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Local products and short supply chains play an important role in national economies, as well as in creating a sustainable
economy and society. In our research, we examined Hungarian consumer attitudes using a model related to the consumption
of local products. The model analyses the reasons for buying or not buying local products. To explore consumer attitudes, we
launched a nationally representative consumer survey of 500 people. The data obtained were analysed by factor and cluster
analysis, which led to well-separated consumer segments being identified. The main arguments in favour of buying local
products were a sense of security (local character) stemming from the knowledge of a product’s origin, a belief in their health
properties, and support for local communities. We were able to identify three factors by factor analysis. These are External
and Internal Product Features, Purchasing Benefits from Emotional Commitment, and Support for Local Producers and Local
Merchants. Four clusters were identified along the factors: Emotional (36.5%), Local Patriots (15.0%), Passive (21.2%), and
Conscious (27.3%). Each segment can be targeted with different marketing messages. The Conscious can be influenced with
more rational messages, the Local Patriots and the Emotional with more emotional messages. The primary target group for
local products is the Conscious, to whom the Local Patriots and the Emotional can be added. It is also possible to target the
three groups through certain messages. However, Passives are difficult to address because their behaviour is characterised
by a high degree of disinterest.
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Introduction

All around the world an appreciation of local products
and short supply chains has been brought about by various
factors (like increasing ethnocentrism, ethical behaviour,
sustainability, local producer support, and the special cir-
cumstances of a pandemic situation). In some areas, this
has been justified not only by the support provided for the
local economy, but also by the cessation of international
trade, which has resulted in the transformation and rethink-
ing of food supply chains (Fei ef al., 2020; Hailu, 2020;
Enthoven and Van den Broeck, 2021). On the consumer
side, the issue of food safety has also emerged as a rea-
son (Coluccia et al., 2021; Pakravan-Charvadeh et al.,
2021; Kovacs et al., 2022). However, consumer patterns
and cultural habits have been relatively rearranged since
the Covid-19 pandemic, as attitudes towards local products
now resemble what they were before, and perhaps have
even become strengthened (Nagy-Pet6 ef al., 2023).

The economic and social impact of short supply chains
is discussed in detail in the international literature. Although
short supply chains do not have a uniformly accepted name
and definition, perhaps the essence of the concept is best
expressed by Renting et al. (2003): a short supply chain
is a system in which market players are in direct contact
with each other or are directly involved in food supply, pro-
duction, processing, distribution, and consumption. It also
follows that the short supply chain is also closely related
to the concept of local products. In some research, these
two concepts are considered synonymous, but this is not
correct (Enthoven and Van den Broeck, 2021). Although
the concept of a local product is also not subject to a
strict definition, since it may vary according to regional,
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climatic or population characteristics, its main feature is
the sale of the product in a short supply chain, i.e. minimis-
ing the distance between consumer and producer (Peters
et al., 2008; Granvik et al., 2012). In most cases, consum-
ers and retailers consider local products to be those made
within narrower borders than the country border, such as
the regional, or most often the county, border (Brian, 2012).
In addition, local products and the short supply chain have
become important buzzwords in international studies on
sustainable food supply chains (Granvik et al., 2012; Bar-
ska and Wojciechowsky-Solis, 2020; Enthoven and Van
den Broeck, 2021).

In the case of short supply chains, proximity typically
justifies the use of the term (Pearson ef al., 2011), which,
however, can be interpreted from several perspectives. One
is geographical, which is relative — especially for different
consumers or different nations or cultures — so, for exam-
ple, for a US citizen a local product may originate from
within 40 km or from a particular state (Pirog and Rasmus-
sen, 2008). Official legal regulations are more permissive
for American products, and depending on the territory of
the state, they can come from up to 644 km away, if they
are made in the given state (Benedek and Balazs, 2014).
According to Hungarian regulations, a product originating
from somewhere not more than 40 km away or within a
county border is allowed to keep the local name (with the
exception of sales in Budapest, where any local product in
Hungary can retain its local status) (Act 2005 / CLXIV and
4/2010 / VII. Decree 5 of Hungary; Benedek and Balazs,
2014). The other approach is the small social distance, i.e.
the direct sales framework (Benedek and Balazs, 2014),
in which the number of actors in the sales chain is low
or there is no intermediary between the producer and the
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consumer (zero level channel). Small farm size, environ-
mentally conscious production, and organic farming can
be typical (even without certification, because consumers
do not demand this due to the direct connection with the
product). The third perspective is environmental proximity,
which reduces the environmental burden of transportation
and warehousing, thus making short supply chains more
sustainable compared to traditional trade (Benedek and
Balazs, 2014; De Fazio, 2016). Some forms of short sup-
ply chains in Hungary look back to old traditions, such as
producers’ markets or direct sales.

