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Introduction

It is evident that nowadays a market for organic food in Europe, and especially in
Germany, is constantly growing (European Commission). The same trend can be also observed
in Russia (Bruschi et.al. 2015). Despite numerous differences between German and Russian
organic food markets, there is one common problem which is typical for both. This is the
problem of information asymmetries. Organic products are often even called credence goods
because information about the nature of the product is asymmetric: while producers know
whether the product is really organic or not, in most cases the presence or absence of the organic
characteristics are not detectable by consumers even after purchase and use of the product
(Giannakas, 2002). It means that consumers generally cannot distinguish organic products from
conventional ones by their appearance or taste. More than that, it is hardly possible to say if the
product is organic or not even after the consumption (Schneider et.al. 2009). In other words,
buyers do not really sure if the product is organic unless they are told so. Surely, this issue is
relevant for any market in general, whether it is the automobile, insurance, credit or labor
markets (Akerlof, 1970), and for the food market in particular (Nestorowicz, 2014). This is
explained by the fact that producers, in comparison to consumers, from the very beginning
possess more information about goods they offer. However, at the same time, this problem

becomes even more important for the organic food market due to the peculiarity of traded goods.

From the one hand, reasons for purchasing organic food are seemed to be very altruistic.
Thus, originally organic farming has been emerged as an alternative production system to help
preserve the environment, and reduce the negative impact on natural resources such as soil, air,
and water (Vega-Zamora et.al. 2013). This goes along with the striving for rural economic
development (Ibid.). On the other hand, motifs for buying such products are also rather egoistic.
Individual health and food safety together with the quality and flavor are in the spotlight for
many people (Ibid.). However, in both cases commodities, which are purchased by people who
claim themselves as organic food consumers, are endowed with a bigger value. It is difficult to
argue that a person would choose organic product instead if it’s conventional counterpart without
having a strong reason. And this very strong reason makes organic food and organic food market
unique. In order to satisfy their particular needs, it is important for consumers to be sure that
money is invested in a truly organic product. For this reason, information provision can affect
consumers’ willingness-to-pay for environmental goods (Rousseau & Vranken, 2013). And this

confidence cannot be totally complete until the problem of information asymmetries is solved.
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Actually, one of the possible solutions for this problem is the formation of consumer trust
toward organic food. Moreover, there is a general agreement on the importance of trust in
decisions on organic food (Schneider et.al. 2009). Nevertheless, the question arises: how
customers could trust in the truly organic origin of a product under the conditions of information
shortage? Because the necessity for trust is argued to be usually caused by uncertainty what is
actually the lack of important knowledge (Sztompka, 1999). In this case, the main problem is
where consumers obtain necessary information and how does it influence their trust in organic

food at the end.

Generally, there is an opinion that “social institutions and arrangements <...> are better
viewed as the efficient solution to certain economic problems” (Granovetter, 1985). In this case,
quality uncertainty and trust formation could be attributed to these problems as well. It is
possible to mention that there are studies that prove the importance of institutions in regard to the
food safety and trust in food in general (Kjernes et. al. 2007). Thus, G. Akerlof (1970) identifies
four basic types of such institutions: guarantees, brand-name, chains and licensing practices or
certifications. What is more, literature review in the field of organic food consumption gives an
evidence that the most common way to enhance consumer trust especially in this kind of
commodities is the establishing of various institutions, like labels, brands, laws, regulations
(Giannakas, 2002; Schneider et.al. 2009; Zagata, Lostak, 2012; Janssen, Hamm, 2012; Brcic-
Stipcevic, Petljak, 2012; Smed et. al. 2013; Hamzaoui-Essoussi et. al. 2013; Anisimova, Sultan,
2014; Vitterse, Tangeland, 2015).

However, the occurrence of these institutions does not lead to absolute protection against
a fraud. It could be explained by the fact that introduction of these activities sometimes creates
incentives for such manipulations as, for instance, mislabeling of conventional food as organic
(Giannakas, 2002, Miiller, Gaus, 2015). It means that consumers sometimes are provided with
false information. In other words, it shows that certification and labeling are necessary but
insufficient for winning the trust of consumers. In this perspective, we agree with G. Akerlof
(1970, 500), who writes that “informal unwritten guarantees are preconditions for trade and
production”. Consequently, there should be some other ways to enhance consumer trust in
organic food except mentioned formal institutions. Thus, one of the possible solutions could be
an interaction between market agents, especially communication between consumers. It is a
common knowledge that people tend to ask advice or recommendations from other buyers in

order to clarify some issues about future purchasing. In other words, other consumers are the
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most reliable source of information about organic food which enhances their level of trust in it.
M. Granovetter (1985) also argues that market is not an impersonal mechanism because people
tend to turn it into the network of social relations, which are, in turn, a reliable and trustful
source of cheap and detailed information. Despite the fact that German organic food market is
known as better regulated than the Russian one, there are a number of laws and controlling
bodies, it could be assumed that personal interaction still plays a great role in the process of trust
formation on the both of these markets. Hence, the major research question could be formulated
as follows: how consumer’s trust in organic food is constructed on the market? Consequently, the
main aim of the thesis is to reveal common and specific factors that influence the process of
consumer trust formation on Russian and German organic food markets. The following
hypotheses are tested in the study: 1) personal communication among consumers related to
organic food consumption positively affect consumer’s trust in these products both in Russia and
Germany; 2) institutions regulating Russian and German organic food market influence
consumer’s trust in these products; 3) personal communication plays more important role than
institutional arrangements in the process of consumer’s trust formation both in Russia and

Germany.

In order to address the research question and hypotheses, the following tasks have been

fulfilled:

1. Giving the basic definition of organic food based on the analysis of literature related to

the organic food concept and current legislative base for organic food production;
2. Defining trust in organic food and the possible ways of its measurement;

3. Providing the explanation of trust formation on the market through network and neo-

institutional approaches;

4. Comparison of Russian and German consumers’ motivation for purchasing organic food

and estimation of their trust level in these products;

5. Detection of the factors that influence consumer trust in organic food among Russian and

German consumers the most;

6. Finding differences and similarities in Russian and German Mass Media coverage of

organic food topic;
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7. Comparison of governmental laws and private standards for organic production in Russia

and Germany.

The object of the study is organic food market in Russia and Germany. The subject of
research is the formation of consumer trust in organic food on the Russian and German market.
The study 1s based on case study approach. Organic food systems (Kjernes et.al. 2007) in Russia
and Germany are investigated as the cases in the research. The spheres of production,
distribution, consumption, and regulation are covered by the organic food system. The latter both
in Russia and Germany includes manufacturers, retailers, consumers, government, mass media,
expert organizations and controlled bodies. Two specialized organic food stores in Russia and
two in Germany together with a private controlling authority from each country are considered
as objects of comparison along with media sources which are nationwide newspapers and news
websites, and current national legislation on organic food. Empirical data for the hypothesis
testing is obtained by following methods: the qualitative analysis of documents; the qualitative
analysis of Mass Media content; the online survey among organic food consumers; semi-

structured interviews with organic products purchasers.

This paper consists of a theoretical chapter, the outline of research design and
methodology, description and analysis of empirical findings in a comparative perspective, a
conclusion containing some ideas for further research, and several appendices. The chapter
represents the theoretical framework the research is built on. The framework is organized around
basic concepts: organic food and trust in organic food on the market. Consumer trust is analyzed
on the basis of classical sociological theories of trust, produced by a range of outstanding
scientists (Sztompka, 1999; Luhmann, 1979; Giddens, 1990; Simmel, 1978; Fukuyama, 1995;
Seligman, 1997; Coleman, 1990; Granovetter, 1985; Akerlof, 1970); along with the analysis of
current studies on consumer trust on the food market (Kjernes et.al. 2007; Gracia & De-
Magistris, 2016; Rampl et al. 2012). Analysis of organic food markets was done on the basis of
secondary sources (Giannakas, 2002; Schneider et.al. 2009; Zagata & Lostak, 2012; Janssen &
Hamm, 2012; Brcic-Stipcevic & Petljak, 2012; Smed et. al. 2013; Hamzaoui-Essoussi et. al.
2013; Anisimova & Sultan, 2014; Vitterse & Tangeland, 2015) along with some investigation
into the question of prices for organic food made in Germany and Russia. Empirical part
represents the results of an online survey and analysis of semi-structured interviews conducted
by the author in a comparative way together with the comparative analysis of documents and

media content. The paper concludes with the final chapter where the empirical findings are
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summarized and connected to the theoretical concepts discussed in the first chapter. This section
also includes discussion on limitations of the research and provides some ideas for further

investigation.
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Chapter 1 Trust on the organic food market in Russia and Germany:
theoretical framework

This chapter describes the general theoretical and methodological background of the paper.
It begins with the discussion of the general understanding of organic food, which could be found
in a current literature considered the topic. This covers the description of the organic food
production process, including such stages as growing, processing, and distribution. On the base
of comparison between conventional and organic food, special features of the latter are
eliminated. It proceeds further to the analysis of basic principles of organic production defined
on the international level and common both for Russia and Germany. Moreover, basic
sociological concepts of trust are considered due to the fact that trust is a complex phenomenon
and could be interpreted in different ways, especially speaking about trust on the market.
Definition of trust and trust relations in connection to organic food is given. What is more, the
question of trust measurement is addressed. Key factors which allow measuring the level of trust
in organic food are discussed. And, finally, network and institutional approaches to market

analysis are introduced in terms of trust formation process explanations.

1. The general concept of organic food: basic ideas and explanations

Process-oriented approach to defining organic food

Organic food is a complex phenomenon, which could be analysed and interpreted in
different ways. The understanding of what organic food really is depends on the range of factors,
which influence the final item — organic product. Thus, it could be stated that there are two basic
approaches to the definition of organic food: process-oriented approach, which looks exactly at
the process of food production; and quality-oriented approach, which considers mostly the
question of the effect that organic food has on consumer health and their perceptions of these
items (Kahl et.al. 2012). Moreover, the process-oriented approach usually goes along with agro-
ecology approach — underlying paradigm for organic agriculture, where processing plays a major
role (Ibid.). For this reason, the description of organic processing is given below.

O. Schmid and A. Beck (2004) have traced the historical development of organic food
processing on the basis of official regulations, starting from the 1970s, when some private
standards for organic food processing have been already established. This was the document of
the Demeter association in Germany, which made manufacturer the main responsible actor in the
process of organic production and is mostly concentrated on the process of growing. A little bit

later, in 1980 and 1982, the first international standards were developed by the International
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Federation of Organic Agricultural Movements (IFOAM), which slightly touched upon the
processing stage. Since the 1990s a number of national regulations were approved regarding the
process of organic food processing. What is special in food processing, based on organic
principles, is that it is connected with such categories as freshness, minimal processing, careful
treatment and sustainability (Gallmann, 2000; Nielsen, 2004; Beck, 2014). The latter, in turn,
connects organic processing with decentralization, simplicity, environment and social values
(Schumacher, 1973). Schmid and Beck (2004, 17) conclude that organic processing methods
should be “suitable to guarantee genuineness, authenticity and conserve natural properties of the
raw materials and follow the three principles <...>, which are freshness, minimal processing, and
careful treatment”.

When speaking about processing, it is important to define what it is exactly, what
procedures are included in this stage and how it is different from all other stages of food
production. Processing is defined in various sources differently, we will refer to the definitions
made by already mentioned here J.Kahl et.al. According to these authors, generally, processing is
“the phase of transformation, of change of the food ingredients, by means of some active
principles; processing is a method including technology, additives, aids, a recipe and
packaging” (Kahl et al. 2014, 2584). Regarding organic production, all the components of
processing should be regulated and controlled with the main goal of production, which is in this
particular case to increase safety and quality of a product. Active principles, mentioned in the
definition, could include mechanical, chemical, physical, thermal cooking, preservation,
cleaning, protection or any combinations of them (Ibid.). Generally, three broad groups of
processing methods could be distinguished. Those are physical processing (thermal, mechanical,
electric, etc.), chemical (oxidization, polymerisation, etc.) and biological (fermentation,
biotechnological, etc.) (Ibid.)

What is important to mention in this regard is that processing is not connected to the
process of product growing, it includes the following process of product or raw material
preparation for the final use. It is of great significance because rather often processing doesn’t
deserve a special attention in the literature and either combined with the process of growing or is
just missed. It seems to be a big fault due to the fact, that the processing stage takes even bigger
part of the whole production chain. Consequently, the neglecting of organic principles at this

stage of manufacturing could have a negative impact on the ultimate outcome of the production.
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It would lead to the loss of important organic characteristics of a product, what is inappropriate if
the main goal of production is to produce bioproduct.

As it was mentioned before organic food processing has some specific characteristics,
which mark it out from other types of production. First of all, organic food processing is
associated with freshness or naturalness. It means that natural properties of the raw material are
maintained through the processing process (Schmid & Beck, 2004). To put it more simply, at the
end product should contain as many nutritional substances as possible; the biggest part should be
saved and not be lost in the process of product preparation for further sale. Organic food
processing takes raw material from nature rather than from synthetic origin. That is what is
commonly known as “field-to-fork™ approach. One of the possible ways to achieve this goal is
by means of minimal processing. The main distinction of this method is that it aims to reduce
any impact of processing on such product qualities as nutrient density and taste, but at the same
time trying to prolong the “shelf life” of a fresh product (Kahl et al. 2014). Thus, the
microbiological, sensory and nutritional “shelf life” of minimally processed vegetables should be
at least 4-7 days, but preferably even longer (Ahvenainen et al. 1994). Moreover, minimal
processing guarantees a product to be fresh, but convenient for people to consume (Ibid.). In
other words, a minimally processed product has the same characteristics as the original one, for
example, fruit or vegetable, but usually do not need any additional preparations before eating
(Gil & Allende, 2012). Ahvenainen et al. (2014) also make clear that minimal processing could
be described as the mildest possible preservation adapted to a particular food.

Nevertheless, minimal processing could not be totally equated with organic processing, due
to the fact that minimal processing is used not only for the production of organic food. It could
be implied within the production of conventional food as well, for example, ready-to-eat salads.
Therefore, minimally processed fruits or vegetables are not necessarily organic, just because of
the way they were prepared for the sale. As J. Kahl et al. (2013) highlight, minimal processing
focusses on the saving of fresh-like properties during the post-harvest stage, while the growing
itself could be the very ground for claiming a product organic. However, it could be an important
part of the organic production chain, when preservation in this way is considered to be one of the
main goals for producers. To put it in other words, minimal processing is important, but not
sufficient to claim a product organic. And, what is more, under these circumstances, safety of a

product is still questioned, because there could be found a wide range of documented cases of
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contaminated vegetables and fruits, as well as other items, which brought about large eruptions
of microbial infections (Gil & Allende, 2012), what, in turn, has nothing to do with organic food.

One more characteristic of organic food processing is careful processing. It takes into
consideration not only a product itself but also another actor, involved in the production chain. It
refers to care, undertaken while preparing raw material in such a way that maintain their purity
as far as possible, that all known nutrients are saved, while they are believed to be beneficial to
human health. What is more, it takes into account the importance of careful handling of animals,
as well as concerning about environment. In other words, any biotic and abiotic factors, both
directly and also indirectly involved in the process of production (Kahl et al., 2013). Besides,
careful processing is undertaken in such a way that it cares for and takes care of people involved
in the processing (Ibid.). Nevertheless, careful processing is again a significant part of organic
processing, but they could not be understood as equal. And, finally, organic processing is also
based on the sustainable processing. Sustainability is based on three main pillars, which are
environment, society, and economy (Kristensen & Beck, 2004). It means that organic processing
should enhance the preservation of the environment, support economic growth and maintain the
population health. However, sustainable processing still remains one of the most underexplored
concepts in regard to organic processing as literature review does not allow making any
confirmed statements.

Overall, organic processing, considering as an important part of the whole production
chain, is based on those principles that were listed above: naturalness and freshness; minimal,
careful, and sustainable processing. Still, they are not the only and sufficient basis for claiming a
product organic. Let us give an example. J. Kahl and A. Beck (2014) have drawn a special
attention to apple wax-covering usage. Despite the fact that utilization of particular types of bee-
wax in order to prevent apple’s decay is not prohibited by organic regulations, it is not
commonly used practice among organic apple manufacturers in Europe. However, some
alternatives ways could be taken, such as hot water (Ibid.). Nevertheless, this does not give any
guarantee of ecological purity of apple, until they are grown according to organic rules. That is
why we are now proceeding to other very important part of the organic production process,

which is organic agriculture.

Agro-ecological approach to defining organic food
Organic agriculture is the very beginning of a production chain because it is exactly during

this stage a raw material for further processing is obtained. Organic agriculture is defined as a
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“holistic production management system” (Codex Alimentarius) which takes into account soil,
plant and animal health by applying natural methods and working in natural cycles IFOAM). To
put it more simply, it is the cultivation of vegetables, fruits, crops, etc., as well as livestock
handling. It is a common fact that a range of agricultural practices can put more pressure on the
environment and cause such problems as a destruction of biodiversity and natural habitats, air
pollution, water shortages, soil degradation, etc. The reason for these risks, which negatively
affect both environment and people’s health, are basically widespread usage of nitrates of such
concentrations and by such methods which could hardly be compatible with biological cycles of
environmental units. There are numerous studies, which prove that some pesticides are even
more harmful than it was known before (Mercati, 2016). Consequently, “heavy agricultural
reliance on synthetic chemical fertilizers and pesticides is having serious impacts on public
health and the environment” (Pimentel et al, 2005, 573).

In contrast, sophisticated agricultural systems, which are based on environmentally- and
animal-friendly techniques, could be able not only to restrain climate change and
hydrogeological degradation but also allow preserving plant and animal biodiversity with the
consequent respect for public health. Process measurements, for instance, indicate less impact on
environmental issues measured by life-cycle-assessment (Mandelaers et al. 2009; Gomiero et al.
2008; Wood et al. 2006). It is possible to say that organic agriculture can be considered as one of
the ways to achieve the sustainable development goal, which is a rather hot topic today and is
listed as one of the main world development goals. V. Mercati (2016) highlights that organic
agriculture not only maintains ecological processes that foster plant nutrition, save soil and water
resources, but rather increase these processes. The positive effect of organic agriculture was
proved by the research, conducted by D. Pimentel et al. (2016). It includes such consequences as
issues as higher soil organic matter and nitrogen; better conservation of soil and water resources
due to the high levels of soil organic matter; up to 30% lower fossil energy inputs; reduction of
soil erosion, pest problems and pesticide use by means of crop rotations and cover cropping;
reduction of pollution by recycling of livestock wastes (Pimentel at al. 2016). On the whole,
organic farming serves to increase sustainability and biodiversity, to maintain good soil and air
quality. In practice it could be achieved by means of natural growing practices, the avoidance of
harmful chemicals added by the continued practice of crop rotation and other natural farming

methods (Ibid.).
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In order to understand better, why the organic way of growing is regarded as a special way
of production, it might be useful to analyze the difference between organic, conventional, and,
not of the least importance, production affected by GMO. One of the many practices of growing
conventional crops both for human’s consumption and livestock feed goes hand in hand with the
mixture of synthetic fertilizers with added chemicals, what helps to accelerate the process of
crops growing (Barroilhet, 2012; Pimentel, 2005). Farmers usually use such pesticides as
fungicides, herbicides, and insecticides to spray their sowing (Ibid.). In contrast, it is known that
organic farming follows the goal of optimizing the health of land, crops, animals and consumers
in order to enhance biodiversity, restore and maintain the environment. This goal is incompatible
with techniques allowed by conventional farming. Farmers, who claim their production organic,
are often controlled and do not use the conventional farming practices of using synthetic
chemicals, pesticides, and antibiotics to grow crops or raise livestock. Obviously, they also want
to keep up with consumer’s demand and for this purpose, they use more sophisticated traditional
practices, such as crop rotation, natural fertilizers, manure or hand weeding (Bernacchia, 2016).

It is necessary to highlight the special interest in livestock breeding when speaking about
organic agriculture. It is for a long time was considering that ecological way of production takes
into consideration solely the rules for plant cultivation, for example, fruits, vegetables or cereals.
Nevertheless, meat, poultry, fish, as well as milk and milk products together with eggs are an
essential part of a human daily diet. Thus, conventional or non-organic breeding of animals is
known as confined animal feeding operations (CAFO) or, to put it more simply, factory farming
(Barroilhet, 2012). It is usually accompanied by the practices of overloading livestock and
holding them in a closed cage environment with little or no sunlight, depriving animals of fresh
air, space and freedom to graze the fields. In order to reduce costs and gain more profit, while
satisfy constantly increasing demand, producers get used inject animals with growth hormones.
They make livestock to gain their maximal weight as quickly as possible (Ibid.).

What is even more intimidating, animals are kept in the same space where they excrete the
feces. In this way, the ground is becoming fertile ground for infections and viruses (Ibid.). These
dangerous conditions force farmers to use antibiotics on a daily basis so that prevent
contamination and subsequent doom of the stock. Furthermore, the majority of animal waste is
untreated and badly regulated, what in turn leads to rivers and other water sources pollution. In
contrast, when livestock is raised by an organic regime, it is treated much differently. The

organic farm is constructed in a way to provide animals with leaving conditions and feeds close
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to the idea, namely natural (Barroilhet, 2012). Animals are raised in a space where they are free
to roam the land and receive a sufficient amount of fresh air and sunshine. They utilization of
any antibiotics is prohibited and if an animal gets sick, the only allowed way to cure them is by
means of homeopathy and other treatments that have no side effect (Pimentel, 2005; Bernacchia,
2016). The evidence provided by the results of comparison between the nutritional quality of
conventional and organic dairy products, achieved by Palupi et al (2012), demonstrates that such
factors as feeding regime, which is regulated in organic animal husbandry, change milk
composition towards healthy parameters.

Turning to the question of production connected with GMO, it is important to mention, that
pretty often organic food is opposed to GMO food (Organic trade association). Thus, according
to “The codex Alimentarius” any product produced from genetically engineered or genetically
modified organisms are not compliant with organic way of production (CAC/GL 32-1999, 3). In
this case, only these two ways are analyzed, avoiding a comparison between conventional and
organic farming. However, GMO production could be named as an extreme case of non-organic
farming. What is special about this way of farming is that farmers use genetically modified seeds
that are unnaturally resistant to weeds and insects (Barroilhet, 2012). This technology enables
farmers to avoid crop rotation, what in turn leads to great savings in time and labor costs,
providing cheaper food in a bigger amount in a less amount of time. It is extremely profitable for
producers in an economic sense, but, actually, seems to be accompanied by a lack of social
responsibility, due to the fact that there is a scientific substantiation of GMO food harmful
influence on human’s health. To summarize, the way agricultural products, such as fruits,
vegetables, grains, and animals are grown and processed determines whether or not a producer
has the right to claim a product as organic. If one of these stages breaks the rules of organic

production, the product could not be introduced on the market as ecological or organic.

Product quality-oriented approach to defining organic food

In contrast to process-oriented approach, quality-oriented perspective focuses rather on the
benefits that a product gives to consumers in the process of consumption. It deals with nutritional
value, bioactive compounds, health impact, taste, etc. The process-oriented approach is
connected with the pre-consumption stage, it means that organic product is analyzed from the
position of producers, how their manufacturing process is organized. At the same time, quality-
oriented perspective is called in such way, because it is considered to be the point of view,

coming from consumers themselves, how they judge the quality of a particular commodity. In
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this way, organic food production could be also described as consumer-oriented because it aims
to satisfy their egoistic motifs, such as individual health benefits and food safety together with
the quality and flavor (Vega-Zamora M., et.al. 2013). It is reasonable to mention that organic
processing as an important part of production chain also takes into account consumer as a target,
but still it refers more to the environmental issues. Moreover, the process-oriented approach
focuses on the external factors, which derive from the production, while quality-based
perspective focuses its attention on internal characteristics of food.

It is worth saying that most of the studies evaluating organic food quality are based on the
measurement of selected food compounds, comparing food from organic versus non-organic
origin (Palupi et al. 2012; Srednicka-Tober et.al. 2016; Baranski et al. 2014; Griffiths et al. 2011;
Bernacchia, 2016; Kahl et al. 2010; Bigot et al. 2014; Van Overbeke et al. 2006). Usually, quality
of the product identified by the impact of primary production on the food attributes copes with
parameters related to nutrition and health criteria. In parallel to the process-related quality
criteria such as animal welfare, environmental issues, special processing methods, product
criteria, such as taste, nutrition and health move to the forefront, what might be suggested to
make this approach more subjective. It could be difficult to judge the taste of a product or its
impact on one’s health because criteria could hardly be developed in these terms.

Surely, evaluation of nutritive qualities seems to be possible. Thus, a number of
experiments have been done to show that organically produced food contain more bioactive
compounds, while there is a lack of steady proofs of positive effects on human health in a result
of keeping an organic diet in comparison with a conventional one (Norwegian scientific
committee for food safety). Thus, research conducted by a group of scientists (Smith-Spangler et
al. 2012) suggests that there is a limited evidence for the superiority of organic food because the
evidence doesn’t suggest marked health benefits from consumption organic versus conventional
foods, even though organic produce may reduce exposure to pesticide residues and organic
chicken and pork may reduce exposure to antibiotic-resistant bacteria. German Federal Ministry
of Food and Agriculture also support this fact and report that up to now no scientific studies to
figure out whether the regular consumption of organic food is more health-promoting than the
consumption of conventional products have been done. Just one principle is important: this food
may not jeopardize health in general (Federal Ministry of Food and Agriculture). What is more,
it could be assumed that not just consumption of organic food makes people healthier, but their

lifestyle in general, accompanied by organic food, has a positive effect on their health. Thus one
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of the studies reports that there is a connection between the purchase of organic foods and the
dietary habits and lifestyle. Buyers of organic food eat healthier food, are frequently non-
smokers and are actively engaged in sports (Hoffman & Eisinger-Watzl, 2015).

