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Abstract

Bttsiness d Organic footl and Organic Farnrittg is gaining ntonle'ittnt world over oni Iu'lio is not ail exceptiott' MunJ' states

tike Sihkim, Madl4,a Pradeslt, Hinrachal Pradesh luve tahen big leap in ttris area' Maharashtt's seents to be lagging behirttL

corrsidering tlrc subsistettte nature ofnrajorityyorr,r, nnok p,oli'i,rr*norr' rrourh oforg.anicfood bttsiness essentiallJ' needs to

for organic foot! i, surprisingti torr. ihi, pop", essentially n'i"s tn o'oly"'Toctors affecting tottsrtner dentutrl for organic foorl

it1 firo most populatetl cities of Malnraslttra - Thane & ll:lttnnbai' Sttrvis' of 580 respondents tt'os taken ll-t' lsing structured

questionnaira untl tlata ,r'as airollred b1 usittg sintple au,eragc nrelltod atrd percentage unull'sis' High price' lon'educalional

background, faulrl' supplJ' cltaitt o'o'og-"n'""t ""''e found to be reosons for less dentutrd'

Key \\rords: Conveutional farming' Conventional food' Organic food' Organic Fannir.rg

1.1:INTRODUCTION

Grou,irrg health & enr,ironmental problerns have compelled as average Itldian consumer to thirrk about the

,thefoodwithchemical ,.riir.l .irri"r,isbeingproducedunderthelitleofmodetntechnologyandconsumed 
Gror'rin1

cost of chemical farrnir.rg, deceleration of faim productiuitv, ,rrrinr.ing profits and hazardous ir.npact of chemica

farrning on health of farmer's families have 
'rade 

t'tot"'unl'n-,,o'" fut#ti to shift fi'orn chemical farrning to orga'i'

H:[i,maybedesirable.burnoteasv lttakestrittimumrhreevearsfor-a-i'T::]liii:f:l;:l';fi'::llr::?1"
farm. Thus farmer is expected to treai these three years u. trunritionul period, be ready for further fall in productirit

and in fact treat these r"".r;r-.; investment for profitable & healthy future. However'' things are not so easy al.t

attracrive as they look. Considering iotal operational l";;l;ldt";t;f Ind*' 67"/olund holdings are 'Marginai' (les

than t hectare) and 18'Zi, "*'r*"1ir 
to 2 irectare) t. zolo-riir1eBARD'2g14)' With such a small holding farnrin

has become subsistence failning for majority hdian farmers Under these circumstances' waiting period of three year

is too long in the absence of slrong governmental ,rppo,-t Vuting such costly investments becomes less feasible

market derna,d for such products [lf short. nutt 
"., 

pr".*tt of stiong demand for organic food would be a bigger

dri'ing force for all farmers to shift from chen-rical ,o .n"ir-"n"]*tully slfer organic larming Though India had larger

number of organi. produ".r, : Z,so,ooo in 20i5 (willer:b;;1, ; .ur" ot*^'itt size for organic food' tndia is lagg;n

behind. Accor.ding to FIBL & #oer,a su^'ey i' zorr,'p.r."pit".ol.ruTfl,^:" of organic food in India was just 0

Euros. Barely 10% total organic food is sold-in ao."'ti"'*u'tit (jaivik' zotzl'z'olx is exported rvhereas more'tha

g0% of total o.guni. proo,iJ. i" f"ai. is sold in torut tutttt, not as 
:otganic' but as regular food rvith or witho'

premium price (MOFF/OFAI'201 2)

ilH:il:i:::[Y:rl:f.:?,'r'X]?;*"'o ror organic rood rn ableny; ",'i:lli: :"-:::'l:::Jili?.T:jil,T#"l
;l,.;i.1':;il'l"l:1:"ii:"li;il,"' *"r'o'"J'"* 

^ '"1''^"aiiy,".'**::i'::-1,':"-?:t 1""',i:1':#*X"ITT::
ii'J;';Ji::'.il:"r'::lr')'fi"it::"l;:":;;;i"-'."ii' i"""Li.,:.^d:'*,1^:::.'"11,::"r"itilT ffn,'i::;;;
L*H',Tffil,:t'L HT'ilil ;; i" ;;;" 

".' * ;' .;ti ::,.-l:.:i ::: :: :i:::,*,':T,T"'l;*,T 
-*"

?l#li:''ii""Jii,T?l,lilllll; iilil:#: ; 
"ffiil';;;;;; 

*;;i,l; ;.":':'":1 T*,;'."T[tj;,:'ff]:[li
lffil%:i.",TilXiT."JffT;Til;H:';;;i;il';;;;*.151*:l"l::."y:T:"il,1f ffil.i',:'H:ll
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conventional farming, conventional food and superiority of organic food through various TV, radio shows, and

ncwspapers. Informaiion seem to be growing rapidly but growth in demand is too slow. Thus it is necessar) to analyse

"on.u11o 
behaviour by locating various factors affecting demand. Such analysis would help sellers as well as policy

makers to plan future business and marketing strategies.