Many types of short supply chains exist and are con-
stantly evolving along consumer needs, and they can
be grouped according to three sales systems and percep-
tions. These are direct sales (zero-level channel), com-
munity marketing-based sales, and the extended supply
chain (Renting et al., 2003; Benedek and Balazs, 2014).
These can be found all over the world, from personal sales,
through hub systems, to trademark systems.

In most countries, local products have become increas-
ingly popular over the past decade. This is also confirmed
by individual country studies (Granvik et al., 2012; Jensen
etal., 2019; Wunsch, 2020). According to international sur-
veys by Wunsch (2019), the proportion of those who prefer
local products is 79% in Romania, 71% in Sweden, 70% in
Italy, and 69% in Hungary. Of the 11 countries surveyed,
Britain and Belgium “bring up the rear”, with both coun-
tries registering 51%. A Danish study identified two con-
sumer groups that are strongly committed to buying local
products, accounting for 38% of the sample studied (Jensen
etal, 2019).

Reasons for favouring local products include good qual-
ity (Megicks et al., 2012) like freshness and taste (Penney
and Prior, 2014; Skallerud and Wien, 2019), avoidance of
food-borne disease, food safety, positive added value and
the possibility of environmental protection (Megicks ef al.,
2012). On the other hand, we can see ethics as a key driver
(Megicks et al., 2012) in the sense that consumers aim to
support local producers, retailers, culture and economies
(social responsibility) (Carrington et al., 2010; Megicks
et al., 2012; Penney and Prior, 2014; Birch and Memery,
2020), therefore, it has a societal benefit as well (Birch
et al., 2018). Ethical shopping is based on conscious and
planned decisions, where, in addition to individual inter-
ests, the interests and values of the public also play a deci-
sive role (Megicks et al., 2008; Birch et al., 2018), which,
in addition to local economy support, aid animal and human
welfare or fair prices (Birch ez al., 2018; Dahlhausen ef al,,
2018). The close relationship between ethical duty and self-
identification is a key factor here, as a given ethical issue
becomes part of the personality and can strongly influence
purchasing decisions (Shaw et al., 2000). This is all the
more important because although ethical issues related to
food have received a lot of attention in recent years, the
experience is that a positive consumer attitude towards
local products does not necessarily lead to actual conscious
shopping, i.e. an attitude-behaviour gap is observed (Car-
rington et al., 2010; Penney and Prior, 2014).

In addition, in several research studies a relationship was
found between the preference for organic, fresh, and premium
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foods (Mirosa and Lawson, 2012; Hempel and Hamm, 2016),
health awareness, conscious shopping in general, and local
product preference (Mirosa and Lawson, 2012).

The consumer community which is most receptive to
local products are young-middle-aged (30-40 years old),
well-educated people with a good financial background
(Mintel, 2008; De Schutter, 2017; Enthoven and Van den
Broeck, 2021). However, for Henseleit ez al., (2007) in their
German study, these demographic characteristics were not
relevant; instead, in this context the influence of cognitive
and normative factors was found to be stronger.

The willingness to pay a premium for local products
varies by research and country. While in some studies a
willingness to pay a premium appears (Shahbandeh,
2020), in other studies price is the most important deter-
rent (Henseleit ef al., 2007; Megicks et al., 2012). Difficult
availability and narrow product mix have been identified as
additional barriers (Megicks ef al., 2012). In addition, there
is the “one-stop-shop” phenomenon among urban consum-
ers (Penney and Prior, 2014), since shopping at a supermar-
ket is more convenient than visiting a range of outlets to
find the local products (Penney and Prior, 2014).

Although many factors appear to be barriers to buying
local products, it is worth emphasising that in addition to
rational arguments for ethics and social responsibility, local
product purchasing also has an emotional and entertain-
ment aspect. The purchase itself, in addition to its basic
function, carries these elements (non-functional outcomes)
(Megicks et al., 2012), so in addition to buying a local
product in supermarkets, it is worth highlighting sourcing
in producer markets, which are now becoming fashionable,
with many benefits for consumers (Woodruffe-Burton and
Wakenshaw, 2011), including the opportunity to form rela-
tionships with producers and farmers which can increase
interpersonal engagement with stakeholders on the market
(Penney and Prior, 2014). Even if the increase in the num-
ber of producer markets does not confirm this (Coppola,
2020; Engelmann, 2020), we can still refer to the popularity
of this form of sales in the media (as recreation, fashion,
awareness, status consumption). In Hungary, the operation
of producer markets takes place in a strict, legally regu-
lated form, which is justified by the fact that their number
has increased significantly since 2012 and further growth is
expected in the future.