However, one of the best ways to understand what is organic food from the quality-oriented
perspective is to make a distinction between organic and other types of food as we have already
done in regards to organic agriculture. It is justified by the fact that only by comparison it is
possible to eliminate specific features of organic food which make it unique, and why the notion
of organic food is conceptual could figure as one of the basic categories in this work. It is
reasonable to mention that conventional could hardly be defined, at least, in the process of
literature reviewing rather a few article were dedicated to this question; and those found are
based on the opposition between conventional and organic with a strong accent on the latter. It
means that authors do not define conventional food, while immediately shift to the definition of
organic products (Palupi et al. 2012; Baranski et al. 2014; Bernacchia, 2016; Kahl et al. 2010).

What is more interesting, organic food is sometimes even confused with functional food,
which is actually totally different phenomenon (Kahl et al. 2012). Functional food is known to be
modified in order to have more health benefits, for example, fortified with calcium orange juice
to support bone’s health (Cencic & Chingwaru, 2010). It means that some additional components
are added to the product to ensure more usefulness for health. Obviously, both organic and
functional are foods, but organic food is further regulated by the European standards for organic
agriculture and food production, as well as Russian is also on the way of establishing those
standards. The main difference between these two types of nutrition is that functional food aimed
at human health as a target, while organic food intends to combine consumer’s health with the
health of animals, environment, and society (Ibid.). Some examples of functional food are
oatmeal; bread with additional content of Omega-3 and iodine; juices with more vitamins A, C or
E, etc. In this way, we can speak of organic food not as food which contains more useful
compounds, but food that contains less harmful substances. Nevertheless, this proves one more
time, that organic food is a complex concept which depends on a combination of important
issues that influence the final product.

There can be found some results of scientific investigations on the quality of food which is
aimed at the comparison between organic and non-organic goods. Comparison based on
constituents show the lower level of residues in organic food (Lainon, 2010; Baker, et al. 2002;

Kouba, 2003), but nevertheless, have no hard evidence to of better nutrients and health related
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compounds (Dangour et al. 2010). As it was mentioned earlier, one of the main goals of organic
food production is the high quality of the products as well as maintenance of their “true nature”
during the production period. A number of studies were conducted in order to find the
differences between organic and conventional food on the base of different aspects or features.
Thus, a research on composition differences between organic and conventional meat conducted
by D. Srednicka-Tober et al. (2016) reports that organic products typically characterized by the
higher concentration of nutritionally desirable compounds, thereby, making them healthier for
consumption. Results, obtained by the same group of researchers, indicate that “there are
significant and nutritionally meaningful composition differences between organic and non-
organic meat” (Srednicka-Tober et al. 2016, 995).

The idea is also supported by the results of other investigation made on the difference
between organic and conventional crops (Baranski et al. 2014). Authors conclude that “a switch
to eating organic fruits, vegetables, and cereals would provide additional antioxidants equivalent
to eating between 1-2 extra portions of fruits and vegetables a day” (http://www.ncl.ac.uk/press/
news/2015/10/organicvsnon-organicfood). Moreover, the study published in British Journal of
nutrition also provides evidence for significantly lower levels of heavy metals in organic crops
(Baranski et al. 2014). One more comparison between potatoes grown by conventional and
organic methods demonstrates that organically produced potatoes contain more useful minerals
than the conventional one (Griffiths et al. 2011). What these studies show is that making choice
in favor of organic food consumption can lead to increased intake of nutritionally desirable
antioxidants and reduce exposure to toxic heavy metals due to the contain of lower amount of
pesticides in organic food in comparison to conventional products, as well as higher levels of
antioxidants compounds and lower cadmium levels in organic products is demonstrated
(Bernacchia et al. 2016).

As we have touched upon the nutritive quality of organic food, it is now the time to
investigate the question of taste. Is organic food really perceived as tastier than conventional
products? It is claimed that taste serves as one of the most important, if not the decisive, motif
for consumer choice process (Hemmerling & Spiller, 2016). Thus, people’s perceptions of and
preferences for such food properties as texture, smell, appearance, and taste are stated to
determine the latter’s food preferences and subsequently food choices (Conner, 1993; Rozin,
1996; Shepherd, 1990; Shepherd & Raats, 1996). Moreover, some studies (Hemmerling, 2016;

Bratanova et al. 2015) were conducted specifically to analyze if consumers have some taste
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preferences toward organic food. Consequently, the evidence was shown that organic products
attract people foremost with their good taste (Hemmerling, 2016). It allows saying that sensory
attributes lead to positioning organic food as a special type of commodities and differentiate it
from conventional food.

However, the matter of taste is known to be a rather subjective parameter, as it is influenced
not only by internal characteristics of a product but also by a range of external factors. The way
product is growing has an inevitable effect on its final taste. Thus, A. Fulton et al. (2014) report,
an organically grown plant without any additives has more enhanced taste. A number of studies
prove that higher antioxidant levels have positive influence on such food’s organoleptic qualities
as taste, aroma, and mouth feel and in doing so also enhance human’s sensorial detection of
food’s unique flavor (Ibid.) It could be the truth as long as the way of growing directly influence
a number of different substances, such as a level of sugar, salt, and some others, which are found
in food.

Nevertheless, a couple of papers confounding these assumptions were published
(Bratanova et al. 2015; Poulter, 2015), which show that the perception of taste in influence by
the product positioning as organic. A very interesting experiment was conducted by a research
group: people were proposed to taste some food samples, such as biscuits, apples, and juice,
which were absolutely identical; the only thing is that one of them was labeled as organic; and
then judges their taste (Poulter, 2015). What came to light is that the products named organic
received higher evaluation of taste (Ibid.). The one reason explaining this phenomenon is the
higher expectation that consumers have towards organic food on the basis of information they
receive about these items (Bratanova, 2015). Moreover, “labeling food as of ethical origin can
result in subjectively enhanced taste experience to the extent that consumers feel a sense of
moral satisfaction from buying or consuming the food. The experience of moral satisfaction may
further lead consumers to attribute more positive characteristics onto the food, including forming
expectations for its superior taste. As outlined above, expecting to consume tastier food is likely
to enhance the gustatory experience when the food is actually consumed” (Ibid. 138).
Nonetheless, taste is the one particular feature that distinguishes organic food from conventional
one either it has real or perceived better taste.

To summarize we can say that the term, describing the non-organic origin is
conventional. Conventional is everything that is not organic but covers a whole range of different

agricultural practices, as well as processing technologies. That is why J. Kahl et al. in their work
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(2012) rightly pint out that conventional is non-defined term on the contrast to organic, and from
this point of view organic turns out to be even more understandable for consumers. It could be
explained by the fact that organic food is characterized by additional value, both money and
symbolic, and people want to invest their money properly in order to gain a true benefit. At the
same time while individuals do not get used to dwell on conventional food because it is not
conventional food that stands out on the market, but organic one, which represents a special type
of conventional food.

To conclude, it is necessary to state that the whole understanding of organic food concept,
either it i1s based on process-oriented, agro-ecological or product quality-oriented approach,
builds on the opposition between conventional and organic product. Under these circumstances,
organic food, in general, could be understood as products produced by environmentally- and
animal-friendly techniques, which allow to preserve natural resources and biodiversity; as
consequence associated with naturalness and freshness; which are undergone minimal, careful,
and sustainable processing what in turn guarantee their higher nutritional value, positive effect

on consumer’s health and characterized by better sensory attributes.
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2. Legislative base for organic production

In the previous part, the general understanding of organic food on the base of different
approaches was presented. As it is possible to say, organic products could be understood
differently as long as consumers pay attention to the diverse range of their characteristics.
However, the way one and the same phenomenon is understood in two countries depends on a
range of factors (www.fao.org). Thus, legislation could be considered as one of the most
important of these factors. In other words, the way consumers perceive organic food, the level of
their trust and choices they made on organic food market are inevitably influenced by norms and
standards concerning organic food production. If there are controlling bodies, which are
responsible for checking and evaluation of organic farms, people seem to be sure about the
ecological purity of the product. In order to demonstrate the reasons for different perceptions
and thereby various basis and motifs for buying organic products both in among German and
Russian adherents of an organic diet, we found and analysed current laws and standards, which
control the production of organic food in both countries.

It is a common knowledge that Russia and Germany are very different in terms of organic
food production, distribution, and labelling regulations. Russia is known for a lack of articulate
laws controlling bodies and checking systems. At the same time, the German market is highly
institutionalized, what means that there is a range of approved regulations, both on European
Union’s and local national level; there are officially established institutions, which are
responsible for evaluating organic production; strict rules regarding ecological marking.
Moreover, the absence of firmly defined notion of organic food, which would be explicitly
prescribed in the statute, makes Russian consumers more confused about organic products in
terms of understanding the concept. They tend to perceive them more subjectively, on the base of
personal feelings and attitudes, while German consumers are ensured with clearly defined notion
and just free to choose which of the mentioned characteristics are more crucial for them.

It is interesting that despite these differences, Russia and Germany actually have the
common legislative guidelines for organic production and, specifically, for organic food
definition. Even though these standards are not in any way mandatory, they still serve to ensure
the same understanding of organic among membership countries. These guidelines could be
found in two documents: “The Codex Alimentarius” or “The food code” (http://www.fao.org/
fao-who-codexalimentarius/en/) and “The IFOAM norms for organic production and processing”

(http://www.ifoam.bio/sites/default/files/ifoam_norms july 2014 t.pdf). The first was
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developed by Codex Alimentarius Commission, which is an intergovernmental body consist of
180 members, functioning within the framework of the Joint Food Standards Program founded
by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and the World Health
Organization (WHO) with the purpose of protecting the health of consumers and ensuring fair
practices in the food trade (GL 32-1999). “The Codex Alimentarius” (Latin, meaning Food Law
or Code) is the result of the Commission’s work: a collection of internationally adopted food
standards, guidelines, codes of practice and other recommendations, introduced for voluntary
application by members, but at the same time serve as a basis for national legislation in the
sphere of food provision (Ibid.). This document is rather extensive and covers the diverse range
of questions connected with alimentation.

However, it includes a special edition about organic food production — “Guidelines for the
Production, Processing, Labelling and Marketing of Organically Produced Foods” (CAC/GL
32-1999). The document is intended to facilitate the process of finding common ground for
organic products requirements at the international level, and may also contribute to the
governmental establishment of national regulations in this field (Ibid.). Notably, the document
emphasizes that locally adapted systems are needed to match specific regional conditions (Ibid.).
It means that every country is able to modify somehow the rules, even make them stricter, and in
order them not to be inconsistent with local conditions. The guidelines consist of sections
devoted to the organic production concept description and definitions; rules for production and
processing methods; appropriate labelling and claims; certification and inspection bodies and
import rules.

To begin with, it is necessary to say that “The Codex” highlights that organic production is
based on three main pillars, which are social, ecological and economical sustainability (Ibid.). As
it is highlighted, “the primary goal of organic agriculture is to optimize the health and
productivity of interdependent communities of soil life, plants, animals and people” (Ibid. 1). It
means that organic food production could not be narrowed just to one aspect of understanding,
for example, production process or useful qualities. It is a complex phenomenon, which should
be perceived as an integral conception and consumers should not perceive organic food just from
one particular side but should understand it in a whole, including its influence on all components
of the process from people to soil. As a rule, such notions as “organic”, “biodynamic”,
“biological”, “ecological” on a product signal consumers that they were produced according to

organic rules, while products from that production, which is only on the way to become organic
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and do not meet all the necessary requirements, could be labelled only as “transition to
organic” (Ibid.). However, the unified name for these products is absent. For instance, in
Germany, mostly, such products are labelled as “bio”, while in Russia full range of names is
used: bio, organic, eco, natural, etc.

Interestingly, the goals of the guidelines are not only to protect consumers against decision
and fraud on the market; to facilitate import in a sense that national systems of organic
production have the same basis and could be accepted in international trade system; and to
preserve natural resources and environment by maintaining and enhancing biological agriculture
systems in member countries (CAC/GL 32-1999). But it also takes into consideration producers,
who are avoiding misinterpretations and confusing other ways of production as being organic
(Ibid.). That is why labelling could be applied only to those products, which were manufactured
by producers under the supervision of an authority or certification body. It is explained by the
fact that under the conditions of growing market, where just a tiny part of products is delivered
directly from producer to consumer, it is hardly possible for them to stay in close contact and be
mutually controlled (Ibid.).

Nevertheless, those controlling bodies “should be independent of economic interests with
regard to the certification of operators” (Ibid. 2). It is a rather disputable question, because some
cases of private certification, for instance, Lavkal.avka in Russia or Bioland in Germany as
cooperatives could hardly be considered as independent as long as they both are umbrella
organizations for farmers and, surely, they have some economic interests. However, labels could
help producers to signal consumers about the ecological purity of their product and make them
recognizable in a way to be distinguished from other range of food products. The only possible
problem is that, for instance, in Russia products that have been labelled as “organic” do not
always really organic (Kolchevnikova, 2013), while there is a lack of such cases evidence in
Germany. Thus, the most important thing about these guidelines is its statement that “organic” is
a label that could be assigned only to those products, which “have been produced in accordance
with organic production standards and certified by a duly constituted certification body or
authority” (CAC/GL 32-1999, 1).

Generally, the guidelines contain information on each stage of production starting from
growing and ending with import regulations. It contains detailed information about plants and
plant growing including the questions of soil treatment and additives acceptable for usage

against different kinds of pests; issue concerning livestock and livestock products referring to the



23

way every type of cattle is handled, including its origin, feeding, health care, housing, free-range
conditions, and slaughter; proceed with handling, storage, transportation, processing and
packaging (Ibid. 10-18). Annex 2 (Ibid. 19-29) contains the list of substances allowed to be used
in organic production separately for soil fertilizing and conditioning; for plant pest and disease
control; ingredients of non-agricultural origin, e.g. chemical, which could be used in a certain
cases of production; processing aids to prepare food for further delivery to a consumer. What it
shows is that every step is clearly defined; every part of production should meet special
requirements. It lets consumers know how organic product must be produced.

“The IFOAM norms for organic production and processing” was in turn developed by
International Federation of Organic agriculture and Movements (IFOAM) located in Bonn,
Germany, which is the only international umbrella organization of the organic world, uniting an
enormous diversity of about 800 members in 117 countries and contributing to the organic vision
worldwide (http://www.ifoam.bio/en/about-us). However, the basis for this document is not only
IFOAM basic standards but also Codex Alimentarius itself as the first international set of rules
for organic production (IFOAM norms). Russia and Germany are both members of this
organization what allows to state that they should have a common base for organic food concept.
Interestingly that many German organic food agents, such as Alnatura (organic food store);
Demeter, Rapunzel, BOWL (labels); Bioland (organic food association) are affiliates of this
organization (http://www.ifoam.bio/sites/default/files/directory 2015updated highres.pdf). As
well as some Russia companies working in the field of organic food production, such as
Association for organic & biodynamic agriculture “Agrosophia”; Eco-control; Non-commercial
partnership “Ecological Union”; Organic Market LLC, also work in cooperation with [IFOAM
(Ibid.). In general, it shows that organic food market agents both in Russian and Germany in
their activity should seem to follow the same rules and standards.

When analysing [IFOAM norms it becomes clear that it contains all the same parts as Codex
Alimentarius regarding objectives and requirements of organic standards; standards for organic
production and processing referring the every part of the process and type of food produced
(crops, animal husbandry, agriculture); accreditation requirements for bodies certifying organic
production and processing; labelling regulations. However, throughout the text, it is possible to
find quite many references to the Codex Alimentarius, what shows that still the latter could be
named as the real basic set of rules for organic production. Nevertheless. [IFOAM norms are even

more extended and detailed. This document represents strict instructions regarding every step of
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production. It also provides a list of additives that can be used in the production chain, but still
many of them could be further considered by local controlling bodies like the Codex does.

Despite extensive and detailed information, IFOAM norms don’t require a product to be
labelled organic to be claimed as such. Thus, it is written that an organic product is “a product
that has been produced, processed, and/or handled in compliance with organic
standards” (IFOAM norms, 31). And then the description of these standards is given, including
the packaging norms which are even more precise than those mentioned in the Codex. But what
is especially notable about this particular document is that in comparison with the Codex it for
the first time touches upon the questions of Social Justice (IFOAM norms, 9) and claims social
rights as an integral part of organic agriculture and processing (Ibid.) “The fairness principle of
organic agriculture emphasizes that those involved in organic agriculture should conduct human
relationships in a manner that ensures fairness at all levels and to all parties involved” (Ibid.). It
is a clearly new step in defining organic food notion.

In brief, organic product, according to the guidelines, could be claimed organic, only if it
meets all the requirements listed there and labelled as organic (GL 32-1999, IFOAM norms). To
be more precise, “organic is a labelling term that denotes products that have been produced in
accordance with organic production standards and certified by a duly constituted certification
body or authority” (GL 32-1999, 1). As we can see, the question of farm’s conformance to the
rules, in most cases, is delegated to special certification and controlling authorities. Special
recommendations are given for them, regarding such issues as how and when to conduct
expecting; and even the question about allowed amount of substantives is also a responsibility
for these controlling bodies. That basically means that controlling bodies are those who have the
whole responsibility to give consumers full and accurate information about organic food by the
means of labels. It, in turn, indicates that existence or absence of national, local controlling

parties and labels define consumer’s understanding of organic food concept.
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3. Understanding and estimating trust in organic food

The basic definition of trust and trust relations

It is a common knowledge that various researchers from different fields of studies,
including sociology, anthropology, philosophy, psychology, political science, and economy,
emphasized the importance of trust relations, however, hardly anyone of them tried to define
what the trust is (Misztal, 1996). Nevertheless, there is a common view that trust is a complex
and multidimensional phenomenon, which is an inherent part of people’s lives, ranging from
everyday routine to truly landmark decisions. As long ago as J.S. Mill (1891, 68) it was admitted
that “the advantage to mankind of being able to trust one another penetrates into every crevice
and cranny of human life”. Thus, any society could hardly exist without at least some level of
trust among people and none of the decision could be made without trust. That is why, as the
trust is considered to be the basis of any social relations (Ibid.), the sociological theory of trust
moves to the forefront. Thus, this part is aimed at revealing the very notion of trust as it is
explained by a range of outstanding representatives of sociology. Two major concepts — trust as a
sensitive phenomenon and trust as rational term — will be discussed and the possibility of their
combination will be justified.

As it has already been mentioned before, sociologists in their vision of the problem of trust
split up into two big groups. One we could be named “rationalists” as long as they consider trust
as the product of rationalization and calculation (Sztompka 1992; Luhmann 1979, 1988;
Coleman, 1990) and the second could be named “fatalists” due to the fact that they think of trust
as rather a sensual phenomenon based on people’s feelings and beliefs (Giddens, 1990;
Fukuyama, 1995).

Surely, when discussing trust, the question arises: what is the very trust? How the term
could be defined and what sense do sociologists give to this notion? It goes without saying that
when interacting with other people we expect some actions from their side. “All social
interaction is an endless process of acting upon expectations, which are part cognitive, part
emotional, and part moral” (Barber, 1983, 9). Obviously, we can’t predict the outcomes of
other’s people actions. And it is true, because “if we had such full possibility of prediction, and
strong, certain expectations trust would be irrelevant” (Sztompka, 1999, 22). In this case, we
would be aware of all possible outcomes, so we are prepared for any situation and there is no
place for trust. But, obviously, it is impossible to know everything. It is justified by the fact that

people can intentionally hide some kind of information they think to be unimportant and
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irrelevant for others, or unprofitable to disclose for themselves. Moreover, in some cases,
information could be concealed unpremeditatedly. What is more, it could be hardly possible to
be fully aware of people’s reasons, intentions or motives in everyday life which cause this or
those actions. That is why Sztompka says that we remain in the situation of uncertainty because
we miss important knowledge (Ibid.).

The most general definition of trust is given by P. Sztompka in his famous work “Trust: a
sociological theory” (1992, 25): “Trust is a bet about the future contingent actions of others”. It
is reasonable to say that he represents the position of those authors who tend to consider trust as
the product of rationalization or calculation. One can try to predict which outcomes will follow
this or that action according to various features of other people he communicates with. In other
words, «trust is based on an individual’s theory as to how another person will perform on some
future occasion» (Good, 1988, 33). Surely, it is expected from people, to be honest, and fulfill
other’s expectations during the process of interacting regardless the sphere of relations. Despite
the fact that it is still very hard to predict the outcomes, Sztompka (1992, 26) argues that in this
case «we behave «as if» we knew the futurey.

Along with such authors as N. Luhmann and J.C. Coleman he insists that trust is not
something which is groundless, just what is enough to feel, but rather something that can be, at
least, partly calculated, basing on some expectations. Supporting ideas of P. Sztompka, N.
Luhmann highlights that trust is a social mechanism which is called to mitigate risks. In his point
of view “to show trust is to anticipate the future; it is to behave as though the future were
certain” (Luhmann, 1979, 10). He also emphasizes that trust is a required condition for the social
development due to the fact that modern societies are getting more complicated and less clear
what, in turn, causes people’s uncertainty in their own future (Ibid). J.C. Coleman continues this
argumentation in regard to the rational choice theory and says that trust is connected to the
rational choice and presupposes active human actions and his own futurism (Coleman, 1990).
The essential assumption of the rational approach is that both parties - a truster and a trustee - are
rational actors, whose aim is mostly to maximize their utilities by rational calculations taking
into account the available information (Sztompka 1992, 60). F. Tonnies (1998) supports this idea
by stating that trust as a rational relation is based on the maximization of common benefit what
means that both parties should gain some profit from an interaction committed and not just that
trust is an essentially rational expectations about the — mostly — self-interested behavior of the

trusted (Hardin, 1991, 187).
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Consequently, some common characteristics prescribed by “rationalists” to the phenomena
of trust could be listed. The first is that it necessarily needs human actions, both from the trustee
and trusted; the second is that it occurs in situations of uncertainty, in other words, when there
are some risks and a lack of knowledge; and, finally, it includes some calculations about future
actions from all actors involved. By this, representatives of rational approach are moving from a
psychological understanding of trust to the one related more to economics, as long as rationality
is known to be the product of the economic activity of an individual. What is more, it is
justifiable to name this approach also as relational as long as relations between people and their
interactions are crucial for the existence of trust. As P. Sztompka (1992, 26) emphasizes, “trust is
more than just contemplative consideration of future possibilities; we must also face the future
actively, by committing ourselves to action”.

As it was mentioned earlier, there is also the other group of scientists who claim that trust is
a sensual phenomenon and it evades any kind of computation. It even was highlighted earlier by
famous economist Adam Smith, who stated long ago that trust is a natural human feeling because
people are naturally prone to trustfulness; the need to trust override doubt and suspicion even
concerning the most incredulous people (Smith, 2002 [1759]). He highlights that the disposition
of trust is the fundamental and prevailing one (Ibid.). Following this reasoning, A. Giddens
(1990, 34) defines trust as “confidence in the reliability of a person or system regarding a given
set of outcomes or events, where that confidence expresses a faith in the probity or love of
another, or in the correctness of abstract principles (technical knowledge)”, but, however,
underlines that trust is “a link between faith and confidence” (Ibid. 33). As it is possible to see he
interprets trust using the notion of confidence which, however, turns to be different category in
Sztompka’s theory. The latter argues that confidence, along with the hope; refer to something
that happens without our active participation (Sztompka, 1999, 25).

In this case, confidence is more connected to the faith; it doesn’t require some actions from the
person who renders trust. We trust our parents without any calculations because we believe in
them, we are confident in them, we know that they will never deceive us. It gives the reason to
claim that confidence is based on more or less taken-for-granted attitude that familiar things will
remain stable. It basically means that “trust presupposes awareness of circumstances of risk,
whereas confidence does not” (Giddens 1990, 31). If there is a possibility of risk, trust would be

necessary but not the confidence. When having a risk a person should know at least partly
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possible outcomes of his actions, it is hardly possible to blindly follow feelings or beliefs,
especially when speaking about actions undertaken in the market.

Fukuyama goes along with Giddens in his reflections about trust. He states that law,
contract, and economic rationality provide necessary but insufficient base both for the
postindustrial societies stable coexistence and for their prosperity; they should be complimented
by reciprocity, moral obligations, responsibilities in front of a society, and with trust, which is
based more on habit rather than rational calculations (Fukuyama, 1995, 11). In his opinion,
economic prosperity and business success cannot be fully explained by abundance of natural
resources, brilliance of intellect, or the presence of good laws and institutions; nor is capitalist
success attributable solely to the operations of rational, self-interest in free market environments
(Gill, 1995). Instead, economic development requires a culture of trust and capacity for what in
Fukuyama’s theory is called “spontaneous sociability” (Ibid.) Thus, he emphasizes that trust, in
turn, depends on a culture of shared values, a shared language of good and evil and writes that
“trust is the expectation that arises within a community of regular, honest and cooperative
behavior, based on commonly shared norms, on the part of other members of that
community” (Ibid. 26). Fukuyama gives an example of family enterprises which are hardly able
to develop further because it is difficult to establish trust relations beyond family, what shows
that trust is based on the belief in family relations.

