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Abstract 

Eco-labels are increasingly important to certify food that is produced under 

sustainable conditions. In this paper variables are analysed that are important for 

consumers’ purchase decisions of eco-labelled food exemplified by the case of 

Fairtrade products. The focus lies on the distinction between people’s subjective 

(perceived) knowledge and objective knowledge (actual) about the Fairtrade label.  

The empirical data for the study was gathered by a survey, which involved a quota 

sampling of 203 people in Berlin. The results justify the distinction between 

subjective and objective knowledge. Subjective knowledge proved to be a strong 

predictor for both attitude and consumption towards the label, whereas objective 

knowledge did not show a significant influence. Further, attitude in general was 

confirmed to be a predictor for the consumption of Fairtrade products. 
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1. Introduction 
 

The introduction provides the background of the study and gives insight to the field of 

research. The usage and need of standards is explained, where Fairtrade is of specific 

interest here. The discussion leads then to the problem formulation and the research 

question.  

 

1.1 Background 

 

When buying coffee, bananas or a bar of chocolate we seldom have the full 

knowledge of the production factors behind the product. As a matter of fact, even if 

we want to avoid purchasing a product, which has for example caused severe damage 

to the environment, we often do not have the knowledge to make our purchase 

decisions accordingly. During the production process of many goods from developing 

countries, trees may have been cut down or child labour may have been used. 

However, as the goods are produced physically far away from the consumers, the 

severe damages on the environment are normally not evident and clear to the end-

consumer. The real situation behind the producing process remains therefore mostly 

hidden to the purchaser. (Matus, 2009) 

 

Eco-labels are one way to guarantee that certain minimum conditions are fulfilled 

environmentally as well as regarding acceptable working conditions for a specific 

product (Boström, 2006). Boström (2006) identifies eco-labels as a major tool to 

promote green consumption in order to maintain a sustainable future. In fact 

sustainably produced food is currently gaining increasing importance (De Ferran & 

Grunert, 2007). Green food sales grew at unusually high rates for the retail sector. 

Organic certified food saw a 7% increase in sales in 2013 (Oekolandbau NRW, 2014) 

and Fairtrade certified food saw a 23% rise for the same year (Fairtrade DE (e), 2014) 

for Germany.  

 

Fairtrade is a label with growing sales in Germany and therefore explicitly examined 

in this paper. Products such as coffee or cocoa are mainly produced in relatively poor, 

developing countries where social injustice and negligence of decent working 
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conditions prevail (Fairtrade Foundation, 2005). Fairtrade is an approach that 

encounters the inequalities that emerged in the global trade system. As with 

conventional trade, the market is mainly controlled by big multinational companies, 

which often employ economies of scale and increase profits by using chemicals on 

plantations and by paying low wages for the workers on these plantations (Fairtrade 

Foundation, 2005). These practices, the Fairtrade Foundation states (2008), aim to 

keep down prices for the products and to push smaller producers out of the market. 

Naturally, smaller producers have less power and face higher unit costs per crop, as 

they cannot produce high volumes (Fairtrade Foundation, 2008). This standard 

assures not only acceptable working conditions, but also an environmentally friendly 

way of production (De Ferran & Grunert, 2007). 

 

Many Fairtrade labelled products are currently more expensive than conventional 

products (De Ferran & Grunert, 2007). The price, however, often ensures that the 

product has taken social and environmental factors into consideration (Fairtrade 

Foundation, 2005). Consequently, the label must clarify exactly what the higher price 

is based on to make the Fairtrade labelled product attractive for consumers. It is of 

vital importance that the labels do not confuse consumers, as the exact meaning 

behind Fairtrade may leave room for an individual’s interpretation.  There are many 

influential factors behind the consumer purchase decision for eco-labelled food. Main 

drivers identified in previous studies are taste, health, price and consumers’ income 

(Aertsens et al., 2009; Gracia & De Magistris, 2008; Pieniak et al., 2010). Another 

important factor is the knowledge about eco-products. Awareness and knowledge 

about labelling attributes make it more likely for people to consume eco-certified 

products (Pieniak et al., 2010).  

 

1.2 Problem Formulation 

 

Despite the fact that some areas, such as the consumers’ willingness to pay a premium 

for eco-certified products, have been fairly well covered by research, there are still 

some areas that remain to be examined (Gerrard et al., 2013). One field is the 

knowledge of eco-labels, particularly in the field of Fairtrade, for which the scholarly 

literature seems to be limited (Kim et al., 2010). A substantial portion of the research 

about knowledge as a predictor of behaviour concerning food has been directed to 
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food in general (Gracia & de Magistris, 2008). Recently, studies have been carried out 

about the influence of knowledge and awareness on the attitude towards organic 

certified food  (Gracia & de Magistris, 2008; Padel & Foster, 2005). Little knowledge 

and confusion about the meaning of labels have been detected as the major barriers 

for purchasing organic labelled food (Gracia & de Magistris, 2008). The studies 

investigating knowledge also come to different conclusions about the impact of 

knowledge on the consumption of food. One potential reason for these diverging 

results can be found in the difference on how knowledge is measured (House et al., 

2005).  Most studies do not specify the type of knowledge examined (Pieniak et al., 

2010). 

 

Thus often no distinction is made between subjective knowledge (defined as people’s 

perceptions / subjective beliefs) and objective knowledge (accurate information / 

tested knowledge) (Park et al., 1994). While most studies confirm that knowledge 

positively influences food consumption, studies on objective and subjective 

knowledge influencing each other and their influence on consumption vary. One of 

the few studies looking at objective and subjective knowledge and the influence on 

attitudes and consumption of an eco-labelled food category, namely organic 

vegetables, was conducted by Pieniak et al. (2010). In this study the perceived 

knowledge was found to be a strong predictor for attitude and consumption, whereas 

the actual knowledge had only a small influence on attitude and no influence on 

consumption. 

 

Considering the fast growing market of Fairtrade in Germany, a closer look on what 

determines the consumption of these products is taken. Do consumers increasingly 

buy Fairtrade because they know (actual knowledge) the standards of the products 

and stand behind them? Or do they buy Fairtrade because they think to know 

(perceived knowledge) it is a better choice in general? Or is their consumption based 

on other factors, such as a general evaluation (attitude) towards the certified products? 

By focusing on subjective and objective knowledge, but also considering the attitude 

and socio-demographic variables, in the thesis a closer look on influencing factors of 

consumption was taken.  
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The research question was formulated as the following: 

 

 How do subjective and objective knowledge of and attitude towards eco-

labelled food determine the consumption? 

 

1.3 Research Aim 

 

The aim of this thesis is to differentiate knowledge and explore the influence of both 

subjective and objective knowledge related to the attitude towards and consumption 

of eco-labelled food, here for the example of the Fairtrade label. The main research 

objective was: 

 

 To see how subjective and/or objective knowledge influence attitude towards 

and consumption of Fairtrade food. 

One relation that is also investigated with this study is the impact that attitudes 

partially formed by knowledge, have on consumption. Further, it is also looked at the 

relationship between subjective and objective knowledge, aiming at the question, 

whether what a person thinks to know influences what he or she really knows. 

Understanding the relation between those variables can lead to a better 

comprehension of the consumption of Fairtrade labelled products. Other factors, 

namely socio-demographics that can impact knowledge, attitude and consumption 

were also considered within the research. Those secondary objectives are summarised 

as: 

 To investigate whether attitude influences consumption. 

 To examine the relationship between subjective and objective knowledge for 

Fairtrade labelled products.  

 To see whether socio-demographics determine subjective knowledge, 

objective knowledge, attitude and/or consumption. 

The aim of this thesis is to identify the influence that certain factors have on attitude 

and consumption of Fairtrade with the explicit distinction between objective and 

subjective knowledge. The findings deliver insight into the perception of the Fairtrade 

label.  
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2 Literature Review 
 

In the first section of this chapter, eco-labels as a concept to promote sustainability 

and its main drivers are explained. Secondly, standards and how they function as a 

tool to create more transparency are discussed. Thirdly, factors influencing the 

acceptance and consumer usage for eco-labels are shown. The main focus lies on 

knowledge and attitude as predictors of consumption. In the last place, research 

undertaken so far form the basis for the next chapters including the empirical part.  

 

2.1 Emergence of Eco-Labels 

  

Over the last few decades many problems in conjunction with the environment and 

social justice have become increasingly apparent. These range on the one hand from 

ozone depletion over global warming, air and water pollution to the loss of species 

and farmland erosion driven mainly by overconsumption of natural resources (Tanner 

& Kast, 2003). On the other hand, poor working conditions and child labour in 

developing countries as a result of globalised world trade came into existence (Bratt et 

al., 2011). One significant activity contributing to many environmental and social 

problems has been acknowledged to be the production, trade and consumption of food 

(Stern et al., 1997).  

 

For the last decades a growing awareness for sustainability in all areas has been 

developing. Starting as early as in 1972 with the “Limits to Growth” reports of the 

Club of Rome and boosted by the Brundtland Commission’s paper “Our Common 

Future” in 1987, sustainability steadily gained attention in peoples’ every day’s life 

(Godemann & Michelsen, 2011). In the 1970s the consciousness for environmental 

issues increased the demand for green products. Ever since, eco-labels and their 

underlying standards were promoted to achieve certain environmental or social 

minimum production conditions (Loureiro et al., 2001). An eco-label marks products 

that fulfil certain standards and defines an environmentally preferable product by an 

impact assessment, in which it scores better than a conventional product (Loureiro et 

al., 2001). Although eco-labelled products need to fulfil standards, they are market-

oriented since no direct government regulation is involved (Loureiro et al., 2001). 

Standards address a wide range of issues including labour conditions, health and 
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safety norms, management procedures, and the impact of production on nature and 

people, which they attempt to regulate more sustainably (Nadvi & Wältring, 2001; 

Brunsson & Jacobsson, 2002). In a globalised world where products are not 

manufactured and sourced within a local region close to the consumer anymore 

(Matus, 2009), more transparency and qualitative information can help to minimise 

this gap. One example for a standard that attempts to make products more transparent 

is Fairtrade (Sunderer & Rössel, 2012), which is discussed as the case study of this 

paper. It guarantees certain minimum standards regarding the environment and people 

for products that are mostly produced in the developing world and consumed mainly 

in the Northern developed countries (Beckert, 2006). 

 

2.2 Eco-Labels for More Transparency 

 

Many temporarily hidden attributes of a product can only be determined after 

purchase or consumption. These are the so-called ‘experience goods’ (Balineau & 

Dufeu, 2010). The taste or a hidden damage of a product are exemplary for 

experience goods. Other qualities in connection with a negative environmental or 

social impact cannot be observed, even after consumption. Such products are called 

‘post-consumption’ or ‘credence goods’ (Darby & Karni, 1973 in: Klein, 1998). 

Reardon et al. (2001) count poor working conditions or environmental damage to 

credence characteristics that remain undetected to consumers by sensory inspection or 

observation in consumption.  

 

Matus (2009) and Weimer & Vining (1999) contribute to one potential explanation 

for the existence of credence characteristics. They refer to two situations for which 

the assumptions of the classic micro-economic theory are violated. Those settings are 

concurrent where decentralised competitive markets experience market failures, 

which are by Weimer & Vining (1999) described as ‘externalities’ and ‘information 

asymmetries’. To explain this phenomenon the example of the production of an 

agricultural product is considered. ‘Externalities’ then mean that the production of a 

crop can result in negative environmental impacts on those other than the individual 

farmer engaged in the production. ‘Information asymmetries’ are a consequence of 

the fact that the farmer’s produce and consumers are often geographically separated 
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from each other limiting the consumer’s knowledge of the conditions under which the 

food was produced. Often, environmental problems are the result of a combination of 

those two or more types of market failures (Matus, 2009).  

 

Standards, certification, and labelling are most appropriate for dealing with the 

problems that derive from information asymmetries and negative externalities. To 

overcome both market failures more transparency and better possibilities to take an 

influence on sustainability by purchase decisions are needed. Once these information 

asymmetries get smaller by certifying products as for example fair-traded, consumers 

have the possibility to control their consumption. (Matus, 2009)  

 

2.3 Decision Factors for Eco-labelled Food 

 

Eco-labelled products thus give the consumer greater control on the producing factors 

that are behind any given product. To exactly understand how a label can trigger 

consumers to purchase a certified product in favour to any other product, the decision 

factors for eco-labelled products are relevant to review. In previous research, several 

drivers influencing purchase decisions for green consumption and eco-labelled food 

in particular have been discovered. Tanner & Kast (2003) thereby distinguish between 

contextual factors and personal factors.  

 

2.3.1 Contextual Factors  

 

Within contextual factors, socioeconomic characteristics play a major role to predict 

the consumption of eco-labelled products (Tanner & Kast, 2003). Particularly the 

price (Pieniak et al., 2010; Gracia & De Magistris, 2008; Gerrard et al., 2013) as well 

as income (Gracia & De Magistris, 2008; Nicholls & Opal, 2005 in Sunderer & 

Rössel, 2012) was found to have an influence on the purchase of eco-labelled 

products, which are usually more expensive than conventional products. Additionally, 

the occupational level and employment status were found to be influencing factors, 

indicating that higher level of both is inherent with increased eco-labelled food 

consumption (Sunderer & Rössel, 2012). Moreover, the living conditions influence 

the purchase of green products. In particular, the place of residence and household 

size were discovered to be determining factors (Sunderer & Rössel, 2012). 
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Furthermore, the type of store and the availability have an influence, as different 

stores have different offers, for example supermarket versus organic supermarket 

(Sunderer & Rössel, 2012; Gracia & De Magistris, 2008). Additionally, the offerings 

of retailers in general adapt and increase to match the demand of green products 

(Sunderer & Rössel, 2012).  

 

2.3.2 Personal Factors  

 

Personal factors refer to characteristics related to a person’s attitudes, norms, and 

knowledge (Tanner & Kast, 2003). One personal factor is the perceived barrier. It is 

assumed that for consumers to change their behaviour towards sustainability, they 

must be convinced that their change in behaviour can have an impact in minimising 

the influence on the environment (Tanner & Kast, 2003). Previous research has also 

found that perceived behavioural barriers are predictors of environmental behaviour 

(Tanner & Kast, 2003). Moreover, an information or message must be trusted to be 

effective (Verbeke, 2008). Another well-researched variable has been the motivation 

that is thought to influence environmental behaviour. However, some studies 

discovered that moral motives have only weak influence on a moral behavioural 

choice (Sunderer & Rössel, 2012). Nevertheless, concern for the environment and 

health has been identified to be a predictor for the purchase of organic food in 

particular (Aertsens et al., 2009; de Magistris & Gracia, 2008; Verbeke, 2008). 

Additionally, social aspects including local farming and interest in Fairtrade were 

uncovered as factors for organic food buying decision (Padel & Foster, 2005). 

Another element is the taste, which was identified to be a predictor for the purchase of 

organic food (Aertsens et al., 2009; Gracia & De Magistris, 2008). 

 

A major influencing factor was found to be attitude (Tanner & Kast, 2003). The 

relationship between attitude and behaviour in general has been researched in many 

fields such as social psychology, marketing and consumer behaviour (Pieniak et al., 

2010). Beyond this, the theory has been applied to more specific cases, for example to 

investigate on attitudes towards food and nutrition as important determinants of food 

consumption (Pieniak et al., 2010). The attitude is an important factor that has been 

found not only to have an impact the food consumption behaviour in general 

(Verbeke, 2008), but also the consumption of sustainable food (Vermeir & Verbeke, 
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2006). More recently, research got involved into the question how attitudes about 

sustainable food influence food purchase decisions (Pieniak et al., 2010). In their 

study of green food consumption, Vermeir & Verbeke (2006) found that consumers 

with a more positive attitude have a higher willingness to purchase organic products.  

A big part of this research is catered around organic food consumption in particular. 