I.2.RTVIEW OP LITERATURE

Relevant and notable research is reviewed below.

Esna, Seval and Nuri (2016) studiecl factors afecting demand of 500 consumers for organic food in city of Ankara'

Cankala district, Turkey. Married, graduated consumers without children ofage group of 18 to 49 were found to be

buyinj organic food because that is grown in natural way, healthy and certified. One third consumers werereadyto pay

pr"-iu* of5O% on the price oforganic food. The study indicated awareness about benefits oforganic food in Turkey

is more among educated. financially secured people-

6angeetha IZOtS; Ouna out that consumers demand for organic food is strorrgly influenced by knowledge and attitude

ofconsumers, price as well as food attributes oforganic products'

Mr. Sathis Kumar and Dr. E- Muthukumar (2016) found out that consumers in Nilgiri district gave more importanca to

factors like health, environmental safety, knowledge and culture where organic food was concerned. However, they

were indifferent towards attributes of organic food like taste, colour of the food etc-

Santhi and Jerinabi (2011) studied behaviour of200 consumers from Coimbatore district. According to the study, food

habits, vegetarianism, social interaction and higher price were factors affecting consutler demand for organic food.

Bonti anJ yirido (2006) in their final report on Meta-analysis, noted dowr.r following points regarding consumer's

perception & preferences regarding organic food.

1) Consumers tend to buy organic food on the grounds ofquality, naturaliy grown, and healthier food

2) Some studies had indicated that some consumers ffom the same state have clear idea olorsanic food and some have

vague idea about it.

3)Though consumers had shown willingness to paypremium price, very few were readyto pay high premium.

After reviewing the literature an attempt is made to analyse level of knowledge that consumers of Maharashtra had

about organic food. At the same time locate reasons due to which demand for organic food is not growing fast.

1.3.RESEARCH DESIGN

1.3.1: Sample area
Considering the fact that main market for organic food is urban market, pilot survey was taken of50 respondents from

cities of Mumbai, pune, Thane, Nashik & Ratnagiri districts. Consumer responses were found to be similar across all

cities ofthese districts. Thus for further survey, two cities- Mumbai and Thane wsre chosen as an area ofresearch since

both cities belonged to most populated districts ofMaharashtra according to 201 1 census'

1.3.2: Sample size
Samples we." p.,rposiu. samples and sample size was 580 respondents, where majority were female members of

families since iood buying decision was found to be mainly taken by female members of the family. Close ended

questionnaire was used to collect data ofconsumers ofdifferent age, education, occupation & income groups.

1.3.3: Hypotheses
The data was collected to test following hypotheses -

Ilypothesis 1: Domestic demand for organic food is less due to lack ofawareness among the consumers about benefits

oforganic food.

Ilypothesis 2: Domeitic demand for organic food is limited due to supply constraints

Ilypothesis 3: High price oforganic food is another factor that affects demand for organic produce in India'

about the
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Hypothesis 4: Consumers buy less organic food because they are not sure of authenticity of available organic food in

market.
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Hypothesis 5: Effective marketing will ]ead to fast growth in organic business

1.3.4: Statistical tools:

Percentage analysis ofthe data acquired- the percentages across sub-categories were vastly different and hence no other

statistical significance tests were used

1.4.DATA ANALYSIS AND HYPOTHESES TESTING

Detailed data analysis is as follows:

l.4.1.Socio-economic profile ofrespondents and their knorvledge oforganic food

ffi"ru
Wr,'ffi

Figure 1.1: Knowledge ofOrganic food

Asshownir-rfigur.e1'l,widemajoritySloZconsumerswerefoundtobelorowirrgabout.organic
foutrd not to be knowing "*i.r.nl" 

oi organic food. So the earlier assumption that consutners in

awure ofth. concept of'organic' food was proven as invalid'

-fr/hensocio-econornicpr.otileof580respondelitswasalralysedfollowingfactswerelocated.

As seen in the table across the different age groups there is fairly high percentage ofconsumers who had knowledge of

organic food.

Table Educational Profi le of Respondents

illiterat
e

belorv

secon

seconda

rv
II.Sec

ondar

graduat

es PG

Profes

sional Total

Number ofResondents 18 36 5t 53 256 89 77 580

No. of respondents who 'Knort' 10 z4 38 44 214 't7 65 472

7o of resPondents who 'Knolv' 56'h 67"/" 75"h g3.A 840h 810 840h 8lo

food'& onlY 190% were

urban area may not be

Table 1.1: Age -wise distribution of Respondents

#*"ii
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Asshounriirthetable.dtrecttelationshipwasiocatedinlevelofeducationandknorvledgeoforganicfood.
Though differ-ence u,as nor ,;;';;;;. ;.'."r be seen in table r z. comparatively less nuinber of respondents rvith lower

.a"*ii"""i r"r,"l were found ro haie less knowiedge oforganic food and'ice versa.