However, based on these ideas, it is fair enough to say that understanding of trust which
is based only on feeling and beliefs could be replaced by the notion of confidence. When talking
about uncertainty trust is important and it couldn’t be based on one’s faith. Thus, in modern
society, two types of trust — rational and sensual — could coexist (Veselov, 2011, 30). It is known
that consensual models, based on implicit, non-participatory and non-contingent forms of trust
are no longer working. That is why the notion of “critical trust” has appeared, indicating trust
and skepticism may coexist (Poortinga and Pidgeon, 2004). When considering trust on the
market exactly this notion could be used to describe market agent’s behavior and could be
reasonably used to combine rational and sensual approaches to the definition of trust. Now it is
possible to define trust as a bet about future fulfillment of one’s expectations in a situation of
uncertainty, caused by other human’s actions and underpinned by a lack of important
information, based both on rational calculations and people’s beliefs. And in this case “the
grounds for trust <...> come down to certain knowledge, information obtained by the truster

about trustee” (Sztompka, 1999, 60, 70).
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In regard to the structure of trust relations, it is important to say that the presence of two
parties is always necessary: one who gives trust named a trustor and one to whom trust is given
is called a trustee (Coleman, 1990, 91). Basically, the decision about trust is made by a trustor
because only he can decide whether to give trust or withdraw it. However, there is an opinion
that a trustee also has a choice, mainly, to honor the trust given to him or not. If both of the
parties deliberately make these commitments — to give and to justify trust - then the situation of
trust occurs (Ibid.). However, when considering market relations, third parties also sometimes
are becoming involved in trust relations. As Coleman highlights, in that case, it turns into
tripartite relations (Ibid.).

It 1s often the case that people on markets deal with actors, which they don’t know
directly or continuously. In this situation, some intermediaries are needed to ensure that both
parties will fulfill their responsibilities. When market agents decide make a deal, they except
from each other to behave according to their particular expectations. To be sure that these
expectations will be met they necessarily need to receive information about a partner they want
to make a deal with. It is not always the case that necessary information can be received from the
actor himself as long as market is usually characterized by opportunistic behavior (Veselov,
2011). In turn, it is closely connected with the problem of unequal distribution of information,
when market agents possess different amount of knowledge. Therefore each of the actors seeks
to find the source which is able to fill this gap in information provision which is considered to be
urgent for the deal to be made. Thus each of the parties refers to those who seem to be the most
trustworthy in terms of this particular information. Following these argumentation we can define
trust on the market as a bet about future fulfillment of one’s expectations in a situation of market
exchange under conditions of uncertainty caused by other market agents and reinforced by
asymmetric distribution of important information, based on knowledge provided by actors which
are believed to be the most reliable.

However, when considering the problem of trust in food, it is important to say that there
1s no such notion as direct trust in food (Kjernes, et.al, 2007), as it can be stated in regards to the
immediate interaction between market agents; it is hardly possible to trust a product itself.
Because trust is a social phenomenon and takes place only when the situations of uncertainty are
“of human and not purely natural provenance” (Sztompka, 1999, 20), one trusts food as long as
it is humanly created. Surely, food plays a big role in human’s lives and at the very least they

expect it not to harm their health. For example, they could expect that the food purchased is
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produced according to the basic sanitary rules. What is more, food could also bear some
additional characteristics important for consumers, which are good sensorial qualities, esthetic
value, economic benefit, etc. (Kjernes, et.al, 2007). However, it is rarely the case, when
consumers are able to check the production themselves in order to be sure that the products they
purchase are produced by other people in a way they expect it to be. In this way a consumer
knows less about food he or she buys in comparison, for instance, to the very producer. That’s
why the situation of uncertainty acquires and causes the necessity for trust.

Under the described circumstances, the role of information and especially those who
provides this information being an intermediary between a consumer and food is getting one of
the most important. To put it in other words, consumers do not trust in food directly but they tend
to trust either those who provide food for them or those who provide necessary information
about it (Ibid.). On the food market different agents are able to give this information starts with a
producer itself to advertisement. In this case consumers are able to decide, which one from all
the sources seems to be the most trustworthy in terms of filling the information gap. Thus, we
can define trust on the food market as a bet about future fulfillment of consumer expectations
regarding particular food qualities under the conditions of uncertainty caused by other food
market agents and unequal distribution of information about food production, processing and
sale process, based on information received from the sources which are considered to be the
most reliable in terms of necessary knowledge.

According to the literature describing food markets in general and organic food market in
particular (Kjernes, et.al, 2007; Bruschi et al. 2015; Hemmerling, 2014; Hoffmann & Eisinger-
Watzl, 2015) following actors are mainly involved in the process and could be considered as the
key players on the market: consumers, producers, retailers, private certification bodies, official
controlling authorities, mass media. Thus, based on who of them provide necessary information
about food three basic types of trust could be eliminated: thick interpersonal trust (trust in
relatives, friends and other close surrounding); thin interpersonal trust (trust in other consumers
and producers), and institutional trust (trust in labels, mass media and advertisement). Thereby
trust in food is substituted with the trust in those actors or, in other words, trust in these actors
based on information they give about food transit to food itself. Or, as Sztompka (1992, 46)
states in his theory, food could be considered as a secondary object “which become the targets

only derivatively, in the process of placing and justifying trust toward primary objects”. It means
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that food becomes a target of trust only when consumers hear or read some information
regarding this topic.

Regarding organic food market it is necessary to keep in mind that in comparison to
conventional food this kind of provision is usually connected with rather specific expectations. It
is often purchased not just to satisfy the need for alimentation but it is also connected with some
additional values. As it was mentioned earlier motives for buying organic food can be divided in
two groups: egoistic and altruistic. Nevertheless, 5 key characteristics were distinguished in
order to describe the specificity of organic products. They are nutrition, quality, safety, ethics and
value for money. If a product possesses these qualities then it could be considered as organic.
Following this logic we can finally define trust on the organic food market as a bet about future
fulfilment of consumer’s expectation concerning product to be organic under the conditions of
uncertainty caused by other market agents and asymmetrical distribution of information, based
on knowledge about organic origin of a product provided by those actors who are believed to

give the truthful and reliable information in these terms.

The problem of defining and measurement of trust in organic food

The problem of trust in food arises then and only then when there is a problem of
consumer’s choice, which precedes the action of purchasing. If a person grows all necessary
food by himself there is no place for trust: ha can control all the way food travels from vegetable
patch to the plate. Nowadays it is hardly possible to check where a product was really grown;
how it was processed; how long did it spend on the road to the shop, etc. Consequently, “trust is
intimately linked with the uncertainty of the future, as long as that uncertainty is of human and
not purely natural provenance” (Sztompka 1992, 20). Thus, it goes without saying that food
supply is the process which is largely dependent on human actions. These are people who make
the whole process of food production and distribution possible.

Hence, consumers cannot take it for granted that the food supplier will confirm to their
expectations; there should be something to rely on (Kjernes, et.al, 2007). Consumers actually
can influence, at some point, only the process of food acquiring. For instance, one could choose
where, when and what kind of food to buy, but it is still hardly possible to be absolutely sure
about the outcomes of these actions. “The consumer, as an individual, has no control over the
qualities of the food offered for sale, beyond a capacity to select among goods available in the
market-place” (Ibid. 30). People can’t have full control over others, especially those whom they

don’t know personally. They can’t control the process of production: how and a kettle is a feed,
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where it is kept, how it is treated; or how fruits and vegetables are grown. Neither one can
control the workers on the place of production: how faithfully do they fulfil their responsibilities.
When buying product consumers should rely on something to be sure that the milk he or she is
purchasing won’t at the very least harm the health. In the same way, a consumer couldn’t trust
tomatoes to grow organic or cow to give organic milk. Instead, he bases his trust according to
information received about the ecological origin of a product.

As we have underlined earlier trust could be defined as a bet about the future fulfilment
of one’s expectations in a situation of uncertainty, caused by other human’s actions and
underpinned by a lack of important information, based both on rational calculations and people’s
beliefs. However, the problem of trust measurement still remains unsolved. When talking about
people relationships, how could it possible to understand at which extent one trust another?
Moreover, it was defined that there is no such phenomenon as complete trust, which was
expressed in a famous model “A trust B in terms of X, what basically means that one can trust a
person in one sphere and be no willing to give trust in some other (Sztompka, 1999). That is why
trust always connected to some particular kind of interactions. Speaking of food it could be
suggested that one can trust food in terms of its safety, nutrition quality, etc. (Kjernes, et.al,
2007). In these terms trust in organic food could be regarded as more complicated, because it
combines a range of important for consumer qualities. Thus, it could be understood as
consumer’s confidence that the product he purchases will fulfil his expectation about it. More
general it is a consumer trust in the truly organic origin of a product.

Turning to the question of trust measurement it is necessary to mention that pretty many
attempts have been made to develop the algorithms of trust measurement but no appropriate and
accurate indicators found. One can, for example, estimate the level of trust in society by posing
the question: “Can you trust most of people?” (Veselov, 2011). However, the answer to this
question does not depict the real situation regarding the level of trust among people (Ibid.). The
question of trust measuring turns out to become even more complicated regarding the problem of
trust in food. How can one measure if a consumer trusts the food he purchases or not when the
very process of buying already presupposes some level of trust? Without some level of trust, the
act of purchasing could be hardly done at all. Nevertheless, a group of researchers (Kjernes,
et.al, 2007) have made an attempt to measure trust in food based on 5 key food issues, which are

nutrition, quality, safety, ethics and value for money. The same methodology was applied by a
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group of Russian scientists who investigated trust in food with an example of beef (Ganskau et
al. 2004).

These issues could be reasonably applied when analysing trust in organic food as long as
according to different studies (Kolchevnikova, 2013; Rehder & Le, 2014; Kriwy & Mecking,
2011; Mercati, 2016; Buder et.al, 2010; Vega-Zamora M., et.al. 2013; Bruschi et al. 2015;
Hemmerling, 2014; Hoffmann & Eisinger-Watzl, 2015; http://gain.fas.usda.gov, http://
www.agr.gc.ca) these exact characteristics tend to be the most important for consumers when
deciding to follow organic diet. Nutrition is connected with the belief that organic food contains
more nutrients in comparison to its conventional counterparts. Quality refers to the statement that
organic food is known as better controlled and produced in a way that makes product possess
better sensorial characteristics, such as taste, smell, etc. Safety based on the idea that organic
food is produced in a way that it does not contain any harmful elements which can have a bad
influence on consumer’s health. Ethics is connected to the notion of environmentally and animal-
friendly techniques of productions applied when doing it organically. And, finally, value for
money measures consumer’s willingness to pay the additional price for organic food which is
known to be usually more expensive in comparison to conventional food. What is more organic
food is believed to be more beneficial for consumers and benefit could be considered as an
additional measurement of trust. Consequently, by estimating the level of consumer’s agreement
or disagreement with these statements it is possible to estimate the level of their trust in organic
food as long as it demonstrates their confidence in their expectations will be fulfilled.

Nevertheless, this list could be also complimented by one more criterion which is the
time. Some authors state that trust is much influenced by the time an actor is familiar with one
whom he trusts. Thus, Sztompka (1992, 72) writes that “the better and longer we are acquainted
with somebody <...> the greater our readiness to trust”. V. Buskens (2002, 13) supports his
argumentation and states that the continuity of relations is an indicator of trust. It is connected
with the statement that “the more people know about the other actors, the longer they interact
with the same partner, the more likely they are to establish trustworthy relations” (Khodyakov,
2007, 122). In the case of organic food consumption, it could be suggested that the longer person
purchases the products of this kind the more trust he gives to these items. In this regard, time
could be considered as one more measurement of consumer trust in organic food due to the fact

that the longer one purchase organic food the more confident he becomes.

Trust on the organic food market: institutional and network approaches
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In the previous sections, the general understanding of trust and the structure of trust
relations were considered. Moreover, the definition and the ways of trust in organic food on the
basis of general interpretation of trust in food were defined. However, the object of our research
is the market for organic food and that is why it is necessary to look at how trust is formatted
under the conditions of market interactions and how it could be applied to the problems of
organic food market. It goes without saying that under the conditions of uncertainty which
accompany any market transactions there is a strong need in possible risks calculations. Once the
problem of choice becomes the core element of interaction, the rules and mechanisms of trusting
have to be worked out (Veselov et. al, 2016, 79). It is a common knowledge that markets in the
real world are not perfect, as was claimed by neoclassical economic theory and there is no such
notion as perfect information (Furlong, 1996). The information among market actors is
distributed unequally and that is why modern markets are abundant on possibilities for dishonest
behavior. However, it is hardly possible for any market to exist without a certain level of trust
among its actors. In this case, trust moves to the forefront as the possible way of solving the
information asymmetry problem. However, the way trust is formatted on markets depends on
how market is understood. In this regards, different sociological approaches to market analysis
were developed and presented by representatives, mostly, of economic sociology. It seems
possible to apply these approaches to the organic food market.

First of all, it is necessary to say that as N. Luhmann (1988, 98) writes: “trust is only
required if a bad outcome would make you regret your action”. Under these circumstances the
crucial problem which arises on the food market and especially on the organic food market,
where goods are usually given more value in comparison with conventional food, is the lack of
sufficient information concerning all relevant aspects of the situation, which include the process
of production, processing, delivering and selling a product. And “this requires the individual, at
the very minimum, to engage in various processes of information acquisition and
integration” (Earle and Cvetkovich, 1995, 28). Other authors (U. Kjernes, 2007) also highlight
the importance of information and communication regarding food issues. “Food consumption
involves a much greater variety of aspects in our dealings with food as individuals and
households, not only from acquisition through cooking to eating and clearing the way but also in
exchange of information and knowledge” (Ibid. 26). Thus, before buying different food items a
consumer should possess at least some information about what he is going to purchase.

Speaking about organic food it turns out that a consumer could never know if a product is really
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organic or not unless he is told so. That is why the way market is organized influences where and
how consumers can receive this information.

To begin with, it is necessary to say that for a long time new institutional approach based
on the new institutional economic theory was one of the most influential in market studies. The
core idea of this theory is that market relations do not come down only to direct interactions but
also include some supra-individual constructions, which go with any market transaction (Radaev,
2008). Specifically, these constructions are in the focus of attention for the adherents of neo-
institutionalism, for whom market appears as a complex of various institutions (Ibid.). It appears
that market is not an institution-free beginning (Hodgson, 1998, 182). In its initial understanding
institutions are construed as the rules of behavior in everyday life and the ways of their
maintaining, or as D. North describes them “institutions are the rules of the game in a society;
more formally, they are the humanly devised constraints that shape human interaction” (North,
1990, 5). The rules themselves are understood as regulatory principles backed by legal or social
norms, which either allow some type of market exchange as possible and preferable or forbid it
as undesirable (Radaev, 2008). In this way, institutes save costs for searching an option needed,
propose ready schemes of actions, allow to make a choice and predict actions of other actors
(Ibid.). In the light of this approach market is an institution itself due to the fact that it involves
social norms, customs, instituted exchange relations, and information networks (Hodgson, 1998).

Notably, this approach, in comparison to neoclassical theory, makes an assumption of
incomplete and asymmetric distribution of information impeding a commitment of various deals
(Radaev, 2008). The common problem in this concept is the one of uncertainty, which arises as a
result of that very information incompleteness and its asymmetric distribution. To put it in simple
words, actors in a situation of market interactions do not rush to provide counterparties with all
available information. Usually, people do not see the point to permanently and intentionally
deceive others, but at the same time, they often tend to ration carefully and precisely the amount
of information which they give to them. There is no need to cheat; it’s enough to give
information in a way that is profitable for a speaker and to set accents correctly (Veselov, 2011,
51).

This phenomenon is commonly understood as opportunism and describes a situation
when actors in market interactions tend to use information which is not known by others for their
own purposes (Ibid.). This is the crucial factor when taking into account the problem of trust as

long trust becomes the only way to solve this problem of uncertainty and make interactions
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happen. According to new institutional approach, institutions tend to provide necessary
information for individuals and thereby enable individuals to act (Hodgson, 1998). Institutional
arrangements consider being a mechanism of filling the information gap between actors on the
market. Moreover, it is argued that institutional arrangements make it too costly to be engaged in
malfeasance (Veselov et.al, 2016). However, there is an opinion that in this case trust is not
required for market functioning due to the fact that institutions themselves functionally substitute
trust relations; there is no need for trust because institutes almost fully reduce uncertainty (Ibid.).

Thus, some authors provide examples of institutions which appeared on different markets
to solve the problem of information inequality. More general illustration of this phenomenon was
proposed by John Keynes (1978) who writes that even if trust is necessary in the economic
world, it is trust of economic actors toward government and not to each other. Coleman (1990)
goes along with his argumentations and emphasizes that, for example, in the process of money
exchange between the actors, while money is one of the basic instruments on the market, there is
also a government who legitimize money as a payment means. One could hardly argue that
government is not an institution in this case, who set the rules for money transferring. However,
the most famous example is the one from G. Akerlof (1970), who states that 4 basic institutions
arose to counteract the effects of quality uncertainty on the market, which are guarantees, brand-
name, chains and licensing. Each of them gives actors some information which allows them to
decide whether to give trust and make an exchange or refrain from it.

A number of studies were conducted to prove the importance of institutions in the
reduction of information asymmetry and trust formation in food and in organic food in particular.
Thus U. Kjernes, et.al (2007) who also underlines the importance of institutional arrangements
when having problems of food safety and quality; they specifically emphasize the role of public
authorities, politicians, and experts in this regard. Supporting this view, Lassoued and Hobbs
(2014) determine food systems (i.e. government and media) and brands as the major institutions
which consumers rely on in the food market in the situation of food quality uncertainty, with
special attention to the role of certification and labeling concerning environmentally friendly
food items. Some studies (Anisimova, 2014; Temperini et. al, 2017) also highlight that brand
communication could enhance consumer trust in organic food, while other researchers (Mueller
& Gaus, 2015) underline the role of media as an influential factor concerning consumer trust in

organic. At the same time, a number of studies (Petljak, 2012; Janssen & Hamm, 2011; Janssen
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& Hamm, 2010; Rong-Da, 2016) revealed that labeling systems and logos are major instruments
of consumer’s protection from fraud on the market.

Nevertheless, in this case, it is assumed that there should be some degree of trust because
institutional arrangements alone cannot keep down fraud and force (Akerlof, 1970; Arrow,
1969), moreover institutions do not always provide all the necessary information for a consumer
to be totally confident in a specific product characteristics (Daugbjerg et. al, 2014). The brightest
example of such insecurity is the cases of mislabeling (Giannakas, 2002, Miieller & Gaus, 2015,
Zanoli, 2004) or production rules violations by big and famous companies (http://www.dp.ru/a/
2016/02/24/Pishha_dlja_ubitkov). As a result, institutions provide necessary but not sufficient
reason for granting trust in market relations. And it is exactly the time where network approach
moves to the forefront.

Network approach sees markets not as a complex of various institutions, what
Granovetter (1992) calls “undersocialized” concept, but rather as a plexus of social networks
when the latter are understood as a set of stable relations between market actors (Radaev, 2008).
However, it doesn’t deny the existence of institutions on the market but networks turn to be the
key element, defining the market structure. M. Granovetter is known to be the progenitor of this
approach, as well as his teacher H. White. Nevertheless, such scientist as R.Burt, W. Baker, and
others also contributed significantly to the development of the theory. Along with such authors as
G. Krippner (2001) and J. Lie (1992) M. Granovetter (1992) formulates the main assumption of
the approach which is as follows: market actors, being engaged in a voluntary market exchanges,
are more likely to establish relations with those with whom they have already dealt earlier and
ensured in their reliability (Ibid. 32). It basically means that market participant orients towards
personal reciprocal trust, when ensured counterparties are prioritized for casual one (Ibid.). It
shows that following this approach market do not consist of atomized independent actors,
striving for their profit maximization, but rather penetrated with social networks consist of
different market agents.

It 1s known that regarding a trust problem a special concept was developed by
representatives of this approach (Granovetter, 1992). Instead of “undersocialized” and
“oversocialized” understanding of trust, he proposes to understand trust in terms of
“embeddedness” (Veselov et.al, 2016). He argues that under the conditions of information
asymmetry, market agents seek to look for trusted sources to get information or to give

recommendations about how to implement transactions (Ibid.). It means that to overcome
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uncertainty and reduce risks, market participants try to transform market in a network of social
relations. Thus, Granovetter (1992, 61) states that personal information is much more effective
than general information, firstly, because it is cheaper and, secondly, it is more detailed.
Moreover, it is more significant as a sort of information to be trusted, different from one overlaid
with social context (Ibid.). It is especially highlighted that social networks may also come to
have more importance when institutional trust fails (Guseva and Rona-Tas, 2001; Volker and
Flap, 2001); when people are generally distrustful of institutional regulations the only option
remains is to search for much more accurate and personal forms of interactions, with fewer
imbalances in power and information and more emphasis on mutual dependency (Kjarnes,
1999). Thus, referring to the issues of trust in food, U. Kjernes and her co-authors (2007, 34)
provide an example of local food shop, where “relationship between shopkeeper and customer
are built on a range of mutual obligations based on personal knowledge, experience, and local
knowledge”. However, it also can take plays when considering long-distance traditional
distribution systems in the case of fish supply (Dulsrud, 2002).

It is possible to conclude that a social network of personalized economic relations carries
strong expectations of trust and abstention from opportunism (Ibid.). It basically means that the
lack of important information on the market is compensated by personal interaction which could
be considered as trustworthy sources of necessary information. According to V. Buskens (1999,
5) “trust can emerge and can be stabilized in interdependent relations through the social context
of the relationships; this social context of trustors provides them with information through which
they can learn, whether a trustor is expected to be trustworthy”.

Thus, it goes without saying that consumers also get information from those people who
make the same choices concerning food consumption or, in other words, other organic food
consumers. It could be stated that these actions are explained by the fact that people are more
likely to trust each other if they have a lot in common (Khodyakov, 2007). In our case, other
organic food consumers are the more reliable source of information because they have the same
interest. It is possible to say these ties fill the gap in information shortages and could be
considered as the base for consumer’s trust formation. However, it is necessary to make a
clarification here and point that if other consumer gave a recommendation to another consumer,
it is his subjective opinion (Jesang et. al, 2006). To put it in other words “if somebody, or some

institution, is known to be trusted by others — and especially “significant others”, the people
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whose judgment I treat seriously — I am ready to imitate trust and consider the target trustworthy
without considering any other cues” (Sztompka, 1999, 73).

Generally, it might be that under the conditions of previous relationships absence, as for
example, when a person commit the first act of buying organic product, the trustworthiness of
potential trustee depends on two factors, which are the image of intermediaries that the trustor
relies on for obtaining information about trustees (Coleman, 1990; Levi, 1998) or the
trustworthiness of institutions that back up trustees (Hardin, 1996). As Khodyakov (2007) puts it
the creation of trust is significantly facilitated when the trustor refers to a well-known and
trustworthy intermediary about trustee. In our case intermediaries that connect consumers with
organic food are other consumers and producers themselves, while institutions that support
organic food production are labeling, brand name, mass media, and advertisement. However, it is
not always the case that intermediaries, who were mentioned before, are well-known to a
consumer. And that is why it could be named as “thin interpersonal trust”, which is formed by
interacting with people whom we do not know well (Khodyakov, 2007).

Considering food market, it is possible to say that except for already mentioned before
institutions it also comprises a range of actors who permanently interact with each other. Thus as
the key players in the organic food market, for example, consumers, producers, and retailers
could be mentioned. However, network interactions that occur here are rather diversified. Thus,
it could be interactions among producers only, among producers and retailers, retailers and other
distributors, and so on. Thus, some studies demonstrate that communication between consumers
and retailers along with their direct communication with producers plays a significant role in the
process of trust formation (Zanoli, 2004; Hunt, 2007; U. Kjernes, 2007; Schneider, 2009;
Lassoued & Hobbs, 2014). At the same time, the problem of consumer-consumer interactions on
the market and especially in the organic food market still remains underexplored. There are some
studies about influence of consumer networks on food consumption, which show that consumers
also depend on relational trust in person networks when provisioning food on daily basis
(Halkier, 2001; Woolley & Fishbach, 2016; Sawka et. al, 2015; Hughey, 2016; Pachucki et. al,
2011; U. Kjernes, 2007). Nevertheless, when it comes to organic food, a lack of studies
concerning consumer interactions in the market should be mentioned. The only research
demonstrates the importance of personal information when dealing with uncertainty problem in
the food market is the one conducted by Rim Lassoued and Jill E. Hobbs (2014), who eliminated

that consumers tend to trust other consumers, especially those from their social circle, in terms of
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food credence qualities. Moreover, they highlight the increasing role of social networking media
as a source of information and means of communication about food (Ibid.). That is why this
paper aims to fill current gap about the influence of consumer communication in the process of
trust formation in the organic food market.

Thus, as it was defined earlier organic food is food produced by environmentally - and
animal friendly techniques, which allow to preserve natural resources and biodiversity; as
consequence associated with naturalness and freshness; which are undergone minimal, careful,
and sustainable processing what in turn guarantee its higher nutritional value, positive affect on
consumer’s health and characterized by better sensory attributes. According to this definition and
on the base of the most common reasons for buying organic food it could be stated that for a
product to be called organic it should correspond 5 basic requirements connected with safety,
nutrition, quality, ethics and value for money. Moreover, preferably but not necessary it can carry
ecological label. That is why it is possible to state that consumer trust is based on their
expectation about a product to correspond these criteria. And to be aware of the fact that a
product possesses these qualities consumers need to refer to different sources of information
whether it is their personal contacts or some institutions.

To sum up it is possible to say that according to those views, prevailing in sociological
thought regarding trust, the latter could be understood both as sensual and rational phenomenon,
which combines both elements of calculation and belief and which is necessary for the situations
of uncertainty caused by human actions. People can’t trust food directly, but instead trust those
who provide them information about products that they buy. To be more precise, trust on the
organic food market is a bet about future fulfillment of consumer’s expectation concerning
product to be organic under the conditions of uncertainty caused by other market agents and
asymmetrical distribution of information, based on knowledge about organic origin of a product
provided by those actors who are believed to give the truthful and reliable information in these
terms.