Specifically for organic food consumption, attitude was confirmed to be a controlling 

factor (Aertsens et al., 2009; Gracia & De Magistris, 2008). Aertsens et al. (2009) 

found that certain values influence attitudes, which in turn were a positive predictor of 

the consumption of organic food. Different studies have further found that instead of 

environmental concerns, specific attitudes are more likely to result in pro-

environmental purchases (Tanner & Kast, 2003). Given the importance of attitude as 

a determinant for eco-friendly food, this component will be more closely examined. 

 

2.4 Attitudes and Behaviour 

 

Attitude in the literature is a relatively diffuse concept employing different definitions 

for the same term. This paper follows the characterisation of Ajzen & Fishbein (2000) 

who use the expression to refer to the evaluation of a concept, object or behaviour. 

This can be in a dimension of like or dislike, good or bad or favour or disfavour. 

Attitudes may be based on a few or many beliefs, and these beliefs may or may not 

accurately reflect reality (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2000). 

 

2.4.1 Components of Attitude 

 

With this perspective inherent is the assumption that attitudes ultimately become 

visible through cognitive, affective and conative responses (Sunderer & Rössel, 

2012). These three components are directed towards any certain object, the so-called 

attitude object and together they form the attitude. They are described as affect, 

conation and cognition (compare Figure 2.4.1) and can be translated to “emotions”, 

“behaviour” and “knowledge” (Solomon, 2006). To relate it to products, it can be said 

that the affective component thereby describes how someone feels about one product 

and is accordingly often described as the ‘feel’ component (Solomon, 2006). This can 

be a positive or negative affective state or reaction towards an attribute object, as for 
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example a product. A person who believes that a certain product has desirable 

attributes will have a more desirable attitude towards the product (Blackwell et al., 

2006). The behavioural or conative dimension describes the intentions of someone to 

do something with a product and sometimes is also translated with the word ‘doing’. 

The last component, the cognitive one refers to believes and knowledge about a 

product and is referred to as the ‘think’ variable (Solomon, 2006).  

  

 

Figure 2.4.1: Three Components of Attitude  

(Own illustration based on Solomon (2006))  

In the literature, attitude sometimes is also used to describe affect instead of an 

evaluation (Blackwell et al., 2006). However, here attitude refers only to evaluation. 

Rather than using affect synonymously with attitude it can be seen as an influencing 

factor forming attitude. The emotion ‘fear of flying’, for example, can therefore be an 

affect variable contributing to a negative evaluation of or attitude towards airplanes 

(Ajzen & Fishbein, 2000). 

 

2.4.2 Importance of Attitudes  

 

The airplane example stresses why the determining factors of attitude are important to 

understand. Attitude is said to influence consumers’ intentions. Intentions are 

subjective judgements and tell how people will behave in the future (Blackwell et al., 

2006). Consequently they have an effect on the consumer behaviour. These 

assumptions are in line with the classical theory of attitude that claims that an attitude 

towards any object influences those elements of behaviour, which are in relation to 
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that object (Sunderer & Rössel, 2012). Attitudes towards performing behaviour are a 

function of beliefs about the behaviour and primarily its positive or negative 

consequences (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2000). In other words, attitude is important to 

understand, as it is a predictor of behaviour. The relation of cognition or beliefs and 

attitude is depicted in the expectancy-value model, which describes attitude formation 

(Ajzen & Fishbein, 2000). According to this model, a persons’ overall attitude 

towards an object is given by the subjective evaluations or values of the attributes 

associated with the object and by how strong these associations are as reported by 

Ajzen & Fishbein (2010), people’s attitudes are determined by their accessible beliefs 

about an object. A belief is in this case the subjective probability that the object has a 

certain attribute. The theory assumes that attitudes are also based on information 

about the attitude object. Furthermore, attitudes can be changed through providing 

new information in the form of communication. Receiving and accepting this new 

information could then lead to a change of an attitude (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2000).  

 

Hence, attitude of people follows beliefs that are accessible in memory and in turn 

lead to the corresponding behaviour. The number and type of beliefs vary to the 

motivation and ability of processing information relevant to the attitude and with the 

context (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2000). When a set of beliefs is formed and in the memory, 

it is the foundation for attitudes to follow automatically based on that. In earlier 

studies it was shown that in the context of food, attitudes constitute an important 

factor in explaining variations in food consumption (Olsen et al., 2007). 

 

2.4.3 Subjective and Objective Knowledge 

 

An important predictor of attitude is knowledge. Knowledge and information on a 

product influence not only the attitude towards, but also the consumption of products. 

To better understand the influence of knowledge, two kinds of knowledge can be 

distinguished. These are subjective knowledge and objective knowledge (compare 

Figure 2.4.2). Subjective knowledge with reference to products refers to people’s 

subjective beliefs or perceptions of what or how much they think to know about a 

product. Objective knowledge stands for the accurate information about a product 

stored in consumer’s long-term memory (Park et al., 1994). The before mentioned 
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characteristics of knowledge of believing and knowing, can be translated to subjective 

knowledge and objective knowledge, respectively.  

 

 

Figure 2.4.2: Subjective and Objective Knowledge 

(Own illustration based on Solomon (2006))  

 

2.5 Knowledge & Food Choice  

 

From the broad array of influencing factors, knowledge is recognised to be a key 

construct in information processing. In the past years the demand for information by 

consumers about food quality, safety and production has increased. This is also due to 

scandals, such as food-safety incidents. These have fuelled the knowledge demand by 

consumers to get to know not only the origin, but also the environmental and ethical 

conditions under which the food has been produced and processed. (Verbeke, 2008) 

 

Knowledge, being a major component towards forming attitude plays an important 

role in the decision-making process (Alba & Huchinson, 1987; Brucks, 1985). 

Previous studies researched on the influence of knowledge and awareness on the 

attitude towards consumption of food as well as on organic food (Gracia & De 

Magistris, 2008; Padel & Foster, 2005). In line with before mentioned studies, 

consumers must have sufficient knowledge to have a positive impact on food choice 

(Park et al., 1994; Gracia & De Magistris, 2008). Gracia & De Magistris (2008) found 
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that greater information on organic food increase the consumers’ knowledge, which in 

turn increases the probability to buy organic foods and the consumption of organic 

foods. 

 

2.5.1 Subjective Knowledge, Objective Knowledge and Attitude as 

Determinant of Consumption 

 

Previous studies on behaviour and food seldom specify the type of knowledge 

measured. To better understand the influence of knowledge on the attitude towards 

and consumption of food, within the construct of knowledge subjective and objective 

knowledge can be differentiated. Studies that make this distinction found that 

subjective knowledge positively relates to consumer’s willingness to perform certain 

actions, such as willingness to eat genetically modified food (House et al., 2005) or 

committing to recycling (Ellen, 1984). On the contrary, objective knowledge was 

found to have no influence on the willingness to eat genetically modified food (House 

et al., 2005) and only a weak influence on the commitment to recycling (Ellen, 1984). 

A similar study by Pieniak et al. (2010) found that subjective knowledge was strongly 

and positively influencing the consumption of organic vegetables, whereas objective 

knowledge showed no direct influence. Other findings however suggest that 

subjective knowledge is negatively correlated to performing behaviour, as in the study 

of Radecki & Jaccard (1995). In their study, consumers who perceived themselves to 

have higher knowledge of a product chose to not research products further. Departing 

from these findings, the influence of subjective and objective knowledge about 

Fairtrade on the consumption of Fairtrade food was researched in this thesis. Further 

the generally accepted assumption that attitude works as a predictor of behaviour 

(Ajzen & Fishbein, 2010) was tested. Some studies on organic food consumption 

(Aertsens et al., 2009; Gracia & De Magistris, 2008) discovered attitude as an 

important predictor for consumption, whereas another study found no relationship 

between attitude towards organic food and the consumption of organic olive oil 

(Tsakiridou et al., 2006). These three elements were summarised as the first 

hypothesis: H1A: Subjective knowledge, objective knowledge and / or attitudes for 

Fairtrade are significantly determining Fairtrade consumption (compare Figure 

2.5.1). 
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2.5.2 Subjective Knowledge and Objective Knowledge as Determinant of 

Attitude 

 

Aside from measuring the influence of subjective and objective knowledge on 

attitude, the impact of those two knowledge constructs on attitude is subject to 

research. Knowledge as an element of attitude formation is considered to have an 

influence on attitude (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2010). As soon as knowledge is 

distinguished between subjective knowledge and objective knowledge results become 

more divided. Whereas the perceived knowledge was found to have a relatively strong 

influence on attitude (Pieniak et al., 2010), actual knowledge showed no significant 

relationship (Gotschi et al., 2007) or only a weak relationship towards attitude 

(Pieniak et al., 2010). Based on these findings the second hypothesis of this study was 

formulated as: H1B: Subjective knowledge and / or objective knowledge have a 

significant influence on attitude. 

 

2.5.3 Connection between Subjective Knowledge and Objective Knowledge  

 

Further, the relationship between subjective and objective knowledge is of interest to 

research. This is to understand how strongly perceived and actual knowledge 

influence each other. Some studies could find moderate to weak relationships between 

subjective and objective knowledge (Brucks, 1985; Radecki & Jaccard, 1995; Park et 

al., 1994). These studies also found that consumers were generally overconfident 

about themselves, thus their overall level of subjective knowledge was greater than 

their objective knowledge.  These findings were also valid for sustainable fish 

consumption, where subjective knowledge about fish was a better predictor of 

consumption than objective knowledge (Verbeke, 2008). Based on the importance of 

knowledge as a predictor and being aware of the distinction between subjective and 

objective knowledge, this was investigated on the case of Fairtrade products. In line 

with these previous findings, the following hypothesis related to Fairtrade was tested 

in this study: H1C: Subjective knowledge and objective knowledge significantly 

influence each other. 
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2.5.4 The Role of Socio-demographics on Subjective Knowledge, Objective 

Knowledge, Attitude and Consumption 

 

Not only understanding the connection between subjective and objective knowledge, 

but also the factors that impact knowledge, attitude and consumption may lead to a 

better understanding of the perception and consumption of Fairtrade. Specifically 

contextual factors were found to have an influence on knowledge on, attitude about 

and consumption of eco-labelled products (Tanner & Kast, 2003). Gracia & De 

Magistris (2008) found that higher income levels are significantly influencing the 

consumption of organic fruit and vegetables. Earlier research found that the gender 

significantly influences the purchase of eco-labelled apples (Blend & van 

Ravenswaay, 2009) and seafood (Wessells et al., 1999), with women being more 

likely to do these purchases. An influence of income and education Wessells et al. 

(1999) could not prove an impact, whereas Blend & van Ravenswaay (1999) showed 

that higher education levels increased the purchase probability for eco-certified 

apples. Gracia & De Magistris (2008) summarise results that shows that age and 

education have an influence on the consumption of eco-labelled food, indicating that 

older and more educated consumers are more likely to buy those products. In their 

own study however, Gracia & De Magistris (2008) could not confirm these results, 

finding no influence of age and education on organic fruit and vegetables 

consumption. Despite that, they could show that consumers with a higher income are 

more willing to buy organic foods. To verify results, some major socio-demographics 

were tested on their influence on knowledge, attitude and consumption of Fairtrade in 

the following hypothesis: H1D: Age, income, gender, district of residence and / or 

degree are significantly determining objective knowledge, subjective knowledge, 

attitude and / or consumption. 
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Figure 2.5.1: Overview Main Hypotheses 

 

The hypotheses are summarised as: 

 

 H1A: Subjective knowledge, objective knowledge and / or attitudes are 

significantly determining consumption. 

 H1B: Subjective and / or objective knowledge have a significant influence on 

attitude. 

 H1C: Subjective knowledge and objective knowledge significantly influence each 

other.  

 H1D: Age, income, gender, district of residence and / or degree are significantly 

determining objective knowledge, subjective knowledge, attitude and / or 

consumption. 

 

2.6 Limitations of the Literature Review 

 

Studies that use the differentiation between subjective and objective knowledge yield 

diverging results, for which several reasons can be considered.  One explanation can 

be found in the different methods used to measure subjective and objective 

knowledge, where a consistency of measurement is missing (Park et al., 1994). 

Thereby several methods for subjective knowledge measurement exist, ranging from 
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an often-applied ad hoc manner to more reliability-tested methods (Flynn & 

Goldsmith, 1999). Likewise, objective knowledge question to test the actual 

knowledge of consumers are even more exposed to arbitrariness, as those questions 

are chosen by the researchers depending on the research subject and may differ in the 

level of difficulty. Moreover, results may depend on the selected sample frame of 

each study. Finally, the previous mentioned ambiguity of the term attitude and how it 

is interpreted as well as measured by researchers (Blackwell et al., 2006; Ajzen & 

Fishbein, 2010) may alter the results.  

 

 

  



 18   
 

3 Methodology 

 

This chapter provides an explanation of the research philosophy, approach and data 

collection methods. The study employs a questionnaire survey, for which the selected 

sample is described. The questionnaire and its operationalization are elaborated. 

Lastly, limitations for the used methods are shown. 

 

3.1 Research Philosophy 

 

A primary concern of this study was to understand the casual relationship between a 

set of variables. These included the relationship between subjective and objective 

knowledge, between knowledge and attitude and between knowledge and 

consumption, as well as the influence of socio-demographics on these variables.  

 

To investigate these relationships a highly structured methodology and positivistic 

view on knowledge were employed (Saunders et al., 2007). A quantitative survey was 

carried out with the specific research question; how does knowledge influence attitude 

and consumption of Fairtrade products? All observable data from this quantitative 

survey was analysed statistically; an approach that imitates the natural science method 

by generating hypotheses from theories, which were tested in an objective manner. 

This perspective allowed for law-like generalisations (Remenyi et al., 1998 in 

Saunders et al., 2007). 

 

For this research variables were quantitatively collected, and an objective view was 

taken. The researcher was external to the process of data collection. The respondents 

for the survey were actors in the sense that they make consumption decisions on what 

products they eat, but they do not function as actors for the research itself. This 

circumstance allowed viewing social phenomena from an unbiased perspective 

(Saunders et al., 2007). The research was undertaken as value-free as possible. For 

this research an objective stance was applied as the data collection was quantitative 

and the researcher was independent from the data.  To explain the observations and 

behaviour in this research, this was done according to rational explanations, applying 

a functionalist position to examine the social phenomena and to explain them. 

(Saunders et al., 2007) 
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3.2 Research Approach  

 

Since in the thesis it was examined how knowledge, attitude and consumption of 

Fairtrade food relate to each other, the theory attitude formation was tested on the 

specific example of Fairtrade food. A deductive approach seemed most applicable for 

doing this. Based on the existing theory about attitude and knowledge on food and 

eco-labelling (for example the study of Pieniak et al. (2007)) hypotheses were 

developed. The hypotheses guided the whole process of data collection. The approach 

included expressing the hypotheses in operational terms, which are explained and 

displayed in chapter 3.7.  

 

According to Saunders et al. (2007) the deductive approach is well suited for the 

collection of quantitative data. This was done here with a consumer survey. The 

measurement of consumer’s subjective and objective knowledge and attitude was 

done (e.g. Likert scale) for the ease of statistical analysis. This approach allowed 

testing the relationships between two or more variables, for example to test the 

relation between subjective and objective knowledge. The testing is described in the 

research design (Saunders et al., 2007) 

 

This study looked at the influence of subjective and objective knowledge of, attitude 

towards and consumption of Fairtrade food, and explained the relationships between 

the investigated variables, which is characteristic for explanatory studies (Saunders et 

al., 2007). 

 

3.3 Research Strategy 

 

To find out about consumers’ knowledge, attitude and consumption of Fairtrade food 

the relation of those variables needed to be gathered. To gain a big set of data, 

quantitative research was conducted. This strategy seems suited since the concern was 

about variables that can be quantified and which can be used for testing hypotheses. 

