to be 

considered, and located on a contrasting background in order to 

stand out. The color of green should be kept as the respondents 

expressed it to be the “right” color. Thus, the elements of the 

logo are crucial to maximize the effectiveness it has on 

consumers’ attention (Bialkova & van Trijp 2010). Further, the 

products have to become more authentic in relation to the 

respondents’ associations of organic food. From our study, words 

such as natural, old-school, green and healthy were linked with 

the organic term. We suggest that organic products need a 

packaging design that communicates the right message, the 

organic, through visual elements, inspired by consumers’ 
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associations. The natural origin of the product, especially if it is produced in Norway, should be 

emphasized as the respondents prefer local food. The imagery used has to convey organic, where 

images of nature would fit well. The packaging of some products should have an old-school feel to it by 

using different materials, textures and recyclable paper. The font should clearly label the ‘organic’ term 

in addition to the Ø-label, which will help consumers recognize organic products. The packaging should 

also include a clear outlining of what symbolizes an organic product, providing consumers with more 

knowledge. However, the visual elements should be simple in design, and not too much clutter. Our 

recommendation is to give consumers a greater experience with organic products than with 

conventional. These suggestions related to design and visual elements could improve the organic profile 

in the grocery stores, and make them stand out from conventional products. Thus, these 

recommendations play an essential role in the branding of organic products. 

 

6.2.4. The Challenge of the Expensive Price 

We identified that the respondents are price-sensitive even if they have a professional job and stable 

income. Thus, price was the most important barrier in relation to organic purchases, which was also 

seen in regards of lack of knowledge, making it difficult to justify the expensive price and the price 

difference. However, the respondents’ willingness to buy was high, and almost every respondent 

expressed they would buy more organic food if the price was lower or more similar to non-organic 

products.  

 

When comparing the Norwegian organic market to Denmark, one difference among others, shows that 

Denmark have chosen to reduce the price of organic products over the next five years corresponding to 

1 billion (Coop Danmark 2016). This was also expressed by some of the respondents with personal 

experience from Denmark, that Denmark has a better organic market than Norway. They also believed 

if Denmark could lower the price, Norway could do it as well. However, we realize that in order for 

Norway to do the same, the Norwegian authorities needs to prioritize a lot of money, which may not be 

that simple. Instead, we propose the following recommendation to the three retail chains, Coop, Reitan 

and Norgesgruppen: 
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Due to the fact that the respondents experienced a high price difference between organic and 

conventional products, membership discount on organic products can be a good solution to motivate 

organic behavior. Membership cards are quite popular amongst the Norwegian population, and Coop 

Norway offers a Coop-card that has 1.5 million members, and Norgesgruppen has 2 million members on 

their Trumf-card (Coop Norge; Norgesgruppen 2015). Additionally, grocery stores such as Kiwi and 

Meny, part of Norgesgruppen, offers health bonus on selected fresh fish, fruits and vegetables, and 

whole-wheat bread to its members, offering 7 % discount (Meny Norge; Kiwi, Bjørkøy 2015). 

Ultimately, the retail chains have experienced increased sales due to the membership discount on 

regular food. Therefore, we believe it is a good idea to establish a membership discount on organic food 

as well. The discount should be 7 % since this is the “normal” discount used. Also, organic food should 

be incorporated in the “health bonus” that is already established. The retail chains could start off by 

giving discount on fruit and vegetables only, and if it becomes popular, other organic products could be 

included as well. Even if this incentive is directed towards the three retail chains, the governments 

should also take some part of it, and support the costs. We feel that this incentive is a good solution in 

order to increase motivation due to a lowered price on organic products if consumers use these 

membership cards. As a result, the barrier of the expensive price is to a certain degree reduced. 
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CHAPTER 7: CRITICAL REFLECTIONS 
Organic food consumption is a vast and complex subject that is constantly evolving. Differences occur 

across countries and cultures, and the organic behavior changes continuously. Ultimately, this makes the 

search for relevant theories complex. There are further limitations concerning the use of our theoretical 

foundation, where we could have included even more known theorists and frameworks in order to create 

depth and understanding of each of the chapters’ topic. This is clearly a point of critique. 

 

Important to note is that this thesis is solely based on qualitative methods, where the limitations 

associated is related to validity and reliability. Participants have different assumptions and attitudes 

which are products of their experiences, history, and cultural background (Rasborg 2009). However, the 

respondents’ subjective opinions and experiences, result in that this study does not necessarily becomes 

applicable to a larger population. All participants were from Oslo and surrounding areas, as well as 

belonging to the target group of Millennials. As such, the results are not representative to all Millennials 

in Norway and can neither be applicable to other countries, or cultures, making generalization 

impossible. Further, the size of the sample and the strategy for selecting participants were chosen partly 

by convenience. This can have affected the results because it might not have been a ‘fair’ sampling as 

the whole population has not been taken into consideration when choosing the respondents. This further 

leads to restrictions related to validity. Moreover, although we conducted in-store observation to 

measure actual behavior, it would indeed be useful to acquire insights from the same respondents that 

participated in the interviews and the focus groups. However, the insights from the observational study 

still gave a picture of the actual behavior corresponding to the statements from the respondents in the 

other methods. Also, since we saw the observation as a supporting method to strengthen our findings, 

we chose to put less emphasis on it during the analysis. In retrospect we acknowledge that we could 

have applied more of the observational data. 