That is why talking about trust on the market it is important to take into account how
market is organized in order to understand how the process of information distribution is going
on and in this regards neo-institutional and network approach could be reasonably implied to the
organic food market, where both institutional arrangements and personal communication could
be considered as the base for consumer trust formation as they are known to be the sources of

information about organic origin of food. More than that the question of how could the level of
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consumer trust in organic food measured was investigated and following criteria distinguished:
nutrition, quality, safety, ethics, value for money and the duration of consumption. This is due to
the fact that exactly these parameters are could show if consumers are sure that products
correspond the main qualities prescribed to them as being organic, what means that they are of
truly organic origin.

To conclude, it is necessary to say that this part of the work was to reveal theoretical and
methodological foundations of the research. First of all, the general concept of organic food
based on three major approaches found in current literature on the topic was made. It was stated
that definition of organic food, either it is based on process-oriented, agro-ecological or product
quality-oriented approach, builds on the opposition between conventional and organic product.
Under these circumstances, organic food, in general, could be understood as products produced
by environmentally- and animal-friendly techniques, which allow to preserve natural resources
and biodiversity; as consequence associated with naturalness and freshness; which are undergone
minimal, careful, and sustainable processing what in turn guarantee their higher nutritional
value, positive effect on consumer’s health and characterized by better sensory attributes.
Secondly, analysis of organic production, processing, distribution and labeling in Russia and
Germany as well as media coverage of the topic were analyzed to investigate the question of
national peculiarities of this concept understanding among Russian and German consumers. It
was revealed that understanding of the organic food concept varies significantly within Russian
and German consumers mostly due to the differences in legislative regulations and unlike media
coverage of the topic. Thus, Russian consumers perceive organic food mostly as beneficial for
themselves, while German buyers connect organic food with a sustainable development and
preservation of environment. And finally, general definition of trust was done and later specified
with the example of organic food. We define trust in organic food as a consumer’s bet that a
product will fulfill expectations they have on it as being truly organic. Moreover, basic criteria
for trust in organic food measurement, such as time of consumption, quality, safety, nutrition,
ethics and value for money, were distinguished. And finally, as trust within market for organic
food is considered, two basic approaches to defining grounds for trust on the market —
institutional and network — were described. The first one stated that information from various
market institutions provide necessary information and fill the gap in the lack of important
knowledge for consumer, while the second one explains the process of consumer trust formation

as based on information received from personal interactions. In other words, consumers tend to
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receive information about organic origin of a product either by means of ecological labeling,
certification; brand name; advertisement and Mass Media or by means of their communication
with other organic food consumers. All in all, the basis for further empirical research, which

results are presented in Chapter 2, was laid in this part.
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Chapter 2. Building trust on the organic food market: comparative analysis of
Russian and German cases

The aim of this part is to discuss the choice of data type as well as the methods of data
collection, interpretation and analysis; to outline the challenges of the research; and provide the
clear overview of the research findings. Thus, first of all, the logic of sampling for online survey
and semi-structures interviews is explained; the choice of media sources for qualitative analysis
is justified; the current legislative base is briefly discusses; methods of data analysis are reasoned
and problems of gaining access to the field and limitations of the study are presented. Then, the
analysis of results obtained from Russian and German cases are analysed in comparative
perspective with their connection to theoretical concepts discussed in the previous chapter.

Finally, general conclusions and suggestions for further investigation are proposed.

1. Methods and data collection

The aim of this paragraph is to discuss the choice of data as well as methods of data
collection, interpretation and analysis; to outline challenges that were faced in the
implementation of the methodology; and to provide a clear overview the research aims and
outcomes. In order to describe the reasons lying behind the choice of the methodology, it is
necessary to specify the tasks of the empirical research as it was stated in the research program
provided in the Appendix I. The first task was to define how the concept of organic food is
understood by Russian and German consumers as well as to know their reason for buying these
products. The second task was to find out what is the initial source of information consumers get
to receive the very first knowledge about organic food. The third task was to understand what the
decisive factor is for consumers when making the decision about purchasing an organic item.
The next task was to detect what are the major sources of information consumers used to pay
attention the most when buying an organic item and to test if there are dependencies between
these sources and consumer’s level of trust. Along with the tasks mentioned it was necessary to
distinguish the main differences in national legislation on organic food in Russian and Germany;
and to analyse the differences in media coverage of the topic in both countries mentioned.

According to the aims of the study, it was decided to stick to the mixed methodology of
data collection and analysis, which includes both qualitative and quantitative methods. It allows
giving the full picture of the analysed object. While quantitative techniques allow providing the
clear measurement of chosen categories, which are the level of trust and the importance of

information sources, it is hardly possible to know what the real grounds behind these numbers
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are, and in this case, qualitative techniques were used as an explanatory and sustaining tool.
Thus, the data collection was performed by means of an online survey and semi-structured
interviews. It is possible to familiarize with the questionnaire and the interview guide in
Appendixes II and III correspondingly. It was important for the aim of the study to collect
strictly defined information to support the results obtained from the online survey; however, and
at the same time it was necessary to collect some in-depth knowledge about the topic and that's
why semi-structured interviews were chosen as the supportive tool in the research. It could be
mentioned that in some cases respondents went beyond the posed questions and provided
additional information, which turned out to be also valuable for the aims of the research and was
extremely useful when interpreting the results of the survey. In addition to these methods,
qualitative analysis of texts was also implemented during the research when laws and regulations
along with media content were examined.

Apparently, Russian and German cases, analysed in this paper, have substantial
differences ranging from the understanding of what organic food is and motives for purchasing
this kind of commodities to the whole process of organic food market development and the
general process of trust formation in modern society. At the same time, two cases have
significant similarities. These days organic food is constantly becoming increasingly popular
both among Russian and German consumers despite a range of difficulties markets for organic
food face in both countries. At the same time, consumer trust has a great role in the process of
market development as long as the problem of asymmetric information accompanies both of the
cases considered here. Moreover, organic food both is commonly accepted as a credence good
due to the fact that it is hardly possible to identify if a product really organic or not even after the
process of consumption. It means that both in Russian and Germany consumers could found
themselves in rather vulnerable positions because they are not able to recognize that a product is
organic unless they are told so. They need to base their trust on the information received about
the environmental purity of food. This information could be transmitted in different ways, both
through institutional arrangements (labelling, brand name, mass media, advertisement, etc.) and
personal interactions (communication between consumers).

Due to the fact that it is rather hard for a single researcher to make an investigation
analysing two national markets as a whole and cover all organic food consumers in both
countries, which number is even difficult to estimate, the decision was made to focus attention

on Russian and German organic food systems, which include two specialized organic food stores



45

and private controlling bodies from each side. Denn’s in Bielefeld, Alnatura in Dusseldorf and
Organica and Biogarmonica in St. Petersburg were taken as the objects. All of them specialize in
organic food sales, offering a quite similar assortment of goods with eco-labels such as Demeter,
EU Organic Bio, Bio-Siegel, Bioland. Organica and national Russian logo called Vitality Leaf.
All the shops mentioned are considered to be nationwide suppliers, which are rather active on the
Internet. They run official websites and also have web pages in Facebook and Vkontakte (only
for Russian case). This, in turn, facilitates the access to the target population of our online survey
and provides the possibility for the analysis of information circulated within the customers of
these stores. At the same time, Bioland in Germany and the Ecological Union in Russia are both
private controlling bodies which provide services for organic certification and possess their own
eco-label. They implement their own standards which are based on the national legislation. They
also have their own web pages in social networks what significantly facilitates access to the
target audience. What is more, the research was oriented toward ecologically conscious
consumers and analysing these particular object allowing cover those people who consume
organic food intentionally and to avoid occasional buyers. As for investigation institutional basis,
both governmental and private rules for organic food were analysed. As well as nationwide
newspapers and news portals available online in the English language were considered to show
how Mass Media influence consumer’s perception of organic food.

The research was conducted from the Ist of February till the 31st of March. The pure
random sample for online survey was composed of 81 consumers in Russia and 85 in Germany.
The link to the questionnaire was published on the pages of earlier mentioned shops and
organizations on Facebook and Vkontakte; and those who were willing to participate filled it in.
The sample for structured interviews was formatted by snowball technique and include
participant of those groups as well with some exceptions. Interviews were conducted both face to
face and distantly. Face to face interviews were recorded using a mobile phone voice recorder.
Some respondents filled in the list of open questions that was sent by e-mail and then were
communicated via messages to make necessary clarifications. In general 6 consumers from
Germany and Russia correspondingly were interviewed. Information about respondents is
presented in Appendix IV; as well as examples of interview transcripts are shows in Appendixes
Vand VL

Furthermore, for the aims of the research following regulations were analysed: European

Union law on organic production (Council Regulation No 834/2007/EC of 28 June 2007 on
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organic production and labelling of organic products and repealing Regulation Ne 2092/91/EEC;
Commission regulation (EC) Ne889/2008 laying down detailed rules for the implementation of
Council Regulation Ne 834/2007; Commission regulation Ne 271/2010); German law on organic
production (The Organic Farming Act - OLG); Bioland Standards; Demeter Standards; GOST P
56104-2014 on organic food products: terms and definitions; GOST P- 56508-2015 on organic
products: rules of production, storage and transportation; GOST P 57022-2016 on organic
production and the procedure of voluntary certification of organic production; and Vitality Leaf
standards. Concerning mass media content the following resources were considered: The Local
DE, Bild, Taz.archiv, Spiegel u Deutsche Welle in Germany; Gazeta.ru, Arguments and Facts,
Komsomolskaya Pravda, Izvestia, RIA news and Rossiya 24 in Russia. Articles regarding
organic food in these publications were analyzed for different techniques, rhetoric, and
instruments which are used to cover the topic.

Analysis of the collected data was made by means of Excel and Atlas software packages.
Excel Analysis ToolPak was used to make a statistical analysis of data obtained from the online
survey. This choice was made due to the familiarity with the principles of its working from the
course on information technologies and methods in sociology at the University, and in general, it
is handier and more convenient to use this particular software. It allows making necessary
calculations, conducting correlation and regression analysis, and graphically presenting the
results of the analysis. In the course of data analysis acquired from interviews, the ATLAS
software package was used as long as it meets the requirements of the research and is highly
recommended by numerous researchers who were also able to give advice and instructions on its
usage. The process of coding which is required for Atlas analysis was rather demanding and
time-consuming. The codes were created on the basis of the theoretical basis used also for the
questionnaire. After that, the frequency of their appearance as well as their co-appearance were

investigated and used for the description and interpretation of results.
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2. Trust in organic food among Russian and German consumers:
comparative analysis of empirical data

The portrait of a typical consumer: socio-economic characteristics

The first step in the process of analyzing the results of the survey was to understand who
the typical organic food consumers in modern Russia and Germany are. It is important to say that
the research was oriented toward regular organic food consumers and didn’t include occasional
buyers. The respondents are ecologically conscious and purchase organic food intentionally.
Thus, the data on socio-economic characteristics of respondents who took part in the survey
suggests that German and Russian consumers are quite similar with some slight differences. The
sample is mostly composed of women (79% in Germany and 89% in Russia) at the age from 21
to 39 years (from 61% in Russia up to 84% in Germany) full time employed with higher
education, and more than 50% from surveyed in both countries are married but have no children.
Concerning the financial situation, the data shows that usually organic food is bought by rather
wealthy people. Most respondents are from those social groups who in general have enough
money but need to borrow money to buy expensive items and from those who can afford almost
everything but the purchase of flat or a country house are difficult. This is surely explained by
the fact that organic products are usually more expensive in comparison with conventional food
and require more financial investments. The main difference between German and Russian
consumers is in their places of residence. While Russian consumers are mostly concentrated in
Moscow and St. Petersburg regions, German consumers are distributed significantly across the
country. It could be justified by the fact that German market is more mature and people from all
over the country have an access to this kind of commodities; when, at the same time, Russian
market is characterized by Central and Nord-West regions as the focal for the development.

It is interesting to mention the significant difference in the time of the organic food
consumption in Russia and Germany. As it is possible to see the results German consumers could
be named as more mature as mostly the buy organic items for 5 and more years (51%), while for
Russia this figure remains much lower and is estimated up to 3 years (63%). In fact, it is rather
expectable and closely connected to the history of emergence and further development of the
market which differ in both countries. It is known that Russian market for organic food is much
younger than German one; Russian consumers had the opportunity to buy organic food quite
recently in comparison to German consumers. It is also explained by the fact that Russian people

just didn’t have a need to buy these products earlier because they used to grow food in their own



48

gardens and special places in the countryside. However, nowadays urban citizens can hardly be
able to have such places and that’s why the demand for organic food is constantly growing.

Specialized organic food stores are the most popular place for buying organic food both
for Germans (52%) and Russians (36%). However, the second place belongs to different options.
In Germany, it is quite common to sell organic food in normal, non-specialized supermarkets and
that’s why 15% of consumers answered that usually buy organic food there. At the same time,
Russian retail chains are not eager to offer organic food for their customers, due to their high
prices, and it explains the fact that 15% of surveyed use Internet-shops to order organic products.
It is also very helpful because specialized stores can be mostly found in St. Petersburg and
Moscow, while other Russian cities have the lack of such shops. And the Internet remains the
only available option for them to purchase organic food they want, which after that will be
delivered directly to their homes. Surprisingly, sales directly from the farm are not very popular
both in Germany and Russia, as well as markets. It is interesting that no single respondent from
Germany chose market as the place for purchasing organic food and only 7% of Russian
consumers marked this option.

It is interesting to mention that the choice of products available to consumers in Russia
and Germany is different. The results of the survey allow stating that the most popular organic
items in both countries are fresh vegetables and fruits, milk, cereals, meat, and eggs. However,
Germans tend to choose eggs more often (65%) than Russians (33%), while tend to buy fewer
cereals and fish. Nevertheless, interviewees from Russia have more complaints about the choice.
It is seen from such statements as: ‘I buy organic food there where it could be found, due to the
limited choice of the products themselves and also shops’; ‘The choice is limited due to the
prices and the lack of sufficient offers’ (R1). However, many respondents connect the problem of
choice with price issues. It is known that organic food is sold with higher prices in comparison to
its conventional counterparts. And this fact could be considered as the main obstacle for those
people who want to follow organic diet, especially in Russia. People often refer to the fact that
they would like to buy more organic but can hardly afford to because of their current financial
situation: ‘Organic food is much more expensive and at this stage of my life I can't afford
it’ (AR); ‘There are not so many people in my surroundings who but organic food purposefully
because, people save money in general, they try to’ (O). Nevertheless, German consumers also
mention that prices for organic food can be higher, but due to the different socio-economic

situation for German consumers it’s not a big problem. It could be seen from such statements as:



49

Yes, many of my co-workers and friends started buying organic, since they realized it's not
really that much pricier’ (N); ‘the price is at least ok’ (S); ‘the market was cleaned up in one
week, it was over and because people had to choose and it was not very more price, price was
not so...much higher’ (HI). Moreover, it is possible to buy organic food not only at specialized

stores but also in discounter shops what make these good even more affordable.

Motives for buying organic food among Russian and German consumers

It 1s a common knowledge that expectations, which organic food consumers have upon
these commodities, largely depend on the motives for purchasing them. Depending on why the
consumer decided to buy the product determines what he or she would finally expect from the
process of its consumption. As it was defined in the first chapter trust is a bet about the future
fulfillment of one’s expectations in a situation of uncertainty, caused by other human’s actions
and underpinned by a lack of important information, based both on rational calculations and
people’s beliefs. Consequently, the fulfillment of these expectations upon organic food would
define consumer trust in the future. If generally, these products meet consumer’s expectations it
could be assumed that they would be more confident in them and would more likely continue to
buy them. It is also necessary to say that based on particular expectations the sources of
information people tend to pay more attention could be different. Thus, for example, some
sources can provide more trustworthy information about the content of a product, while some of
them could better inform about the conditions of production. That’s why in order to trace the
grounds for consumer trust in is of crucial importance to know, why they decide to buy organic.

However, when talking about organic food, it is important to say that it is usually
conferred with more value that conventional food (Vega-Zamora M., et.al. 2013). Surely, organic
food differs from its usual counterparts in terms of benefits it brings not only for the consumers
but also for other parties of the organic food system. Different reasons for purchasing organic
food were distinguished in the literature, starting with good taste and health benefits, and ending
up with rural economic development (Kolchevnikova, 2013; Gorbatov, 2011; Rehder, 2015;
Kilcher et al. 2011). Nevertheless, in general, they could be divided into two groups: egoistic and
altruistic (Vega-Zamora M., et.al. 2013). The first one oriented to the personal benefits, the
second one is more about third parties. It is reasonable to say that the results obtained from the
survey support these assumptions and at the same time provide rather interesting results.

Thus, Russian and German consumers vary significantly in terms of reasons to stick to

the organic diet. The data demonstrates that Russian consumers follow their personal gain when
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buying organic food as long as when asking to finish the statement “I buy organic food,
because...” the most popular answers were “it is healthy” (70%), “it is safe” (61%), and “it tastes
good” (43%). Environmental issues are important only for 42% of respondents what could seem
quite a big number. However, in comparison to the data collected from German consumers it
could hardly be considered as one of the main motivation factors for Russian consumers because
Germans to the same question mostly answered “I want to support local producers” (79%);
“animals are treated better” (76%) and “it is produced in environmentally friendly way” (71%).

In these regards, the issues of local production deserve a special attention. For Russian
consumers to buy organic food doesn’t mean to support local companies, only 23% of surveyed
pointed this as the reason why they buy organic food. At the same time, local production moves
to the forefront in Germany. Some interviewees reported that for them organic food is mainly
locally produced, and this is the way to support small, developing production, and to confront the
mass production system which is not always fair and beneficial for consumers and other market
agents: ‘Yes, I think that in the beginning it was that people who try to produce biological stuff, it
was very difficult for them because everybody was laughing at the them, hahaha, what are they
doing, and products are a little bit more expensive, though, sure, I think it was also to support
these people so they can grow up’ (H1); ‘But the main reason for me to buy organic is a political
one. I like the idea to support small companies and farmers. And I think by buying organic
products I support fair trade and sustainable agriculture’ (S).

Nevertheless, the information obtained from interviewees makes it evident that the
environmental and animal welfare not of the least importance in both countries, and not only in
Germany; organic food still remains the way to preserve national resources and provide animals
better treatment. This is reflected in such statements as ‘7 buy organic food because I take care
about my health and the health of people around me, animals, plants, and about the ecology in
general’ (AR); ‘Consumption of organic food have a great role both people and for the
environment. It determines the health and the quality of peoples life, the existence of animals,
flora, and also clean environment’ (AR); ‘It is important for me to eat safe food, which
production furthermore harms the environment less’ (AP). It is also confirmed by such utterances
as ‘The main reason for me in buying organic animal products are the living conditions for the
animals; living conditions of the animals have always been important for me’ (A); ‘I think with
the normal way we in Germany and also in other countries they are producing, for example,

meat or vegetable is in a way where they destroy bios, and for me also to buy healthy food is
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something against this way of producing things. Like, for example, with the animals, I stop
eating chicken because when I saw once, many years ago, how chickens are gathered and
treated and they are in big houses and one close to the other and it’s a way...With antibiotical,
it’s not for me human way to treat animals and therefore it’s this way is a political way, when [
am eating healthy food’ (HI); ‘It’s not only for our health, I think it’s also for to look what is with
our environment’ (BH).

However, both Russian and German consumers appreciate the taste of organic food and
its health benefits. Even if these ideas are not expressed explicitly, they still could be found in
combination with some other factors that influence consumer reasons to buy organic. It is
reflected in such statements as: ‘They're also tastier since it's not about the price of a product,
but about the quality; this is how you get watery strawberries in winter! My best friend also
works in an organic store and I was surprised how tasty a boiled egg could be if it was actually
organic!” (N); ‘Often, but not always organic products differ from normal products in taste and
quality. Especially organic vegetables taste better than cheap vegetables which you can buy in
the supermarket’ (S); ‘Some friends in Germany gave me to try organic cucumbers and radish
and were really much tastier and much more flavored than conventional ones’ (E); ‘I buy
organic food, primarily, because of its taste; it’s more natural and differs to the better from the
taste of conventional food, especially, meat, fish, and dairy products; and, for example, oat
flakes with European label are tastier’ (O). The fact that consumers connect organic
consumption with health issues is also supported by such expressions as ‘I stick to the concept of
healthy food and that’s how my interest in organic food was born’ (E); ‘I dont want harmful
medicines and pesticides in big amounts to come in my body and potentially influence my health’
(O); ‘For other organic products it is more important that they are more healthy as no chemical
pesticides are used. As more and more people in my surroundings have serious illnesses I
become more alert about that and I think there might be a connection between pesticides used
and certain illnesses. Especially for my little son, I try to buy only organic food’ (A); ‘My body
has issues handling conventional stuff. They're healthier to me since they help my skin diseases
and my digestive system’ (N).

So, as it is possible to observe, Russian and German consumers in their motivation for
buying organic food are not as different as the results of the survey shows. However, some
differences still can be found what allows saying that German consumers are more ecologically

consciousness as long as they strive to get benefits from organic consumption not only for



52

themselves but for the environment, animals, and economy. Sensorial characteristics are also
important but they could be named as an additional advantage. At the same time, for Russian
consumers, it’s vice versa. They start to buy organic food due to its better taste and health
benefits, but as the times go they also understand that it could help not only them but the whole
environment. One significant difference is only in economical aspect: for Russians, organic food
seems to help economic development neither local nor nationwide, while Germans usually
connect the development of organic productions with economic benefits.

Motivation is closely related to the way consumers understand the concept of organic
food in general. It goes without saying that before starting to buy such items people tend to know
something about what organic food is and why is it better to make the choice in favor of this
exact foodstuff. It is interesting to mention that from the interviews it is noticeable that Russian
consumers tend to use different names for organic food, including ecological, environmental,
natural, farmer, etc. what in turn demonstrates that their understanding of the concept is rather
vague in comparison to Germans who usually stick to the call such commodities only organic.
Generally, the results of the online survey suggest that understanding of the concept do not vary
significantly among Russians and Germans. Thus, consumers in both countries keep more to
agro-ecological and product quality-oriented approach, because organic food is defined as
produced without any chemical additives (94% in Germany and 91% in Russia). However,
German consumers give the second place for the definition as produced with environmentally
and animal-friendly techniques (82%), while for Russian it is more important that products do
not contain any artificial additives (70%). Nevertheless for 74% of German respondents also
mentioned that organic food should have natural content and 57% of Russian people marked that
expect organic food to be produced in order to preserve the environment and with better
treatment with animals. All in all process oriented approach doesn’t seem to be popular in terms
of defining organic food because not many respondents connect organic qualities of the food
with its processing. Moreover, only 37% of Russian and 27% of German consumers reported
that organic food is the one labeled as “organic”. Consequently, it contradicts the definition of
organic food given by Codex Alimentarius and IFOAM who state that organic food is the one
which has the proper label.

To conclude this part it is necessary to say that one and the same understanding of the
organic food concept among German and Russian consumers, based on agro-ecological and

product quality-oriented approaches, leads to different motivation, which is more altruistic
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among Germans and more egoistic among Russians, and consequently their expectations about
the products. German consumers have more external expectations, while Russian consumers
could be named as more self-oriented. That is why in order to be sure that these expectations will
be fulfilled consumers could rely on different sources of information which in turn will increase

or decrease their level of trust in organic food.

The level of trust and its interrelation with the sources of information about
organic food

As it was stated earlier trust is the phenomenon that could hardly be measured by
quantitative techniques. However, an attempt to measure the level of trust in organic food
following the scheme proposed by a range of Nordic scientists (Kjernes et. al. 2007) and which
is expressed in the form of trust in organic food index was undertaken in this research. On the
base of consumer’s degree of agreement with the statements which reflect the difference between
conventional and organic food, the general level of their trust was calculated. Depending on
whether a consumer agrees that organic food is safer, tastier, contains more nutrients, healthier,
less harmful for the environment and deserve to be paid more it is possible to understand to
which extent expectations were met and consequently how strong is the trust. Thus the average
trust in organic food among Russian and German consumers is rather high and do not differ as
much as it was expected. Trust index in Russia as estimated is 4, 10, while in Germany it is
4, 29. In general, it could be defined for both as 4 and called as trust on the scale from total
distrust to absolute trust. It allows to state that generally, the level of trust on the German and
Russian organic food market is high. However, it is interesting to know what the grounds for
trust in both countries under the conditions of a rather different market development are. Why
people tend to believe that the products they buy are really organic.

As it was defined in the first chapter, on the market people tend to search for trustful
sources of information on which they could rely on in terms of organic food. Nevertheless, every
act of purchasing is preceded by the process of choice and the decision-making process as well.
Before starting to buy organic food it is necessary to find out some initial information about
these commodities which can make a future consumer interested in those products and decide to
start buying it. As it turned out personal contacts, as it is highlighted in network approach, and
not institutional formations are more significant to make a choice in favor of organic food. It also
could be called as the premise for trust or initial trust impulse in words of P. Sztompka (1992).

This is what makes peoples start to buy organic food. Thus, the data suggests that 48% of
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German and 57% of Russian consumers got information about organic food for the first time by
the means of so-called “World of mouth” or by means of recommendations from family
members, friends, acquaintances, etc.

People often refer to the fact that started to follow organic diet because someone in their
surroundings also was buying such things or they heard some discussions on this topic: ‘For the
first time I decided to order organic food on the Internet after I participated in the discussion on
its usefulness/harmlessness for children on one of the Internet-forums’ (O); ‘People start to
think about it and when you have people in your surroundings, when you see that people are
buying this, it’s also one thing; I think, when we started, we lived in the community and then
somebody bought this and the other one bought this and we tried together’ (HI); ‘Musli it was
also one step in the beginning, I ate it when I stayed with my family and my mother, for example,
she said oh it'’s tasty, and I would also eat it. So, I bought it and then she also sometimes ate
it’ (HI); ‘But my parents are buying organic from time to time. My flat mates in my first flat were
also open-minded about organic food’ (S); ‘It is the everlasting word of mouth: someone bought,
someone liked and so on and so forth’ (L). What is interesting is that Germans refer to the family
as the initial source of information much more often in comparison to Russian consumers. Some
of the respondents told that they buy organic food because their family members stick to buy or
even produce organic food. However, social networks also play an important part in the decision-
making process and a pretty big number of respondents chose exactly this source as an initial for
getting information about organic with the slight preponderance on the Russian side with 37%
against 16% in Germany. On this stage, thin and thick interpersonal trust moves to the forefront.