Working with the positivistic stance that is often used with a deductive approach, 

advocating the collection of data for testing hypotheses was considered as the best 
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strategy. In particular, it was researched how much the consumers think they know 

about the Fairtrade labels (subjective knowledge) and how much they really know 

about it (objective knowledge). The quantitative research also allows the replication 

of the study, which can be useful for conducting future research. 

 

Thereupon, during this project a survey was used as the research strategy, which goes 

in line with the deductive approach. It is suitable to collect data from a larger group of 

people within a relatively short time. As a result it delivers hard and reliable data, 

independent from the researcher, who is distant from the consumers. Having used a 

survey as the only primary data collection method, it can be said that the thesis is 

based on a mono method. The cross-sectional perspective is adopted for this research, 

as a particular phenomenon is studied at a particular time. This is, the knowledge and 

awareness of consumers toward Fairtrade labelled products as consumer perceived it 

in April 2014 when the study was conducted (Saunders et al., 2007).  

 

3.4 Data Collection and Analysis 

 

Primary data for this project was gathered with a survey, whereas secondary data was 

mainly taken from the Internet. 

 

3.4.1 Primary Data Collection 

 

The data collection tool used to gain primary data was a questionnaire, which 

collected the needed information from consumers in a larger quantity. It allowed to 

generalise results and to draw conclusions to the overall population with certain 

limitations (Section 3.8). For this study a self-administered questionnaire was used. 

This means that the sampled consumers completed the questionnaire themselves. 

Compared to interviewer-administered questionnaires this is more timesaving 

(Saunders et al., 2007). The questionnaires were handed out to the sampled people 

and collected personally. By personally handing out the questionnaire, the quota 

sampling method (Section 3.5) could be followed and there was no time-delay in 

getting the answers, which would have occurred with postal questionnaires for 
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example. This direct method yields higher response rates compared to similar 

methods (Saunders et al., 2007).  

 

3.4.2 Secondary Data Collection 

 

Next to primary data, secondary data was used as an important element of this study. 

Secondary data entails readily available data, which has been collected for previous 

research (Saunders et al., 2007). Previous market research about the market share and 

consumption of Fairtrade were used as well as the website of Fairtrade and other 

websites that are about green consumption. 

 

3.4.3 Data Analysis 

 

After having conducted the interview, the questionnaires were checked whether they 

were filled out completely. Only those fully answered were taken into consideration. 

After that, the data was entered in the statistical analysis software SPSS. For the 

analysis bivariate and multivariate analysis techniques were used. These are defined 

as methods and models of data analysis that investigate two or more attributes of 

investigated subjects simultaneously (Backhaus, 2008).  

 

3.5 Sample Selection  

 

While probability sampling would have been the most reliable method to collect data, 

it was not possible due to a missing sampling frame, thus a complete list of all the 

cases in the population. However, within business research this is often not possible 

as the sampling frame is mostly not available (Saunders et al., 2007). Together with 

limited financial and time resources non-probability sampling was chosen for this 

thesis (Saunders et al., 2007). The most representative non-probability sampling 

method is quota sampling, as it attempts to represent the total population. Quota 

sampling is very often applied for interview surveys. It is based on the premise that 

the sample represents the population, as the variability in the sample for various quota 

variables is the same as that in the population (Saunders et al., 2007). 
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3.5.1 Sample Selection 

 

The sample was taken for a specific population of Berlin. Berlin was chosen for the 

simple reason of accessibility. Due to the time and financial restrictions, the study 

cannot be representative for a bigger region. Even for Berlin, the results have only a 

restricted validity and reliability (Section 3.8).  The questionnaires were distributed on 

five days on the weekend and bank holiday (to reach also the working population) in 

two parks, Tiergarten and Volkspark Friedrichshain, very central in Berlin. These 

central locations were chosen, as they are spots attractive for people of all districts in 

Berlin. Relevant for this question were people that have consumed Fairtrade before. 

Three age groups with equal ranges are used for the quota sampling. They cover age 

18-65 and are assumed to be frequently making purchase decisions and to be aware of 

Fairtrade products. Consumers younger than 18 years were not considered as they 

were thought to do only limited groceries.  Further, the quota is divided into female 

and male and be adapted to be representative for the actual population in Berlin.  

 

3.5.2 Sample Size 

 

The minimum sample size is calculated based upon three assumptions: 

 

1. Confidence required that estimate is accurate (level of confidence) 

2. Degree of accuracy for the estimate (margin of error tolerated) 

3. The proportion of responses that are expected to have some particular attribute 

 

In the methods literature a confidence level (also: interval) of 95% is recommended, 

which corresponds to a z score (compare formula) of 1.96, which is used to calculate 

the minimum sample size. Moreover, it is recommended to take an accuracy of 5% 

for the margin of error that can be tolerated (Saunders et al., 2007). Due to time 

limitation for this study a slightly lower margin of error of 5.5% is tolerated, which 

allows using a smaller sample size. The proportion of responses that are expected to 

have some particular attribute for this case is based on the attribute: consumers, which 

have previously bought any Fairtrade food. It is assumed that 20% of the population 

in Berlin have bought Fairtrade before (Marktforschung, 2014). Another criterion is 

that consumers are currently living in Berlin. 
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The formula is the following: 

 

n = p% x q% y [z/e%]
2 

 

where: 

 

n is minimum sample size required 

p% is the proportion belonging to the specified category 

q% is the proportion not belonging to the specified category 

z is the z value corresponding to the level of confidence required 

e% is the margin of error required 

 

n= 20 x 80 x (1.96/5.5)
2 

n = 1600 x 0.154 

n = 203.19 

 

Based on that, a 0.0084 per cent quota was calculated (required sample size divided 

by total population -> 203.19 / 2,360,517) that for each of the groups provides a 

sufficient number of people of at least 30, which is required to enable meaningful 

statistical analysis for each category. In total the quota adds up to the minimum 

required sample size of 203 people (Table 3.5.2). 

 

 

Gender Age Group Population 

x 0.0000847272 

Quota 

Male 18-33 399,968 34 

 34-49 427,938 37 

 50-65 360,099 31 

Female 18-33 408,285 35 

 34-49 397,998 34 

 50-65 366,229 32 

Total Sample  2,360,517 203 
Table 3.5.2: Quota Plan 

(Based on data from: StatistikBerlinBrandenburg. 2014.) 
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3.6 Questionnaire Design and Operationalization 

 

The questionnaire had a structured format and closed questions, which made the data 

comparable and simplified statistical analysis. Structured interviews allow to control 

and are designed in a way the interviewee is given the same questions, which are to be 

answered in response categories. This eases the analysis and makes data suitable to 

summarise (Saunders et al., 2007).  

 

3.6.1 Contact Questions 

 

At the beginning people were asked to participate in the interview (interview to be 

found in Appendix A). It was introduced as a part of a university graduate project. 

Mentioning that it was a university project was thought to increase the likelihood to 

answer the questions. As a contact question and selection criteria at the same time, 

people were asked whether they have consumed Fairtrade food before (question 1). 

As the study investigated in the connection between objective and subjective 

knowledge, but also their influence on consumption of Fairtrade, this was considered 

as the minimum criterion. A second contact question was to ask whether people live 

in Berlin (question 2), as the population from which the sample was to be taken was 

limited to Berlin.  

 

3.6.2 Consumption and Attitude 

 

One crucial question for the analysis was to ask about the Fairtrade food consumption 

(question 3). As this is an observable variable, this could be asked straightforward. 

The question was measured with a scale applied in another study of Fairtrade by 

Sunderer & Rössel (2012). They have measured the purchase frequency of Fairtrade 

groceries on a 6 point scale, ranging from 1 = never to 6 = once a week or more often 

(Sunderer & Rössel, 2012). As this has been used before, I considered it to be a 

measure to work well for this study. Modifications were made to change “purchase” 

to “consumption”, as here not the purchase, but the consumption by people is of 

interest.  Moreover, the answer “never” was omitted, as this option is already 

excluded due to the contact question, which asks whether people consumed Fairtrade 
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before. Moreover, “once a week” will be extended by “on a daily basis”. In this 

survey, the scale ranges then from 1= once a year or less to 6 = on a daily basis.  

 

The general attitude for Fairtrade food cannot directly be measured, as it is a more 

abstract concept, which is not directly observable. However, it is assumed to exist and 

therefore it was measured with a set of items, which can measure the construct of 

attitude. To make attitudes measurable, people get asked to evaluate an attitude object 

with some degree of favour or disfavour (Olsen et al., 2007). Here, this object was the 

food category of Fairtrade labelled products. Six different 7-point semantic–

differential bipolar items  (good-bad, lucky-unlucky, pleasant-unpleasant, cheerful-

depressive, delightful-terrible and positive-negative were measured to obtain the 

attitude (question 4) (Olsen et al., 2007). This Likert scale has proven to be a good 

measure (Olsen et al., 2007). The construct was then checked for internal reliability 

and the average of the six items could be used in the correlation analysis later on.  

 

3.6.3 Subjective and Objective Knowledge 

 

The subjective knowledge for Fairtrade food is also an abstract variable, which can 

only get measured indirectly (question 5). In measuring subjective knowledge an 

approach developed and tested by Flynn & Goldsmith (1999) was used. They claim 

this model to be suited for the self-reported measure of subjective knowledge. I 

expect from using this model to obtain more reliable and valid results than what Flynn 

& Goldsmith (1999) call the often-applied ad hoc manner measurements. The items 

are measured on a seven-point Likert-type scale; whereby seven means strongly 

agree, 4 neither agree nor disagree and 1 strongly disagree. Questions are according to 

Flynn & Goldsmith (1999) model both positively and negatively worded to control 

errors that could be attributed to the direction of item wording. 

 

The construct “objective knowledge” was measured by testing four statements 

concerning Fairtrade practices that the general Fairtrade certifying organisations apply 

(question six). This has been done similar in the study of Pieniak et al. (2010) for 

organic vegetables and provided reliable results. The respondents were asked to rate 

these statements as either being correct or wrong. Three of the statements are true and 

one is false (elaborated in chapter 5). Respondents had to answer the question. The 
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option “I don’t know” was omitted intentionally as people should think about which 

statement is most likely to be true, even if they are not entirely sure about the answer. 

In the end the objective knowledge was calculated as the total number of correct 

responses, ranging on a scale from 0 to 4. 

 

3.6.4 Socio-Demographic Measures 

 

Finally, the socio-demographic variables of gender (question 7), age (question 8), 

highest earned degree (question 9), monthly net income (question 10) and district of 

residence within Berlin (question 11) were collected. Asking for the age and to record 

the gender is important as this study worked with quota sampling. Also education and 

income were measured, for which people had to choose in which range they belong. 

The education measurement is based on Verhoef (2004), who investigated organic 

consumption in the Netherlands, having a very similar education system to Germany. 

Moreover, these basic socio-demographic data was used to observe general trends in 

differences between the degree of objective and subjective knowledge observed. 

 

3.6.5 Operationalization 

 

For the ease of data processing, the type of measurement for data coding was 

identified. A summary is displayed in Table 3.6. The coding replaces longer text terms 

by numbers and simplifies statistical calculations (SRM, 2014; Backhaus, 2008). The 

applicable level of measurement is important to select the most appropriate method of 

statistical analysis (SRM, 2014). In the survey, the questions whether a person has 

consumed Fairtrade before (Question 1, Appendix A), lives in Berlin (Question 2), a 

person’s gender (Question 7) and district of residence (Question 11) were coded as 

non-metric, nominal. This means that ordering these values in any sequence is not 

possible (SRM, 2014; Backhaus, 2008). The question for the highest attained degree 

(Question 9) is a non-metric, ordinal measurement, since the degrees can be rank-

ordered in some logical sequence from low to high (SRM, 2014; Backhaus, 2008). 

The questions for consumption frequency, attitude, subjective knowledge and 

objective knowledge (Questions 3, 4, 5 and 6) appear at first sight to be ordinal values 

ranking from low to high. However, they can be treated as being a metric interval 

scale, when the answers are formulated symmetrically (e.g. on a Likert scale) or are 



 27   
 

put together by using several items for describing one construct (e.g. construct for 

measuring attitude) (UZH, 2014). Adding all answer the sub-questions in questions 4, 

5 and 6 created the constructs of attitude, subjective knowledge and objective 

knowledge, respectively. Consumption was also treated as interval scale. For the 

interval scale, it is assumed that the distance between the answers are approximately 

even and the distances have a meaning, thus the interval between the values is 

interpretable and the average of an interval variable can be computed (SRM, 2014). 

Lastly, the questions for age and income (Questions 8 and 10) are on a metric ratio 

scale, as they have an absolute zero and a ratio between the variable can be 

established. This distinction has implications on the data analysis as assumptions are 

less restrictive for lower hierarchies of measurement (where ratio represents the 

highest hierarchy) and analysis as a consequence is also less sensitive (SRM, 2014).  

 

Question Variables Measurement 

1 Consumed Fairtrade before Nominal 

2 Residence Berlin Nominal 

3 Purchase frequency Interval  

4 Attitude Interval 

5 Subjective Knowledge Interval 

6 Objective knowledge Interval 

7 Gender Nominal 

8 Age Ratio 

9 Degree Ordinal 

10 Income Ratio 

11 District Nominal 
Table 3.6: Descriptive Statistics of Variables  

 

3.7 Pilot Survey 

 

A first pilot survey with two people was conducted. Thereby, it was tested whether 

the questions were well perceived and understood. The survey took approximately 

two minutes. The participants were able and willing to answer all questions. 

Nevertheless, one question about the consumption frequency was perceived as 

complicated and time consuming to answer.  

 

This question was originally based on a reference study, which investigated on 

organic consumption (Pieniak et al., 2010). There, it was asked how many out of ten 

vegetable purchases were organic, ranging from 0 = never to 10 = always. This turned 
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out to be slightly more complicated to do for Fairtrade, as Fairtrade is sold in many 

food categories this question was changed after the first pilot study and an index 

composed of different Fairtrade products would have been misleading. After this, 

another study was found, which investigated Fairtrade (Sunderer & Rössel, 2012). 

Based on that new question, a measurement scale was used, as described in section 

3.6. 

 

3.8 Limitations 

 

While this study has been conducted under careful consideration, it faces some 

limitations due to the selected data collection method. The reliability looking at the 

measurement instrument that has been used in the collection of data (Saunders et al., 

2007) of this paper may be influenced by a participant error, meaning that if people 

would have been asked at another day or time of the day, different answers would 

have been yielded (Saunders et al., 2007). This was tried to minimise by taking the 

sample from the morning till the evening and to take them only on weekends (and one 

bank holiday) to potentially reach many people, which otherwise might would work 

during the week. Different tools to measure attitude and subjective knowledge exist, 

which reduces the explanatory power in a direct comparison with similar studies. The 

same is true for the measurement of objective knowledge, which is very specifically 

designed for the case of Fairtrade and might be of a different difficulty level as in 

other comparable studies.  

 

The employment of non-probability sampling does not allow generalisations based on 

the sample. The sample is biased as only consumers were surveyed, which have 

consumed Fairtrade before and narrowed to a specific geographic location. Further, an 

oversampling of people from some districts occurred.  
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4 Fairtrade Case 

 

In this chapter Fairtrade as one standard to promote ethical and environmental ideas is 

presented. First, the history and Fairtrade movement are explained. Second, the 

current market for Fairtrade in Germany is shortly described and Fairtrade guidelines 

are summarised. Finally, an overview of the current research on Fairtrade and the 

knowledge about it is given.  

 

4.1 The Fairtrade Movement  

 

The fair trade idea as such already emerged in the 1970s, but the labelling schemes 

started only in the late 1980s selling the first Fairtrade certified products (Witkowski, 

2005). In 1988 the first label was launched in the Netherlands under the name of 

‘Max Havelaar’ and was importing Fairtrade coffee from Mexico to Dutch 

supermarket shelves. In the late 1980s and early 1990s Fairtrade schemes spread to 

other European and North American markets under various names and organisations. 