Another trend in relation to local products and services
is the importance of online evaluation (Kurnia et al., 2018)
before and after shopping. Feedback has a major impact
on the perception of local businesses’ products and ser-
vices (Bright Ideas, 2020). Related to this is the demand
for online local product purchases, which has been further
strengthened by the epidemic (Balogh-Kardos and Gal,
2022). According to predictions, for example, consumers in
Poland will do 40% (compared to the current 7%) of their
food shopping online by 2026 (Barska and Wojciechowska-
Solis, 2020). This is also confirmed by the survey by
Nielsen (2019) conducted at an international level.

Based on this background, this paper examines Hungar-
ian consumer attitudes using a model related to the con-
sumption of local products analysing the reasons for buy-
ing or not buying them.



Consumer segmentation based on commitment to local products in Hungary

Methodology

Sampling method

Data collection was carried out in 2019 by means of
personal interviews, with interviews conducted at the
respondents’ homes. The primary research was based on a
national questionnaire-based survey representative of gender
(Chi-square (¥ (1) = 1.477; probability value (p) = 0.224)
and age group (¥*(2) = 5.241; p = 0.263). In the sampling
process, representativeness was also ensured for regions
x*(6) = 0,607; p = 0.996) and settlement types (}*(2) =
1,149; p = 0.563), so their structure perfectly matched the
quota set in advance by the Hungarian National Statistical
Office (quota sampling). In the assigned settlements, a ran-
dom walking method was used to ensure total randomness in
selection. The essence of the method is that each interviewer
was given a randomly selected starting address in the given
settlement. From the starting address, in ascending order by
house number, the interviewers began the questioning at the
third house on the same side of the street, and then, if they

were done there, they continued at the next third house. Dur-
ing the compilation of the sampling plan, it was also ensured
that the interviewers should not differentiate between ques-
tioning in a district with detached houses or in a district with
blocks of flats. Among the residents of the household vis-
ited, the appropriate person for the interview was selected by
using the so-called birthday key method. Hence, from among
the residents of the households visited, those participants
whose birthday was the closest to the date of the survey were
selected for the interview. With this method, randomness
was ensured only in each stratum. In Hungary the number
of people in the age group examined is approximately 8 mil-
lion (Hungarian Central Statistical Office, 2019a), and with a
95% confidence level and a 5% margin of error (on the basis
of Gill and Johnson, 2010), the required sample size is 385
respondents. Consequently, the sample size (500 persons)
was appropriate for reaching the research objectives. Table 1
shows the percentage distribution of the socio-demographic
groups of the individuals involved in the survey and the pop-
ulation composition according to the previously mentioned
four factors.

Table 1: Distribution of the sample according to the most important background variables (N=500) and population composition according

to representative variables.

Sample Distribution Population Distribution’

Label
Count % %
Male 235 47.0 47.8
Female 265 53.0 522
16-29 years 96 19.2 18.3
30-39 years 83 16.6 16.0
40-49 years 93 18.5 19.6
50-59 years 73 14.7 15.1
60+ years 155 31.0 31.0
Budapest 90 18.0 17.9
Other town 275 55.0 52.6
Village 135 27.0 29.5
Western Transdanubia 51 10.2 10.1
Central Transdanubia 54 10.8 10.8
Southern Transdanubia 46 9.2 9.0
Northern Great Plain 74 14.8 14.8
Central Hungary 152 30.4 31.0
Northern Hungary 58 11.6 11.5
Southern Great Plain 65 13.0 12.8
Primary school 64 12.9
Vocational school 154 30.7
High school 202 40.5
Higher education 80 159
Can live on it very well and can also save 35 7.0
Can live on it but can save little 175 35.0
Just enough to live on but cannot save 241 48.2
Sometimes cannot make ends meet 22 4.4
Have regular financial problems 1 0.2
Not known/No answer 26 5.2

Source of data: Hungarian Central Statistical Office (2019a; 2019b)
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Structure of the questionnaire

The questionnaire of the attitude survey we conducted
was based on the work of Megicks et al. (2012). Megicks
et al. (2012) developed a series of statements based on
focus group research that were validated during a large-
sample questionnaire survey and then formed into factors
(Figure 1) and clusters.