After the decision to start buying organic food is made the process of choosing begins. To
considering what product to buy in order it can satisfy particular needs it is necessary to be sure
that these products possess some characteristics responsible for that. As organic food is known as
a credence good (Giannakas K., 2002), as long as it is not possible to define its organic
characteristics before purchasing, consumers are not able to understand that a product is organic
unless they are told so. There are different ways to notify that some item is organic. One can
understand it on the base of labels, content, advertisement, personal pieces of advice, etc. But the
most important is what sources consumers believe to be trustworthy in these terms. Thus, non-
commercial partnership “Ecological Union” conducted a survey among ecologically oriented
consumers during the international exhibitions “Wellness Expo” which took place in September

2015 in Moscow concerning the problem of trust in information about organic food. The results
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what shows really strong dependencies between the analyzed variables. Moreover, it could be

stated that the more often consumers check the presence of a label the higher level of trust they

have. It is possible to observe this on the figure 1 “The dependencies between ecological labels

and trust in Russia” and the figure 2 “The dependencies between ecological label and trust in

Germany”. In this case, labels could be reasonably considered as a trustworthy source of

information about organic qualities of a product.

Figure 1. The dependencies between ecological labels and trust in
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cological labels and trust in

These results are also supported by the following statements of interviewees who quite
often recall labels as the base for their trust in organic food: ‘I know that there is a lot of
forgeries and that fair and organic products have different standards, but it is very time-
consuming to compare everything and so I mostly rely on the labels’ (A); ‘It is very important
that they have labels, if its controlled, it force produce to respect some laws’ (HI); ‘I can't
remember I bought food I considered organic without an organic label. That is because even on
the weekend markets organic food is labeled’ (S); ‘I do trust only labeled production. I monitor
ecolabels and pay attention to the green washing’ (R1); ‘It is possible to identify whether a
product is organic or not on the base of appropriate ecolabeling from verified certification
bodies; I can be confident that the product is really organic only in case it has a confirming
ecolabel and better several of them’ (AR); ‘If there is a certificate or label it is easier to trust
than there is not’ (O). However, it is interesting to mention that Russian consumers name the
same labels; they usually pay attention to, as German consumers and they are mostly European
labels, for example, Demeter, Bioland, and EU organic label (Euroleaf). However, they also refer
to Nordic Swan from Finland, what German consumers never do, because they mostly stick to
their own national labels, like BIO-Siegel, for example. Similarly, Russian consumers also
recalled the only internationally recognized Russian organic label “Vitality Leaf” as a

trustworthy one.
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However, as it was revealed from interviews not only the presence or the absence of label
matters but what stays behind these signs. It means that those products that are marked with
these labels are controlled according to the rules of organic production and consequently are able
to meet consumer expectations. It is reflected in such statements as: ‘It is very important that
they have labels, if it’s controlled, it force produce to respect some laws’ (BH); ‘But there are
organizations, like Demeter or Bioland that strictly regulate it, those products. They do test them
so that consumer does have some level of assurance that at least what one is buying has been
tested according to those specific standards’ (H1); ‘I can suppose though that they have to meet
some requirements to have the right to put the label on’ (S); ‘If there is no ecolabel, one can't
state that the product is organic because control is needed on all the stages of production’ (AR).
Basically, it means, that under the conditions of inability to check the production process by
them, consumers ground their trust in organic food on a label and thereby trust certification
bodies who issue these labels, because they guarantee that the product was produced in
accordance with particular organic requirements. It is also interesting to mention that German
respondents mentioned private standards as even more strict than national one and tend to rely
on private ecological labels, which are Demeter and Bioland, more than on governmental ones.
In contrast, for Russian consumers, this characteristic of a label doesn’t play such a big role due
to the absence of official national labels.

What is more, in terms of foreign labels, they do not distinguish whether it is a private or
governmental one. It’s just important to have any internationally recognized label. To conclude,
it is also necessary to say that respondents were also asked about the level of their agreement
with the statement that the products they usually buy are of a truly organic origin. Further, the
correlation between this variable as the dependent one and label as information source were
analyzed. Coefficient of correlation both for Russian and Germany is pretty high 0, 37 and 0, 39
correspondingly. This allows to state that labels could be considered to be relied on by
consumers.

Surprisingly, strong positive correlation between the level of trust in organic food among
Russian consumers and information about the content was revealed during the analysis. The rank
correlation coefficient R for these variables is 0, 73 and regression analysis proves that
respondents who more often tend to look at information about the content. This can be observed

in the figure 3 “The dependencies between information about content and trust in Russia”.
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On the contrary, information about the content does not play such a significant role for
German consumers as hardly any correlation between two variables could be found. The
correlation coefficient value is 0, 05 what means that these variable are not interdependent.
Moreover, during the interviews, no one referred to the content of a product as something that
influences the decisions about buying organic food. At the same time, many of Russian
consumers report that content is one of the few guarantees they can rely on in terms of a product
being organic: ‘In case if there is no equivalent item with ecolabel, I make my choice based upon
the content, I read the content and choose the most natural’ (R1); ‘It is possible to distinguish
organic products by the presence of ecological labels issued by verified certification bodies, and
it is necessary to read the content on a product’s packaging’ (AR); ‘Carefully read the
content’ (M); ‘It is also possible to look at the expiry date, content, and the region of production’
(0).

It could be the case that Russian consumers tend to rely on the content because they
usually define organic products as those which do not contain any harmful additives in them and
to look at the content is the simplest way to check if a product is pure with no chemicals inside.
At the same time Germans understand the concept of organic food slightly different as it is
important that during the process of its production and processing no harm is done to nature or
animals; more than that buying organic food is the way to support local producers and develop
nation economy in general. That is why other sources on information instead of the content are
used by German consumers to check whether a product is really organic.

The same difference appears to be regarding recommendation as the information source
about organic food during the process of choosing. As it turned out, people in Russia tend to rely

on recommendations more than German consumers in the processing of choosing organic
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products. Additionally, it could be stated that the level of their trust is positively related to getting
these recommendations. It is based on the fact that the correlation coefficient on the Russian data
1s 0, 32. This could be observed in the figure 4 “The dependencies between recommendations
and trust index in Russia”. It shows weak correlation but it still takes place in comparison to

Germany where this indicator is just 0, 01.
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Nevertheless, some of the respondents point out that they pay attention to
recommendations from other consumers but it strongly depends on who are these consumers.
Likewise, Russian consumers also highlight that those whom they seek advice from are not just
ordinary consumers but could be named as experts in the field of organic food. It is hardly
possible to say whether they are really experts or not, but at least they are perceived by
trustworthy sources of information mostly on the base of their professional activities somehow
related to organic food. This is reflected in such statements: ‘7 usually ask my co-workers, they
are experienced in this field as well, and we help each other out!’ (N); ‘I sometimes go to a local

farm where a friend of mine works, so I have a really good trust in that and know that they meet
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certain standards’ (A); ‘I have some friends, one friend particularly, who is really into organic
stuff. Doing a lot of shopping at organic markets. Something like that pays a lot of value’ (S); ‘It
depends on whom I receive information. There are some people I know, which have read a lot
about these topics, that is why I trust them’ (S); ‘There are such people in my surroundings,
Basically they are my friends — doctors’ (L); ‘I trust my friends because exactly they work at
“Ecological Union”. I have educational background in ecology and communicate with the right
people, that’s why I trust them more’ (R1); ‘Luckily, I have a friend who works at the Ecological
Union, she gave me a lot of information in this field’ (AR); ‘In my surrounding it's me to whom
people usually ask for advice, because of my professional activity’ (M).

Orientation towards recommendations among Russian consumers is also supported by the
fact that 66% of respondents reported about their participation in some communities in social
networks, while only 22% of Germans say so. However, it is important to mention that these
communities are also rather specialized in the topic. Following communities were announced by
interviewees: the official group of the “Ecological Union”, eco blog ImOrganic, Ecolavka in
Vkontakte, and Lookbio in Instagram. Also, pages of particular producers and shops were also
mentioned by some respondents. Nevertheless, a big role of online communication for Russian
consumers could be based on the fact that 36% of respondents when facing some problems with
or questions about organic food would ask for advice from other consumers online, while only
25% of German consumers would do so. However, the most popular answer to this question in
both countries was to ask other consumers personally: 40% in both countries would do so. At the
same time, German people tend to contact directly producers more often than Russian
consumers: 35% and 21% correspondingly.

Talking about recommendations as the factor that influences consumer trusts in organic
food it is also necessary to keep in mind the motives for buying such commodities. As it was
revealed Russian consumer usually purchase organic food follow egoistic motives, including
better sensorial characteristics and the influence it has on health. In this case it is rather justified
to seek for advice from other consumer when they can report about their experiences connected
with organic food consumption. However, German consumers could hardly obtain some valuable
information about organic food from other consumers because they have the same access to the
production and processing process and do not possess more information about how these

processes are going on: whether it corresponds to the rules for organic production or not.
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coefficient between these two variables is 0, 84 what could be considered as a strong
dependence. Particularly consumers who pay attention to the information from Mass Media have
a higher level of trust in organic food what could be observed on the figure 5 “The dependencies

between Mass Media and trust in Germany”.
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attention to Mass Media more often have lower trust in organic food. It could be seen on the
figure 6 “The dependence between Mass Media and trust in Russia”. The correlation coefficient
is negative and it is -0, 62 what is still could be interpreted as a strong connection. It is important
to mention that interviews refer to Mass Media and its coverage of the organic food topic very

rare. Only one or two respondents mentioned these issues in their speeches.

ss Media and trust in Russia
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Finally, when it comes to the very process of purchasing people both in Germany and in
Russia based their choice on the content of a product. 52% of German respondents and 54% of
Russian respondents named information about the content on the packaging of the product as the
decisive factor in the choice of organic products.

To conclude, it is necessary to say that if consider consumption of organic food as a
process the following stages can be distinguished in terms of trust formation: 1) inducement to
start buying organic food; 2) choosing of an organic product; and 3) the very purchasing of an
organic item. As it was stated at the beginning different factors (which are recommendations
from other consumers, information about the content, labels, brands, mass media, and
advertisement) influence consumer trust in organic products. However, as it was revealed during
the research, their influence strongly depends on the stage of the consumption process. Thus,
recommendations of other people serve as the initial trust impulse both in Germany and Russia
on the first stage and in this sense thick and thin interpersonal trust take place at the very
beginning; labels play the most important role during the process of choosing in both countries
what makes institutional trust crucial at this stage, and, finally, the last step is determined by
information about content on the packaging what, in turn, could be also considered as
institutional trust. Thus, the process of consumer trust formation on the Russian and German
market in general is similar: from an interpersonal trust, it is late transforming into institutional
trust. In this way trust in other consumers and institutions transit into trust in organic food.

However, some differences could be still observed between Russian and German cases.
Thus, it possible to see that during the stage of choosing a product Russian consumers tend to
base their trust on the information about the content of a product more in comparison to German
consumers. Moreover, during this stage Russian consumers still pay attention to
recommendations from other consumers, while for German consumers this factor is important
only at the very first stage. It was also figured out that labels play a big role during the process of

choosing, but it is interesting that European labels with no regards to the issuing country are the
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most popular among Russian consumers, while German buyers usually take into consideration
mostly their own national German organic food signs. What is more mass media as one of the
most influential factors during the first two stages plays opposite role in Germany and Russia. If
in Germany in underpins the process of organic food production and increase the level of trust, in
Russian it vice versa makes consumers more suspicious and decrease their trust level. However,
due to the fact that labels and mass media have the strongest influence on consumer trust it was
decided to make further analysis of organic production legislation and mass media coverage of

the topic in Germany and Russia. The results are presented in the next paragraphs.
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3. Organic food issues in Russian and German mass media

As it is possible to observe from the results of the survey and interviews mass media has
a significant influence on the trust consumers give to organic food in both countries. However,
while in Germany it is positively correlated with the level of trust, conversely in Russian these
variables are negatively connected. Mass media decrease the level of trust in organic food among
Russian consumers, while at the same time increase it among German consumers. In order to
understand why it is so, the investigation into the media coverage of the organic food topic was
made. The main aim of this analysis was to understand what are the main rhetoric, techniques,
and instruments that are used by media to cover the issues connected with the organic production
and what in general these issues are. As the object of analysis, the range of federal nationwide
non-specialized sources was taken from both sides. As well as some specialized editions as well.

Usually, mass media is used by different market actors for different purposes:
manufacturers and retailers use these sources to inform consumers about organic food in general
and products they supply in particular; representatives of ecological movements may use it to
attract attention to some certain ecological problems; and the media itself might use this topic to
attract bigger target audiences and rating upgrade if they see that those issues are interesting for
the spectators or readers. That is why it is important to say that mass media plays a significant
role in the process of consumer trust formation; it overall has an influence on their perceptions
and decisions about environmental food. In fact, media can play into hands, both producer and
consumer by covering different aspects of the same issue. It is reasonable to state that buyers
could receive missing knowledge about organic food by means of media, while producers use it
to provide favorable for them information. But, generally, the information distributed via
newspapers, magazines or TV, especially connected with some scandals, could be evaluated as
shaping consumer’s perceptions of organic products (McCluskey & Swinnen, 2011; Kendall,
2011).

In these regards the mass media could be considered as one of the communication
channels whereby interaction between producers, consumers and other stakeholders is going on.
Moreover, the way this topic is reported highly depends on the country. In order to investigate
the question of how organic food is presented in Russian and German mass media various
sources, such as newspapers, news portals, and specialized websites were analyzed. As it was
revealed at the beginning of the analysis, the topic of organic food is not covered by lots of

periodicals and they are mostly federal nationwide sources, and quite rare it is a local media.
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That is why the decision was made to compare how this issue is presented in nationwide Russian
and German mass media sources which are available online. The choice was made on the base of
articles that could be found in following sources by using key words related to the topic of

99, ¢ 99, ¢

organic food, such as “organic food”; “organic productions”; “ecological products”; “organic
standards”; “sustainable development”; “green economy”, etc. To be more precise the following
sources were considered: The Local DE, Bild, Taz.archiv, Spiegel newspapers, and news portal
Deutsche Welle in Germany; and Gazeta.ru, Arguments and Facts, Komsomolskaya Pravda,
Izvestia newspapers, news portals RIA news and Rossiya 24 in Russia were analyzed. As the
situation regarding organic production and selling regulations is slightly different in the two
countries, it is necessary to examine what are instruments, techniques, and rhetoric that used to
cover the topic and who are the major actors of this particular discourse in both countries. So, we
are going to show how German and Russian media does frame organic food as an issue and what
instruments do they use for this purpose.

It could be easily noticed that agenda-setting theory which emphasizes that mass media
have a strong influence on public discourse by selecting and promoting certain topics as worth
discussing is widely used both by Russian and German media. Clearly, stimulating the public’s
emotional response, concern and awareness is the main goal for the majority of media agents
(Mc. Combs, 2003). One of the founding fathers of this approach M.E. Mc. Combs (2003, 41)
highlights: “The power of the news media to set a nation’s agenda, to focus public attention on a
few key public issues, is an immense and well-documented influence”. Agenda setting refers to
the idea that there is a strong correlation between the emphasis that mass media place on certain
issues and the importance attributed to these issues by mass audiences (Mc. Combs & Shaw,
1972). According to this theory, it is possible to state that the mass media is not just a passive
transmitter of current issues. It rather produces social reality; create pictures in the minds of
spectators. The news media are a primary source of those pictures in our heads about the larger
world of public affairs, the world that for most citizens is “out of reach, out of sight, out of
mind” (Mc. Combs, 2003). This is why it is possible to state the mass media coverage create
some kind of a picture of organic production in minds of the audience it brings this topic to the
public discussions.

Actually, it means that quite a lot of information people know about the current state of
affairs is what the media provide for them. It is especially true about organic food production.

The news could be reasonably named as a powerful tool in setting certain issues about organic
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because an average consumer has a little possibility to have an inside view in the process of
organic farming. Thus media are free in choosing those themes which could attract more
attention from the public in order to gain personal benefits. But in the circumstances of scarce
information mass media remains one of the few possible ways to obtain data about ecologically
clean food. In this regard, it is especially important for it to stay impartial. But in fact, it is rarely
the case, because it is always desirable to draw the attention of the public by focusing on
sensational issues and dramatic events where equity is hardly possible. In fact, we have to do
with the public agenda setting, when mass media decides which topics would be further become
a topic for discussions.

However, environmental food has a different level of popularity within German and
Russian mass media, agenda-setting volumes are much higher in Germany than in Russia. This
conclusion is justified by the evidence that a number of articles devoted to the topic of organic
food are considerably bigger if searching in German media sources than when reading Russian
ones. It could be estimated that the difference in the number of articles in all analyzed sources is
about 2 times bigger for Germany in comparison to Russia. Overall, around 15 articles from
Russian sources, and around 25 were found in German media. All articles were published from
2015 to 2017 year.

So, it could be mentioned that the topic appears in different Russian sources just
occasionally, while in German media organic food is discussed on more or less regular base. It
could be explained by the level of organic food market development, which is the way better in
Germany. Due to the fact that Germany represents one of the biggest markets for organic food in
Europe (https://germanfoods.org/german-food-facts/german-organic-foods/), the number of
consumers is reasonably bigger here; that is why German media could expect more responses
from the audience and, consequently, could make more profit. On the contrary, in Russia, the
market share for organic food remains rather small (http://sozrf.ru/rost 2013/) and the number of
organic diet followers is also not very big, that is why the potential target audience is
comparatively small. However, the issues of organic production in both countries are covered
mostly by rather influential nationwide media sources, as for example, national newspapers
Spiegel or Izvestia.

Nevertheless, except for agenda-setting techniques, mass media is known for using
framing as a significantly different approach. If the former just brings the issues of organic food

into the public arena as such, framing is used to emphasize some specific features of the subject.
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That is why, the way issue is covered could influence on how it is understood by audiences
(Scheufele & Tewksbury, 2007). As it is known, frames are cultural structures that serve for
better understanding of social reality. They are commonly used to determine what content is
more relevant to a discussion; to define the roles of stakeholders, to outline relevant beliefs,
actions, and values; to determine the language used to discuss the topic; and to outline the values
and goals of the content area (Meyers & Chodil, 2011). It could be considered as a form of
second-level agenda-setting — mass media not only tell the audience what to think about (agenda-
setting theory) but also how to think about that issue.

In that case, the results of analysis demonstrate that the debates around organic food in
both countries usually concentrated on a range of topics, which could be categorized as follows:
comparison between conventional and organic food in terms of production specifics and impact
they have on consumers; the question of organic food identification by consumers on the shelves
among conventional products; economic benefits caused by organic production and organic
market development; issues connected with organic food import from other countries;
regulations and laws about organic food production. Surely, within these broad categories,
different aspects are highlighted. However, one common feature for both types of media
coverage is that this kind of food is described in the whole range of names, which are “organic”,
“bio”, “ecological”, and “natural”. There is no one strictly defined term for organic products. But
one distinctive feature of German media is that they usually assimilate all these terms to the
notion of “local”, while in Russia it is usually opposed to the notion of “natural” food.

As for the comparison between conventional and organic food production both Russian
and German media base their articles mostly on the rhetoric of health, taste, nutrition,
environmental and animal friendliness. Nevertheless, articles which unveil organic food as
beneficial for people (Tihmeneva, 2015; Timashova, 2013, Korobitsina, 2014; Bild, 2017;
Berger, 2017 ) stay equally with those which introduce it like a myth and consequently try to
demolish it (The local DE, 2010; Bild, 2016; Vesti.ru, 2013; Insider.pro, 2016). Usually, in the
first case, articles reproduce organic food and its production as one that helps people stay
healthier and satisfy their demands for good taste; have a good impact on the environment, treat
animals better. Thus it could be named “justification” framing. The second approach could be
named as “revelation” framing because it is used to present organic products as not possessing
these unique traits; it emphasizes that all the benefits are just formed by concerned bodies and in

reality do not exist. Interestingly the main actors of such a discourse are scientists. Intensive
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referencing to multifarious studies of organic food demonstrates skeptical about the advantages
of such food both for health and for the land.

This implies that the rhetoric of regulation and control is one of the commonly used
topics by media as well. However, this kind of rhetoric is used totally different by German and
Russia media services. Thus, in Russia, the lack of official regulations is usually in the focus of
attention with some articles devoted to the upcoming approval of official laws and normative
standards. Absence of certification, rules, and regulations makes people feel unsure about the
trustworthiness of organic food producers, what prevents them from active buying; but still some
media agents look in the future by highlighting the process of regulations development to make
market continue developing (Vesti.ru, 2013; Mishina, 2012; Falyahov, 2012). At the same time,
in Germany, the subject of discussions not the absence of regulations, because they already exist,
but their tightening; and sometimes comparison between governmental and private regulations as
the latter are usually stricter (Maurin, 2016; Bild, 2017). It, on the contrary, leads to people’s
confidence in the organic food market, it makes them feel sure that the products they buy are
controlled and really have those qualities they should possess. What is closely connected to this
issue is the problem of ecological food identification on the supermarket’s shelves what is
discussed in quite a few articles. It is interesting to say that Russian media highlight external
characteristics of a product, such as not long time of a storage and information about the
ingredients as the best way to understand if the product is really organic, or in other words, it is
self-checking (Plotnikova, 2016; Timashova, 2013; Kukartseva, 2012). On the contrary, German
media usually writes about labels as the most trustworthy source of information about the
organic origin of a product (Berger, 2017; Bild, 2017).

Economic benefits caused by organic food market development are the common topic
that could be found in both countries. If German media constantly report about current goods and
cash turnover increasing on the organic food market, what definitely make local economy
stronger (Bild, 2017), than Russian media stresses attention more on the future benefits that
could be achieved by the fast development of the market, what will allow Russian producers to
enter global market and ensure better competition along with the real monetary gain (Falyahov,
2012; RIA news, 2012). However, import is still an exhilarating question for both. As can be
expected the problem of third parties import invading local German market is widely discussed
both in terms of the unfair competition, and the lack of necessary regulations corresponding (The

Bild, 2017; taz.archiv, 2017). Conversely, in Russia import is more presented as the threat from
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Europe: the lack of local labels and lack of consumer trust make distributors sell imported goods
from Europe, which are known to be well-checked and have organic logos (Korobitsina, 2014;
Lalakina, 2014).

And finally, the rhetoric of reasoning is used to describe the most popular reasons to buy
organic food. It becomes clear that in Russia egoistic motives are prevailing; people buy organic
because of its better taste, health benefits, nutritive qualities and even sometimes because it is
fashionable (Kukartseva, 2012; Vesti.ru, 2013). German consumers, in contrast, often buy this
kind of commodities to help preserve resources and the environment in general, to protect
animals and to support the local economy (The Bild, 2017). However, speaking about economic
issues, Russian mass media pretty often uses, so called, the framing of “pricing” as long as it
tries to justify higher prices for organic food, while German media do not pay so much attention
to the issue of prices. However notable is that the actors of this particular discourse are farmers
themselves, especially those with economic education. Obviously, it is explained by the fact that
in Russian the price level for organic food in comparison to the conventional one is a way higher
than in Germany (Korobitsina, 2014). In general, Russian media coverage of organic food is
built on permanent comparison with European countries, including Germany, as the role model.
Their organic food markets are usually represented as better controlled and trustful.

Thus the next type of popular framing is a “fraud” framing. This type is common both for
Russian and German media agents. It is necessary to mention that focus is made mainly on
sensational issues of low complexity and high possibility for dramatic events. So, when an
incident of deceit occurs, it could be a good chance for newsmakers. A very famous incident has
happened in 2011 when a handful of Italian firms sold conventionally produced food products
under an organic label (Deutsche Welle, 2011). Although the fraud took place outside Germany it
was a hot-button issue for a period of time. But relatively soon it was forgotten till the new
scandal emerged. This time the problem was related to the local production and appeared when
German farmers were accused of selling their eggs as organic while crowding their chickens at
illegal levels (Ibid.). It entailed a big public response, but after a while focus of attention was
shifted to other topics. It is important to illustrate the fact that an issue of organic food is not a
long-term but rather timeliness and attract more attention when something unusual happens. In
Russia “the framing of fraud” is commonly used regarding ecolabels. As there is no official body
for certification a number of producers resort to the private labeling and controlling systems. In

fact, this issue is currently discussed on the Internet because these private firms work in their
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own way and nobody can guarantee their honesty and valid estimate (http://lavkagazeta.com/
otvetstvennost/podderzhi-mestnogo-fermera-0; Vesti.ru, 2013).

Up to now, we have only considered non-specializing mass media resources. But it is
impossible to come by the existence of organic product-oriented sources. Thus, in Russia, there
is a specializing printed media “Lavkal.avka newspaper” which is fully devoted to the topic of
organic farming. It was established by a farmer cooperative Lavkal.avka in order to provide
trustful and truthful information about the current state of affairs in Eco production. It surely
could be rather impartial because the main stakeholders are farmers themselves and it is
important for them to make organic food popular and highly sought. Sometimes in their article
“revealing framing” could be seen, but it is used positively, authors say that in spite of those
myths organic food could have a really good impact on people’s health, environment and so on
(http://lavkagazeta.com/ekologiya/organicheskaya-eda-mify-i-realnost). The main emphasis is
made on the lack of true knowledge among consumers, but not on the organic food itself.