.3: OccuPat al properties of tesPondentsable 1.3: Uccupational Pr

studen

t
labour

er

total
ser\1ce busine

ss

retired hous

ervife

265 70 43 106 67 29 580

No. of resPondents lrho 'Knorv' 231 58 3.1 8.{ 53 t2 4'.72

870h 83% 790h 790 19' 4loA 81"

rvas foutrd equitable as shown in the

no relationship. Sinrilar situation uatLikervise, of age-wise distribution' occupation-rvise d.istribution of respondents

tablel.3.Itrteansoccupationofapelsonandknowledgeoforgatricfoodhas
iornd in income-wise anaiysis ofrespondents'

AlrerstudyirrgSocio-econolnicprofileolrespondenrs.exceptlor.leveloleducation..l]olleolher
have irnpact on kno*ledge :;il;;r."ili n.rp"na."rr'*ilh louer education seemed to hare

orgar,ic food.

variables seemed to

less knowledge of

t:il"Ti,'l-"i::il:T::,:;T,;'l;'.:il;t5:::::*;:::'ffit"1ol,li 
,n-. 

",,ies 
were found 

'lo 
be k'owing of

organicfood,itrvasperceivedlftuiuit,ostSfX,"'ponaot*'tu'i^ui'oUton'uting-itorbuyingorganicfood 

However'

this assumption too ."u' p'oJ* l""iia As shown t" 'h';;;;;;; 1 
i a t"ul' 

'11"iTil*:'ll;li;J;#nT[;:
orranic iood. lboo were tounJio [t nor buying at all' 60ui' rvere buying it occasrorlally

brrtng 'onlY organic' food'0 60+ Total

54 580

40 412

110h Sloh

rers who had knowledge of

Anrorrg:tthose aware

Have bought
bli not

ahvaY5 601"4

Table 1.4: lncome - wise distribution of respondents

'10,000 10-

20-000

20-

10-000

30-

40 00(

40-

50.000

50-

60.000

60-

70.000

0,00

0

<1,00

000

total

49 88 82 69 82 63 41 50 50 580

3l 74 72 52 68 51 36 43 45 472

63o/n 81',h 88% '75'h g3'h 8l'h n10/ 860/o g0'h gl"h

PG

Profes

sional Total

89 7'I 580

'11 65 4'12

8',lo 84o/o 8l'h

Figure 1.2: Buying behaviour ofconsumers aware oforganic food

Page91
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Table 1.5: Awareness & Buying behaviour ofOrganic food

No of resPondents

Do not know 108

Know but do not buy L2!

Buy sometimes 282

Buy alwaYs 59

TOTAL s80

It

\,

what data indicated was unexpected. Despite of kro*,ing about the concept of organic food' consumers were not bu)'1ng

it regulallY.

Thepossiblereasonforsuchsituatiollcouldbethatpeoplewerejustarvarethataion'-:'-.n'n.regularfoodthatthe}'
buy, something called 'organiJ i""J' t"" is available in market and they are indifferent to tt-

currently *,orld over and also in some states of lndia_like Sikkim, Madhya Pradesh, Ralasthan, organic movemelrt is

gaining momentum. So..iu,Jtl"*rl"uch to masses ,h.;;g;;;;d*;;iitt tuaio' TV' newspaper etc Thus probabilitv

of knowing aboul 
.organic ,;;,;. i", h."ring about tn.;il;;"1".]i;u,.,it rooa" it high' Just hearing the concept ls not

sufficie't to alter buyng U"ft"U"r, ofp"optt-iot tftt'' "tt ""tit 
to-understand supe'oritv and importance of organic

food over the food ,h.y ...;;;;;;tfytrying. e, ,ft. ,u-.'.ot,tt"" t.'"td to know lroir rihere to buy and how to

recog'ize organic food 
"r 

ain"."ii"il o.gunl. food fr.-;;;"1;tal food ln short onlv knor'ving per se 'hearing the

word .organic food, is not ,;;;;;;;i". 
-utt"ring o"n"r';;";;;;';;;;;"' ' 

rhev need to be tullv aware of 'the

conceDt, in terms of ,mo*a"g U.'Jts of organt food an d sign ificar.rce of cot.rsumin g iood 'onty organic' ' Since out of