In our questionnaire, we first asked who buys a local
product (403 people, 80.6%) and who does not (97 people,
19.4%). Subsequently, we formulated two question blocks
based on the validated statement series of Megicks et al.
(2012) for local product buyers (18 statements) and non-
local product buyers (11 statements). The statements were
evaluated on a Likert scale of 1 to 5 in each case by the
respondents, where 1 means ‘do not agree at all’, and 5
means ‘strongly agree’. At the end of the questionnaire,
the socio-demographic background variables were added:
gender, age, education, subjective sense of income, type of
settlement, and region.

Methods used

To attain the research objectives, multivariate statistical
tools were primarily used. First, exploratory factor analysis
(EFA) was performed on the model. Although Megicks et al.
(2012) examined the inhibitors of purchasing local products
as well, in this study only the reasons could be examined by
factor analysis because of the low number of non-buyers in
the sample. The aim of the EFA was to explore whether the
pre-hypothesised factor structure appeared in our sample and
whether we were able to measure the desired attitudes (fac-
tors that can be defined as latent variables). Then, we exam-
ined the reliability of the scales within the measurement
model of the revealed latent variables using the Cronbach’s
alpha index and the composite reliability index plus omega.
The reliability test was followed by a confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA). The purpose of the CFA was to prove the
convergent validity, i.e., whether our empirical model fits the
assumed model. Discriminant validity was tested according
to the Fornell-Larcker criterion. For further examination,
data reduction by principal component analysis (PCA) was

performed separately on the latent variables to obtain latent
variables free of cross-loadings.

The segmentation was performed by cluster analysis,
which consisted of two main steps: first, the number of
clusters/segments was determined by hierarchical cluster
analysis, and then the cluster analysis was carried out using
the K-means method, in which the cluster means were deter-
mined by the applied program. Before the cluster analysis
nearest neighbour method was used to detect any outliers.
As a result, we concluded that we should not exclude any
respondent from further examination. After this we applied
hierarchical cluster analysis with Ward’s method and squared
Euclidean distance to determine the number of clusters. Sev-
eral possible solutions were run with hierarchical cluster
analysis, where the number of clusters were determined by
the dendogram. This confirmed our prior estimation of the
number of clusters (i.e. four). To find the best clusters (where
the coefficient of variation is low) we developed another solu-
tion with K-means clustering, but in this case the number of
clusters has already been set and the determination of cluster
centres has been left to the algorithm. Finally, we accepted
this solution. To validate the results of K-means clustering,
i.e., whether the clusters are significantly different from each
other, we analysed the clusters along each dimension (factor)
by ANOVA. To further examine the clusters, cross-tabulation
analysis and simple hypothesis tests were applied.

For CFA, v3.5.0. of R Statistics in the RStudio editor
was used (The R Foundation, Vienna, Austria), and all addi-
tional tests were performed in v23.0. of IBM SPSS Statistics
(Armonk, New York, USA).

Results

Reasons for buying local products

First, we will outline the basic statistical indicators of
each statement. The reasons for choosing local products are
illustrated in Table 2. According to the results, the three most
supported reasons are origin identification, health, and sup-
port for local producers. While the mode is always 5 for the

Local support

and

provenance

Shopping
benefits

Figure 1: Validated factors.

Source: Authors’ own creation, based on Megicks et al. (2012)
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first 11 statements (there is great agreement on these factors),
the heterogeneity increases for the other statements. For the
consumers surveyed, ethical behaviour is a less relevant fac-
tor when buying local food; however, respondents consider
this statement rather to be true for themselves (Skewness:
-0.365). This means that ethics is present in the ranks of fac-
tors that influence purchasing. At the same time, the feeling
of nostalgia affects consumers’ local product buying habits
to an even lesser extent. Respondents identified least of all
with the fun of local product shopping and the feeling of
guilt. The mode in these cases was 1.

Reasons for not buying local products

Consistent with the research conducted by Megicks et al.
(2012), we analysed the reasons for rejecting local products
by non-customers (97 people, 19.4%) (Table 3). The main
reasons for rejection are perceived extra time and energy,
excessive travel, difficult availability, and the inconvenience
of shopping. Among the reasons for not buying, the high

Table 2: Reasons for buying local products (N=403).

price level was only ranked sixth. Less relevant rejection
criteria than those listed are incomplete promotion of local
products, deficiencies in labelling, scarcity of product range,
and deficiencies in pricing. The mode is in all cases 1, i.e.
the refusal to buy local products can in most cases be caused
not by particular factors but by basic aversion or disinterest.