Besides this, producers of organic food are also the actors of the discourse.
Communication between them and consumers is going on the base of the websites which belong
to the particular producers. Commonly used framing, in this case, is a “utility” framing.
Producers tend to aggrandize their commodities in order to gain more profit. These sources
should be treated cautiously because authors use to conceal unacceptable information and bring
to the forefront only positive issues (http://econet.ru/articles/2913-organicheskie-produkty-
pitaniya; http://gyrlyanda.ru/news.php). Another example of specialized mass media source is
LookBio magazine (http://lookbio.ru/) which main aim is ecological enlightenment. They
provide people with useful information which would help them to distinguish truly organic
products from forgery: how internationally accepted ecological labels look like, how can one
differentiate greenwashing from official declarations, and so on.

Germany is not an exception in this regard. Thus, some specializing websites concentrate
on organic food could be found (http://www.organic-europe.net/country-info/germany/
news.html). However, what was mentioned by a number of interviewees, German consumers
tend to pay attention to the very local specialized media, such as magazines and leaflets which
are possible to be taken at the shops. It could be the case that these sources emphasize only good
qualities of organic food as long as they are not impartial. And, moreover, they are aimed at
ecological education of consumers; they usually provide information about labels, places of

purchasing, etc.
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To conclude, it is evident that Russian and German media usually follow the same
rhetoric to represent the topics of organic food. However, framing differs in some aspects. Thus,
according to the results of analysis, we could say that in both countries organic food could be
presented simultaneously both as possessing unique features and as not having them. However,
in regards to regulation, difference, economic benefits and reasoning rhetoric German and
Russian media differs a lot. That is why it is reasonable to say that Russian consumers tend to be
more suspicious about organic food and understand it differently from German consumers, who
tend to receive more positive information about organic food and perceive it equally safely as
usual food products. Consequently, German consumers tend to understand organic food as the
way to preserve the environment, natural resources and treat animals in a better way; the way to
support local economy if being protected from the import invasion; identifiable with the
ecolabels based on permanently tightening of the organic production regulations. On the
contrary, Russian consumers is known to understand organic food as more tastier and useful for
the health and because of this more expensive in comparison to conventional food; the way to
develop local economy since national standards allow producers to enter global market and
decrease the level of import from Europe; the products which could be identified only by self-
checking due to the absence of national ecological label and certification. However, consumers
in both countries are aware of the possible fraud and decision cases, what make them have less
confidence in organic food. In general, mass media usually emphasize all the disadvantages of
the Russian market and make consumer suspicious about organic food what brakes market from
further development by undermining consumer trust. In contrast, German media usually
emphasizes more positive things about organic food and that’s what makes people trust in them

more.
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4. The impact of governmental and private standards on building trust on
the organic food market in Russia and Germany

As it was revealed from the results of the online survey and interviews conducted with
organic food consumers in Russian and Germany they tend to base their trust in it on the base of
the label which can be found on a product. However, it is also important to mention that not just
the label but what is behind it: laws, norms and regulations and their compliance matter the most.
It is necessary for a produce to comply with these norms in order to put the label on an item and
if there is the label it means that this production was checked and the product is really organic.
Nevertheless, despite the common ground defined by the guidelines of Codex Alimentarius and
IFOAM, which are voluntary, national legislation in terms of organic production and labeling
differs significantly between Russian and Germany. This part is devoted to the analysis of
current legislative base for organic food and aim at revealing similarities and differences
between them in order to understand why both Russian and German consumers tend to rely on

labels while choosing an organic product.

Governmental standards for organic production in Russian and Germany

As we have mentioned before, there is a common base for defining the notion of organic
product both for Russia and Germany. “The Codex Alimentarius” and “The IFOAM norms”
contains basic guidelines for member countries, including those analyzed in this work, in case
they would like to approve the production of organic food as a separate kind of food industry. It
is so called “standards for standards” as they tend to guide governments and private certification
organizations in the process of rules setting. However, it is just voluntary in nature and delegates
a wide range of responsibilities to local authorities.

First of all, it is of crucial importance that German sector of organic food production is
regulated much well than in Russia. The evidence proves that on German market it is possible to
find three types of regulations which were developed at different levels. These regulations are
European Union law on organic production which is common for all EU state members (Council
Regulation No 834/2007/EC of 28 June 2007 on organic production and labelling of organic
products and repealing Regulation Ne 2092/91/EEC; Commission regulation (EC) Ne889/2008
laying down detailed rules for the implementation of Council Regulation Ne 834/2007;
Commission regulation Ne 271/2010); German law on organic production (The Organic Farming
Act - OLG) and private standards approved by the largest organic-food association in Germany —

Bioland together with some private organizations rendering services of ecological labeling, as
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Demeter, for example. At the same time the documents that set out rules for organic production
in Russian Federation on the governmental level are GOST P 56104-2014 on organic food
products: terms and definitions; GOST P- 56508-2015 on organic products: rules of production,
storage and transportation; GOST P 57022-2016 on organic production and the procedure of
voluntary certification of organic production; and the standards for organic production,
processing and labelling developed by non-commercial partnership “Ecological Union” in St.
Petersburg as a privet initiative. In comparison to German regulations, Russian ones are not
obligatory for all and could be implemented optionally by producers. It shows that in Russia any
product could be labeled as organic even if doesn’t meet the requirements of organic production
what makes Russian consumers more vulnerable to fraud and deception in comparison to
German buyers. Moreover, it doesn’t guarantee the common understanding of the concept among
Russian and German consumers even with the main aim pursued by all listed regulations, which
1s to sustain effective functioning of the market, guarantee fair competition, and ensure consumer
confidence and protecting their interests.

To begin with, the Council Regulations, as the basic regulatory tool for organic
production in Germany, were developed by the European Parliament and the Council in
cooperation with the Regulatory Committee on organic production, comprising representatives
of all EU countries and a Commission representative as chairperson (https://ec.europa.eu/
agriculture/organic/eu-policy/eu-legislation/regulatory-committee _en). But in fact it does not
propose the definition of organic food explicitly but states that “processed food should be labeled
as organic only where all or almost all the ingredients of agricultural origin are organic” and
“organic means coming from or related to organic production” (Council Regulation No
834/2007/EC, 2, 4).

With regard to Russian organic production legislation, it is necessary to mention that
GOST P 56104-2014 “On organic food products: terms and definitions” was developed by the
division of Chamber of Commerce and Industry of the Russian Federation which is National
Fund for Protection of Consumer’s Rights. These organizations have nothing to do neither with
agriculture in general nor with organic production in particular, what allows to state that organic
production regulation in Russia is not perceived as something special as it takes place in
Germany. At the same time GOST P- 56508-2015 “On organic products: rules of production,
storage, and transportation” in contrast, was developed by the Committee of State Duma on

agriculture questions, what makes it more detailed and concrete. The latter also proposed a rather



74

broad definition of organic products, which is as follows: “natural or processed product made
from plant or animal raw material, grown in the zones for organic agriculture, and also forest,
bee-, and fish products, grown, produced, processed, certified, labeled, stored and traded in
accordance with the rules of organic production, for the purpose of further consumption in
processed or not processed type” (GOST P 56104-2014). It is stated the documents was
developed in keeping with basic guidelines of “Codex Alimentarius”; “IFOAM norms” and EU
Council regulations, what ensure the common understanding of organic product in Russia and
Germany.

Generally, GOSTs represent the same points as the FEuropean Regulations; the
requirements converge with each other because of the common ground wrote in Codex
Alimentarius and IFOAM norms. Nevertheless, there is a notion about labeling which tells that
product could only be labeled organic if it corresponds to the requirements of the GOST, but
there is no any notion about who should carry out responsibilities of controlling and checking
farms to the consistency those rules and what kind of label should be used. However, GOST P
57022-2016 “On organic production and the procedure of voluntary certification of organic
production” reveals the procedure of organic certification for those bodies who are responsible
for the realization of this activity. But what is notable, till now, there is no any official
governmental authority responsible for ecological labeling (http://www.ecocluster.ru/
monitoring/?ID=13728). It allows saying that even with the approval of organic production
legislation in Russia people still remain unaware of whether product organic or not because of
the absence of any label issued by controlling body. In this case product could be labeled as
organic in producer’s sole discretion; moreover, any notion of the organic or biological origin of
a product could be used.

It is important to highlight that European regulations, on the contrary, prohibit the usage
of terms that indicate organic food in relation to the non-organic product throughout the
community and independently of the language (Ibid. 3). The implementation of EU-label is
obligatory for the organic product since 1 July 2010 along with the indication of the place where
the agricultural raw material was farmed; it basically means that any really organic product
should be labeled, but only in case it contains more than 95% ingredients of organic agricultural
origin (Ibid.). What is more “the organic logo of the EU shall only be used if the product
concerned as produced in accordance with the requirements of Regulation (EEC) No 2092/91

and its implementing regulations or Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 and the requirements of this
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Regulation” (Commission regulation Ne271/2010). As for Russian producers, organic
certification is not compulsory, there is no officially approved logo or certificate, moreover, and
there is no one common certification and controlling authority (GOST P 57022-2016).

However, the obligation to control and evaluate farms for consistency organic production
rules remains with special controlling bodies, which are not clearly defined in both documents,
and any case of mislabeling should be immediately communicated between controlling bodies in
case of European regulations, but not the case when concerning Russian law (Commission
regulation Ne271/2010; GOST P 57022-2016). What is more, a special platform which is called
“The Anti-Fraud Initiative” was created among European countries to protect the market from
fraud (http://www.organic-integrity.org/). Its aims are “to analyze fraud cases, to raise awareness
for the problems and to improve the processes where relevant” (IFOAM, 23). In return,
Commission should be informed about the names and addresses of competent authorities (Ibid.
21). Any case of fraud is considered as the punishable offense. As reported by German Federal
Ministry of Food and agriculture: “Violations of the EU legislation governing organic farming
are liable to one-year imprisonment or a fine of up to € 30,000. This applies especially to the
fraudulent use of indications referring to organic production methods in the labeling and
advertising of organic products” (BMEL).

This is not the case on the Russian market. Organic products are not included in the list of
food products that must be obligatory certified (http://www.rospromtest.ru/content.php?id=14). It
means that even with the implementation of governmental regulations there is still a high risk of
fraud. Those producers who label their products as organic even if they do not meet the
requirements written in the GOST are not the subject of punishment. The only penalty that could
be implemented in accordance with the regulations is the certificate termination for those who
already have one. Nor fees or imprisonment are mentioned as measures against rules violators
(https://www.inventech.ru/lib/pravo/pravo-0221/). Surely, the violations of governmental
regulations, in general, are subject to civil, administrative and criminal liability, but still, organic
certification is voluntary there are no legal ways to restrain producers from misleading
consumers.

It could be a little bit complicated in the case of European regulations as they should
counteract with local laws. In Russian, no cases were documented about attempts of local
governments to implement any rules for organic production. However, European Council

regulations by no means prevent the implementation of local regulations, which could be even
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stricter than European regulations, but should not contradict with them. It follows that already
mentioned “Organic farming act” was created with the aim to increase the effective
implementation of the EU legislation governing organic farming, particularly in Germany. It
serves to clarify and supplement the changes in EU legislation in the area of organic farming
along with the strengthening the inspection system in organic farming (http://www.bmel.de/EN/
Agriculture/SustainablelLandUse/ Texte]/
OrganicFarmingInGermany.html#doc381512bodyText9). These changes are concerned with the
publication of records and certificates of organic companies that are subject to the organic
inspection system (Ibid). However, it doesn’t propose any certificates or logos to be received by
producers. The main content of this document is the allowance to delegate specific inspection
tasks to the inspection bodies operating in the respective Land, what transfer the controlling
tasks to even more local level; it is also allowed to delegate sovereign tasks to the private
inspection bodies (Ibid.). So, the main field of regulation by the Act is the delegation of
controlling authorities to the third parties.

Speaking about labeling and national standards, as it was mentioned earlier, In Russian
Federation there is no common ecological sign. Conversely, on the base of Council regulations,
every interested manufacturer could receive EU-logo, which looks like a leaf made of 12 stars on
the light green background (Commission regulation Ne271/2010, 21). Another biological label
which is widely spread all over Germany is Bio-Siegel. While EU-Logo is a compulsory label
for organic food in Europe, including Germany, Bio-Siegel is a national German organic
production logo that may be used on a voluntary basis (http://www.bmel.de/EN/Agriculture/
SustainableLandUse/ Texte/OrganicFarmingInGermany.html#doc381512bodyText9). In order
to receive Bio-Siegel logo, production must meet the requirements stated in EU council
regulations analyzed above. This basically means that “the products are manufactured and
controlled in accordance with the requirements of the EU legislation governing organic farming;
as the Bio-Siegel is based on the EU legislation governing organic farming, it is fully subject to
its inspection provisions” (Ibid.). The authority responsible for this logo issuance is Federal
Office for Agriculture and Food (http://www.ble.de/). There are a number of local ecological
labels as well, for example, BIOlokal, Lippequalitaet or Senne Original from Nordrhein-
Westphalen region.

All in all, the Council Regulations and German Organic Farming Act along with Russian

governmental regulations are based on Codex Alimentarius and IFOAM norms in many aspects.
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It indicates the implementation of international guidelines for local standards to ensure the
common base for organic food concept understanding and controlling of the production process.
Nevertheless, those regulations do not identify an organic product with organic labeling as the
Codex does, but mostly define organic food as connected to the organic production and further
provide the detailed description of organic production rules following the same order as the
Codex and IFOAM rules. In general, they ensure the respect for natural system and cycles.
“Biological and mechanical production processes and land-related production should be used to
achieve sustainability, without having recourse to genetically modified organisms” (https:/
ec.europa.eu/agriculture/organic/eu-policy/eu-legislation/brief-overview en).

Moreover, the preferential is given to the closed cycle’s system, where internal inputs and
resources are used instead of open cycles based on external resources (Ibid.) However, if there is
no possibility to use only internal resources, external one should be: organic materials from other
organic farms; natural substances; materials obtained naturally, or mineral fertilizers with low
solubility; and when synthetic resources are inevitable they should be included in the list of
allowance in the annexes to the council regulations (Ibid.). To summarize, the new regulation
and the EU organic logo have made some significant progress in achieving “clarity for
consumers throughout the Community market” (Recital 24 of Regulation (EC) No 834/2007),
and in promoting “a harmonized concept of organic production” (Recital 28 of Regulation (EC)
No 834/2007).

One more important issue covered by regulations is import. The Codex Alimentarius
subscribe some guidelines for the organization of organic products trade with other countries in
comparison with IFOAM norms where the lack of such issues is noticeable. Nevertheless,
European regulations take import as a more serious issue in comparison to Russian rules. Thus,
in European regulations the whole title VI, Articles 32-33 are devoted to the topic of trade with
third countries and the details of this process are covered: how, from what countries, under what
circumstances imported goods could be allowed to enter a local market (Council Regulation
(EC) No 834/2007). In comparison, Russian GOSTs do not present any rules about the process
of organic goods import from other countries. In fact, it makes Russian market flourishing with
lots of imported products which are hardly possible to check. That is why import of organic food

is a subject for general food import regulations implied on the food market.

Private regulatory initiatives in Russia and Germany
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Till now we were considering only official standards but it is also necessary to look at the
private standards concerning organic food production both in Russia and Germany as they play a
similar role in the process of controlling the organic market in both countries. It is reasonable to
say that they are usually stricter than governmental regulations what makes them more
trustworthy for consumers. For instance, one of the most famous private certification and
controlling regulations in Germany were approved by organic food association Bioland. It is
known to be the leading association for organic farming in Germany united more than 6300
farmers, gardeners, beekeepers and winegrowers producers corresponding Bioland standards
(http://www.bioland.de/ueber-uns/about-us.html). It promotes organic production as the one in
balance with nature, supporting biodiversity and environment and climate protection for the
better future of humankind (Ibid.). Based on IFOAM norms it claims to bear social responsibility
by establishing sustainable jobs (Ibid.). Along with social development, it pursues the aim of
sustainable economic development by creating a positive image of organic agriculture for young
people and sustaining fair prices inside the partnership (Ibid.). Those who are working under the
requirements of Bioland carry their label. As can be expected, requirements of Bioland are more
firm than those approved by EU-legislation. There could be found a number of differences, for
example, according to Bioland standards 100% of the farm must be based on organic food
production, while EU regulations allow organic and traditional food production within the same
household; a number of animals kept on the farms are lower according to Bioland norms;
product certified by Bioland logo must contain 100% organic ingredients, while the EU-
regulations allow labeling product organic when it contains at least 95% of organic ingredients
(Council Regulation No 834/2007/EC; Bioland Standards).

One more private organization establishing ecological standards of organic production,
which also exceed the governmental one, for those who want to have their ecological label is
Demeter which is also popular on the German organic food market today. Demeter is known as
the largest certification organization for biodynamic agriculture (http://www.demeter.net). Their
regulations are quite similar to those proposed by Bioland and set a number of rules regarding
production, processing, certification, and labeling of products, including concrete requirements
for the growing of fruits and vegetables; cattle keeping complimented by the social responsibility
of production units. However, in contrast to other certification bodies, they propose the special
requirements regarding beekeeping as a separate type of production. What is notable there is a

special document which contains the rules of processing with the special notion on each kind of
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item starting with fruits, vegetables, nuts, and ending with alcohol drinks, like beer and wine
(demeter.net).

As for Russian private certification bodies a couple of them could be mentioned, but
“Vitality Leaf” is the most famous not only in Russia but also worldwide, as the first and only
internationally recognized system of voluntary environmental certification of goods, works and
services which are based on their life cycle analysis (http://ecounion.ru/en/vitality-leaf-
program/). It was developed and approved in 2001 by non-commercial partnership “Ecological
Union”. The mission of the “Vitality Leaf” ecolabel, as stated by the Union, is “to assist the
development of green economy in order to supply high quality of life and save the healthy
environment for future generations” (Ibid.). In order to receive this label the whole controlling
process of production in correspondence with rules written in the document the “Standard of
organic agricultural food production and processing” should be done by special Commission. In
the base of those rules again Codex Alimentarius, IFOAM norms, European regulations and
current governmental standards. As in the case with Bioland, these norms are more detailed and
in some aspects stricter than governmental regulations what make consumers be more aware of
organic origin of a product with this particular label. One more example of private ecological
certification in Russia is the program “Chistie rosi”, which is also marked with a special label,
developed by non-commercial partnership “Agrosofia” on the base of the European Union
Regulation Ne 2092/91/EEC (http://xn--80agpxakiz4h.xn--plai/?page id=37). There were also
some attempts from the side of Lavkalavka farmer’s cooperative to introduce their own
standards for those farmers who want to sell their products under their trademark and it still
works (http://lavkalavka.com/expertize). For the purpose of farm’s preparation for international
certification, Lavkal.avka provides the system of internal certification and labeling based on
private regulations, published on the official webpage of cooperative (Ibid.).

As many of German consumers refer to the private labels when were asked about
choosing between organic products these private labels are more trustworthy than governmental
ones in terms of requirements for production. In order to put these label producers need to meet
stricter criteria. And as it is almost impossible to counterfeit these labels German consumers tend
to rely on them more than on the governmental one. The same goes for Russian consumers, but it
might be the case that private organic label for them is the only available national one due to the

lack of any governmental sign and because they know that this particular label “Vitality Leaf”
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could hardly be faked due to the very work of this organization with which they are most
personally familiar.

To summarize, it is possible to say that both in Russia and Germany there are
governmental regulations of organic production, in the case of Germany both on the EU-level
and national level. In general, they define an organic product as produced with correspondence
to the rules of organic production, which are described in respective documents concerning every
type and stage of the production chain, and not of the least importance labeled as organic. Along
with governmental regulations some private standards could be found in both countries and
which are usually stricter and more detailed than governmental regulations. Nevertheless, the
main differences between German and Russian regulatory standards are the presence of the
national organic label and controlling authority in Germany, which does not present in Russia.
Moreover, the misleading of consumers by means of false labeling or absence of organic logo on
organic food are punished by German law, while in Russia organic certification is fully voluntary
practice and given false labels do not prosecute by the law.

To conclude, it is possible to say that German market is better organized in terms of
governmental regulations in comparison to Russian one; organic production in Germany is better
controlled and labels on items are considered to be always justified and trustworthy as no one
would counterfeit them and use any words which can make consumer think that the product is
organic while in reality, it’s not because it’s just unprofitable. The same goes for private labeling
initiatives which are even stricter than the governmental one. The cases of forgery are severely
punished, precisely, with enormous fines what makes no sense for producers to cheat. It is
known that those producers who once break this law are cleaned from the market completely and
have no way to come back. And it could be suggested that this very fact makes German
consumers trust in their labels. It’s rarely the case in Russia. Russian legislation does not
presuppose any kind of punishment for groundless usage of these signs, at least for now. In turn,
it might make producers free in manipulation with the signs, labels, and different kinds of the
declaration on their products to make the false impression on consumers and sell their production
with higher prices.

The very problem, as it was stated during the roundtable on the problem of
“greenwashing” which took place on the 4th of April in the Federal Antimonopoly Service of
Russia, is the lack of knowledge among Russian consumers concerning organic labeling. They

should be informed about how real labels should look like and how to distinguish real signs from
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self-declarations and “greenwashing”. What is more, the express survey was conducted in
association with the “Ecological Union” in St. Petersburg in April 2016 which main aim was to
understand the current situation on organic labeling in St. Petersburg. The results show that quite
a big number of products are declared as organic and only a tiny part has internationally
recognized signs of organic certification. Definitely, these declarations are hardly possible to be
checked and it makes Russian consumers more vulnerable in terms of labeling. This fact in
addition to the lack of Russian national ecological label makes Russian consumers still base their
on labels but only on one come from Europe. It is supported by the fact that during the
interviews Russian consumers usually recall European labels as they are more controlled and
guarantee the organic origin of a product. To conclude it is necessary to say that Russian and
German consumers tend to rely on labels because they could hardly be counterfeited but only if
these labels are European both governmental and private.

Nevertheless, it is reasonable to state that the standards for organic food production,
distribution and labeling could hardly be analyzed without taking into account what are the main
characteristics that a product should have in order to meet consumer’s expectations and thereby
support their trust. Five characteristics were defined as the basic qualities a product should
possess in order to be called organic and satisfy consumer’s motives for buying it. They are
safety, nutrition, quality, ethics and value for money. The fact is that without control from the
third parties, whether it is a governmental body or private certification organization, it is hardly
possible to identify when a product correspond these requirements or not. Moreover, the labels
on a product which aim to guarantee its organic origin are always supposed to prove that those
rules written in normative documents were followed by producers. Thus, European, and
especially German, standards are stricter and regulate the process of organic production stricter
and more detailed in comparison to Russian legislation. They describe the very tiny step of
production and make consumers be sure that at the end they will get a safe product which is
ready to satisfy their nutritional and sensorial needs, and, moreover, will provide them an
opportunity to safe nature and contribute to the overall economic development. So, this very fact
makes consumers in both countries rely on European organic food labels when choosing an

organic item.
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Conclusion

In the final section of the paper, it is necessary to come back to the questions outlined
throughout the thesis. A brief overview of the obtained empirical results in their connection to
research findings and theoretical concepts outlined in the first chapter will be provided.
Moreover, the limitations of the research will be discussed in addition to some ideas for future
research.

The research seeks to provide a comparative analysis of the consumer trust in organic
food formation on the German and Russia markets. The investigation is based on the theoretical
framework organized around two major concepts: organic food and consumer trust. With respect
to the former concept recent work demonstrates the complexity of such notion as organic food as
it is based on a range of different characteristics. However, as based on the current literature
three basic approaches to explaining this term could be found which are mostly based on the
differences between organic and conventional food at different stages of production and
consumption process. First, the process-oriented approach, which was not found as the
fundamental one for consumers, emphasize that organic food should be understood as the fresh
food with minimal, careful and sustainable processing what allow at the end to keep as many
useful compounds in a product as possible, and also not to harm those, who take part at the
processing stage. Second, the agro-ecological approach is based on the idea of organic
agriculture which is based on environmentally- and animal-friendly techniques in order to
preserve natural resources, such as soil, water, air, etc., as well as biodiversity. Following the
rules of organic agriculture, no chemicals or only a few allowed could be used; soil should be
free from pesticides and other harmful substances; production waste has to be utilized with no
harm to the environment; animals should be kept under the special conditions. All in all, it means
that all the stages of growing correspond to the requirements of organic production. Finally,
product quality-oriented or consumer-oriented approach highlights those benefits that could be
obtained from the very process of consuming organic products. It is connected with such
characteristics as nutritional value, bioactive compounds, health impact, safety, and taste. The
last two approaches were revealed to be the foundational for consumer understanding of organic
food both in Russia and Germany. Moreover, standards defined by the Codex Alimentarius and
IFOAM complement these approaches by stating that an organic product could be called organic
only if it was certified and carries an ecological label on it. Based on this argumentation,

generally, we define organic food as one produced by environmentally - and animal friendly
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techniques, which allow to preserve natural resources and biodiversity; as a consequence
associated with naturalness and freshness; which is undergone minimal, careful, and sustainable
processing what in turn guarantee its higher nutritional value, positive effect on consumer health
and characterized by better sensory attributes.