81% of respondents who .d#1il; ;;r;,i; i;J, ""'1";;=" 
.iil;; ; i;-q'Y'"t"ro"d' 

onlv orga'ic''it was proved

thar de'rar]d for organic r""a r" ii" mJst populated i o"ori"r .ti*s. of Maharasiitra is too low Aller revlewlng

exrsring literarure "ra, 
r""pi]r-g l; ;i;*,h" ;;ll numbJr iiio"to'''"" buving or-ganic food regularlv' it rvas assurned

thar lack of awareness uUoui',if-," ,ignificance "f *grtil'i-J f"'-ft*ft'ftiti liie' alo.g with awareness of horv to

liriit guirri or gar-ric food with conventi onal

& fr on rvhere to buY it' could be a stlong reason for less demar.id for or gatric food

rhus along u,ith knowing the number ofpeopli who had 'heard' oforganic food' awareness ofpeople was tested on the

basis of number of PeoPle who knew -

a) Benefits of consuming organic food

b) Problems ofconveritional food that they are consuming currently

c) How to differentiate organic food from conventional food (the'norms' applied)

d) From where to buy organic food called as 'sources' oforganic food

kJ;i;,ii,l'lliLi;::J::::JTil:ffi$';'i"::r:1*'.::::::Hi:T1'ffiffi:"$'.::",*|:iiT'tffi?:'
All 472 consumers who -.r. u*ur. of the'name oilorgun-i i""i; "tt'"a 

to be weli aware of benefits of o'ganic food

.-..r,-i". r.* consumers (d;;,;;;1' ns,'1, 
i.3; i*nt5*,::::l';",:","^1r"11",".1,t:'."HJl:i"'::;:T"1.i.'ii..r ferrilizers- 2-{oo believed it as lood no[ carr]'lr'r!

food and 17% beiieved ,rt" .".rr.pt"" oio'gu'-tit food' i"creases cancer risk'
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Consideringtheanalysisofperceivedbenefitsoforganicfood.Sl%ofurbanpopulationshouldbeconsunlingorganic
food regularly. Horvever. ,"5iiii"r"a''*", alrtt'"lnt- rrtt"-*"t""tntt" catego;ies ol respondents who 'knerv' about

organic food -

A, Those rvho clairned to buy all food organic were 14%o

B. Those who ciaimed to buy olganic food sometimes were 60%

;

I

L

3y

is

ity
'l ot

nic

the
the
tof
ved

ing
.ncd

\, to

n the

C, Those who never bought it were 260"0

Thus cot.nparative ar.ralysis of trvo groups who claimed to

"i.^-.i"""iiy 
was done on the basis of different parameters

uuur.nas and demand for or ganic food

be bulng organic food Bul -only 
or'8anic 

,and^bu1
to .he.k rf rhele is an; Ielationship betueetr' degree ol

1.4.4:Conrparatir,eAnalysisofarvarenessofpeopleclainringtobuyallfoodorganicandpeoplervhobul'
occasionallY:
perceiVed benefits of organic food was compared between two groups All four berrefits of the list u'ere strong enough

and ar.ry one benefit .l-,or.n ty .onrumer is .nougt ,o'pro"u.o'riti, u*uttt.tt" 1i" 
that point both categories of

corsumers were equaliy "*,"r.?;;;;: "r"r*.t".?".Jt'ui 
u r"rg" group stiil consumed it occasionally'

Table: 1.6: Perceived benefits oforganic food

decreases

cancer risk 
-

safer than

conventional
Ben efits

do not carrY

pesticides

without
chemical
fArtili?ers

19% 35%
25% 57%

s0% 68% 34% 36Yo

not onlv organic ofuhich an attet npt was

Fu,.h.ffiersofbothcategori.esbou8htwere,ana']:1:,l.]n.o,
made to find whether "on'urnt" 

tluirning to buy all food only organic' do so tn realtty'
: food.
ic food

. usit.rg

ntional

Table 1.7: Numbel-ol bou

80 28%

59%

2A%

r1%

whichever Product available 3

29 42% 156

Only 2 Products
7 10% 55

11 t6%
3 pr4!!ji _ 6%

2%
5 1%

t7

5 products
12% 5

9a/, 7
to/"

6 products 5
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Interestingly, 42Y" ot consumers buying all food only organic were found to be bulng mostly only one product 'only

organic' and not all food. Only Sy" of 6e consumels are buying 6 products' From that perspective' oniy 6 consumers of

69, seemed to buy only orguni. ar]d 63 consumers claiming to buy only organic food too become occasionai buyers of

organic food. So considering this fact, almost all 351 respondents who buy organic food, buy it occasionally'

These findings made it necessary to locate further gaps in reality and perception of people in case of organic food-

Thus, more analysis was done about people's recognition norms oforganic food ln short' u'e tried to understand' how

peopie differentiate organic f;t; cont".,tiona.-i food The anaiysis was done on two bases 1) Source from which

tt ey bry organic food 2) Norms that they apply to recognize organic food

1.4.5: Gap in reality and p€rception of consumers:

1) Sources of Chsanic food: There are five different sources of buying food in lndia