Factor analysis

In the next step, an EFA was performed on attitude state-
ments of reasons for buying local products. In doing so,
some statements appeared in several factors, so they were
removed from the analysis. These were items of knowledge
of origin, naturalness, and reduction of transport distance.

Factor analysis was used to distinguish three reliable
(KMO MSA = 0.89; Bartlett: Sig: p < 0.001; Cronbach’s
Alpha = 0.876) and well-defined dimensions (Table 4). In
the case of the first factor, the product characteristics include
not only the content properties, but also the external proper-
ties and environmental friendliness. In the case of the second

Statistical indicator

Attitude statements . Std.
Mean Median Mode e Skewness
Deviation
I buy local produce because I know where it comes from. 4.55 5.00 5 0.724 -1.871
1 buy local produce because it is wholesome. 4.22 5.00 5 1.023 -1.634
1 buy local produce because it supports local producers. 4.20 4.00 5 0.968 -1.273
1 buy local produce because I can buy the amount I want. 4.18 5.00 5 1.080 -1.451
I buy local produce because the shopping experience is satisfying. 4.16 4.00 5 1.051 -1.430
1 buy local produce because it is natural. 4.16 4.00 5 1.075 -1.562
I buy local produce because it is free from preservatives. 4.12 5.00 5 1.187 -1.502
I buy local produce because it reduces food miles. 4.07 4.00 5 1.118 -1.246
I buy local produce because it supports local retailers. 4.06 4.00 5 1.081 -1.149
1 buy local produce because it has a good appearance. 3.82 4.00 5 1.205 -0.938
1 buy local produce because it is free from chemicals 3.76 4.00 5 1.256 -0.959
1 buy local produce because it is environmentally friendly. 3.76 4.00 4 1.232 -1.094
I buy local produce because it lasts longer. 3.68 4.00 5 1.268 -0.800
1 buy local produce because it is ethical. 3.30 3.00 3 1.337 -0.365
1 buy local produce because shopping for it brings back memories of the past. 3.30 3.00 4 1.388 -0.385
I buy local produce because it is nostalgic. 3.05 3.00 3 1.410 -0.157
I buy local produce because shopping for it is fun. 2.78 3.00 1 1.460 0.141
1 buy local produce because I feel guilty if I do not. 2.24 2.00 1 1.446 0.748
Source: Authors’ own composition
Table 3: Reasons for not buying local products among those who reject them (N=97).
Statistical indicator
Attitude statements . Std.
Mean Median Mode e Skewness
Deviation
I don’t buy local produce because to do so is time consuming. 2.75 3.00 1 1.792 0.047
I don’t buy local produce because it requires extra effort. 2.64 2.00 1 1.809 0.134
1 don’t buy local produce because I have to travel farther to do so. 2.62 3.00 1 1.704 0.107
I don’t buy local produce because it is not readily available. 2.60 3.00 1 1.766 0.119
I don’t buy local produce because it is inconvenient. 2.54 2.00 1 1.714 0.199
I don’t buy local produce because it is expensive. 2.50 3.00 1 1.725 0.196
I don’t buy local produce because it is not well promoted. 2.43 2.00 1 1.753 0.361
1 don’t buy local produce because food produced elsewhere is sometimes better. 2.13 2.00 1 1.481 0.645
I don’t buy local produce because it is not well labelled. 2.12 1.00 1 1.587 0.705
I don’t buy local produce because the range of products is limited. 2.10 2.00 1 1.487 0.620
I don’t buy local produce because the price is not always clear. 2.07 1.00 1 1.602 0.771

Source: Authors’ own composition
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factor, it is primarily traditional character and nostalgia
which appear, coupled with ethics and the entertaining nature
of shopping, thus showing emotional commitment. The third
factor is clearly aimed at strengthening local interests and
the local economy, i.e. supporting local producers and local
traders is the main motivation.

Examination of the Applicability of the Model

In the suitability studies of the model, we set up three
criteria: reliability, fit, and difference validity (Hair et al,,
2010). All three eligibility criteria were tested for the items
and latent variables provided by the EFA.

The reliability of the variables included in the study was
assessed using three indicators: Cronbach’s alpha, McDon-
ald’s omega (calculated by maximum likelihood method),
and the composite reliability index (Hair et al, 2010).