The second theoretical concept used in the theoretical framework for the research is
consumer trust. Our definition of trust was based on two basic sociological approaches which are
rational and sensual. The former one sees trust as a product of rationalization which is not
groundless and inborn but based on some calculations; actors try to predict the outcomes of each
other’s actions based on some computations. The latter, conversely, understand trust as the
element of faith; actors based their trust on feelings and beliefs that familiar things will remain
stable. However, when talking about market relations and consumer trust it is necessary to say
that these approaches could be implemented simultaneously and that’s how the notion of critical
trust appears. It means that consumers base their trust both on feelings and calculations when
undertaking their actions on the market. Generally, consumer trust was defined as a bet about the
future fulfillment of expectations in a situation of uncertainty, caused by other human’s actions
and underpinned by a lack of important information, based both on rational calculations and
people’s beliefs. In the case of organic food, this uncertainty connected with the fact that
consumers can hardly know whether the product is really organic or not in terms that it is not
always possible how it was grown and processed by the actors of the production chain and the
access to this information is usually hindered. At the same time, expectations are strongly depend
on consumer’s definition of organic food and their motivation to buy it. In order to define the
level of trust in organic food among consumers the methodology proposed by a group of Danish
authors (Kjernes et. al. 2007) was used. Thus, 5 key factors that reflect basic characteristics and
consequently consumer’s expectations from organic food were distinguished (safety, nutrition,
quality, ethics, and value for money); on the base of consumer’s level of agreement with the
statements about the presence of these qualities the trust index was calculated.

However, grounds for trust could be different and on the organic food market, they
strongly depend on the information sources where consumers get knowledge about ecological
products. In these regards, institutional and network approach were used to compare whether
personal contact or institutions are considered by consumers to be the most trustworthy sources
of information about trust. In this case recommendations from other consumers were considered

as personal contacts, while labels, brands, content, mass media and advertisement were defined
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as institutional arrangements. In regard to these grounds for trust such categories as thin
interpersonal trust, thick interpersonal trust, and institutional trust were used to describe the
results. Thus, respondents were asked how often they pay attention to these different sources of
information during the process of purchasing a product starts with the very decision to start.
Later the dependencies between these two variables: trust level and the frequency of paying
attention to different sources of information were calculated when trust index is dependent
variable. The results of the survey were also complemented by structured interviews with
organic food consumers.

Turning now to the empirical findings it is necessary to remind that the main research
question of the thesis was: how consumer’s trust in organic food is constructed on the market?
And the main aim was to prove that despite numerous differences between the Russian and
German organic food markets, there is a high level of trust in these products, underpinned
equally by interpersonal communication between consumers and institutional regulations on both
of them. The results show that consumers in both countries have high level of trust in organic
food what is proved by trust in organic food indexes which are 4, 10 and 4, 29 for Russian and
Germany correspondingly. On the scale from absolute distrust to absolute trust, it could be
interpreted in general as trust. Moreover, it was also found out that interpersonal communication
and institutional arrangements have a big influence on consumer trust in both countries.
However, consumer’s trust on the market is formatted gradually and is influenced by different
factors on every stage which could be stated as the decision-making process, choosing process,
and the very act of purchasing. That’s why it is possible to view trust, not as a stable
phenomenon, and it should be analyzed in the process of its formation. Nevertheless, by
fulfilling the specified tasks the hypothesis formulated at the beginning were partly proved.

First of all, it was assumed that personal communication among consumers related to
organic food consumption positively affects consumer’s trust in these products both in Russia in
Germany. This assumption was partly proved due to the fact that personal communication plays
the most important role during the process of decision making both in Russia and Germany and
positively correlated with the level of trust, but do not have much influence during others stages.
It slightly influences only Russian consumers during the choosing process and highly depends on
whom exactly they communicate with, namely, experts in the field of organic or at least those
who possesses more knowledge about these matters. On the base of the survey results

underpinned by the information obtained from the interviews, it is possible to state that
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generally, people decide to start buying organic food and base the initial trust impulse exactly on
their personal communication. Approximately half of the respondents for the first time received
information about these commodities my means of so-called “World of mouth”. It refers both to
the people with whom people are known to have strong connections, for example, family
members. But also connected with just other consumers, for example, those with whom
consumers communicate in social networks. That’s why this stage is characterized by thick and
thin interpersonal trust.

Secondly, it was presumed that institutions regulating Russian and German organic food
market influence consumer’s trust in these products. This hypothesis was proved completely:
institutions have strong influence on consumer’s trust and more than that they increase its level
during the stages of choosing and purchasing. Importance of institutional regulations is
explained by the fact that consumers are not able to recognize whether a product corresponds to
the basic requirements of being organic, but controlling bodies on the base of laws and
regulations are able to detect those qualities on every stage of production process. For example,
whether production process is not harmful for the environment, how animals are treated, which
additives a product contains. However, institutional arrangements that increase the level of trust
on each stage vary. Thus, labels play the most important role during the process of choosing both
for Russian and German consumers. Strong correlation between trust index and the labels was
found out. Nevertheless, as it was revealed from the interviews, not just the presence of label
matters but what is behind the labels, precisely, laws and regulations which regulate the process
of organic production.

Moreover, it is necessary to mention the fact that European labels could hardly be
counterfeited because it is unprofitable for producers to do so: punishment for these actions is
rather severe. That is why when speaking about Russian market, where the lack of national
legislation and national organic labels could be noticed precisely European labels are the base for
trust. At the same time German consumer tend to rely on their national labels more than on their
European analogs what indicates a high level of confidence on national regulating systems. In
comparison to self-declarations about organic qualities made by producers on the Russian
market, which are pretty often groundless, European labels are more trustworthy because they
are better controlled and it allows saying that Russian consumers trust more in European
controlling institutions but not in national ones. Simultaneously, German consumers also

highlight the difference between governmental and private labels and tend to rely more on the
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latter, because this labels usually presuppose stricter rules for production. However, the lack of
trust towards national labels among Russian consumers demonstrate the absent of trust towards
state controlling bodies and the national way of organic certification in general. It in turn shows
pretty low level of trust towards national institutional system.

Surprisingly, it was also revealed that mass media influences consumer’s trust in organic
food but oppositely in Russia and Germany. As it turned out mass media serves as the
trustworthy source of information and in general increases the level of trust in these products
among German consumers: the more they pay attention to mass media the higher their level of
trust is. It is the other way round when considering Russian consumers: strong negative
correlation was found out between mass media and trust. Generally, this difference could be
explained by the fact that German mass media covers the topic of organic food more often and
usually focuses on positive aspects of the topic. On the contrary, organic food in Russian media
is discussed only occasionally and is put in more negative light with constant emphasis on its
unreasonably high prices, permanent cases of forgery, and so on. At the same time, German
media often pay attention to such issues as control in the sphere of organic production,
strengthening of rules and regulations.

Finally, during the last stage, namely, the very process of purchasing the most attention is
paid by consumers to the information about the content that they can find on the packaging.
Thus, 52% of German respondents and 54% of Russian respondents named information about
the content on the packaging of the product as the decisive factor in the choice of organic
products. It could be explained by the fact that some norms allow the usage of particular
additives to the product, which might be unacceptable for them or have a bad impact on the
health. Reasons could be different and need further investigation. However, this is also what is
reasonable to call institutional trust as long as what can be written on a packaging is also
controlled by corresponding legislations and regulatory bodies.

A key limitation of the research as could be stated for now is the inability to make the
investigation which covers the whole markets in general. Nevertheless, even if the current study
is limited by organic food systems which include only several actors of the market, it is
reasonable to say that they could be applied to the whole German and Russian organic food
markets in general. Even the very fact that these markets are rather different makes the results of
the research rather disputable, but, nevertheless, the cases of analysis were chosen in a way to be

as similar as it possible in order to cope with this problem. Moreover, some methodological
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limitations should also be mentioned, such as, for example, the difficulty of trust measurement. It
is known that trust is a complex phenomenon and could hardly be studied in quantitative
techniques. However, the attempt undertaken in this work allows making necessary calculations
in order to create the general picture of trust. Moreover, structured interviews also reduce the
amount of information that could have been gathered by means of semi-structured interviews.
However, investigation of trust problem by means of structured interviews help to avoid the
abundance of unnecessary information connected with the specificity of the subject.

To conclude, it is important to express some ideas for future research which could be
realized in further studies. It would be interesting to concentrate attention particularly on the first
target of trust, namely labels and content. It could be supposed that these arrangements could be
regarded also as secondary targets of trust as long as labels are issued by certification bodies and
to trust in labels it is necessary to trust in these bodies. The same goes for the content as long as
to trust information written on the packaging it is important to trust those who provide this
information and control this process. What is more, the problem of trust in organic food was
studied here from the point of consumers, while it would be great to enrich the results by
researching producers and other actors of the market in order to get complete picture of the
problem. In general, it is possible to say that results of the work could be considered as
applicable for those who are interested in the further development of the organic food market in

Russia and Germany.



89

Bibliography

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Ahvenainen, R., Autio, K., Helander, 1., Honapdi, K., Kervinen, R., Kinnunen, A., et al.
(2014) VTT research programme on minimal processing. http://eurekamag.com/research/
003/607/vtt-science-programminimal-processing-final-report.php

Ahvenainen, R., Matilla-Sandholm, T. & Ohlsson, T. (1994) Minimal processing of food,
VTT Symposium 142, Espoo.

Akerlof, G. (1970) The Market for «Lemons»: Quality Uncertainty and the Market
Mechanism, The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 84 (3): 488-500.

Akerlof, G. (1983) Loyalty Filters, American Economic Review, 73 (1): 54-63.

Anisimova, T. & Sultan, P. (2014) The Role of Brand Communications in Consumer
Purchases of Organic Foods: A Research Framework, Journal of Food Products
Marketing, 20 (5):511-532.

Baker, B.P., Benbrook, C.M., Groth, E., Benbrook, K.L. (2002) Pesticide residues in
conventional, integrated pest management (IPM)-grown and organic foods: insights from
three US data sets, Food additives and contaminants, 19 (5): 427-46.

Baranski, M., Srednicka-Tober, D., Volakakis, N. (2014) Higher antioxidant and lower
cadmium concentrations and lower incidence of pesticide residues in organically grown
crops: a systematic literature review and meta-analyses, The British Journal of nutrition,
112(5): 794-81.

Baranski, M., Srednicka-Tober, D., Volakakis, N., et al. (2014) Higher antioxidant and
lower cadmium concentrations and lower incidence of pesticide residues in organically

grown crops: a systematic literature review and meta-analyses, British Journal of
Nutrition, 112(5):794-811

Barber, B. The Logic and Limits of Trust. (1983) New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University

Press.

Barroilhet, S. (2012) The Difference between Conventional Farming and Organic
Farming. https://www.hivehealthmedia.com/difference-conventional-farming-organic-
farming/

Beck, A, Kretzschmar, U. & Schmid, O. (2006) Organic Food Processing: Principles,
Concepts and Recommendations for the Future, Research Institute of Organic Agriculture
(FiBL)

Beck, A. (2004) Appropriate technology, Underlying Principles in Organic and Low-
Input Food Processing, Literature Survey: 32-35.

Beck, A. (2014) Code of Best Practices for Organic Food Processing, EU project No.
50635 Quality of Low Input Food. http://orgprints.org/7032/



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

90

Berg, L., Kjaernes, U., Ganskau, E., Minina, V., Voltchkova, L., Halkier, B. & Holm, L.
(2005) Trust in food safety in Russia, Denmark and Norway, European Societies, 7 (1):
103-129.

Bernacchia, R., Preti, R. & Vinci G. (2016) Organic and conventional foods: differences
in nutritients, ltalian journal of food science, 28 (4): 565-578.

Bratanova, B., Vauclair C.-M., Kervyn N., et al. (2015) Savouring Morality. Moral
Satisfaction Renders Food of Ethical Origin Subjectively Tastier, Appetite, 91 (1):
137-149.

Brcic-Stipcevic, V. & Petljak, K. (2012) An empirical analysis of consumer awareness
and trust in organic food legislation in Croatia, Scientific Journal of Logistics, 8 (3):
247-256.

Bruschi, V., Shershneva, K., Dolgopolova, 1., Canavari, M. & Teuber, R. (2015)
Consumer perception of organic food in emerging markets: evidence from Saint
Petersburg, Russia, Agribusiness, 31(3): 414-432.

Business life newspaper [Electronic newspaper]: http://bs-life.ru/rabota/zarplata/
srednyaya-zarplata2016.html

Buskens, V. Social Networks and Trust. (2002) Springer.

Cencic, A. & Chingwaru, W. (2010) The role of functional foods, nutraceuticals, and food
supplements in intestinal health, Nutritients, 2(6): 611-25.

Codex Alimentarius, Guidelines for the Production, Processing, Labelling and Marketing
of Organically Produced Foods. GL 32-1999. Adopted 1999. Revisions 2001, 2003, 2004
and 2007. Amendments 2008, 2009, 2010 and 2012 (2001, rev. 2012). http://
www.fao.org/docrep/010/a1385e/a1385¢00.HTM

Coleman, J. Foundations of social theory. (1990) Cambridge, MA: Harvard University

Press.

Conner, M.T. (1993) Understanding Determinants of Food Choice: Contributions from
Attitude Research, British food journal, 95 (9): 27-31.

Dangour, A. D., Lock, K., Hayter, A., Aikenhead, A., Allen, E., & Uauy, R. (2010).
Nutrition-related health effects of organic foods: systematic review, The American
Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 92: 203-210.

Earle, T.C. & Cvetkovich, G.T. Social Trust: toward a cosmopoliten society. (1995)

Praeger.

Eisinger-Watzl, M., Wittig, F., Heuer, T. & Hoffmann, T. (2015) Customers Purchasing
Organic Food - Do They Live Healthier? Results of the German National Nutrition
Survey I, European Journal of Nutrition & Food Safety, 5(1): 59-71.

Fukuyama, F. Trust: The sociological virtues and the creation of prosperity. (1995) New
York, NY: The Free Press.



29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

91

Fulton, E.A., Smith, D.M.A., Smith, D.C., Johnson, P. (2014) An Integrated Approach Is
Needed for Ecosystem Based Fisheries Management: Insights from Ecosystem-Level
Management Strategy Evaluation, PLoS ONE, 9(1).

Gallmann, P.U. (2000) All Natural and Convenience Products: a Contradiction? The
Impact of Food Technology. Proceedings 1st International Seminar ‘“organic Food
Processing”, IFOAM 2000, by Brigitte Stucki and U Meier, [IFOAM 2000.

Ganskau, E., Minina, V., Voltchkova, L. (2004) Changing Conditions for Consumer Trust
in Food in Russia: Development of Food Distribution and Shifting Responsibilities for
Safety and Quality (unpublished report).

Giannakas, K. (2002) Information Asymmetries and Consumption Decisions in Organic
Food Product Markets, Canadian Journal of Agricultural Economics, 50 (1): 35-50.

Giddens, A. The consequences of modernity. (1990) Cambridge: Polity Press.

Gil, M.I. & Allende, A. (2012) Minimal processing, Gomez-Lopez, V. (Ed.),
Decontamination of Fresh and Minimally Processed Produce, Wiley & Son, Oxford, UK:
105 (Chapter 6).

Gill, D. (1995) Trust: The Social Virtues and the Creation of Prosperity by Francis
Fukuyama, review [Electronic resource]. http://www.gordonconwell.edu/ockenga/faith-
work/documents/FukuyamaF. Trust.pdf

Gomiero, T., Paoletti, M.G. & Pimentel, D. (2008) Energy and Environmental Issues in
Organic and Conventional Agriculture, Critical Reviews In Plant Sciences, 27 (4):
239-254

Good, D. (1988) Individuals, interpersonal relations, and trust, in: D. Gambetta (ed.),
Trust: Making and Breaking Cooperative Relations, Oxford: Basil Blackwell: 31-48.

Gottschalk, I. & Leistner, T. (2013) Consumer reactions to the availability of organic food

in discount supermarkets, International Journal of Consumer Studies, 37 (2): 136—142.

Gottschalk, I. & Leistner, T. (2013) Consumer Reactions to the Availability of Organic
Food in Discount Supermarkets, International IJC, 37 (2): 136-142.

Gracia, A. & De-Magistris, T. (2016) Consumer preferences for food labeling: What
ranks first, Food Control, 61: 39-46.

Granovetter, M. (1973) The Strength of Weak Ties, American Journal of Sociology, 78
(6): 1360-1380.

Granovetter, M. (1985) Economic Action and Social Structure: The Problem of
embeddedness, American Journal of Sociology, 91 (3): 481-510.

Griftith, W., Curl, C.L., Fenske, R.A., Lu, C.A., Vigoren, E.M., Faustman, E.M. (2011).
Organophosphate pesticide metabolite levels in pre-school children in an agricultural
community: within- and between-child variability in a longitudinal study, Environ Res,
111 (6): 751-756



44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

92

Hamzaoui-Essoussi, L., Sirieix, L. & Zahaf, M. (2013). Trust orientations in the organic

food distribution channels: A comparative study of the Canadian and French markets,
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 20 (3): 292-301.

Hardin, R. (1991) Trusting persons, trusting institutions, in: R. J. Zeckhauser (ed.),
Strategy and Choice, Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press: 185-209.

Hemmerling, S., Canavari, M., Spiller, A. (2016) Preference for naturalness of European
organic consumers: First evidence of an attitude-liking gap, British food journal, 118 (9):
2287-2307.

Henryks, J., Pearson, D., Anisimova, T. & Sultan P. (2013) The Labeling of Organic
Food: Understanding consumer perceptions. [Electronic resource] https://
WWW.researchgate.net/publication/
261474678 The Labeling of Organic Food Understanding consumer perceptions

Hodgson, G.M. (1998) The Approach of Institutional Economics, Journal of Economic
Literature, 36: 166-192.

Hughner, S., Mcdonagh, P., Prothero, A., Ii, C. J. S. & Stanton J. (2007) Who are organic
food consumers? A compilation and review of why people purchase organic food,

Journal of consumer behavior, 6: P. 11-17.

Janssen, M. & Hamm, U. (2010) Consumer perception of standards and labels for organic
food, Berichte Uber Landwirtschaft, 88 (1): 86-102.

Janssen, M. & Hamm, U. (2012) Product labelling in the market for organic food:
Consumer preferences and willingness-to-pay for different organic certification logos,
Food Quality and Preference, 25 (1): 9-22.

Janssen, M. & Hamm, U. (2012) Product Labelling in the Market for Organic Food:
Consumer Preferences and Willingness-to-Pay for Different Organic Certification Logos,
Food Quality and Preference, 25 (1):9-22.

Janssen, M. & Hamm, U. (2014) Governmental and private certification labels for
organic food: Consumer attitudes and preferences in Germany, Food Policy, 49 (2): 437—
448.

Kahl, J., Alborzi, F., Beck, A. & Zalgcka, A. (2014) Organic Food processing: A
framework for concept, starting definitions and evaluation, Journal of the Science of
Food and Agriculture, 94 (13): 2582-94.

Kahl, J., Alborzi, F., Beck, A. & Zalgcka, A. (2014) Organic Food processing: A
framework for concept, starting definitions and evaluation, Journal of the Science of
Food and Agriculture, 94 (13): 2582-2594.

Kahl, J., Baars, T., Biigel, S. & Zatecka, A. (2012) Organic food quality: A framework for
concept, definition and evaluation from the European perspective, Journal of the Science
of Food and Agriculture, 92 (14): 2760-5.



57.

38.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.
67.
68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

93

Kahl, J., Zatgcka, A., Ploeger, A., Biigel, S. & Huber, M. (2012) Functional Food and
Organic Food are Competing Rather than Supporting Concepts in Europe, Agriculture, 2:
316-324.

Karstens, B. & Belz, F.-M. (2006) Information asymmetries, labels and trust in the
German food market: A critical analysis based on the economics of information,
International Journal of Advertising, 25 (2): 189-211.

Karstens, B. & Belz, F.-M. (2015) Information asymmetries, labels and trust in the
German food market: A critical analysis based on the economics of information,
International Journal of Advertising, 25 (2): 189-211.

Khodyakov, D. (2007) Trust as a Process: A Three-Dimensional Approach, Sociology, 41
(1): 115-132.

Kjernes, U., Harvey, M. & Warde, A. Trust in Food: A Comparative and Institutional
Analysis. (2007) Palgrave Macmillan, London.

Kjaernes, U., Harvey, M. & Warde, A. Trust in Food: A Comparative and Institutional
Analysis. (2007) New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Kolchevnikova, O. & Ayala, D. (2013) Development of a National Standard for Organic
Products in Russia. Washington, D.C.: GAIN Report, USDA Foreign Agricultural
Service.

Kouba, M. (2003). Quality of organic animal products, Livestock Production Science, 80:
33-40.

Kristensen, N.H. & Beck, A. (2004) Sustainable processing, Underlying Principles in
Organic and Low-Input Food Processing, Literature Survey: 27-31.

Lavkal.avka Gazeta [Electronic resource]. http://lavkagazeta.com/
Luhmann, N. Trust and Power. (1979) New York, NY: John Wiley.

Mc. Combs, M.E. & Shaw, D.L. (1972) The Agenda-Setting Function of Mass Media,
The public opinion Quarterly, 36 (2): 176-187.

Mc. Combs, M.E. (2003) The Agenda-Setting Role of the Mass Media in the Shaping of
Public Opinion [Electronic resource]. http://www.infoamerica.org/documentos_pdf/
mccombs01.pdf

McCluskey, J. & Swinnen, J. (2011) The media and food-risk perceptions, Science &
Society Series on Food and Science, 12 (7): 624-629.

Meixner, O., Haas, R., Perevoshchikova, Y. & Canavari, M. (2014) Consumer Attitudes,
Knowledge, and Behavior in the Russian Market for Organic Food, International Journal
on food system dynamics, 5 (2): 110-120.

Meixner, O., Haas, R., Perevoshchikova, Y. & Canavari, M. (2014) Consumer Attitudes,
Knowledge and Behavior in the Russian Market of Food, Proceedings in System
Dynamics and Innovation in Food Networks 2014 185-196.



73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

94

Meyers C. & Chodil, K. (2011) Feeding the Debate: A Framing Analysis of the News
Media Coverage of Organic Food [Electronic resource]. http://agrilifecdn.tamu.edu/saas/
files/2011/02/Meyers.pdf

Misztal, B. Trust in Modern Societies: the Search for the Basis of Social Order. (1996)
Cambridge: Polity Press.

Mueller, C.E. & Gaus, H. (2015) Consumer Response to Negative Media Information
About Certified Organic Food Products, Journal of Consumer Policy, 38 (4): 387-409.

Nestorowicz, R. (2014) The information asymmetry and the social responsibility on the
food market, International Journal of Arts & Sciences, 7 (2): 59-68.

North, D Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance. (1990) New
York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Palupi, E., Jayanegara, A., Ploeger, A. & Kahl, J. (2012) Comparison of nutritional
quality between conventional and organic dairy products: a meta-analysis, Journal of the
science of food and agriculture, 92 (14): 2774-81.

Pimentel, D., Hepperly, P., Hanson, J., Douds, D. & Seidel, R. (2005) Environmental,
energetic, and economic comparisons of organic and conventional farming systems,
BioScience, 55 (7): 573-582.

Poortinga, W. & Pidgeon, N.F. (2004) Trust, the asymmetry principle and the role of prior
beliefs, Risk Analysis, 24 (6): 1475-1486.

Poulter, S. (2015) Is organic food tastier? No, it's all in the mind: “Moral satisfaction” of
eating items produced in an ethical way means you're more likely to enjoy it. http://
www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-3136716/Is-organic-food-tastier-No-research-finds-s-
mind.html

Radaev, V.V. General approaches to the market analysis (2008) http://ecsocman.hse.ru/
data/059/699/1219/part_1.pdf (in Russian)

Rampl L.V., Eberhardt, T., Schiitte, R. & Kenning P.H. (2012) Consumer trust in food
retailers: Conceptual framework and empirical evidence, International Journal of Retail
& Distribution Management, 40 (4): 254-272.

Rehder, L.E. & Le, A. (2014) Organic Food Retail [Electronic resource]. https://
gain.fas.usda.gov/Recent%20GAIN%20Publications/
Organic%20Food%?20Retail Berlin Germany 1-31-2014.pdf

Rehder, L.E. (2016) Organic Food Retail 2016 [Electronic resource]. https://
gain.fas.usda.gov/Recent%20GAIN%20Publications/
Organic%20Fo00d%20Retail%202016 Berlin Germany 1-6-2016.pdf

Rousseau, S. & Vranken, L. (2013) Green market expansion by reducing information

asymmetries: Evidence for labeled organic food products, Food Policy, 40: 31-43.



87.

88.

&9.

90.

91.

92.
93.

94.
95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

95

Rozin, P. (1996). Sociocultural Influences on Human Food Selection, Capaldi, E.D. (ed.):
Why we eat what we eat: The Psychology of eating Washington, USA: The American
Psychological Association

Scheufele, D.A. & Tewksbury, D. (2007) Framing, Agenda Setting, and Priming: The
Evolution of Three Media Effects Models, Journal of Communication, 57: 9-20.

Schmid, O. & Beck, A. (2004) Development of organic agriculture and organic food
processing, Underlying Principles in Organic and, Low-input Food Processing,

Literature Survey, 17-22.

Schneider, F.A., Stolze, M. A., Kriege-Steffen, A. B., Lohscheidt, J .B. & Boland, H. B.
In: Millar, K.; West, P. H., Nerlich, B. (2009) Ethical futures: bioscience and food
horizons. (2009) Wageningen Academic Publishers: 271-276.

Schumacher, E.F. Small Is Beautiful: A Study of Economics As If People Mattered (1973)
HarperPerennial. London.

Seligman, A. The problem of trust. (1997) Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Shepherd, R. (1990) The psychology of food choice, Nutrition & Food Science, 90 (3):
2-4

Simmel, G. The philosophy of money. [1900] (1978) London: Routledge.

Smed, S., Morch Andersen, L., Kaergard, N. & Daugbjerg, C. (2013) A Matter of Trust:
How Trust Influence Organic Consumption, Journal of Agricultural Science, 5 (7):
91-106.