Organic food stores

Rationing
shops Super

market
Grocery
Stores Fann

Table: 1.8: Sources used 1or

Buv from
su per

market 0/6

grocery

store 0/6 Farm %

Organic Food

Store

Rationing
Shon o/6

onlv orsanic 37 s40A 9 t3% 6 9% 3L 45% 8 L2%

Occasionally
Orsanic 116 4t% 30 tL% 56 20% LO7 38% 17 6%

Total 153 44% 39 Lt% 62 TSOA 138 39% 25 7%

food

a) organic Food Stores: are stores that sell organic food by default and thus are 100% authentic source' ln this case'

we need not check their organic food recognition no.ntr. Thur, we call claim that 45ok ofrespondents fiom 'only

organic group,, lax o..^i-on"ily o.guni. froup' thus in all 39% are fully awate olorganic food, and its sources'

b) Rationing Shops: Are the'fair price shop.s'under Government's'Public Distribution System'where subsidized

food is made available for lou, income group households- In these shops food procured fi-om farmers by

Gol,ernmentagenciesissold.ThereisnoschemeinMaharashtra.where

r:*i:i
r.iEt

:1,#l:

Government agency procures organic food

involves three possibilities -

1) The respondent may have confused 'rationing shop' as grocery store

2) The respondent is not aware of how to recognize oiganic food since in Maharashtra' no rationing shop sells

organic food.

3) Re'spondent's understanding ofrationing shop as well as organic food is unclear-

However negligible number ofrespondents, 12% of'only organic', 6o% 'occasionally organic', and only 7% in all fall in

this category.

The above data throws light on one more fact which confirms conclusion drawn out of earlier analysis that consumers

claiming to be buying all food organic are occasional buyers in reality They responded as

,buying only organic; due to less conceptual clarily.l2'/o only organic group claims of buying that food from

Thus option of buying from 'rationing shop' is certainly not authentic' It

.rationingshop,.Itmeansl20%respondentofthegroupdefinitelydoesnotknowexactlywhat-c?n1:foodl::^...^.

c) Supermarket: Is a large selflservice shop that sells foods and household goods Super market has conventional'

organic food packet as well food packets with a title of 'natural 'food' Many times consumer may perceive

.natural, as organic which is a wrong pelception. Any food that comes lrom nature or soil is 'natural" let it be
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e)

,organic' food by delault. Organic food can be sold with a tag ol'organic' or 'chemical fi'ee' food and not with tag

as 'natural'. Thus respondents who said to be buying organic food fi'om supermarket nlay or may not be actually

buying organic food. It needed to be cross verified by finding out exactly what is 'organic food fbr them through

data collected about recognition norms of consumers Respondents who bought organic food fi'om supermarket

were from the group of'only organic' were 540%.' occasionally organic' were 41% and all respondents laken

together were 44T0.

Grocery store: is a small retaii store that primarily sells food items. Glocery stores too keep few orgar.ric food

products and 13%'only organic"llo% ofoccasionaliy organic group & 119/o overail clalmed to be buyrng

organic food fi'om grocery stole. Authenticity of this source too need to be cross verified with recognition

rlol-r'lrr used by re:poltdents.

Farm: Horvever, 9% of only organic group. 20% occasionally organic group and 1 87i, overall consumers claimed

to be buying food 6om 'farm'. These consumers may not have conceptual clarity Farrn llesh food nlay be

p.rceiu.j as .organi"' food. However-, it can be farm fi-esh chemical tbod. Fresh food bought directly lrom farm

cannot make it orgar.ric by defauit. Thus further conceptual clarity will be achieved only aftel cross verifoing

recognition norrns.

Thus rvhere source is concerned,

Organic food store is the only source that ensures that respondents ale buyir.rg organic food. Rationing shop is the

sorirce that ensures that respondents do not know what organic food really means.

In case ofsupermarket, grocery store and farm, the food bought is really organtc needed to be closs verified'

Thus source offood data rvas analysed in the light ofrecogrrition norms used by responder.rts'

2)Sources and norms applied lbr recognising organic food: Label, stamp or certification printed on the packet of

fooa it".. are called ualid norms ofdifferentiating organic food fi'om conventional food

Howe'er, organic food recognition norms can be called as 'less authentic' in case they recognize food as 'organic'

on the basis of-

a) Food ivas bought dir-ectly fi'orn farrn where they r.vere.clueless whether the farm was conveutional ol'organic

b) Food was bought or.r the basis of lliend's or relative's endorsement where friend's perception of organic food

was not known

c) Food was bought as 'or.ganic' on the basis ofthe word 'natural' printed on packet, whereas all food that comes

{iom soil, chemically or organicaliy grown, can be called as 'natural''

So when authenticity ofsources was cross verified by using norms, organic food selected on the basis oflabel, stamp

& organic certification lrom the sources ofsupermarket, grocery store makes it as authentic as food directly bought

fiom-organic food store is. However., authenticity offarm fresh food would be debatable unless consumer is certain

that the farm is organic fann. organic food bought ftom ratiol.ring shop certainly makes the food 'not organic' ln

the light ofthese facts, the data was further analysed'

The table given below has segmented entire data of only organic group & occasionaliy organic group of

respondent.. source and norm-u ise.