 

Moreover, our aim for this qualitative study was to answer the questions of how and why, and not 

particularly focusing on the what, when and who, which is related to quantitative approaches. However, 

by including quantitative methods, the data could have been more consistent, precise and reliable. Due 

to a limited amount of space, this thesis has not taken any statistical or financial matters into account, 

which clearly reflects a weakness and the recommendations are therefore only based on the findings 

from the study. 
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When performing qualitative methods one probability is the misunderstandings of the respondents’ 

words and explanations in the interpretation process. Bryman (2004) propose an on-going analysis to 

overcome this limitation. This means giving the respondents’ the chance to confirm the interpretations 

that was done in the analysis and thus secure credibility. Unfortunately, we did not have the opportunity 

to outdo this kind of feedback due to limited of time. In relation to the focus groups, we emphasize the 

concern that the questions asked could have been fewer and more general. In addition, the interview 

guides could have been more diverse from each other, to obtain broader viewpoints. 

 

This thesis has not put a focus on employing a single case study or looking at solely one company or 

retailer. By narrowing it down or working with a brand or a retailer with separate organic product lines 

could have provided deeper insights, leading us to more specific results. However, we tried to narrow it 

down to the target audience of Millennials and we also believed this group to be highly influenced by 

the organic trend. The target group of Millennials were further chosen based on our belief that it would 

exist differences between the working professionals and the students. However, no major differences 

occurred, and thus, we could have compared the Millennials towards a different target group, e.g. the 

Baby Boomers.  

 

There are clearly risks involved that our subjective perceptions have affected the outcome at all stages 

from data collection to the analysis. Even though we tried to avoid this as much as possible, it is 

recognized as a possible point of critique. In the analysis, some of the respondents’ quotations are used 

more than others. This was done as these quotations gave a more complete picture of the majority of the 

respondents’ opinions and beliefs.  

 

Taken the limitations into account, this study provides a starting point for future research into the area of 

organic marketing opportunities and suggestions on how to increase consumer behavior towards organic 

food.  
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CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSION 
The objective of this thesis was to achieve an understanding of the Norwegian Millennials’ perception, 

attitudes and motivation towards organic food, consumption and the Ø-label. Through four sub-

questions we were able to dig deeper into Millennials as consumers in the marketplace, their decision-

making process and their relationship to organic consumption. In this light, we were able to explore 

Millennials’ understanding and health associations. By structuring the analysis into different topics, a 

better overview and understanding was attained. The findings from the analysis was further discussed 

and reflected upon, where challenges followed. Ultimately, we came up with four recommendations for 

the Norwegian authorities, retailers and the producers of foods. 

 

We conclude that the respondents’ awareness of the Ø-label was high. However, the majority of the 

respondents lack knowledge of what organic food actually entails, the criteria behind and Debio. Their 

lack of knowledge was seen as a huge barrier, preventing many from buying. Our perception of this 

indicates that the Norwegian authorities may have failed in communicating the concept of organic food, 

the additional value and the long term effect. 

 

The respondents’ negative attitudes towards organic food and the Ø-label resulted in ignorance of the 

label as well as skepticism and mistrust (Giddens 1990). These consumers did not see any additional 

value with organic food, or the long-term effect, ending up comparing organic with conventional based 

on similar terms. Consequently, their decision-making was prominently based on price, and to justify 

their perception of the expensive price these consumers perceived the Ø-label as less credible, thus 

misleading (Hansen & Thomsen 2006). These respondents perceived the Ø-label as a symbolic vessel of 

irrational decision-making and an ‘exhausting’ lifestyle (Levy 1959). Their negative attitude was related 

to lack of knowledge, expressed as a huge barrier to organic purchases, which reflected their lack of 

motivation. This group of respondents represents the skeptics consumer profile. 

 

On the other hand, many of the respondents held positive attitudes towards organic food and the Ø-

label, even the respondents’ who did not prioritized buying organic food. These positive attitudes 

reflected high willingness to buy. Unfortunately, many avoided buying due to the barriers of price, lack 

of knowledge, availability and visibility. This characterizes the random consumer profile. 