Table 4: Results of exploratory factor analysis.

A common feature of all the indicators used is that the
acceptance range is above 0.6 and the examined items are
considered reliable above 0.8 (Table 5).

Then, CFA analysis can be used to test whether our model
fits the presupposed structure (Brown, 2006; Harrington,
2009). In the present case, the a priori structure was given
by the literature and the results of the EFA. According to the
results of the CFA, it can be stated that our model, with the
14 measurement variables, is suitable for further studies in
terms of its factor structure. In the analysis, the only conces-
sion we made was that we allowed covariance between the
measurement variables belonging to the given latent variable
in the model. The results of the CFA are summarised in Table
6, including the acceptance range for each indicator.

The difference validity test was performed according to
the Fornell-Larcker criterion. According to this, the corre-
lation coefficient between the latent variables of the model

Attitude statements

Factors

External and
internal product

Purchasing benefits
from emotional

Support for local
producers, local

features commitment traders
I buy local produce because it is free from preservatives. 0.760
1 buy local produce because it is free from chemicals. 0.718
I buy local produce because it is wholesome. 0.686
I buy local produce because it is environmentally friendly. 0.639
I buy local produce because it has a good appearance. 0.567
I buy local produce because it lasts longer. 0.557
I buy local produce because I can buy the amount I want. 0.514
1 buy local produce because it is nostalgic. 0.867
I buy local produce because shopping for it brings back memories of the past. 0.819
I buy local produce because shopping for it is fun. 0.777
I buy local produce because I feel guilty if I do not. 0.659
1 buy local produce because it is ethical. 0.554
I buy local produce because it supports local retailers. 0.915
1 buy local produce because it supports local producers. 0.817
Variance explained (%) 38.668 15.346 11.369
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha 0.846 0.875 0.887

Notes: Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. KMO MSA=0.890, Total variance explained=65.383%.

Source: Authors’ own composition

Table 5: Reliability indicators of the scales used.

Latent Variable / Reliability Index Cronbach’s alpha McDonald’s omega Reg;)lr:':lli)t(;sl(tCeR)
External and internal product features 0.838 0.848 0.827
Purchase benefits from emotional commitment 0.876 0.874 0.858
Support for local producers, local traders 0.889 -1 0.858

Note: ! Cannot be calculated due to the low number of items.
Source: Authors’ own composition

Table 6: Summary of the results of the CFA.

Indicator

Acceptance range

Empirical results

CMIN/df between [2;3] 2.440
CFI >0.9 0.952
GFI >0.9 0.935
AGFI >0.9 0.883
RMSEA <0.07 0.069
SRMR <0.08 0.055
NFI >0.9 0.935
NNFI (TLI) >0.9 0.925

Source: Authors’ own composition based on Hooper ez al. (2008)
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must be less than the square root of the AVE index of the
given latent variable (reversing the criterion: the coefficient
of determination between the latent variables of the model
must be greater than the AVE index of the given latent vari-
able) (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Table 7 shows the latent
variables of the studied model; for the sake of illustration,
the names of the latent variables are indicated by letters (A,
B and C) in the columns. The second column of the table
contains the AVE index of the latent variables, while the
third, fourth, and fifth columns contain the correlation coef-
ficients between the latent variables, with the exception that
the diagonal contains the square root of the AVE index of
each latent variable. Based on the table and the tests, the dif-
ference validity can be determined, and the model is suitable
for further tests based on the Fornell-Larcker criterion.

Market segmentation

To create market segments we applied cluster analysis,
which resulted in four distinct clusters. Then, we analysed
the clusters along each dimension (factor) by ANOVA
(Figure 2). The values illustrate the distance from the mean
for each factor by cluster. The significance level was p <
0.001 in all cases.

The first of these factors, the importance of product
characteristics, appears in all segments except the second
cluster, but is most marked in the fourth group. Emotional
engagement is paramount only for the first group, while sup-
port for local producers and traders is essential for the first,
second, and fourth clusters. The first cluster is the group that

Table 7: Examination of the difference validity.

most professes ethnocentric values. Compared to the aver-
age, the perceived ingredients and the eco-friendly nature of
the product are more important to them, but nostalgia and
emotional influence are also important (Emotional). In the
second segment, support for the local economy is domi-
nant, the cluster is less identified with the other values, and,
indeed, this group is more likely than average to reject these
values (Local Patriots). The third group appears to be the
most passive; they do not have a significant, above-average
positive commitment to any factor (Passive). Members of
the fourth cluster primarily make their purchases because of
the positive qualities of local food and to support the local
community. This group is closest to health-conscious and
sustainable thinking (Conscious).