Since the respondents were asked to choose all options that they have used in case of sources as well as norms'

respondents had chosen more than one option. As a result, while doing data analysis, though percentages are

used, those percentages hadn't summed up to 100%o. The analysis was done on the basis of relatively higher

percentage of responses given for a specific source & specific norm'

As discussed earlier, Organic food store is fully authentic source since it is a specialized store' Thus 138

..spo,ldents who purchase'from organic food store are fully aware oforganic food.

l'u
i
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Rationing shop doesn't sell organic food So 25 respondents u'ho chose rationing shop as a source' certainly u'eren't

buying organic food and ,rl.r,';;;o, haue conc.ptral clarirl, and thus are not aware of u'hat eractly organic food is.

They just .knoril or nuu" 'i.ural of the rvord 'organic' but are not arvare of its significance So 25 respondents

definiiety go in the list of unaware people'

Source of .Farm' becomes debatable since farm catl be chemical as weil as organic' Since llone of the respondents

were clear about the tlpe off^'rrr ffoln whrch the food was bought' analysis oftheir selected

,norms, was done. out of 63 respondents. majonty had used'we bought directly from farm' norln' only three

respondentshadchosenlabel'starlp&cerlificationnotm.Thusoutof63,erceptofthosethree.a]lother60
respondentswereplacedintl.,.'.ut"go.yof.unawareoforgar-ricloodcorrceptandsignificance'.

Besides organic food store. other authentic sources of organic food ale supel stores & grocery stores- However' the

respondents rvho had selected these sources cannot b" cailtd as k'rowing ofsiglificance oforganrc food since' super

mar.ket and grocery stores sell organic as well as cor.iventional food Thus these sources rvere analysed in the light of

,""ognition ,]o.m.'used by respor.rdents rvhile choosing food from these sources'

Maximum respondents (153) had chosen 'super market' as the source' out of these a small minority had gone u'ith

the selectior.r norm of .f-arm purchase. (I1%, llconsumers)). 'natural word' (1'6%,21consumers), fiiend's endorse:nent

iAy* i: .on.u*ers). \\rhereas majority had used'label' (40%' 60 consumers)' stamp

(19%.30consumers)&organiccertifrcation(41%.63consumers)whichindicatedthattheseconsumersfallinthe
.u,.gory' knorv si gr.rifi cance of orgat.ric food''

Table 1.9: Nonns & sources - u'ise analysis of cot.isumer behaviour
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Inordertolocatethenumberofrespondentsu,howerefallingunderthecategoryoffuliyawareorganicconsum
krown as 

.knowing the concept as well as significance;;;g;1; food', mostluihentic sources as well as authenttc

norms were cross analysed as follows'
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As shown in the table. lirst row, .none ofthe below,,gives count ofrespondents rvho have used less authentic sources

& norms of recognising "rr#. 
1""J. However, ln tfr. ,urn. ,o*, 23 respondents had selected less authentic norms'

Howe'er, they had bought organic food from. organrc store;hat sells exclusively organic food' Thus though norms are

not authentic but source is m-ost authentic, thesl zi ,"rponi*t' too were included i. the number respondents using

most authentlc sources & "".,r* 
o" in. oasis ofboth tables, following observations were recorded'

i
I
l
i
:
!I
I
!
{

Et
4

Thenumberofresponderrtswhowerebuyingorganicfoodwere35linal,l

:T"iTl ,;'-:#*:;;;,; ;-;n"q .,' :":i ilSi'i;i*?irr Tll"r",li'i:":iJ'::,'"?l;i*"::
R::J:#,li];:::il;*'T;fiT:: ;"" iilil':il:yll::ll,;'e'"i' thai makes 345 peopre ou'l or i51 were

;ffi;il;;J,'ili"t t* hardlv one or two products'bccasiolallv'

With the assumption that these consumers are buf ngfo'-od,:::".:::ttt O"cause they are not fully aware of significance

i l""t..t "f.tanic 
food' data was funher analysed ,Findings 

were

' orir of 351 responde"ii' )Jo *t" pr91e3.;o^u-1. fr3innc 
tsources oforg-anic food',data u'rs funher analvseo t"'""'lil'J'i.,. 

concept as well as significance of organtc
' Out of 351 respondents' 250 ry91: P:?t':qrt"-^'"t:,H"lr