In Germany “Transfair” was established. As a reaction to the increasingly emerging 

organisations, umbrella organisations emerged, of which the Fairtrade Labelling 

Organisation (FLO), which is located in Bonn, Germany, is one of the biggest. This 

organisation also uses the widely known Fairtrade certification mark (Compare Figure 

4.1) (Fairtrade UK (a), 2014) 

 

Figure 4.1: Fairtrade mark FLO 

(Source: Fairtrade UK (a), 2014) 

 

Even there is consensus on some of the basic ideas of fair trade; a universal definition 

is not available. The four biggest Fairtrade organisations, namely FLO (Fair Trade 

Labelling Organizations International), EFTA (European Fair Trade Association), 
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IFAT (International Fair Trade Association) and NEWS! (Network of European 

Worldshops) define Fairtrade as:  

"Fair trade is a trading partnership, based on dialogue, transparency and respect, 

that seeks greater equity in international trade. It contributes to sustainable 

development by offering better trading conditions to, and securing the rights of, 

marginalized producers and workers – especially in the South. Fair trade 

organizations, backed by consumers, are engaged actively in supporting producers, 

awareness raising and in campaigning for changes in the rules and practice of 

conventional international trade" (WFTO, 2014). 

Worth noting is also that Fairtrade is not Fairtrade. The main difference lies in the 

certification. Only organisations that certify according to the Fairtrade standards can 

use the Fairtrade label, which assures that the strict standards of the organisation are 

fulfilled (PA, 2014). These products are then 100% Fairtrade. Next to that, fairly 

traded products can be sold without the certification mark and call themselves fair 

trade. Those products can, but not necessarily have to fulfil the same standards (PA, 

2014). In this thesis, I only refer to the certified Fairtrade products that constitute for 

almost all sales in Germany (Nachhaltigkeitsrat, 2014). This certification scheme can 

be found worldwide and pursues better prices and working conditions, local 

sustainability and fair working terms for workers in developing countries (FTA 

Australia & New Zealand, 2014).  

 

Initially, the concept was that producers in the developed world could sell their 

products to licensed Fairtrade exporters, importers or buyers. These are then 

processing and packaging products and distribute them to the retailers in the 

developed world (Fairtrade UK (a), 2014). Fairtrade works as a voluntary certification 

scheme. It was designed to encounter these problems and to help deprived people in 

developing countries to lift them out of poverty. Fairtrade wants to empower 

communities participating in the fair trade and to get access to global and fair market 

(FTA Australia & New Zealand, 2014). The rewards from the fair trade are equally 

distributed among the community for development. This development is long-term 

oriented as it enables on-going access to markets.  
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4.2 Market of Fairtrade 

 

Internationally, the Fairtrade market is growing continuously. In Europe, Germany 

bypassed Switzerland and France and is with yearly two-digit growth now the second 

largest Fairtrade market in Europe (Hamburger Abendblatt, 2014). Just Great Britain 

constitutes larger sales with 1.9 billion euros in 2012. The latest annual report of 

Fairtrade International states an increase for Fairtrade certified product sales from 400 

million euros in 2011 to 533 million euros in 2012 in Germany (Nachhaltigkeitsrat, 

2014).  This is a growth by 33 per cent within one year and ten times more than it was 

in 2002 (Fairtrade DE (a). 2014). Together with fair traded products (including non-

certified) sales were EUR 650 million in 2012, which is double as much as four years 

earlier (Nachhaltigkeitsrat, 2014). For the first half-year of 2013 Fairtrade products 

accounted already for 300 million euros indicating an on-going increase (Gea, 2014). 

As measured by the huge number of overall food sales the percentage of Fairtrade 

products is still low. Accordingly, Fairtrade coffee has a market share of 2% and 

bananas account for roughly 3% of the sales in Germany (Derhandel, 2014). 

 

Fairtrade food is now widely accessible. In Germany 30,000 stores carry the products 

on shelves; another 900 specialised fair trade stores and 15,000 restaurants are 

registered to sale fair traded food (FocusOnline, 2014). Even discounters cannot 

exclude themselves any more from stocking Fairtrade, with ALDI following this 

development as the last discounter in Germany in 2012 stocked Fairtrade in its outlets 

(Derhandel, 2014). In a survey among German consumers who stated to have 

purchased Fairtrade products before, 96% of the respondents named that they 

consumed Fairtrade food before, which makes it the most used category, followed 

with a big distance by others (textiles, 22% and artwork 18%; PA, 2014). The same 

survey revealed that 20% of consumers purchase Fairtrade products regularly, often 

with the intention to take control on production conditions (Marktforschung, 2014). 

 

4.3 Fairtrade Standards 

 

The expression Fairtrade by itself implies fair trade practices. This is mainly realised 

by a price premium. The price premium contains three elements. The first is the 

minimum price, which is determined for each product individually and is intended to 
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be above the market price. In case the normal market price jumps above this 

minimum price, the producers get that higher market price plus another Fairtrade 

premium, which is always paid on top regardless of the market price. This extra 

Fairtrade premium also varies per product and is for coffee for example USD 20 extra 

per ton. The third premium is paid for the adherence to organic standards, yielding 

another USD 30 per ton for the case of coffee (Fairtrade DE (c), 2014). Other 

incentives that support the farmers are financing of certain projects (FLO, 2011). 

Based on this the first question to test the objective knowledge (question 6a, 

Appendix A) was whether people think that Fairtrade guarantees a certain price 

premium for the producers. The right answer in this case would be ‘true’. 

 

Another important aspect of Fairtrade is the denial of child labour. This is controlled 

by the organisation on the farms (FLO, 2011). This criterion was used to test the 

objective knowledge. The statement (question 6c, Appendix A) was accordingly 

formulated as ‘Fairtrade guarantees that no child labour is involved’, where ‘true’ 

would be the right answer.  

 

Another question is whether Fairtrade also always means organic. Often, Fairtrade is 

associated with attributes such as “sustainable” and “ecological” by consumers 

(Marktforschung, (2014). Indeed, Fairtrade supports farmers to change production to 

organic growing methods by providing an extra premium for organic products 

additionally to the usual price premium (Fairtrade DE (b)). In 2012 Fairtrade recorded 

that 65% of all Fairtrade food was organic as well. However, not all Fairtrade 

products are organic. Therefore, Fairtrade is not organic. The study took this as a 

knowledge fact to test the objective knowledge. The next statement to be answered 

(Question 6c, Appendix A) in the survey was, whether Fairtrade guarantees organic 

growing standards. The correct answer for this question would be ‘false’. 

Lastly, among other standards, Fairtrade denies the use of genetically modified 

material (Fairtrade (d), 2014). Guided by the idea to maintain biodiversity, Fairtrade 

does not allow using genetically modified seeds (Fairtrade (d), 2014). Furthermore, 

genetically modified growing technics are said to increase the dependence of small 

farmers from big agricultural companies. Additionally, it is counterproductive to the 

attempt to support organic growing practices, which Fairtrade does. In light of this it 
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seems consequent to not use genetically modified organisms. To test if people are 

aware of this, the last statement to be tested was whether Fairtrade guarantees 

genetically free products, where the correct answer would be ‘true’.  

  



 34   
 

5 Empirical Findings 

 

Chapter 5 presents the data collected by the survey. The results of each question are 

visualised before giving an analysis of the data in the next chapter. Firstly, the 

answers for the frequency of consumption and the attitude are shown. Secondly, the 

answers of the subjective and objective knowledge measurement are given. Lastly, the 

socio-demographic composition of the sample is displayed accordingly.   

 

5.1 Sample Composition 

 

From the 210 people, who answered the survey, four persons did not provide data 

concerning their income. For those cases the choice was to either estimate the 

incomes statistically or to omit the questionnaires. It was chosen to neglect these four 

questionnaires for the analysis to reach more reliable data. Additionally, three persons 

started to fill in, but did not complete the questionnaire. These were also not 

considered for analysis. In the end the target of 203 persons was reached.  

 

5.2 Consumption and Attitude 

 

The consumption frequency (Question 3: How often are you consuming Fairtrade 

food?) was measured with six different options, ranging from ‘once a year or less’ to 

‘on a daily basis’. The result is displayed in Figure 5.2.1, showing a U-shape, which 

flattens off towards both ends. About 40% of the infrequent consumers (82 persons) 

stated to consume Fairtrade only once a year and less to a few times a year. One 

quarter (49 persons) showed to consume Fairtrade one to three times a month, 

representing an occasional usage. Roughly one third (72 persons) can be considered 

as regular users, consuming Fairtrade food once a week or on a daily basis. The 

consumption frequency measured here is slightly higher than in previous research. 

There the proportion of consumers purchasing green food on a regular basis was 

found to be relatively low (Pieniak et al., 2010). Further, the results are in line with 

the earlier mentioned study, indicating that 20% of the people in Germany purchase 

Fairtrade regularly (Marktforschung, 2014). The survey clearly shows that people 
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either are regular users or infrequent users. The number of occasional users, 

consuming Fairtrade once a month was a very small group of eight persons.  

 

Figure 5.2.1: Consumption Frequency 

 

The findings for the attitude are displayed Figure 5.2.2. As mentioned in chapter 3.6.2 

the attitude was measured by asking people how they feel when they consume 

Fairtrade food (Question 4: Please indicate which word best describes how you feel 

when you eat Fairtrade products.) The displayed results are an index out of the 6 

items that the respondents rated. A clear trend towards positive attitudes is visible, 

with only a few people showing a low attitude towards Fairtrade. This general 

positive attitude was confirmed by other studies as well (Aertsens et al., 2009, Pieniak 

et al., 2010).  

 

Figure 5.2.2: Attitude 
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5.3 Subjective Knowledge and Objective Knowledge 

 

The next question was about the perceived knowledge (Question 5: Please indicate 

for each of the following statements about Fairtrade certified food to what extent you 

agree). Subjective knowledge was normally distributed. A majority felt that they are 

only relatively poorly informed about Fairtrade. The biggest group of people had an 

average score between four and five, indicating a slightly higher than medium 

knowledge. A smaller amount of people indicated to be relatively knowledgeable, 

scoring between five and six. Only 10 people felt that they were knowledgeable and 

just two people found themselves very knowledgeable. Compared with a study from 

Pieniak et al. (2010), subjective knowledge showed an even clearer trend towards 

little knowledge for most consumers.  

 

 

Figure 5.3.1: Subjective Knowledge Index 

 

The next question in the survey measured objective knowledge (Question 6: Please 

circle the answer according you think that the following statements are true or false). 

Four statements measured the objective knowledge. A clear majority was able to 

answer three questions out of four correctly. The questions whether Fairtrade means a 

price premium for the producers and whether it guarantees that no child labour is 

involved, both true statements, almost everyone answered correctly. Surprisingly, the 

question about child labour scored slightly more correct answers than the question 

about the guaranteed minimum price, which one could derive from the concept of 
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“fair trade”. For the other two questions, whether Fairtrade is organic and whether it 

is free of genetically modified crops more mixed results can be found. More than half 

of all respondents knew that Fairtrade does not mean a product is also produced 

according to organic standards. Only 39% knew that Fairtrade is free of genetically 

modified corps. Only 6.8% of the respondents answered all statements correctly. A 

majority is thus familiar with the basic statements. 

Figure 5.3.2: Objective Knowledge, Correct Answers 

 

 
Figure 5.3.3: Objective Knowledge, results per statement 
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5.4 Socio-Demographics 

 

The sample was taken as a quota sampling. Therefore the breakdown into women and 

men and age groups was specified prior to the sampling. In the survey, this was asked 

in question 7 (What is your gender?) and question 8 (How old are you?). In Figure 

5.2.1 this distribution is displayed. It can be seen that the biggest sample group is the 

group that contains persons in the age range 34 and 49, followed by young people 

between 18 and 33. The smallest group in the sample were older people, ranging from 

50-65 years of age.  

 

Figure 5.4.1: Respondents by Age and Gender 

 

Other socio-demographic characteristics measured by the survey were highest 

obtained educational degree (Question 9: Which is your highest degree?), monthly net 

income (Question 10: What is your monthly net income?) and the district of residence 

within Berlin residence (Question 11: In which district of Berlin do you live in?). 

From the data in Figure 5.4.2, it is apparent that the by far biggest sampled group is 

people with a university degree (41%), followed by people with a vocational school 

certificate (Berufsschule / Fachschule, 23% people) and people with an academic title 

(15%). Most likely the sample does not represent the whole population well regarding 

the educational attainment, which might be caused by the selection criteria to include 

only people, who have consumed Fairtrade before. 
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Figure 5.4.2: Respondents by Highest Attained Degree 

 

Figure 5.4.3 shows the distribution of the monthly net income (thus after taxes, to 

know how much people effectively could spend) of the respondents. The majority of 

people earn between EUR 1,000 and EUR 2,000. Interestingly, for each of the three 

other categories the incomes are distributed almost equally. 

 

Figure 5.4.3: Respondents by Monthly Net Income in Euro 
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residence is displayed. The figure indicates a large number of respondents from Mitte 

and Pankow and lower response rate from other districts. Six people put a cross for 

any district. This might be due to several district reforms that took place and left some 

people unclear what district they belong to in the new system. This assumption is 

supported by the fact that some other people only left their postcode next to that 

question, which was then used in the analysis to assign them a district. 

 

Figure 5.4.4: Total Number of Respondents per District in Berlin  

 

Figure 5.4.5 shows the percentage of the population and sample itemised per district. 

Here it can be seen that some districts are over-represented. Especially Mitte and 

Pankow are over-sampled. Other districts that are over-sampled are Charlottenburg-
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under-sampled. The noticeable oversampling of Pankow and Mitte can be explained 

by the survey itself, which was conducted in two parks, Tiergarten, in the district of 

Mitte and bordering to Charlottenburg-Wilmersdorf and the other park, Volkspark 

Friedrichshain, in Pankow and bordering to Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg and Mitte. 

Including districts into the quota sampling could have prevented oversampling. That 

way, from every district a representative number could have been taken for the 

sample. On the other hand, this unequal representation of some districts might partly 

be due to different consumption behaviours, meaning that some people in 

underrepresented districts potentially consume no Fairtrade food and therefore chose 

to not participate in the survey. 
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Figure 5.4.5: Percentage of Population & Sample per District  
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6 Analysis  

 

This chapter tests the earlier formulated hypotheses through statistical analysis. The 

analysis follows the order of the probed hypotheses. Different analysis tools were 

used depending on the quality of the data. The analysis worked from more generic 

interdependence analysis to the more specific dependence analysis - where applicable. 

 

6.1 Hypotheses  

 

First for each hypothesis the interdependency of the variables was examined by a set 

of correlation analysis. Correlation analyses reveal whether a pair of variables is 

correlated, thus interconnected, and how strong this correlation is (Surveysystem, 

2014). This is the first step in the analysis towards answering the hypotheses, as there 

the interest is in one-way relationships (dependency), not in two-way relationships 

(interdependency). If interdependence exists, further analysis to make statements 

about the direction is useful. The only exception here is the relation between 

subjective and objective knowledge (H1C) where only the interdependency is of 

interest, which does not demand additional analyses beyond the correlation. To recall 

the hypotheses developed in chapter 2, they are displayed in Figure 6.1.1 and 

summarised in Table 6.1.1. Note that all statements refer to the case of Fairtrade food. 
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Figure 6.1.1: Overview Hypotheses  

 

 

H1A: Subjective knowledge, objective knowledge and / or attitudes are 

significantly determining consumption.  

H1B: Subjective and / or objective knowledge have a significant influence on 

attitude.  

H1C: Subjective and objective knowledge significantly influence each other. 