After studying the dimensions, each cluster was also
examined along the background variables and a significant
relationship was found with four demographic and one
psychographic variables (Table 8).

The first cluster accounts for 36.48% of the sample. They
are mostly characterized by a middle-income situation, live
in the Northern and Southern Great Plain regions, and include
one third of the pensioners. This also explains their sensitiv-
ity to nostalgia for local products. Those in the second clus-
ter for the most part consider their income to be good, while
most economically inactive people belong to this group
(primarily expectant mothers). The segment has the high-
est proportion of those who are mostly uninterested in local
products. Of the four clusters, this is the smallest segment
(14.96%). The members of the third cluster (21.26%) typi-
cally live in Central Hungary and Transdanubia and mainly

Factors AVE A B C
External and internal product characteristics (A) 0.409 0.640
Purchase Benefits from Emotional Commitment (B) 0.553 0.364 0.744
Support for local producers, local traders (C) 0.752 0.404 0.331 0.867
Source: Authors’ own composition
0.876
0.563
0.432
0.264
0.037 0.021
-0.730
—0.842
—1.347 ~1.381
| ] ] 1
1 2 3 4

Product characteristics

I Emotional commitment

I Support for local producers/traders

Figure 2: Presentation of each cluster based on differences according to factors.

Notes: Method: ANOVA, Sig: p<0.001.
Source: Authors’ own composition
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Table 8: Presentation of clusters alongside background variables (%).

Demographic background variables

Cluster Proportions

Total Sig. (p)
2 3 4
Proportion of clusters in the sample 36.48 14.96 21.26 27.30 100
Central Hungary 26.6 38.6 39.5 23.1 30.2
Central Transdanubia 8.6 7.0 22.2 9.6 11.5
Western Transdanubia 7.2 14.0 1.2 14.4 8.9
Regions Southern Transdanubia 5.0 17.5 4.9 15.4 9.7 <0.001
Northern Hungary 7.9 3.5 19.8 21.2 13.4
Northern Great Plain 209 14.0 4.9 12.5 14.2
Southern Great Plain 23.7 53 7.4 3.8 12.1
capital 15.1 22.8 18.5 14.4 16.8
metropolitan county 28.1 22.8 222 15.4 22.6
Type of settlement . 0.004
City 30.9 36.8 42.0 26.9 33.1
village, small settlement 259 17.5 17.3 43.3 27.6
I.{e./she/they make(s) a very good 75 93 50 109 32
living and can put some aside
He/she/they ma.ke(s) a living but 0.1 463 312 416 35.9
can only put a little aside
Subjective income He/she/they make(s) just about 0.005
enough to live on and cannot put 60.2 352 62.3 39.6 51.2
anything aside
Spmetlmes there is not enough to 23 93 1.3% 79 47
live on
active physical worker 38.8 333 39.5 394 383
active mental worker 23.0 29.8 358 29.8 28.6
CuTrent legal _status, on m.atermty leave, otherwise 22 123 25 96 58 0.026
main occupation inactive
pensioner 30.2 19.3 18.5 20.2 23.4
student 5.8 5.3 3.7 1.0 39
Psychographic variable
Mostly not committed 6.6 21.1 6.3 8.7 9.3
Commitment to buy- Committed, but also not committed 26.3 22.8% 342 20.2 25.7 0.013
ing Hungarian food  Mostly committed 52.6 43.9% 46.8 46.2 48.3 ’
Very committed 14.6 12.3% 12.7 25.0 16.7

Notes: In bold: adjusted residual > 2.00, italics: adjusted residual < -2.00.
Source: Authors’ own composition

in towns; they are characterized by a better-than-average
financial situation. Those in the fourth cluster make up just
over a quarter of the sample (27.3%). Typically, the inhabit-
ants of villages are over-represented as are those living in
Western and Southern Transdanubia and Northern Hungary.
They are the most committed to buying local produce, with
nearly three-quarters belonging to this circle.

Discussion

According to our results, the three most supported rea-
sons for choosing local products are origin identification,
health, and support for local producers, which are in line
with previously reported research results (Carrington ef al.,
2010; Megicks et al, 2012; Mirosa and Lawson, 2012).
Among consumer expectations, when considering consumer
decision-making regarding local products it is important
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to highlight the following keywords: quality, safety, trust,
and ethics, and (local) sustainability (Megicks ef al., 2012;
Giampietri et al., 2018). The segments most committed to
local products, both in terms of awareness and the purchase
of local products, are middle-aged, well-off people.