P":!e'ir"i ;T[Ji'ii''''i,l#;;j;;i,i;r ?' % consum.ers

l":;"lli'Tfi li;.;ffi t,r*d5$*l"n--,"*.1:Tiff ?t:ls'"':,:l;Jl3'i::3'l"bebuvngrromA small minority .of t?.tPll"tt's wno purel4se" """'.*;?.;gniii"u"". of organic food'

;ti#'+';iioi, n{uti' it 50 (14%) consumers were'not ^: -- -^., -^+ Lo L.nnwinq sisnifrca
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Despite the knowledge. respondents we.re foundnot consuming or buyng orga4ic food or buying very less organic food

Reasous for not buyng "'g^tit 
iooa under the circumstances' could be

1) Supply constraints or faulty supply chain managemel

2) Problem ofaffordabilitY

;; ;;;"t. may have issues about authenticity of available food'

Data was analysed further to find reasons for not consuming organic food regularly'

H:l;:il:TJ":i"'H::';,:f:"ffi;:?:T",il";TH;;il;-'h-e 
question' the rast (8'h) option was'whichever

1.4.6: Faulty Supply Chain Management - reason for less consumption of organic food:

while collecring consumers ;;;l'.;;;;;"r, *.r. urk.d,o';J;J-;;;;";. fo? nor buving or buvng less of organic

food. out of 11 different ,"uio". rrrr"a, reasons like.'not available easily in our regular stores" 'often stocks are

limited' and'rimited choice' indicated *pp1y ":'Yil':':i::;}.,l".":;,:i':i';i:il'iiqHl'"ff:1'ffli::::
,ic consumers

I as authentic
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product is availabie'. The option indicated that consumer wanted to buy all food organic. but due to unavallabiiity. they

bought all items that r.vere arailable. This option indicated willingness of consumers to buy and problen.rs fi'om supplv

side. While analysing level ofawareness and conceptual clarity ofpeople u'ho claimed to be knowing about organic

food, (81% oftotal respondents) three categories rvere found as discussed earlier - l) consumers u'fio claimed ofnot
buying at all 2) consumers who claimed to have bought somelimes 3) consumers who claimed to buy few food items

or.rly organic. However, analysis done so far had proved that buyers who clairned ofbulng only organic food 1oo were

occasionai buyers. Thus amongst 81% (472) of respondents who u,ere found aware of the organic food, two categories

rvere made - 1) aware but not buying at all (i21) 2) buying occasionally (351)

Tablel.ll: Reasons For Not Buying

eason

Consumers

ot buving

lonsumers Occasionally

rrrvi no

/o

ron available in regular stores t4 ;3'h 71 190/"

imited stocks 0 2 30

imited choice
.,

00/" 7 5"

As shown in the table 53% respondents were not bufng organic food since the food is not easily available in the local
stores, 1 0% have faced problem of less choice, whereas 8% had faced problem of'no stock'.

In case ofconsumers u,ho claimed to have bought organic food occasionally, 49% respondents wele not buying organic
food since the food is not easily available in the local stores. 150% have faced problem of less choice, u,hereas 23% had
faced problem of'no stock'.

Supply constraints was found to be main reason even among the respondents who consume organic lood occasionally.

269i, of organic food consumers responded that they bought whatever organic food was available at the store at the

time ol their visit. It clearly indicated that consuirlers r.r,anted to buy all food organic but generally food is less

arajlable in the shop..

So second l.rloothesis: Domestic demand_for orgar.ric food is lirnited due to supply constraints was proved to be tr-ue.

1.4.7: High price of Organic Food - one of the main reasons for less demand.

Out of 121 consulrers who had not bought organic food ever, 52 consumers (.13%) gave one ofthe main reasons for
not buying organic iood as they found it too expensive. Overali, out o1472 respondents who

'know about' organic food, 163 (43%) found the food very expensive.

Table: 1.12: Wiliness For Premium Price

7n of Premium No ofRespondents % of Respondents

J10 176 31%

5-15% r09 23%

t5-25% 14 t6%

No Premium tt) 24%

As can be seen in the above table, 24% of respondents were not ready to pay any premium to organic food.

Considering food inflation in India, pafng premium on already higher food prices would be difficult. 37%

respondents are ready to pay premium only up to 57o. It means majority respondents 670/o are not ready to pay high
price.
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Fur-ther.data was analysed to find if thele u,as any relationship betu'een monthly income and willingness to pay

premium price- As shorvn in the table nr,,o variables. rvillingness to pay premium price and family income were found

directly related. Howeve:, the relationship was not Yery significant. 119/o respondents oflorv income category rvere

Leudy io pay high premium. whereas 239lo respondents of high income group were ready to pay high premium'