H1D: Age, income, gender, district of residence and / or degree are significantly 

determining objective knowledge, subjective knowledge, attitude and / or 

consumption  
Table 6.1.1: Main Hypotheses 

 

Prior to all statistical analyses, a normal distribution test was conducted. Normal 

distribution is a precondition for many analyses. For variables with a metric scale, the 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of goodness of fit is a straightforward test (Backhaus, 

2008). All variables with metric scale, thus consumption, attitude, subjective 

knowledge, objective knowledge, age and income were tested with this test. The test 

was significant for all tested variables (Appendix C, Outcome C.1). Significance in 

social science requires a significance value of α = 0.05. This is interpreted as a 95% 

confidence that the result is no coincidence (Cooklibrary, 2014). As all variables were 

significant, they all follow a normal distribution, thus are parametric and can be 

analysed with parametric tests in the following.  
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6.2 Hypothesis H1A 

 

The first hypothesis was: Subjective knowledge, objective knowledge and / or 

attitudes are significantly determining consumption. It was looked at how the 

variables of subjective and objective knowledge about and attitude towards Fairtrade 

influence the consumption of those products. Based on previous results discussed in 

chapter 2, subjective knowledge and attitude yielded diverging results concerning 

their influence on consumption. It was shown that subjective knowledge could be an 

important predictor of consumption of eco-certified food, whereas one study did not 

confirm this. The same is true for attitude, which was found to have an impact in 

some studies, but one. Objective knowledge was found to have no or only a weak 

impact on the consumption in all earlier mentioned studies. 

 

6.2.1 Correlation for Hypothesis H1A 

 

In a first step, a bivariate correlation was conducted. This test investigates, whether 

the relationship between two variables is linear. A linear relationship indicates that 

when one variable increases, the other also either increases or decreases (Backhaus, 

2008). The type of correlation analysis used depends on the distribution and measure 

scale of the variables. For the case that all variables are normally distributed, a 

Pearson correlation can be used (Backhaus, 2008). This bivariate test requires that 

variables have a metric level of measurement (CookLibrary, 2014), which is given. 

Deriving from the main hypothesis, the working hypothesis and null hypotheses for 

the correlation tests are displayed in Table 6.2.1. The results of the correlation 

analysis are displayed in Output 6.2.1. 

 

 

H1A: Attitudes, subjective knowledge and / or objective knowledge are significantly correlating 

with consumption. 

H0A1: There is no statistically significant correlation between subjective knowledge and consumption. 

H0A2: There is no statistically significant correlation between objective knowledge and consumption. 

H0A3: There is no statistically significant correlation between attitude and consumption. 

Table 6.2.1: Hypotheses for Testing Correlation for H1A 
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Correlations 

 Frequency Attitude Index 

Objective 

Knowledge 

Index 

Subjective 

Knowledge 

Index 

Frequency Pearson 

Correlation 
1 ,420

**
 ,207

**
 ,579

**
 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 ,003 ,000 

N 203 203 203 203 

Output 6.2.1: Pearson Correlation Matrix 

 

From the correlation matrix (Output 6.2.1) the significance values and correlation 

coefficients can be depicted. Frequency stands for consumption frequency of 

Fairtrade. Once again, significance indicates whether the correlation is coincidence or 

not. For social science a significance value of α = 0.05 is assumed. If the significance 

value in the output is smaller, significance can be assumed. Then it can be said, that 

with a 95% confidence that the result is no coincidence (Cooklibrary, 2014). The 

strength of the correlation is given by the correlation coefficient. It can range from a 

high negative correlation (-1) to a high positive correlation (1), where 0 means no 

correlation (Surveysystem, 2014). 

 

For subjective knowledge and attitude, the relation shows significance (compare 

Output 6.2.1). That means there is a relationship between them. The correlation 

coefficient gives a 0.579. This can be interpreted as a relatively strong correlation 

between those two variables. Thus, there is some first evidence that perceived 

knowledge about Fairtrade and the frequency people buy Fairtrade are interlinked. 

The relationship between objective knowledge and consumption is also significant. 

For those variables the correlation coefficient is considerably lower at .207, which 

translates to a weak correlation (Strath, 2014). Lastly, consumption and attitude were 

also significantly correlated. The coefficient gave a value of .420, which means a 

moderate correlation (Strath, 2014).  

 

To refer back to Table 6.2.1, all null hypotheses can be rejected and the working 

hypothesis “H1A: Attitudes, subjective knowledge and / or objective knowledge are 

significantly correlating with consumption.” could have been confirmed.  
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6.2.2 Regression Analysis H1A 

 

With the correlation analysis a relationship between both knowledge and attitude and 

consumption has been confirmed. Yet, the main hypotheses H1A cannot be answered 

with correlation analyses, as it falls short to make statements about the direction of the 

influence (which variable influences the other variable). Further does it not tell 

whether the correlation is direct or indirect, thus whether a correlation between two 

variables is mediated by a third one (Backer, 2008). Therefore a more detailed 

analysis was required.  

 

The regression analysis is a method for the case where a metric dependent variable is 

to be predicted with one or more metric independent variables (Backer, 2008). Prior 

to the analysis it is important to assign which variables are considered as being 

dependent and independent as this will have influence of which kind of regression 

analysis is going to be used (Backer, 2008). The first step of any regression analysis 

involves testing the data for the assumptions for a linear regression that are needed to 

have reliable results (Backer, 2008). The tests were positive, which means the 

regression analysis yields reliable results. For an explanation of the test, outputs and a 

summary of the results it can be referred to Appendix D.  

 

The first main hypothesis contained the assumption that subjective knowledge, 

objective knowledge and / or attitude determine the consumption of Fairtrade food. 

For the tested null hypotheses refer to Table 6.2.2. The initial correlation analysis 

found a strong correlation between subjective knowledge and consumption, a 

moderate between attitude and consumption and a modest between objective 

knowledge and consumption. The regression intends to confirm the strength and 

direction of the hypothesised relations.   

 
H1A: Subjective knowledge, objective knowledge and / or attitudes are significantly determining 

consumption. 

H0A1: Subjective knowledge does not significantly determine consumption. 

H0A2: Objective knowledge does not significantly determine consumption. 

H0A3: Attitude does not significantly determine consumption. 
Table 6.2.2: Hypothesis H1A and Null Hypotheses 
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To determine which is the dependent and which the independent variable, it was 

predicted that in line with the theory of attitude formation, consumption is a function 

of attitude, subjective knowledge and objective knowledge. Thus, consumption was 

chosen as the dependent variable and the others were the independent variables. Since 

there are three independent variables, a multiple regression analysis was run in SPSS 

(Backer, 2008). Further, a stepwise regression was selected, where significant 

variables were included and non-significant were excluded from the model (Backer, 

2008). In step one the first included variable was subjective knowledge (Output 6.2.2 

and Output 6.2.3). This indicates that subjective knowledge is best explaining the 

dependent variable, consumption (Backer, 2008). In the second step attitude was 

entered into the model (Output 6.2.2 and Output 6.2.3), meaning that this variable 

explains also a part of the variance (= variable variation that is explained by this linear 

model). The variable objective knowledge was excluded from the model. The 

criterion of acceptance was not fulfilled, as significance at α = 0.05 was not given 

(Output 6.2.3).  

 

Variables Entered/Removed
a
 

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 

Subjective 

Knowledge Index 
. 

Stepwise (Criteria: 

Probability-of-F-to-

enter <= ,050, 

Probability-of-F-to-

remove >= ,100). 

2 

Attitude Index . 

Stepwise (Criteria: 

Probability-of-F-to-

enter <= ,050, 

Probability-of-F-to-

remove >= ,100). 

Output 6.2.2: Entered Variables in Regression Analysis for H1A 
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Excluded Variables
a
 

Model 

Beta 

In t Sig. 

Partial 

Correlatio

n 

Collinearity Statistics 

Toleran

ce VIF 

Minimum 

Tolerance 

1 Objective 

Knowledge 

Index 

,098
b
 1,688 ,093 ,118 ,962 1,039 ,962 

Attitude 

Index 
,249

b
 4,224 ,000 ,286 ,879 1,137 ,879 

2 Objective 

Knowledge 

Index 

,075
c
 1,327 ,186 ,094 ,952 1,050 ,860 

Output 6.2.3: Excluded Variables in Regression Analysis for H1A 

 
Based on the output from SPSS, the coefficient of determination (=assesses how well 

a model explains and predicts future outcomes, (Backer, 2008)) was investigated. For 

this the explained variance for both models, thus step one and two, (Output 6.2.4) was 

divided by the total variance, which gave 240,985 / 618,749 = 0.38947. This value 

can be found back in the model summary (Output 6.3.4). In the stepwise regression 

analysis the coefficient of determination is supposed to increase with every step in 

which a new variable is added (Backer, 2008). Indeed for this model it increased from 

0.335 in step one to 0.389 in step two. The increase means that every in the model 

added predictor explains more of variance of the dependent variable. For this analysis, 

a coefficient of determination of 0.389 tells that approximately 38.9% of the total 

variance of the dependent variable can be traced back by the influence of the 

independent variables. While subjective knowledge can explain 33.5 % of the 

consumption, attitude just contributes with a minor 5.4% to the determination of 

consumption, which is only a modest influence. 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 207,290 1 207,290 101,262 ,000
b
 

Residual 411,459 201 2,047   

Total 618,749 202    

2 Regression 240,985 2 120,493 63,793 ,000
c
 

Residual 377,763 200 1,889   

Total 618,749 202    

Output 6.2.4: ANOVA for Regression Analysis H1A 

 

Model Summary
c
 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate Durbin-Watson 

1 ,579
a
 ,335  ,332 1,431  

2 ,624
b
 ,389 ,383 1,374 1,995 

Output 6.2.5: Model Summary for Regression Analysis H1A 

 
Referring back to the null hypotheses, H0A1 and H0A3 were rejected (Table 6.2.3). 

Together, subjective knowledge and attitude explain approximately 38.9% of the 

variance for consumption of Fairtrade. H0A2 was accepted (Table 6.2.3), meaning that 

within the proposed model, no statistically significant influence of objective 

knowledge on the consumption could be identified.  

 

This result is in line with previous research confirming that attitude is a predictor of 

behavior in general, but also for green food (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2000; Pieniak et al., 

2010). While previous research found a moderate influence of attitude, here only a 

modest influence was found. The modest relationship may be due to the fact that 

consumption is the behavior to eat Fairtrade. Often the actual behavior is always just a 

fraction of the behavioral intention to consume products, thus a relationship of lower 

strength can be found here (Ajzen & Fishbein; Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006). Subjective 

knowledge showed to be an important factor, strongly influencing the consumption of 

Fairtrade food, whereas objective knowledge did not have a significant influence. 

Similar results were observed by Pieniak et al. (2010) for organic vegetables and by 

Radecki & Jaccard (1995) for food in general.  
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H1A: Subjective knowledge, objective knowledge and / or attitudes are 

significantly determining consumption. 

H0A1: Subjective knowledge does not determine significantly 

consumption. 

Rejected 

H0A2: Objective knowledge does not significantly determine 

consumption. 

Accepted 

H0A3: Attitude does not determine significantly consumption. Rejected 

Table 6.2.3: Outcome of Regression Analysis H1A 
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6.3 Hypothesis H1B 

 

The second hypothesis was:  H1B: Subjective and / or objective knowledge have a 

significant influence on attitude. Previous findings confirmed a relatively strong 

influence on attitude by subjective knowledge, but only weak or no relationship 

between attitude and objective knowledge. The statistical analysis followed the same 

sequence as in the previous chapter for hypothesis H1A.  

 

6.2.1 Correlation for Hypothesis H1B 

 

Attitude and subjective knowledge show a significant relation, which is moderate. For 

the attitude and objective knowledge, the correlation is also significant with a modest 

relation. In turn, H0B1 and H0B2 can be rejected and H1B can get accepted, proving 

correlation between subjective and objective knowledge and attitude, respectively.  

 

H1B: Subjective and / or objective knowledge significantly correlate with attitude. 

H0B1: There is no statistically significant correlation between subjective knowledge and attitude. 

H0B2: There is no statistically significant correlation between objective knowledge and attitude. 
Table 6.3.1: Hypotheses for Testing Correlation for H1B 
 
 

Correlations 

 Frequency 

Attitude 

Index 

Objective 

Knowledge 

Index 

Subjective 

Knowledge 

Index 

Attitude Index Pearson 

Correlation 
,420

**
 1 ,161

*
 ,347

**
 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000  ,022 ,000 

N 203 203 203 203 

Output 6.3.1: Pearson Correlation Matrix 

 

6.3.2 Regression Analysis for H1B 

 

In an initial correlation analysis a modest correlation could be found between 

objective knowledge and attitude and a moderate correlation between subjective 

knowledge and attitude was found. To investigate the direction and strength of these 

two variables, a regression analysis was run. Correspondingly, the null hypotheses 

were formulated to test on this (Table 6.3.4). Prior to the regression all assumptions 
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were checked. Each of the tests was positive (Appendix E, Table E.1), which means 

the regression analysis delivers reliable results.  

 
H1B: Subjective knowledge and objective knowledge about Fairtrade food are significantly 

determining the attitude towards Fairtrade food. 

H0B1: Subjective knowledge does not significantly determine attitude. 

H0B2: Objective knowledge does not significantly determine attitude. 
Table 6.3.4: Hypothesis H1B and Null Hypotheses 

 
For this test it was suggested, that in line with the attitude theory, attitude is 

determined by subjective and objective knowledge. Therefore, these two are the 

independent variables for which the influence on the dependent variable of attitude 

was tested. For this purpose, another stepwise, multiple regression was run. The 

results are presented in Output 6.3.5 until Output 6.3.8. The result delivered a one-

step model, including subjective knowledge (Output 6.3.5) and excluding objective 

knowledge (Output 6.3.6). The test was only significant for subjective knowledge, 

which means that for objective knowledge statistically no influence on attitude could 

be proved at a significance level of α = 0.05. 

 

Variables Entered/Removed
a
 

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 

Subjective 

Knowledge Index 
. 

Stepwise (Criteria: 

Probability-of-F-to-

enter <= ,050, 

Probability-of-F-to-

remove >= ,100). 

Output 6.3.5: Entered Variables in Regression Analysis for H1B 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 53   
 

Excluded Variables
a
 

Model 

Beta 

In t Sig. 

Partial 

Correlatio

n 

Collinearity Statistics 

Toleran

ce VIF 

Minimum 

Tolerance 

1 Objective 

Knowledge 

Index ,098
b
 1,453 ,148 ,102 ,962 1,039 ,962 

Output 6.3.6: Excluded Variables in Regression Analysis for H1B 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 784,428 1 784,428 27,540 ,000
b
 

Residual 5725,148 201 28,483   

Total 6509,576 202    

Output 6.3.7: ANOVA for Regression Analysis H1B 

 

Model Summary
b
 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate Durbin-Watson 

1 ,347
a
 ,121 ,116 5,337 1,986 

Output 6.3.8: Model summary for Regression Analysis H1B 

 

The model summary (Output 6.3.8) indicated a coefficient of determination of 0.121. 

This translates into a dependency of attitude from subjective knowledge of 

approximately 12%, which is a modest relationship. Considering these results, the 

null hypotheses H0B1 was rejected and H0B2 accepted. Only subjective knowledge 

influences the attitude. No direct influence of objective knowledge on attitude could 

statistically be confirmed. The results of this study differ from a similar study Pieniak 

et al. (2010). In their study strong relationship of subjective knowledge and a weak 

relationship of objective knowledge on attitude could be found. This might be due to 

the overall weak objective knowledge or to the difficulty of the objective knowledge 

question, which might have been more difficult in this study compared to the 

reference study.  
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H1B: Subjective knowledge and objective knowledge about Fairtrade food are 

significantly determining the attitude towards Fairtrade food. 