We found some similarities with the results of Megicks
et al. (2012), although there are also differences due to dif-
ferent survey dates and cultural differences. The segregation
of factors shows similarities with Megicks et al. (2012), but
the statements were arranged side by side differently. They
were able to create a separate factor in their research along
with the following ethical values: being environmentally
friendly, supportive of the local community, social jus-
tice, and human and animal rights. In our study, however,
intrinsic quality and ethical sustainability are not separated,
i.e. in the case of the Hungarian population they are more
closely related than in the survey conducted in the United
Kingdom. Moreover, in contrast to the results of Megicks
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et al. (2012), for the consumers surveyed in Hungary, ethi-
cal behaviour was found to be a less relevant — although
positive — factor when buying local food. These findings
are not surprising, since ethical consumption studies show
serious cultural differences between countries, i.e. various
values and beliefs are prevalent, and different nations focus
on different aspects in their consumer decisions (Kushwah
et al., 2019). As a result of the inseparability of intrinsic
quality and ethical sustainability values in our study, it was
necessary to name a new dimension, so the clusters based
on the identified factors also show a different picture. Over-
all, however, the basic dimensions differentiate segments
well along their attitudes toward local products. The emer-
gence of both rational and emotional arguments and their
usefulness as a basis for segmentation confirmed another
similarity to be found between Megicks et al. (2012) and
our research. A further difference between the two studies,
however, is that we were unable to create factors along
the grounds of non-choice. Nonetheless, we still obtained
useful information, as the survey of non-customers of the
local product revealed that most of them did not reject these
products because of a single barrier which was known from
the literature, such as price or availability (Henseleit ef al.,
2007; Megicks et al., 2012; Shahbandeh, 2020), but in a
more complex way, with several factors together being
responsible for the disinterest.

Conclusions

Based on our research results, it can be stated that the
most decisive argument in favour of buying local products
is the sense of security (local character) arising from the
knowledge of origin, the belief in their health-protecting
properties, and the support of the local community. After
a thorough examination of the clusters formed, a group of
emotionally committed individuals was identified, most of
whom were members of the older age group. They were
accompanied by supporters of the local economy and passive
consumers, among whom there is no unambiguous commit-
ment. The Conscious consider the role of both external and
internal (perceived or real) characteristics of local products
to be equally important, as well as the support the purchase
provides for the local economy. Based on the above, it can
be concluded that there are also two groups that can be effec-
tively addressed with appropriate (emotional or rational)
messages, and who can be potential consumers of local prod-
ucts. The proportion of the two groups makes up nearly half
of the sample. However, it is also worth bearing in mind that
the interest varies from region to region due to the different
cultural customs of different geographical areas.

Trademarks and certifications can also help make local
products more popular but creating them alone is not enough.
Building trust and increasing sensitivity to local products
requires adequate quality assurance, food safety, better qual-
ity, and today, certified environmentally friendly production,
as well as compliance with animal welfare standards. These
contribute most to the creation of a positive image, trust, and
a well-communicable presentation (Szakaly et al, 2010).
For non-buyers of local products, it is not the expenditure of

time or energy, or possibly the scarcity of supply, that plays
the main role in the rejection, but the high degree of disinter-
est in local products.

Recognising the attractiveness and perceived or real pos-
itive qualities and values of local products along consumer
attitudes can help to shape the appropriate market strategy
of state decision-making, community agricultural marketing
organisations, and entrepreneurs.

As to the limitations, the survey was conducted in 2019,
but many changes have taken place in consumer behaviour
since then. Consumer behaviour was affected by the Covid-
19 epidemic and has also been impacted significantly by the
current war situation in our neighbour Ukraine, which led
to an increase in prices. Interest in short supply chains has
in any case increased, which has also affected the frequency
and quantity of purchases of Hungarian products.

Abbreviations

AGFI Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index

AVE Average Variance Extracted

CMIN/DF minimum discrepancy, divided by its degrees of
freedom

CFA Confirmatory Factor Analysis

CFI Comparative Fit Index

EFA Exploratory Factor Analysis

GFI Goodness of Fit Index

NFI Normed Fit Index

NNFI Non-Normed Fit Index

PCA Principal Component Analysis

RMSEA Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
SRMR Standardised Root Mean Square Residual
TLI Tucker—Lewis Index
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