 

The respondents that viewed organic food and the Ø-label as a part of their lifestyle shared a positive 

and encouraging attitude. These respondents were mostly motivated based on healthiness, “the better 
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for me” aspect, taste and quality, namely personal and selfish reasons. They trusted the Ø-label, which 

provided security in their everyday life, as a way of minimizing risks in regards to their choice of 

product (Giddens 1990). These consumers reflect the regular organics. We further conclude that 

organic consumption is a clear expression of personal attitudes (Belk 1988). This entails that the 

symbolic meaning of the Ø-label has been fully conveyed to them as consumers.  

 

It is interesting to note that certain perceptions were similar amongst several of the respondents. Many 

perceived organic consumption as influenced by the trend aspect of it, which can further be linked to 

consumers’ lifestyle and identity. Two perceived classifications of the typical organic consumer 

emerged. On the one hand, the respondents believed consumers bought organic food as part of their 

lifestyle, and further used it to create an image expressing status to their social circle. On the other hand, 

organic consumers were labeled into a stereotypical image of hippies, health freaks and hipsters. The 

latter was described with negative attitudes, expressing the behavior as manic and fanatical. 

 

Our study revealed diverse perceptions that organic food is healthier than conventional food. Those who 

perceived it as healthier, could not offer any factual explanation for their beliefs. On the contrary, those 

who did not believe the health claim argued that organic food is not any healthier in terms of 

carbohydrates, fat, calories and sugar. Thus, these respondents were not influenced by the health 

associations in their consumption decision. We conclude that the aspect of health may be difficult for 

the respondents to define, as health is very individual. Some may relate it to nutrient value or a varied 

diet, while others pay more emphasize on lifestyle and mental health. Those who truly believed organic 

was healthier, may base their belief on price, the naturalness and the quality aspect which they believe is 

a reflection of health. 

 

In the light of these conclusions, the findings of our qualitative studies can be seen as challenges in the 

Norwegian organic marketplace. These challenges have resulted in four recommendations that hopefully 

will increase market impact and motivate organic food consumption in Norway: increase knowledge 

through a joint organic communication campaign; optimal visualization of organic sections and 

products; improve visual features on packaging design and establish an incentive to purchase – 

membership discounts on organic food. These recommendations are aimed at increasing motivation and 

attitudes, as well as knowledge and understanding. Additionally, we further aim to increase attention in 

store and willingness to buy. 
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Our insight and knowledge only stems from studying the target group of Millennials, and thus, their 

opinions and experiences cannot be generalized to all Norwegian consumers. Further, it must be stressed 

that the process of turning habitual Norwegian consumers into an organic consumption behavior will 

take some time. However, the Millennials should be targeted as a start, which can result in further 

growth due to their strong opinions and word-of-mouth tendencies.  

 

The organic market in Norway still has a long way to go in order to achieve 20 % organic food 

production and trade by 2020. Though, we have provided some recommendations as a start, and even 

though the incentives are small, they might help solving some of the challenges discovered in this study, 

and hopefully result in an increased organic market. By taking it all into consideration, we can conclude 

that the Norwegian organic market is yet to be unleashed. 

 

CHAPTER 9: SUGGESTED FURTHER RESEARCH 
In the last chapter of this thesis, we will make recommendations for future research that our findings 

have opened the way for. 

 

Our thesis has been designed to answer broad research questions. Thus, it would be interesting for future 

research to design the study in more depth and concentrate on exclusively attitudes. Our studies have 

indicated tendencies of different attitudes among the Millennials and these would be interesting to get a 

deeper understanding of. It would be further interesting to see if disparities exist between Millennials 

living in the Nordic countries based on cultural differences and other relevant factors. As our study has 

narrowed the focus on Millennials, further research could benefit from investigating motivation, 

attitudes and perception on a broader population in Norway in regards to organic food and the Ø-label. 

In addition, a comparison between the Millennials and an older generation like the Baby Boomers might 

create a deeper and more nuanced understanding of whether socio-demographic factors has an effect on 

different consumer segments.   

 

Even if we did not put a huge emphasis on the Millennials that had children, our findings revealed that 

some consumers perceive organic food as the right product choice when having small children. This 

tendency would be interesting to study for future research, and to further investigate parents’ underlying 

motivation for organic purchases.  
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This study has exclusively contained qualitative methods, and as such, future studies could be designed 

to combine both qualitative and quantitative approaches, to get more precise and reliable results. Also, 

since Norway today is at an early stage in relation to organic consumption, it would be attractive to 

explore this topic over a longer period, in order to see if consumer habits and purchases actually have 

changed or been influenced.   

 

Finally, our study revealed that the respondents find it hard noticing the organic products in store due to 

lack of availability and visibility. Thus, it would be interesting to analyze the best way to differentiate 

organic and Ø-labeled products through various positioning strategies. Whether it is attributes, benefits, 

or value based positioning that is most suitable when targeting Norwegian consumers.  
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