H0B1: Subjective knowledge does not determine significantly attitude. Rejected 

H0B2: Objective knowledge does not significantly determine attitude. Accepted 

Table 6.3.6: Outcome of Regression Analysis H1B 

 

  



 55   
 

6.4 Hypothesis H1C 

 

For the relation of subjective knowledge and objective knowledge the 

interdependency of those two was of interest. The hypothesis was stated as: H1C: 

Subjective knowledge and objective knowledge significantly influence each other. The 

question is how much is what we think to know in relation to what we really know? 

Therefore a correlation analysis was run. The correlation test between subjective and 

objective knowledge was significant, providing a modest correlation (Strath, 2014). 

Therefore, H0C1 is to reject and H1C is to accept, meaning there is a modest correlation 

between subjective and objective knowledge.  

 

H1C: Subjective and objective knowledge correlate significantly with each other. 

H0C1: There is no statistically significant correlation between subjective and objective knowledge. 

Table 6.4.1: Hypotheses for Testing Correlation for H1C 

 

Correlations 

 Subjective Knowledge Index 

Objective 

Knowledge Index 

Pearson 

Correlation 
,194

**
 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,006 

N 203 

Output 6.4.1: Pearson Correlation Matrix 

 

The correlation coefficient of .194 shows a modest correlation between both 

variables. In previous studies, weak to moderate relationships were also found, 

placing this modest result is somewhere in the middle (Radecki & Jaccard, 1995; 

Pieniak et al., 2010). Even this interdependency is relatively weak; an interesting 

result can be depicted from Output 6.4.2. From this descriptive statistics the mean of 

subjective knowledge for the different objective knowledge grades is displayed. 

While to overall mean (=average) of subjective knowledge is 19.01, it is with 25.36 

remarkably high for persons, which had all answers for the objective knowledge 

correct. That means people with the highest score in objective knowledge evaluated 

themselves on average also very knowledgeable.  
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Descriptives 

Subjective Knowledge Index   

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minim

um 

Maxim

um 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

0 3 19,67 3,215 1,856 11,68 27,65 16 22 

1 8 19,25 5,471 1,934 14,68 23,82 11 26 

2 50 16,46 7,200 1,018 14,41 18,51 7 30 

3 128 19,29 7,176 ,634 18,03 20,54 5 35 

4 14 25,36 7,302 1,952 21,14 29,57 10 35 

Tot

al 
203 19,01 7,347 ,516 18,00 20,03 5 35 

Output 6.4.2: Descriptive Statistics Subjective Knowledge / Objective Knowledge 
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6.5 Hypothesis HD 

 

In the following it is looked at contextual factors. Those were identified as 

influencing factors on knowledge about, attitude towards and consumption of eco-

labelled products (Tanner & Kast, 2003). The survey that collected socio-

demographics were tested on their influence on knowledge, attitude and consumption 

of Fairtrade in the following hypothesis: H1D: Age, income, gender, district of 

residence and / or degree are significantly determining objective knowledge, 

subjective knowledge, attitude and / or consumption. The analysis is thereby divided 

into three parts, due to the different ‘data quality’, which requires varying analysis.  

 

6.5.1 Correlation Analysis for Income and Age 

 

As the variables income and age are metric and normal distributed, a Pearson 

correlation was used (Backhaus, 2008). The results are displayed and explained in the 

following.  The relationship between income and consumption, income and attitude, 

income and subjective knowledge and income and objective were all tested as not 

significant (marked significance values in Output 6.5.1). Thus, those relationships can 

be assumed to be non-existent. Similarly, age and consumption, age and attitude, age 

and subjective knowledge and age and objective knowledge do not significantly 

correlate with each other. As a result the null hypotheses H0Da1 to H0Da8 have to be 

accepted. In turn, the working hypothesis H1Da has to be rejected. No correlation 

between the socio-demographic variables income and age and the variables of 

consumption, attitude, objective and subjective knowledge could statistically be 

proofed. Further analysis of these variables was not necessary, since the correlation 

analysis showed no interconnection between those variables. 

 

For answering the main research question less important, but worth mentioning is that 

age and income do correlate to each other moderately at 0.42 (Strath, 2014).  
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H1Da: Income and / or age significantly correlate with attitude, subjective knowledge, objective 

knowledge and / or consumption 

H0Da1: There is no statistically significant correlation between income and consumption. 

H0Da2: There is no statistically significant correlation between income and attitude. 

H0Da3: There is no statistically significant correlation between income and objective knowledge.  

H0Da4: There is no statistically significant correlation between income and subjective knowledge. 

H0Da5: There is no statistically significant correlation between age and consumption. 

H0Da6: There is no statistically significant correlation between age and attitude. 

H0Da7: There is no statistically significant correlation between age and objective knowledge. 

H0Da8: There is no statistically significant correlation between age and subjective knowledge. 

Table 6.5.1: Hypotheses for Testing Pearson Correlation 

 

Correlations 

 Income Age 

Frequency Pearson Correlation ,034 -,041 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,633 ,563 

N 203 203 

Attitude Index Pearson Correlation -,020 ,026 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,778 ,709 

N 203 203 

Objective 

Knowledge Index 

Pearson Correlation ,038 -,096 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,587 ,173 

N 203 203 

Subjective 

Knowledge Index 

Pearson Correlation -,009 ,034 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,894 ,635 

N 203 203 

Income Pearson Correlation 1 ,420
**

 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 

N 203 203 

Output 6.5.1: Pearson Correlation Matrix 
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6.5.2 Correlation Analysis for Educational Degree 

 

Within the sample, one variable was measured on an ordinal scale. This was the 

degree. The quality of ordinal data is not as high as metric measured data (Backhaus, 

2008). For this reason, instead of a Pearson correlation, a Spearman’s correlation has 

to be used. The remaining two variables in hypothesis H1D, gender and district, cannot 

be tested with a correlation analysis, as they are nominal coded. They will be 

investigated in section 6.5.3.  In Table 6.5.2 the working hypothesis and null 

hypotheses for the Spearman’s correlation are summarised. 

 
H1Db: The degree significantly correlate with attitude, subjective knowledge, objective 

knowledge and / or consumption 
H0Db1: There is no statistically significant correlation between degree and consumption. 

H0Db2: There is no statistically significant correlation between degree and attitude. 

H0Db3: There is no statistically significant correlation between degree and objective knowledge.  

H0Db4: There is no statistically significant correlation between degree subjective knowledge. 

Table 6.5.2: Hypotheses for Testing Spearman’s Correlation 

 
From Output 6.5.2 all results for the Spearman’s correlation can be depicted. The 

correlation between degree and consumption was found to be significant and modest. 

The relation between degree and attitude, degree and subjective knowledge and 

degree and objective knowledge were not significant. Therefore, only H0Db1 can be 

rejected, H0Db2 till H0Db3 could to be accepted. Only between degree and consumption 

a modest correlation exists, all other relationships do not show a statistically 

significant correlation. As one could expect, degree and income show a correlation, 

which is moderate and degree and age have a modest correlation. 
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Correlations 

 Degree 

Spearman's 

rho 

Frequency Correlation 

Coefficient 
,148

*
 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,035 

N 203 

Attitude Index Correlation 

Coefficient 
,093 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,187 

N 203 

Objective 

Knowledge 

Index 

Correlation 

Coefficient 
,082 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,245 

N 203 

Subjective 

Knowledge 

Index 

Correlation 

Coefficient 
,016 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,817 

N 203 

Income Correlation 

Coefficient 
,423

**
 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 

N 203 

Age Correlation 

Coefficient 
,210

**
 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,003 

N 203 

Degree Correlation 

Coefficient 
1,000 

Sig. (2-tailed) . 

N 203 

Output 6.5.2: Spearman’s Correlation Matrix 

 

Thus for the interrelationships between the degree and attitude, subjective knowledge, 

objective knowledge and consumption (H1D), only the degree and consumption seem 

to be interconnected. 
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6.5.3 Variance Analysis for Gender and District of Residence 

 

The last of the socio-demographics were gender and district of residence, which were 

measured on a nominal scale (Table 3.6), and their influence on the attitude towards, 

knowledge about and consumption of Fairtrade food. The variance analysis is a 

suitable technique to investigate this question. It looks at the influence of one or more 

variables, which do not have a metric scale on a variable with a metric scale 

(Backhaus, 2008; SHFS, 2014). Within the variance analyses, sets of one-way 

analysis of variance were used, often written as ANOVA (Backhaus, 2008).  With an 

ANOVA one can look at the means of the independent variable (e.g. age) and of the 

dependent variable (e.g. consumption) and interpret these differences. The ANOVA 

tests, whether these means are significantly different, indicating a dependency (SHFS, 

2014). To investigate the last hypothesis, several null-hypotheses were tested (Table 

6.5.3).  

 

H1Dc: Gender, district of residence in Berlin and / or degree are significantly determining 

objective knowledge, subjective knowledge, attitude and / or consumption 

H0Dc1: Gender does not significantly influence consumption. 

H0Dc2: Gender does not significantly influence attitude. 

H0Dc3: Gender does not significantly influence subjective knowledge. 

H0Dc4: Gender does not significantly influence objective knowledge. 

H0Dc5: District of residence does not significantly influence consumption. 

H0Dc6: District of residence does not significantly influence attitude. 

H0Dc7: District of residence does not significantly influence subjective knowledge. 

H0Dc8: District of residence does not significantly influence objective knowledge. 

H0Dc9: The degree does not significantly influence consumption. 

H0Dc10: The degree does not significantly influence attitude. 

H0Dc11: The degree does not significantly influence subjective knowledge. 

H0Dc12: The degree does not significantly influence objective knowledge 

Table 6.5.3: Hypothesis H1Dc and Null Hypotheses 
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The variance analysis requires two conditions to be met, to be reliable. First, the 

dependent variable has to be normal distributed, as was proven earlier (Output 6.2.1). 

Second, the variance of the cases for the dependent variable have to be equal, which is 

tested with the Levene test. A significant result for this case indicates equal variances. 

The first test was to see whether gender influences consumption. The Levene’s test 

for equality of variances was not significant (0.18) (Output 6.5.4). The mean for 

frequency among females is 3.81, among males this is 3.20 (Output 6.5.3), implying 

females purchase Fairtrade food more often than males. Since the significance value 

is 0.012, which is less than 0.05 (Output 6.5.5) the independent variable indeed has an 

effect on the consumption. This test illustrates that females purchase Fairtrade food 

more often.  

Descriptives 

Frequency   

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minim

um 

Maxim

um 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

fema

le 
101 3,81 1,689 ,168 3,48 4,15 1 6 

male 102 3,20 1,763 ,175 2,85 3,54 1 6 

Total 203 3,50 1,750 ,123 3,26 3,74 1 6 

Output 6.5.3: Descriptive Statistics 1 Variance Analysis H1Dc 

 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

Frequency   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

1,813 1 201 ,180 

Output 6.5.4: Test of Homogeneity 1 Variance Analysis H1Dc 
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ANOVA 

Frequency   

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 19,245 1 19,245 6,452 ,012 

Within Groups 599,504 201 2,983   

Total 618,749 202    

Output 6.5.5: ANOVA 1 for Variance Analysis H1Dc 

 

The second tested hypothesis concerns the influence of gender on attitude. The 

Levene’s test for equality of variances was found to be significant with .607 (Output 

6.4.5). By first sight, a big difference in the means between men (M= 6.66) and 

women (9.52) can be observed (Output 6.5.6). The ANOVA was significant, which is 

the statistical proof that women have a higher attitude towards Fairtrade than men.  

 

Descriptives 

Attitude Index   

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minim

um 

Maxim

um 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound   

fema

le 
101 9,52 5,633 ,561 8,41 10,64 -13 18 

male 102 6,66 5,376 ,532 5,60 7,71 -4 18 

Total 203 8,08 5,677 ,398 7,30 8,87 -13 18 

Output 6.5.6 Descriptive Statistics 2 Variance Analysis H1Dc 
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

Attitude Index   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

,266 1 201 ,607 

Output 6.5.7: Test of Homogeneity 2 Variance Analysis H1Dc 

 

ANOVA 

Attitude Index   

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 417,398 1 417,398 13,771 ,000 

Within Groups 6092,17

8 
201 30,309   

Total 6509,57

6 
202    

Output 6.5.8: ANOVA 2 for Variance Analysis H1Dc 

 

As the next variable, the influence of gender on subjective knowledge was tested. The 

Levene’s test was significant with .837 (Output 6.5.10). The descriptive data shows 

again a higher mean of subjective knowledge for female (M = 20.07) than for men 

(M= 17.97)  (Output 6.5.9). The test is significant at 0.42 (Output 6.5.11). This means 

women think on average that they know more about Fairtrade than men do.  
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Descriptives 

Subjective Knowledge Index   

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minim

um 

Maxim

um 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound   

fema

le 
101 20,07 7,486 ,745 18,59 21,55 5 35 

male 102 17,97 7,090 ,702 16,58 19,36 7 35 

Total 203 19,01 7,347 ,516 18,00 20,03 5 35 

Output 6.5.9: Descriptive Statistics 3 Variance Analysis H1Dc 

 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

Subjective Knowledge Index   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

,042 1 201 ,837 

Output 6.5.10: Test of Homogeneity 3 Variance Analysis H1Dc 

 

ANOVA 

Subjective Knowledge Index   

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 223,529 1 223,529 4,206 ,042 

Within Groups 10681,427 201 53,141   

Total 10904,956 202    

Output 6.5.11: ANOVA 3 for Variance Analysis H1Dc 

 

All other tests were not significant at a significance level of α = 0.05. This means 

H0Dc4 till H0Dc12 were accepted. Gender does not influence the objective knowledge; 



 66   
 

neither do have the residence within Berlin, nor the degree any influence on the 

attitude, knowledge or consumption of Fairtrade food.  

H1Dc: Gender, district of residence Berlin and / or degree are significantly 

determining objective knowledge, subjective knowledge, attitude and / or 

consumption 

 Equal 

Variances 

Significant Reject/Accept Output 

H0Dc1: Gender does not 

significantly influence 

consumption. 

Yes Yes Reject Figure 

6.4.2 till 

6.4.4 

H0Dc2: Gender does not 

significantly influence attitude. 

Yes Yes Reject Figure 

6.4.5 till 

6.4.7 

H0Dc3 : Gender does not 

significantly influence subjective 

knowledge. 

Yes Yes Reject Figure 

6.4.8 till 

6.4.10 

H0Dc4: Gender does not 

significantly influence objective 

knowledge. 

Yes No Accept Appendix 

F1-E3 

H0Dc5: District of residence does 

not significantly influence 

consumption. 

Yes No Accept Appendix 

F4-6 

H0Dc6: District of residence does 

not significantly influence 

attitude. 

Yes No Accept Appendix 

F7-9 

H0Dc7: District of residence does 

not significantly influence 

subjective knowledge. 

No No Accept Appendix 

F10-12 

 

H0Dc8: District of residence does 

not significantly influence 

objective knowledge. 

Yes No  Accept Appendix 

F13-15 

H0Dc9: The degree does not 

significantly influence 

consumption. 

Yes No Accept Appendix 

F16-18 
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H0Dc10: The degree does not 

significantly influence attitude. 

Yes No Accept Appendix 

F19-21 

H0Dc11: The degree does not 

significantly influence subjective 

knowledge. 

Yes No Accept Appendix 

F22-24 

H0Dc12: The degree does not 

significantly influence objective 

knowledge. 

No No Accept Appendix 

F25-27 

Table 6.5.11: Summary of Hypotheses for H1Dc and Results 
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7 Conclusion 

 

In the introduction of this thesis it was claimed that eco-labels would help to increase 

transparency for the producing factors behind a product. The Fairtrade standard 

promotes products, which were produced under acceptable working conditions and in 

an environmentally friendly way. As people buy Fairtrade, they are assumed to know 

about the claims of the label for which they are seemingly willing to pay a higher 

price. But do they really know much about the label? This and other questions related 

to the decision making for Fairtrade consumption were investigated.  