Tabte: 1.13: Relationship between income and wiliness to pay premlum

Up to 40000 40 to 70000 above 70000

'fi\

Num. 22c) 155 88

un to 57o 1s3 67o/o 91 59% 44 ;0%

5 to 157" 5l 22% 35 23% 21

15 to 25'h 25 | 1o/o 29 t9% 20 3%

Thi.,l h*oth"sis: High price oforganic food is another lactor that affects demand fbr organic ptoduce in India was

proved tt ue

1.4.g: doubts on the part of consumer about authenticity of Organic food - as a reason for less denland:

Respondents rvho hai knowledge of organic food also seern to had doubt of authenticity of organic food sold' Oul 472

respondents. 121 respondents (iCy") naa expressed worry that they rnay be buying food that is not completely organic'

u, :orgurli.'. Hower'.r, such consumers are only 24%. So the hlpothesis, Consumers bu)' less organic food because thev

afe not sure of authenticity of available orsallic food in market was rejected.

1.4.9: Need for better marketing strategies in business ofOrganic food:

Marketing is ,a process' r*,here g-oods a,.rJ se.uices that arejust'concepts'. get transformed lrom concept to product or

service that corlsumer demand. lt is done through coordination between four elements )) identification. selectior.r &

developrnent ofthe product 2) Fixing the plice 3) fixing distribution channels 4) deciding promotional sh'ategy.

In case ofOrganic iood. in order to find out possibilities ofrnarketing problerns, nature ofthe probiem. rve decided to

do der.r.rand side as well as supply side analysis. On the basis of consutner sut'vey we tlied to fiud out -

1)Were respondents aware ofconcept oforganic food?

2)Were they knowing the real benefits oforganic food?

3)Through which medium they received infonnation about orgar.ric food?

4)Were they ready to accept the price at which orgar.ric food was sold'?

5)Were they happy about the availability of Organic food?

On the basis ofconsumer survey. following were the observations

Table: 1.14: Marketing Norms of organic food fi-om consumer's perception point of vierv

sr.n0 Va riables frequency percentage

I People arvare of concept of organic food 472t580 8l%

2 people aryare of benefits of organic food 451 96"

J medium that save knowledge of organic food orfi af 472 %

T.V. t2 240h

radio l3 3'

newsDaDer t3 24%

maga^ne 34
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ln store 70 ls%o

friends 165 3sYo

not sure 44 90/"

4 Price Related response out 4'72 o/

5% 1'76 3704

5-15% r09 23%

I 5-2590 71 l6%

no plemlulll l13 24%

5 reasons for not buying ott ol 4'/2

Do not knou'from \\,here to buJ ot 19('h

Not available easiil in our regular stores 233 49%

It is very expensive 160 34%

Ofien stocks are limited 92 t9%

Risk ofgetting cheated 112 24%

Liinited Choice 64 t4%

Ag,areness of organic food: Majority people are rvell aware of concept of organic food as well as its henefits. In case of

price oforganic food, 61% people want food either at n-]arket price or at small preniurn ol5% only. So high price can

be the hurdle which supplieis can remove either by having di;'ect rnarketing system where producers sell directly to

consulners or cost cutting through large scale pi odu,ction.

Another important marketing related problem of organic food is elated to suppll, chain management. lmprovement in

supply will be a key to success.

Cor1surners want organic food prorided it is not too expensive. and they should have easy access to food

Thus the fifth hypothesis. ElTectile marketing n'ill lead to fast gro$th in orgauic business was accepted.

1.5: Key Summary Findings:
Majority consumers were aware of organic food, its benefits and problems associated with conventional food. Horvever,

this awareness was relatively more among educated respondents.

However still majority buy conventional food and not organic regularly due to some prominent reasons like -

High price ofgoods

Lack ofinformation related from where to buy.

Lack ofeasy as weil as regular availability

Risk ofgetting cheated

So supply side factors are more responsible for lack ofDemand for organic food'
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1.6: Recommendations
Eft'ective marketing of Organic food is requiled. It can be done by NGOs, Government agencies since it is saler &

healthier food along with prrvate businessmen

Improvemelt rn supply chain managetnent and ploduction pianning will solvethe issues like inegular supply- limited

stocks.

1.7: Conclusion
Dentand driven groMh of busiless of organic food and organic farming is need of tirne. especially for a cou:rtry like

India which already has required natural resources and skill sets for rapid growth of organic falming. In case of

Maharashtra. a large number of people are aware of superiolity of organic food over convetrtional. but are found to be

consuming less. Higher demand is found to be a function ofiessprice and better educational backgtound. Surprisingly

the most dominant reason for low denrand is neither price nor illiteracy but less suppiy of organic food. So in

Maharashtra, or.ganic lood consumption is lound to be function ofhigher production and better supply. At the outset we

recor.nmend that this vicious circle should be broken by rigorous simultaneous eflorts by policy makers. businessnren.

farmers and NGOs. However, for such policies, production and supply related problenrs need to be identified which

becomes future scope ofthe study.
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