 

7.1 Findings 

 

For the personal factors investigated in this study, especially subjective knowledge 

was found to be a strong predictor for both the attitude towards and consumption of 

Fairtrade food. This means, the more a person thinks to know about these products, 

the better the person evaluates those products and the more regularly he or she will 

buy them. The second predictor, which was found to have an influence on 

consumption, is the attitude. The better a person evaluates the Fairtrade concept, the 

more likely this person buys the certified products. Attitude is further clearly 

influenced by subjective knowledge. Higher subjective knowledge hence reflects a 

higher attitude towards the labelled products. 

 

Despite the fact that subjective and objective knowledge were found to modestly 

influence each other, objective knowledge turned out to have no influence on 

consumption within the proposed model. This is an interesting result, as people make 

their purchase decision not dependent on what they know, but on what they think to 

know. Consequently, knowing a lot about the Fairtrade standard does not 

automatically reflect in a more frequent purchase of its products. Nevertheless, people 

who were very knowledgeable (highest achieved objective knowledge score) rated 

themselves indeed also more knowledgeable on average. The opposite is not true, as 

persons with the lowest objective knowledge score had similar subjective knowledge 

as persons with a high objective knowledge score. Generally relatively high levels of 

subjective knowledge were measured (which were approximately equal for all levels 
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of objective knowledge), indicating that people overestimate themselves. Objective 

knowledge was relatively high concerning the price premium and child labour-free 

practices, which Fairtrade guarantees. However, actual knowledge was lower 

concerning whether Fairtrade uses organic growing practices and only less than half 

of the people knew that Fairtrade is free from genetically modified ingredients. Given 

these results, it made sense to divide the cognitive component in the attitude 

formation process into subjective and objective knowledge, as these seem to 

substantially differ from each other regarding their influence on the final consumption 

decision.  

 

Contextual factors had for this study only a limited explanatory power. Out of the five 

socio-characteristics that were taken into consideration, only the gender could make 

predictions for the knowledge, attitude and consumption of Fairtrade products. 

Thereby it was found that on average women know more about Fairtrade than men. 

At the same time, their attitude is more positive than men’s attitude, which is also 

reflected in a more frequent consumption. Nevertheless, this higher subjective 

knowledge of women did not reflect in higher objective knowledge. For objective 

knowledge, no significant difference between men and women became apparent. For 

the age, level of income, degree or place of residence within Berlin no significant 

influence on knowledge of, the attitude towards or consumption of Fairtrade food was 

found. This suggests that Fairtrade consumption is not necessarily a matter of good or 

bad education or having a high or low income, but more dependent on people’s own 

motivation and interest, which here was visible in a higher attitude and subjective 

knowledge.  

 

7.2 Limitations  

 

The thesis faces a number of limitations. The results of the study are only valid within 

specific sampling frame, which is geographically narrowed to Berlin. Additionally, 

the use of non-probability sampling and the exclusion of people, who never have 

consumed Fairtrade before are a bias for the study. Further generalisations to the 

whole population remain to be validated in a bigger, cross-cultural study using a 

larger and more representative sample.  
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Another bias is due to the measurement methods, which use self-reporting items that 

may not reflect the actual behaviour, attitudes or knowledge of the respondents.  

Future research can help here to reconfirm the findings by using other recognised 

measurement methods for collecting the data.  

 

In the bigger picture, subjective knowledge and objective knowledge are just two 

factors influencing the attitude and consumption, which were considered as being 

powerful. Other factors, such as availability or specific attitudes towards the 

environment are factors that might have an influence and interact with subjective or 

objective knowledge and need to be investigated within the decision making to get a 

complete picture to understand the consumption of eco-labels. The inclusion of those 

factors in order to understand their interaction with the variables measured in this 

study would present an opportunity for further research.  

 

7.3 Implications for Practitioners  

  

The results of this study imply that policy makers or food marketers can positively 

channel consumers towards eco-labelled products, such as Fairtrade. In general, the 

communication about standards and their meaning has potential for improvement, as 

actual knowledge levels are not as high as they could be. Practitioners could use this 

knowledge and put the focus on subjective knowledge, as this is the most effective 

way to influence the consumption. The low rates of objective knowledge show 

forgone potential. Consumers might be willing to consumer more Fairtrade if they 

knew better it was free of genetically modified food. The results of this study can be 

used to build on the results and to further research the Fairtrade concept to promote 

sustainable consumption better in the future. 

 

 



i 
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Appendix A: Questionnaire - English 
 

“Hello! I am a student of Uppsala University and would like to ask you some questions about 

Fairtrade food products as part of my master thesis. You will be anonymous and the answers 

will be treated confidentially and only for the purpose of the thesis. The questionnaire will 

take approximately 3 minutes.” 

 
1. Have you consumed Fairtrade food before?  
Yes (  )  No (  )  

2. Do you currently live in Berlin? 
Yes (  )  No (  )  

3. How often are you consuming Fairtrade food? (Please choose the most applicable 

option) 
a) On a daily basis   (  ) 

b) Once a week    (  ) 

c) Two or three times a month  (  ) 

d) Once a month    (  ) 

e) Several times a year   (  ) 

f) Once a year or less   (  ) 

4. Please indicate which word best describes how you feel when you eat Fairtrade 

products. 
a) Bad   (-3)   (-2)   (-1)   (0)   (1)   (2)   (3)  Good   

b) Unhappy  (-3)   (-2)   (-1)   (0)   (1)   (2)   (3)  Happy   

c) Unpleasant  (-3)   (-2)   (-1)   (0)   (1)   (2)   (3)  Pleasant   

d) Depressive  (-3)   (-2)   (-1)   (0)   (1)   (2)   (3)  Cheerful  

e) Terrible  (-3)   (-2)   (-1)   (0)   (1)   (2)   (3)  Delightful  

f ) Negative  (-3)   (-2)   (-1)   (0)   (1)   (2)   (3)  Positive   

5. Please indicate for each of the following statements about Fairtrade certified food to 

what extent you agree. (Please read carefully!) 

a) I know pretty much about Fairtrade. 

Totally agree    (7)   (6)   (5)   (4)   (3)   (2)   (1)    Totally disagree 

b) I do not feel very knowledgeable about Fairtrade. 

Totally agree   (7)   (6)   (5)   (4)   (3)   (2)   (1)    Totally disagree 

c) Among my circle of friends I am one oft he experts on Fairtrade. 

Totally agree    (7)   (6)   (5)   (4)   (3)   (2)   (1)    Totally disagree 

d) Compared to most other people I know less about Fairtrade. 

Totally agree    (7)   (6)   (5)   (4)   (3)   (2)   (1)    Totally disagree 

e) When it comes to Fairtrade, I really do not know a lot. 

Totally agree    (7)   (6)   (5)   (4)   (3)   (2)   (1)    Totally disagree 
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6. Please circle the answer - whether you think that the following statements are true 

or false. 

 
a) Fairtrade guarantees a price premium to the producers. 

True (  ) False (  )  

b) Fairtrade guarantees that no child labour is involved. 

True (  ) False (  )  

c) Fairtrade guarantees the application of organic growing standards.  

True (  ) False (  )  

d) Fairtrade guarantees that food is not genetically modified.  

True (  ) False (  )  

 
7. What is your gender? 

Male (  ) Female (   ) 

8. How old are you?  

I am _____ years old. 

9. Which is your highest degree?     

a) No degree    (  ) 

b) Hauptschule degree   (  ) 

c) Realschule degree   (  ) 

d) Abitur    (  ) 

e) Professional Training  (  ) 

f) University    (  ) 

g) Academic title   (  ) 

10. What is your monathly net income? 

a) Below EUR 1,000    (  ) 

b) EUR 1,000 – EUR 2,000  (  ) 

c) EUR 2,001 – EUR 2,600  (  )   

d) Above EUR 2,600    (  ) 

11. In which district of Berlin do you live in?  

a) Charlottenburg-Wilmersdorf  (  )  h) Pankow   (  ) 

b) Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg  (  )  i) Reinickendorf   (  )  

d) Lichtenberg    (  )  j) Spandau    (  ) 

e) Marzahn-Hellersdorf   (  )  k) Steglitz-Zehlendorf   (  ) 

f)  Mitte     (  )   l) Tempelhof-Schöneberg  (  ) 

g) Neukölln    (  )  m) Treptow-Köpenick   (  ) 

 

Thanks for your participation!     
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 Appendix B: Questionnaire – German 

 

Dieser Fragebogen wird im Rahmen eines Abschlussprojekts an der Universität Uppsala 

durchgeführt. Die Fragen zielen auf das Wissen, Empfinden und den Konsum von Fairtrade 

Lebensmitteln ab. Die Beantwortung der elf Fragen beträgt ca. 2-3 Minuten. Die 

gesammelten Daten werden anonym behandelt und nur im Rahmen dieses Projekts 

verarbeitet. 

 

1. Haben Sie schon einmal Fairtrade Lebensmittel konsumiert?  
Ja (  )  Nein (  )     

 

2. Wohnen Sie momentan in Berlin? 
Ja (  )  Nein (  )  

 

3. Wie oft konsumieren Sie Fairtrade Lebensmittel? (Bitte am besten Zutreffendes 

ankreuzen). 
a) Täglich    (  ) 

b) Einmal pro Woche   (  ) 

c) Zwei bis dreimal pro Monat  (  ) 

d) Einmal pro Monat   (  ) 

e) Mehrmals im Jahr   (  ) 

f) Einmal pro Jahr oder weniger   (  ) 

 

4. Bitte geben Sie für jedes Adjektivpaar jeweils an, wie Sie sich fühlen, wenn Sie 

Fairtrade Lebensmittel konsumieren. (Bitte jedes Paar einzeln bewerten.) 
a) Schlecht  (-3)   (-2)   (-1)   (0)   (1)   (2)   (3)  Gut   

b) Unglücklich  (-3)   (-2)   (-1)   (0)   (1)   (2)   (3)  Glücklich  

c) Unerfreulich  (-3)   (-2)   (-1)   (0)   (1)   (2)   (3)  Erfreulich   

d) Depressiv  (-3)   (-2)   (-1)   (0)   (1)   (2)   (3)  Fröhlich  

e) Schrecklich  (-3)   (-2)   (-1)   (0)   (1)   (2)   (3)  Angenehm  

f ) Negativ  (-3)   (-2)   (-1)   (0)   (1)   (2)   (3)  Positiv   

5. Bitte geben Sie für jede der nun folgenden Aussagen über Fairtrade Lebensmittel 

an, inwiefern Sie diesen zustimmen. (Bitte genau lesen!) 

 

a) Ich weiß eine ganze Menge über Fairtrade. 

Stimme total zu    (7)   (6)   (5)   (4)   (3)   (2)   (1)    Stimme gar nicht zu 

b) Ich fühle mich nicht so informiert über Fairtrade. 

Stimme total zu    (7)   (6)   (5)   (4)   (3)   (2)   (1)    Stimme gar nicht zu 

c) In meinem Bekanntenkreis bin ich Experte, wenn es um Fairtrade geht.  

Stimme total zu    (7)   (6)   (5)   (4)   (3)   (2)   (1)    Stimme gar nicht zu 

d) Verglichen mit anderen Leuten weiß ich weniger über Fairtrade. 

Stimme total zu    (7)   (6)   (5)   (4)   (3)   (2)   (1)    Stimme gar nicht zu 

e) Wenn es um Fairtrade geht, weiß ich eigentlich nicht so viel. 

Stimme total zu    (7)   (6)   (5)   (4)   (3)   (2)   (1)    Stimme gar nicht zu 
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6. Die folgenden Aussagen beziehen sich auf Fairtrade zertifizierte Lebensmittel. Bitte 

geben Sie an, ob Sie diese als richtig oder falsch einschätzen.  

 

a) Fairtrade garantiert den Produzenten einen Mindestpreis. 

Richtig (  ) Falsch (  )  

b) Fairtrade garantiert, dass keine Kinderarbeit involviert ist.  

Richtig (  ) Falsch (  )  

c) Fairtrade garantiert die Einhaltung biologischer Anbaustandards. 

Richtig (  ) Falsch (  )  

d) Fairtrade garantiert, dass keine Gentechnik eingesetzt wird. 

Richtig (  ) Falsch (  )  

 

7. Welches Geschlecht haben Sie? 
Männlich (  ) Weiblich (   ) 

 

8. Wie alt sind Sie?  
Ich bin _____ Jahre alt. 

 

9. Welches ist Ihr höchster Abschluss?     

a) Kein Schulabschluss  (  ) 
b) Hauptschulabschluss  (  ) 

c) Realschulabschluss  (  ) 

d) Abitur   (  ) 

e) Berufsschule / Fachschule (  ) 

f) Universität / Hochschule (  ) 
g) Akademischer Titel   (  ) 

 

10. Was ist Ihr monatliches Einkommen (Netto)? 
a) Unter 1.000 Euro    (  ) 

b) 1.000 – 2.000 Euro   (  ) 
c) 2.001 – 2.600 Euro   (  )   

d) Über 2.600 Euro   (  ) 

 

11. In welchem Bezirk von Berlin wohnen Sie?  
a) Charlottenburg-Wilmersdorf  (  )  h) Pankow   (  ) 

b) Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg  (  )  i) Reinickendorf   (  )  

d) Lichtenberg    (  )  j) Spandau    (  ) 

e) Marzahn-Hellersdorf   (  )  k) Steglitz-Zehlendorf   (  ) 

f)  Mitte     (  )   l) Tempelhof-Schöneberg  (  ) 

g) Neukölln    (  )  m) Treptow-Köpenick   (  ) 

 

 

 

Vielen Dank für Ihre Teilnahme! 
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Appendix C Test for Normal Distribution 

One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test 

 Freq. Attitude Subjective Objective Age Income 

N 
203 203 203 203 203 203 

Normal 

Parameters
a,b

 

Mean 
3,50 8,08 19,01 2,70 40,80 2,44 

Std. 

Deviation 
1,750 5,677 7,347 ,720 12,928 1,029 

Most Extreme 

Differences 

Absolute 
,209 ,080 ,079 ,361 ,096 ,246 

Positive ,209 ,066 ,079 ,269 ,096 ,246 

Negative -,169 -,080 -,067 -,361 -,073 -,147 

Test Statistic 
,209 ,080 ,079 ,361 ,096 ,246 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 
,000

c
 ,003

c
 ,003

c
 ,000

c
 ,000

c
 ,000

c
 

Output C.1: Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test for Normal Distribution 
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Appendix D Regression Analysis H1A 
 

The first assumption is that both variables have a metric scale. Next, the data has to 

follow a normal distribution, which has been shown for all data earlier in this chapter 

(refer to Output 6.2.1). Another criterion is that there is no autocorrelation within the 

data, meaning that errors associated with one observation do not correlate with the 

errors of other observations (Backer, 2008). To test for autocorrelation, the Durbin-

Watson test is used (Backer, 2008). For this test the midpoint value of 2 is desirable, 

whereas a value between 1.5 and 2.5 is acceptable. Another criterion is that there is no 

multicollinearity. Multicollinearity would have two variables that are near perfect 

linear combinations of one another, which would falsify results (Backer, 2008). Three 

indicators are important to guarantee that there is no multicollinearity, which are the 

tolerance, the variance inflation factor (VIF) and condition index. While tolerance 

should be around 1, the other two should be smaller than 10 (Backer, 2008). The next 

assumption is linearity, implying that there is a linear relationship between the 

independent and dependent variable (Backer, 2008). This can be verified by looking 

at the linear curve diagram with the distribution of all cases, through which a 

regression line is drawn. Moreover, the model should have a normal distribution of 

the residuals, which is checked by having a look on the histogram. The last 

assumption that needs to be met for the regression analysis is to assume that there is 

no homoscedasticity, meaning the error variance should be constant. Checking the 

scatterplot can check this. If the residuals do not follow a certain pattern, 

homoscedasticity can be assumed to be non-existent. 

 

The seven preconditions for this test were investigated and the results are shown in 

Table D.1. The tests were positive for all assumptions, meaning the regression 

analysis delivers reliable results.  
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Assumption Criteria Fulfilled Compare with 

Scale Metric Yes Table 6.1.1 

Distribution Normal Yes Output 6.2.1 

Autocorrelation No Autocorrelation Yes (1.5 < 1.995 < 

2.5) 
Output 6.3.4 

Multicollinearity No 

Multicollinearity 

Yes (tolerance = 

0.962, 0.879, 0.952; 

VIF = 1.039, 1.137, 

1.050 < 10; condition 

index = 1.0, 5.375, 1.0, 

3.625, 6.417 < 10) 

Output 6.3.2,  

Output D1 

Linearity Normal Yes Output D2,  Output 

D3 

Distribution of 

residues 

Normal Yes Output D4 

Homoscedasticity No 

Homoscedasticity 

Yes Output D5 

Table D.1: Preconditions for Regression Analysis, Hypothesis H1A 

 

Collinearity Diagnostics
a
 

Model Dimension Eigenvalue 

Condition 

Index 

Variance Proportions 

(Constant) 

Subjective 

Knowledge 

Index 

Attitude 

Index 

1 1 1,933 1,000 ,03 ,03  

2 ,067 5,375 ,97 ,97  

2 1 2,726 1,000 ,02 ,01 ,03 

2 ,207 3,625 ,12 ,07 ,95 

3 ,066 6,417 ,87 ,92 ,02 

Output D.1: Collinearity Diagnostics for Regression Analysis H1A 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficien

ts 

t Sig. 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta 

Toleran

ce VIF 

1 (Constant) ,881 ,279  3,155 ,002   

Subjective 

Knowledge 

Index 

,138 ,014 ,579 10,063 ,000 1,000 1,000 

2 (Constant) ,652 ,247  2,383 ,018   

Subjective 

Knowledge 

Index 

,117 ,014 ,492 8,358 ,000 ,879 1,137 

Attitude 

Index 
,077 ,018 ,249 4,224 ,000 ,879 1,137 

Output D.2: T-test with Regression-Coefficients for Regression Analysis H1A 
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Output D.3: Regression Diagram 1 for Regression Analysis H1A 

 

 

Output D.4: Regression Diagram 2 for Regression Analysis H1A 
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Output D.5: Regression Diagram 3 for Regression Analysis H1A 

 

Output D.6: Histogram Regression Analysis H1A 
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Output D.7: Scatterplot Regression Analysis H1A 
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Appendix E Regression Analysis H1B 
 

Assumption Criteria Fulfilled Compare 

Scale Metric Yes Table 6.1.1 

Distribution Normal Yes Output 6.2.1 

Autocorrelation No Autocorrelation Yes (1.5 < 1.986 < 

2.5) 
Output 6.3.8 

Multicollinearity No 

Multicollinearity 

Yes (tolerance = 

0.962; VIF = 1.039 < 

10; condition index = 

1.0, 5.375 < 10) 

Output 6.3.6,  

Output E1 

Linearity Normal Yes Output E2,  Output 

E3 

Distribution of 

residues 

Normal Yes Output E4 

Homoscedasticity No 

Homoscedasticity 

Yes Output E5 

Table E.1: Preconditions for Regression Analysis, Hypothesis H1B 
 

Collinearity Diagnostics
a
 

Model Dimension Eigenvalue Condition Index 

Variance Proportions 

(Constant) 

Subjective 

Knowledge 

Index 

1 1 1,933 1,000 ,03 ,03 

2 ,067 5,375 ,97 ,97 

Output E.1: Collinearity Diagnostics for Regression Analysis H1B 
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Output E.2: Regression Diagram for Regression Analysis H1B 

 

 

Output E.3: Regression Diagram for Regression Analysis H1B 
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Output E.4: Histogram for Regression Analysis H1B 

 

Output E.5: Scatterplot for Regression Analysis H1B 

 
  



 xxi   
 

Appendix F Variance Analysis H1D 
 

Descriptives 

Objective Knowledge Index   

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minim

um 

Maxim

um 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

fema

le 
101 2,73 ,720 ,072 2,59 2,87 0 4 

male 102 2,67 ,722 ,072 2,52 2,81 0 4 

Total 203 2,70 ,720 ,051 2,60 2,80 0 4 

Output F.1: Descriptive Statistics 4 Variance Analysis H1D 

 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

Objective Knowledge Index   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

,648 1 201 ,422 

Output F.2: Test of Homogeneity of Variances 4 for H1D 

 

ANOVA 

Objective Knowledge Index   

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups ,221 1 ,221 ,425 ,515 

Within Groups 104,449 201 ,520   

Total 104,670 202    

Output F.3: ANOVA 4 for Variance Analysis H1D 
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Descriptives 

Frequency   

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviatio

n 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Mini

mum 

Maxim

um 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Hauptschul

abschluss 
1 2,00 . . . . 2 2 

Realschula

bschluss 
19 2,84 1,608 ,369 2,07 3,62 1 6 

Abitur 24 3,25 1,751 ,357 2,51 3,99 1 6 

Berufsschu

le  / 

Fachschule 

46 3,50 1,670 ,246 3,00 4,00 1 6 

Universität 

/ 

Hochschule 

83 3,63 1,758 ,193 3,24 4,01 1 6 

Akademisc

her Titel 
30 3,83 1,913 ,349 3,12 4,55 1 6 

Total 203 3,50 1,750 ,123 3,26 3,74 1 6 

Output F.4: Descriptive Statistics 5 Variance Analysis H1D 

 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

Frequency   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

,572
a
 4 197 ,683 

Output F.5: Test of Homogeneity of Variances 5 for H1D 
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ANOVA 

Frequency   

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 16,634 5 3,327 1,088 ,368 

Within Groups 602,115 197 3,056   

Total 618,749 202    

Output F.6: ANOVA 5 for Variance Analysis H1D 

 

Descriptives 

Attitude Index   

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviatio

n 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Mini

mum 

Maxi

mum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Hauptschul

abschluss 
1 7,00 . . . . 7 7 

Realschula

bschluss 
19 7,42 5,231 1,200 4,90 9,94 -1 18 

Abitur 24 6,42 5,500 1,123 4,09 8,74 -4 18 

Berufsschu

le  / 

Fachschule 

46 7,78 5,629 ,830 6,11 9,45 0 18 

Universität 

/ 

Hochschule 

83 9,17 5,883 ,646 7,88 10,45 -13 18 

Akademisc

her Titel 
30 7,33 5,454 ,996 5,30 9,37 -1 18 

Total 203 8,08 5,677 ,398 7,30 8,87 -13 18 

Output F.7: Descriptive Statistics 6 Variance Analysis H1D 
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

Attitude Index   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

,104
a
 4 197 ,981 

Output F.8: Test of Homogeneity of Variances 6 for H1D 
 

ANOVA 

Attitude Index   

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 194,980 5 38,996 1,217 ,303 

Within Groups 6314,596 197 32,054   

Total 6509,576 202    

Output F.9: ANOVA 6 for Variance Analysis H1D 
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Descriptives 

Subjective Knowledge Index   

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviatio

n 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Mini

mum 

Maxi

mum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Hauptschul

abschluss 
1 30,00 . . . . 30 30 

Realschula

bschluss 
19 17,26 7,279 1,670 13,75 20,77 8 32 

Abitur 24 20,38 7,027 1,434 17,41 23,34 7 30 

Berufsschu

le  / 

Fachschule 

46 18,33 6,874 1,013 16,28 20,37 5 33 

Universität 

/ 

Hochschule 

83 19,29 7,692 ,844 17,61 20,97 5 35 

Akademisc

her Titel 
30 18,97 7,397 1,351 16,20 21,73 7 32 

Total 203 19,01 7,347 ,516 18,00 20,03 5 35 

Output F10: Descriptive Statistics 7 Variance Analysis H1D 

 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

Subjective Knowledge Index   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

,537
a
 4 197 ,709 

Output F11: Test of Homogeneity of Variances 7 for H1D 
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ANOVA 

Subjective Knowledge Index   

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 251,511 5 50,302 ,930 ,462 

Within Groups 10653,445 197 54,078   

Total 10904,956 202    

Output F.12: ANOVA 7 for Variance Analysis H1D 

 

Descriptives 

Objective Knowledge Index   

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviatio

n 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Mini

mum 

Maxim

um 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Hauptschul

abschluss 
1 2,00 . . . . 2 2 

Realschula

bschluss 
19 2,26 ,991 ,227 1,79 2,74 0 3 

Abitur 24 2,88 ,537 ,110 2,65 3,10 2 4 

Berufsschu

le  / 

Fachschule 

46 2,70 ,591 ,087 2,52 2,87 1 4 

Universität 

/ 

Hochschul

e 

83 2,76 ,759 ,083 2,59 2,92 0 4 

Akademisc

her Titel 
30 2,70 ,651 ,119 2,46 2,94 1 4 

Total 203 2,70 ,720 ,051 2,60 2,80 0 4 

Output F.13: Descriptive Statistics 8 Variance Analysis H1D 
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

Objective Knowledge Index   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

2,458
a
 4 197 ,047 

Output F.14: Test of Homogeneity of Variances 8 for H1D 

 

ANOVA 

Objective Knowledge Index   

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 5,141 5 1,028 2,035 ,075 

Within Groups 99,529 197 ,505   

Total 104,670 202    

Output F.15: ANOVA 8 for Variance Analysis H1D 
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Descriptives 

Frequency   

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minim

um 

Maxim

um 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1 43 3,77 1,811 ,276 3,21 4,32 1 6 

2 37 3,81 1,761 ,290 3,22 4,40 1 6 

3 24 2,92 1,558 ,318 2,26 3,57 1 6 

4 22 3,50 1,626 ,347 2,78 4,22 1 6 

5 18 3,33 1,749 ,412 2,46 4,20 1 6 

6 13 3,15 2,075 ,576 1,90 4,41 1 6 

7 11 4,27 1,272 ,384 3,42 5,13 2 6 

8 8 2,00 1,309 ,463 ,91 3,09 1 4 

9 6 4,00 2,000 ,816 1,90 6,10 1 6 

10 6 3,50 2,429 ,992 ,95 6,05 1 6 

11 5 4,00 1,871 ,837 1,68 6,32 2 6 

12 4 3,00 1,155 ,577 1,16 4,84 2 4 

13 6 3,33 1,633 ,667 1,62 5,05 2 6 

Tot

al 
203 3,50 1,750 ,123 3,26 3,74 1 6 

Output F.16: Descriptive Statistics 9 Variance Analysis H1D 
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

Frequency   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

1,571 12 190 ,103 

Output F.17: Test of Homogeneity of Variances 9 for H1D 

 

ANOVA 

Frequency   

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 45,358 12 3,780 1,252 ,250 

Within Groups 573,391 190 3,018   

Total 618,749 202    

Output F.18: ANOVA 9 for Variance Analysis H1D 
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Descriptives 

Attitude Index   

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minim

um 

Maxim

um 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1 43 7,21 5,998 ,915 5,36 9,06 -4 18 

2 37 9,16 6,479 1,065 7,00 11,32 -13 18 

3 24 6,33 5,019 1,024 4,21 8,45 0 18 

4 22 9,23 4,342 ,926 7,30 11,15 2 18 

5 18 9,17 4,768 1,124 6,80 11,54 0 18 

6 13 7,77 5,988 1,661 4,15 11,39 0 18 

7 11 8,18 4,792 1,445 4,96 11,40 1 18 

8 8 9,50 6,590 2,330 3,99 15,01 0 18 

9 6 11,67 2,658 1,085 8,88 14,46 9 15 

10 6 5,67 8,066 3,293 -2,80 14,13 -1 16 

11 5 7,20 6,834 3,056 -1,29 15,69 0 18 

12 4 5,25 2,986 1,493 ,50 10,00 2 9 

13 6 7,33 6,623 2,704 ,38 14,28 0 18 

Tot

al 
203 8,08 5,677 ,398 7,30 8,87 -13 18 

Output F.19: Descriptive Statistics 10 Variance Analysis H1D 

 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

Attitude Index   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

1,277 12 190 ,235 

Output F.20: Test of Homogeneity of Variances 10 for H1D 
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ANOVA 

Attitude Index   

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 368,242 12 30,687 ,949 ,499 

Within Groups 6141,334 190 32,323   

Total 6509,576 202    

Output F.21: ANOVA 10 for Variance Analysis H1D 
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Descriptives 

Subjective Knowledge Index   

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minim

um 

Maxim

um 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1 43 19,81 7,089 1,081 17,63 22,00 5 35 

2 37 19,84 8,408 1,382 17,03 22,64 5 32 

3 24 17,38 6,645 1,356 14,57 20,18 8 34 

4 22 18,86 7,876 1,679 15,37 22,36 7 33 

5 18 18,44 6,706 1,581 15,11 21,78 7 33 

6 13 18,54 6,924 1,920 14,35 22,72 5 28 

7 11 19,82 7,332 2,211 14,89 24,74 7 32 

8 8 15,13 6,937 2,453 9,33 20,92 7 26 

9 6 26,67 3,933 1,606 22,54 30,79 21 32 

10 6 19,67 7,967 3,252 11,31 28,03 9 28 

11 5 21,40 5,367 2,400 14,74 28,06 16 28 

12 4 17,25 3,304 1,652 11,99 22,51 13 21 

13 6 12,67 7,528 3,073 4,77 20,57 7 27 

Tot

al 
203 19,01 7,347 ,516 18,00 20,03 5 35 

Output F.22: Descriptive Statistics 11 Variance Analysis H1D 

 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

Subjective Knowledge Index   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

1,455 12 190 ,145 

Output F.23: Test of Homogeneity of 11 Variances for H1D 
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ANOVA 

Subjective Knowledge Index   

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 891,065 12 74,255 1,409 ,165 

Within Groups 10013,891 190 52,705   

Total 10904,956 202    

Output F.24: ANOVA 11 for Variance Analysis H1D 
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Descriptives 

Objective Knowledge Index   

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minim

um 

Maxim

um 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1 43 2,84 ,574 ,088 2,66 3,01 1 4 

2 37 2,86 ,673 ,111 2,64 3,09 1 4 

3 24 2,71 ,550 ,112 2,48 2,94 1 3 

4 22 2,77 ,528 ,113 2,54 3,01 2 4 

5 18 2,33 ,907 ,214 1,88 2,78 0 4 

6 13 2,46 ,660 ,183 2,06 2,86 1 3 

7 11 2,27 ,786 ,237 1,74 2,80 1 3 

8 8 2,88 ,641 ,227 2,34 3,41 2 4 

9 6 2,33 1,211 ,494 1,06 3,60 0 3 

10 6 2,83 ,753 ,307 2,04 3,62 2 4 

11 5 2,40 1,817 ,812 ,14 4,66 0 4 

12 4 3,00 ,000 ,000 3,00 3,00 3 3 

13 6 2,83 ,408 ,167 2,40 3,26 2 3 

Tot

al 
203 2,70 ,720 ,051 2,60 2,80 0 4 

Output F.25: Descriptive Statistics 12 Variance Analysis H1D 

 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

Objective Knowledge Index   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

4,360 12 190 ,000 

Output F.26: Test of Homogeneity of Variances 12 for H1D 
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ANOVA 

Objective Knowledge Index   

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 9,176 12 ,765 1,521 ,119 

Within Groups 95,494 190 ,503   

Total 104,670 202    

Output F.27: ANOVA 12 for Variance Analysis H1D 