Smith, A. The Theory of Moral Sentiments. (2002) Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Smith-Spangler, C., Brandeau, M.L., Hunter, G.E., et al (2012) Are organic foods safer or
healthier than conventional alternatives?: a systematic review, Annals  of internal
medicines, 157(5): 348-66.

Srednicka-Tober, D., Baranski, M., Seal, C. Composition differences between organic
and conventional meat: a systematic literature review and meta-analysis, The British
Journal of Nutrition, 115 (6): 994-1011.

Srednicka-Tober, D., Baranski, M., Seal, C. et al. (2016) Composition differences
between organic and conventional meat: a systematic literature review and meta-analysis,
The British Journal of nutrition, 115 (6): 994-1011.

Sultan, P., Pearson, D., Henryks, J. & Anisimova, T. (2013) Marketing communications
for organic food products: development and validation of two models leading to purchase
intent. [Electronic resource] https://www.researchgate.net/publication/
261474691 Marketing communications_for organic_food products development and
validation of two models leading to purchase intent



96

101.  Sztompka, P. Trust: a sociological theory. (1999) Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press.

102. Van Overbeke, 1., Duchateau, L., Zutter, L.D., Albers, G. & Ducatelle, R. (2006) A
comparison survey of organic and conventional broiler chickens for infectious agents
affecting health and food safety, Avian diseases, 50 (2): 196-200.

103. Vega-Zamora, M., Parras-Rosa, M., Murgado-Armenteros, E.M. & Torres-Ruiz, F.J.
(2013) A Powerful Word: The Influence of the Term «Organic» on Perceptions and

Beliefs Concerning Food, International Food and Agribusiness Management Review, 16
(4): 51-76.

104. Veselov, Y. Trust and justice: moral grounds of modern economic society. (2011).

Moscow: Aspect Press.

105. Veselov, Y., Sinyutin, M. & Kapustkina, E. Trust, Morality, and Markets: Rethinking
Economy and Society via the Russian Case. (2016). PL Academic Research.

106. Vitterse, G. & Tangeland, T. (2015) The role of consumers in transitions towards
sustainable food consumption. The case of organic food in Norway, Journal of Cleaner
Production, 92: 91-99.

107. Williamson O. Markets and Hierarchies. (1975) New York: Free Press.

108. Wood, R., Lenzen, M., Dey, C. & Lundie, S. (2006). A comparative study of some
environmental impacts of conventional and organic farming in Australia, Agricultural
Systems, 89: 324-348.

109. Zagata, L. & Lostak, M. (2012) In Goodness We Trust. The Role of Trust and Institutions
Underpinning Trust in the Organic Food Market, Sociologia Ruralis, 52 (4): 470-487.

110.Bild newspaper [Electronic resource]. http://www.bild.de/

111.Bioland Standards for organic production. Version of 14th March, 2016 [Electronic resource].
http://www.bioland.de/fileadmin/dateien/HP Dokumente/Richtlinien/
Bioland Standards 2016-03-14.pdf

112.Codex Alimentarius International Food Standards [Electronic resource]. http://www.fao.org/
fao-who-codexalimentarius/en/

113.Commission regulation (EC) Ne889/2008 laying down detailed rules for the implementation
of Council Regulation Ne 834/2007 [Electronic resource]. http://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/
2008/889/0j

114.Commission regulation Ne 271/2010 [Electronic resource]. http://eur-lex.europa.eu/
LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:L:2010:084:0019:0022:EN:PDF

115.Council Regulation No 834/2007/EC of 28 June 2007 on organic production and labelling of
organic products and repealing Regulation Ne 2092/91/EEC [Electronic resource]. http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:L:2007:189:0001:0023:EN:PDF



97
116.Demeter standards for organic labeling [Electronic resource]. http://www.demeter.net/sites/
default/files/di_labelling stds demeter biodynamic 16-e.pdf

117.Demeter standards for organic processing [Electronic resource]. http://www.demeter.net/
sites/default/files/di_processing stds demeter biodynamic 16 - e.pdf

118.Demeter standards for organic production [Electronic resource]. http://www.demeter.net/
sites/default/files/di_production_stds demeter biodynamic 16-e.pdf

119.Ecological Union standards for organic production and processing [Electronic resource].

http://sozrf.ru/wp-content/uploads/2014/01/Standart_ecounion.pdf

120.Federal State Statistic Service of Russian Federation [Electronic resource]: http:/
www.gks.ru/wps/wem/connect/rosstat_main/rosstat/en/main/

121. Federal Statistical Service of Germany [Electronic resource]: https://www.destatis.de/DE/
Startseite.html

122.Food and agriculture Organization of the United Nations [Electronic resource]. http://

www.fao.org/home/en/

123.  German certification organization for biodynamic agriculture Demeter [Electronic
resource]: http://www.demeter.net/

124. German Federal Ministry of Food and Agriculture. https://www.bmel.de/EN/Homepage/
homepage node.html

125. German organic food association Bioland [Electronic resource]: http://www.bioland.de/
start.html

126.GOST P 56104-2014 on organic food products: terms and definitions [Electronic resource].
http://docs.cntd.ru/document/1200113488

127.GOST P- 56508-2015 on organic products: rules of production, storage and transportation
[Electronic resource]. http://docs.cntd.ru/document/1200121688

128.GOST P 57022-2016 on organic production and the procedure of voluntary certification of
organic production [Electronic resource]. http://protect.gost.ru/documentl.aspx?
control=31&baseC=6&page=6&month=8&year=2016&search=&i1d=204644

129.Guidelines for the Production, Processing, Labelling and Marketing of Organically Produced
Foods. CAC/GL 32-1999 [Electronic resource]. http://www.fao.org/organicag/doc/
glorganicfinal.pdf

130. International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements [Electronic resource]: https://
www.ifoam.bio/

131. International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements EU group [Electronic
resource]: http://www.ifoam-eu.org/en/node

132.News portal Deutsch Welle [Electronic resource]. http://www.dw.com/en/top-stories/s-9097

133.News portal RIA news [Electronic resource]. https://ria.ru/



98

134.News portal Rossiya 24 [Electronic resource]. http://www.vesti.ru/onair/
135.  Norwegian Scientific Committee for Food Safety. http://www.english.vkm.no/

136. Official website of European Commission on agriculture and rural development
[Electronic resource]. https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/organic/index en

137. Organic vs non-organic food. http://www.ncl.ac.uk/press/news/2015/10/organicvsnon-
organicfood/

138. Research Institute of Organic Agriculture FiBL [Electronic resource]: http://
www.fibl.org/en/homepage.html

139.Russian newspaper Arguments and Facts [Electronic resource]. http://www.aif.ru/
140.Russian newspaper Gazeta.ru [Electronic resource]. https://www.gazeta.ru/

141.Russian newspaper Izvestia [Electronic resource]. http://izvestia.ru/

142 Russian newspaper Komsomolskaya Pravda [Electronic resource]. http://www.spb.kp.ru/
143.Spiegel newspaper [Electronic resource]. http://www.spiegel.de/

144.Taz.de newspaper [Electronic resource]. http://www.taz.de/!p4608/

145.The IFOAM norms for organic production and processing. Version August, 2014 [Electronic
resource]. http://www.ifoam.bio/sites/default/files/ifoam norms july 2014 t.pdf

146.The Local.de Germany's news in English [Electronic resource]. https://www.thelocal.de/

147.The Organic Farming Act — OLG [Electronic resource]. http://www.bmel.de/SharedDocs/
Downloads/EN/Agriculture/OrganicFarming/Organic-Farming-in-Germany.pdf?
__blob=publicationFile

148. Vedomosti newspaper [Electronic resource]: https://www.vedomosti.ru/newspaper/last



99

Appendix I Research program for empirical study
I Topicality and problem statement

It is obvious that nowadays a market for organic food in Europe, and especially in
Germany, is constantly growing (European Commission). The same trend can be also observed
in Russia (Bruschi V et.al. 2015). Despite of numerous differences between German and Russian
organic food markets there is one common problem which is typical for both. This is the problem
of information asymmetries. Organic products are often even called credence goods because the
information about the nature of the product is asymmetric: while producers know whether the
product is really organic or not, in most cases the presence or absence of the organic
characteristics are not detectable by consumers even after purchase and use of the product
(Giannakas K., 2002). Consumers generally cannot distinguish organic products from
conventional ones by their appearance or taste. More than that, it is hardly possible to say if the
product organic or not even after the consumption (Schneider F., et.al. 2009). In other words
buyers do not really sure if the product is organic unless they are told so. Of course, this issue is
relevant for any market in general, whether it is the automobile, insurance, credit or labour
markets (Akerlof G., 1970) and for the food market in particular (Nestorowicz R., 2014). This is
explained by the fact that producers from the very beginning possess more information about
goods they offer. We can’t but agree with this but at the same time for the organic food market
this problem becomes even more important due to the peculiarity of traded goods which will be
covered below.

From the one hand, reasons for purchasing organic food are seem to be very altruistic.
Thus, originally organic farming has been emerged as an alternative production system to help
preserve the environment , and reduce the negative impact on natural resources such as soil, air
and water (Vega-Zamora M., et.al. 2013). This goes along with the striving for rural economic
development (Ibid.). On the other hand, motifs for buying such products are also rather egoistic.
Individual health and food safety together with the quality and flavor are in the spotlight for
many people (Ibid.). However, in both cases commodities, which are purchased by people who
claim themselves as organic food consumers, are endowed with a bigger value. It is difficult to
argue that a person would choose organic product instead if it’s conventional counterpart without
having a strong reason. And this very strong reason makes organic food and organic food market
unique. In order to satisfy particular needs of consumers it is important for them to be sure that

money is invested in a truly ecological product. For this reason, information provision can affect
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consumers’ willingness-to-pay for environmental goods (Rousseau S., 2013). And this
confidence can’t be totally full until the problem of information asymmetries is solved.

Actually, one of the possible solutions for this problem is the formation of consumer trust
toward the organic food. In fact, there is a general agreement on the importance of trust in
decisions on organic food (Schneider F., et.al. 2009). But the question arises: how customers
could be informed about the organic origin of a product in order to trust it? Especially, when on
the market it is hardly possible to talk about trust in a products itself (), because trust is a social
phenomenon and caused by human actions (Sztompka, 1992). That is why trust in food is
generally known to be based on information which consumers get from trustworthy information
sources. However, sources of information could be different when considering organic food
market. Generally, there is an opinion that “social institutions and arrangements <...> are better
viewed as the efficient solution to certain economic problems” (Granovetter M., 1985). Quality
uncertainty and trust formation could be attributed to these problems as well. There are studies
that prove the importance of institutions in regard to the food safety and trust in food in general
(M. Harvey et. al., 2007). If we speak precisely about the organic food market it is necessary to
say that numerous institutions emerge to counteract the effects of quality uncertainty. George A.
Akerlof identifies four basic types of such institutions: guarantees, brand-name, chains and
licensing practices or certifications (Akerlof G., 1970). Moreover, according to the reviewed
literature, it is possible to state the most common way to enhance consumer trust especially in
organic food, highlighted by numerous researchers, is the establishing of various institutions, like
labels, brands, laws, regulations (Giannakas R., 2002, Schneider F., et.al. 2009, Zagata L.,
Lostak M. 2012, Janssen M., Hamm U. 2012, Br¢i¢-Stipcevi¢ V., Petljak K. 2012, Smed. S., et.
al. 2013, Hamzaoui-Essoussi L., et. al. 2013, Anisimova T., Sultan P. 2014, Vitterse G.,
Tangeland T. 2015).

Nevertheless, the occurrence of these institutions does not lead to absolute protection against
a fraud. It is explained by the fact that introduction of these activities sometimes create
incentives for such manipulations as, for example, mislabeling of conventional food as organic
(Giannakas R., 2002, Miiller C., Gaus H. 2015). So, it shows that certification and labelling are
necessary but insufficient for winning the trust of consumers. In this perspective we can agree
with G. Akerlof who writes that “informal unwritten guarantees are preconditions for trade and

production” (Akerlof G., 1970, 500). But where and how than these informal guarantees can



101

arise if not in institutions? Our assumption is that communication between the participants on the

market can be the way to establish such informal agreements.

II. Background

Nowadays German organic food market is the second largest market for organic labeled
products in the world and is the first place among European countries (Rehder L.E., Le A. 2014,
www.ifoam-eu.org). The data reflecting economic characteristics of the market proves that the
demand for organic food in Germany is constantly growing and this allows us to say that there is
a trend of organic food popularization among German consumers and considerable growth of
German organic food market (IFOAM EU Group Germany). The same trend line is quite
observable on the Russian organic food market as well (Kolchevnikova O. 2013, http://sozrf.ru).

Nevertheless a number of differences between these two markets could be mentioned. First of
all, it is the price level. It is known that the prices for organic food in comparison to its
conventional counterparts are different, but in Germany this difference is considerably less than
in Russia (Kolchevnikova O. 2013, Rehder L.E., Le A. 2014, http://www.numbeo.com/food-
prices/country _result.jsp?country=Germany). It is also considerable to mention the data about
the sales outlets where people usually purchase organic food. Indeed, the ways of organic food
distribution in both countries seek to be analogous, because specialized organic food stores are
still remain the significant way of supplying within the markets. Nevertheless, in Germany more
and more organic food items are sold in discounter stores and big supermarkets, while Russian
consumers can mostly find these items just in high-end supermarkets (Kolchevnikova O. 2013,
Rehder L.E., Le A. 2014, http://www.agr.gc.ca, http://gain.fas.usda.gov).

The more striking difference could be found in the legislation and controlling field. Thus, the
data we obtain about national regulations of organic products in both countries indicates absolute
difference between them. Unlike the German market, where a number of common European
Union’s and national German standards are applied with the aim to clearly define the notion of
organic food and to control the whole process of its production, in Russia there is a lack of laws
concerning organic food industry (Bruschi V. et. al. 2015, http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/
organic/, https://www.bmel.de/). The same goes to the labeling of organic food products. In
Russia there is a “Vitality Leaf” sign — the first and the only voluntary system of ecological
certification which is accepted by international expert society (http://ecounion.ru/), whereas in
contrast on the German market a number of European labels, which are accepted throughout the

EU as well as national German organic food label Bio-Siegel are used (https://www.bmel.de/).
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I can’t but say that German organic food market is rather good studied, especially in terms of
consumer trust formation. There are various interesting papers presenting the results of different
projects, for instance, “How can consumer trust in organic products be enhanced?” by Schneider
F., et. al. (Schneider F., et.al. 2009); “Growth, business logic and trust in organic food chains: an
analytical framework and some illustrative examples from Germany” by S.V. Muenchusen and
K. Knickel (Muenchusen S.V. and Knickel K., 2014); “Transparent Food and Consumer Trust”
by Kriege-Steffen A., et.al. (Kriege—Steffen A., et.al. 2010). At the same time there is still a lack

of papers regarding this topic in Russia.

III. Theoretical framework

Speaking about the theoretical framework it is necessary to define what the notion of trust
generally means. It is known that among social scientists there is a substantial difference in
defining this term. Nevertheless, two major groups of authors who strive to see this phenomenon
from the two opposite perspectives could be distinguished. One could be named “rationalists”,
who sees the trust as the product of rationalization and calculation (Sztompka P. 1992, Luhmann
N., 1979, 1988, Coleman J.C. 1990) and the second could be named “fatalists”, who look at the
trust as more sensual phenomenon (Giddens A. 1990, Fukuyama F. 1995). However, these two
opposite views, which seem to contradict each other, are tend to supplement each other under the
conditions of market relations. As a result, the term “critical trust” will be used to define trust as
a bet about future fulfillment of one’s expectations in a situation of uncertainty, caused by other
human’s actions and underpinned by a lack of important information, based both on rational
calculations and people’s beliefs. In our case these expectations are connected with the
purchased food to be truly organic. And in this case “the grounds for trust <...> come down to
certain knowledge, information obtained by the truster about trustee” (Sztompka, 1992, 60, 70).

However, when considering the problem of trust in food, it is important to say that there is no
such notion as direct trust in food (Kjernes, et.al, 2007). It is hardly possible to trust a product
itself as long as trust is a social phenomenon and takes place only when the situations of
uncertainty are “of human and not purely natural provenance” (Sztompka, 1992, 20). That is why
one trusts food and especially organic one, as long as it is humanly created. However, it is rarely
the case, when consumers are able to check the production themselves in order to be sure that the
products they purchase are produced in a really organic way. That is why it is possible to state
that one could trust those who provide necessary information about food but not a product itself.

In the case of organic food the information about whether the product is organic or not is of the
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most importance. However this information in the organic food market could be distributed by
various actors.

The main channels of information distribution are closely connected with the way market is
organized. Organic food market could be analyzed from the point of view of two approaches to
market analysis: neoinsitutuional and network, both of which assume the issue of incomplete and
assymetric information. According to the first approach institutions tend to provide necessary
information for individuals and thereby enable individuals to act (Hodgson, 1998). Institutional
arrangements consider being a mechanism of filling the information gap between actors on the
market. Those institutions are labels, brand names, mass media and advertisement. At the same
time network approach see market as a plexus of social networks, when the latter are understood
as a set of stable relations between market actors (Radaev, 2008). Thus, Granovetter (1992)
argues that under the conditions of information asymmetry, market agents seek to look for
trusted sources to get information or to give recommendations about how to implement
transactions. It basically means that the lack of important information on the market is
compensated by personal interaction which could be considered as trustworthy sources of
necessary information. These personal interactions involve other consumers as well as producers,
whom consumers are connected either with weak or strong ties.

According to the literature describing food markets in general and organic food market in
particular (Kjernes, et.al, 2007; Bruschi et al. 2015; Hemmerling, 2014; Hoffmann & Eisinger-
Watzl, 2015) following actors are mainly involved in the process and could be considered as the
key players on the market: consumers, producers, retailers, private certification bodies, official
controlling authorities, mass media. Thus, based on who of them provide necessary information
about organic food three basic types of trust could be eliminated: think interpersonal trust (trust
in relatives, friends and other close surrounding); thin interpersonal trust (trust in other
consumers and producers), and institutional trust (trust in labels, mass media and advertisement).
Thereby trust in food is substituted with the trust in those actors or in other words trust in these
actors based on information they give about organic food transit to organic food.

However, in order to estimate the level of trust in food it is important to distinguish several
criteria which would be able to demonstrate people’s desire to give or withdraw trust in it.
Follow the scheme, proposed by U. Kjernes (2007), 5 key parameters of food were used in order
to do that. They are safety, nutrition, quality, ethics and value for money (Kjernes U. 2007, 42).

It could be applied to the research on trust in organic food as well, because different studies
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show that exactly these factors are the most influential when considering the process of organic
food consumption (Kolchevnikova O. 2013, Buder et.al. 2010, http://gain.fas.usda.gov, http://
www.agr.gc.ca). Moreover, as mentioned by some researches, time could be also used as a
marker for trust (Sztompka P. 1992; Buskens V. 1999). Thus these 5 factors in addition to the

time were used as the indicators of consumer trust in organic food.

IV. Main research question

In regard to what we have discussed above, it is possible to formulate the main research
question as follow: how Russian and German consumer’s trust in organic food depends on the
source of information they tend to pay attention the most when buying those products. We are
going to analyze if recommendations from other consumers or rather information provided by
various institutions influence more the level of trust in organic food among our respondents. It is
connected with the main research problem which is that it is not really known if consumer’s
involvement into network interaction with other consumers somehow influences the level of
their trust in organic food or their belief in institutional arrangements matters in this case more.
In order to provide the whole picture during the pilot study if the research the decision was also
made to analyze regulations and norms on organic food in Russia and Germany in order to
understand how institutional base for the market works. Moreover, qualitative analysis of Mass
Media as one of the institutional bodies was also decided to include in the research as it

influences consumer’s perception of the goods sold on the market.

V.  The object of inquiry and comparison base

As the objects of our comparative research we have chosen four bio markets: Denn’s in
Bielefeld and Alnatura in Dusseldorf; and Organica and Eco Garmonia in St. Petersburg. All of
them specialize in organic food sales. They offer a wide range of biological goods, including
organic food, in which we are especially interested. Regarding the supply of food commodities
the assortment is rather similar. Consumers can buy organic fruits, vegetables, dairy products and
cheese, ready-to-cook foods, meat and meat products, lasting food, beverages and many more.
The companies presented work with such eco labels as Demeter, EU Organic Bio, Bio-Siegel,
Bioland. Organica shop also offers some food labelled with national Russian logo called Vitality
Leaf (the first and the only internationally recognized Russian system of voluntary certification).
So, the products sold in these shops are marked with either international or local labels (http://

supergreen.ru/, https://www.denns-biomarkt.de/bielefeld-apfelstr-8/marktseite/).
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We have chosen specialized organic food stores because analysis shows that despite of the
fact that the channels of organic food distribution differ a lot within two countries, specialized
organic food stores are still remain the significant way of supplying (Kolchevnikova O, 2013,
Rehder L.E., Le A., 2014). It is interesting that Denn’s supermarket is the biggest organic food
retailer which is nationwide as well as Alnatura, in Russia there has been observed the lack of
truly nationwide organic food shops. But at the same time Organica and Eco Garmonika allow
people from all over Russia to order the products they want which then will be delivered directly
to home. It gives us the reason to consider them also as a nationwide supplier. More than that, all
of them are rather active in Internet as long as they have web-pages in various social networks.
In common they have official web-sites, where consumers could get acquainted with basic
principal of their work process, products selection, contacts, etc. They also keep accounts in
Facebook and Instagram, although Organica and Eco Garmonika also have a page in national
Russian social Network called Vkontakte. This, in turn, facilitates the access to the target
population of our online survey.

In order to obtain representative results we are going to distribute our questionnaire among
the consumers of these shops simultaneously via before mentioned Internet communities.
However, the sample was also supplemented by two organizations, which are “Ecological
Union” in Russia and Bioland in Germany. Both of them are private certification bodies who
provide services for ecological certification and labeling based on their private standards, which
are, nevertheless, oriented towards European Council regulations on organic production. They
also have web-pages in social networking sites Vkontakte and Facebook respectively. The
questionnaire was also distributed there in order to collect data from people who participate in
their Internet communities.

Moreover, national Russian and German governmental laws and private regulations on
organic production, processing, distribution and labeling were analyzed. These are European
Union law on organic production (Council Regulation No 834/2007/EC of 28 June 2007 on
organic production and labeling of organic products and repealing Regulation Ne 2092/91/EEC;
Commission regulation (EC) Ne889/2008 laying down detailed rules for the implementation of
Council Regulation Ne 834/2007; Commission regulation Ne 271/2010); German law on organic
production (The Organic Farming Act - OLG); Bioland Standards; Demeter Standards; GOST P
56104-2014 on organic food products: terms and definitions; GOST P- 56508-2015 on organic

products: rules of production, storage and transportation; GOST P 57022-2016 on organic
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production and the procedure of voluntary certification of organic production; and Vitality Leaf
standards. Moreover, following Media sources were analysed in terms of different techniques
and instruments that are used to cover the topic of organic food: The Local DE, Bild, Taz.archiv,
Spiegel u Deutsche Welle in Germany; Gazeta.ru, Arguments and Facts, Komsomolskaya
Pravda, Izvestia, RIA news and Rossiya 24 in Russia.

When comparing German and Russia organic food retailers it is important to be aware of
strong differences in general living conditions between too countries. Thus a substantial part of
Russian population suffer from poverty and economic inequality and this have resulted in
inadequate eating patterns with widespread consumption of low quality and fake foods, as well
as insufficient intake of proteins and calories. (Berg L., Kjaernes U et al., 2005) But it is known
also the social standard of living varies a lot from region to region in Russia. St. Petersburg
region is considered to be one of the wealthiest Russian cities what means that there are more
people with a high income here. The average level of income in 2016 was approx. 660€ which is
one of the highest among other Russian regions and higher than the countries’ average income
(http://bs-life.ru/rabota/zarplata/srednyaya-zarplata2016.html). As long as the price difference
between organic and conventional food differs a lot — cost for organic food could be a way
higher when compare to the conventional one — only people with sufficient income can afford to
buy such food (Kolchevnikova O, 2013). That’s the reason why organic food consumption in
Russia concentrate, beside Central region, in St. Petersburg.

When speaking about Germany it is reasonable to mention that organic food consumption
here is not “focal” but rather commonly spread. It is connected to the fact that the price level for
organic food in Germany is still practically on the same level as the conventional one (Rehder
L.E., Le A., 2014). Moreover the average income in Germany in 2016 was approx. 4900€ what
is very high in comparison to the standard of wages in the rest of Europe (http://bs-life.ru/rabota/
zarplata/srednyaya-zarplata2016.html). This indicates more possibilities for buying organic food
nationwide.

This is also proved by presence of numerous different distribution channels. Thus, initially,
the only possibility to buy organic products for German consumers was either directly from
farmers or in healthy food stores. But with the entry of supermarkets and discount stores into the
organic food sector, the supply of organically produced food has risen substantially. It is
estimated that all in all there are over 2,400 organic food retail shops in Germany. (Gottschalk I.,

Leistner T., 2013). At the same time in Russia only two options exist for purchasing organic
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food: specialized all-organic stores and high-end supermarkets, for instance Azbuka Vkusa and
Globus Gourmet (Kolchevnikova O, 2013). After looking for the location of shops offering
organic food we can say that most of them in Russia are located in Moscow and St. Petersburg,
while in Germany they could be found nationwide.

To conclude we can say that German market is a part of European market which is mature. More
than that Germany is widely famous as a country with a big market share for organic products
and ranks Ne2 among others European markets (http://www.ein-herz-fuer-bio.org/sites/default/
files/downloads/germany.pdf). As well as St. Petersburg could be named as a second largest
market (after Moscow) for organic products within the borders of Russian market due to some
social and economic reasons (Kolchevnikova O, 2013). With the common way of organic food
distribution through specialized stores they remain the centers of organic food consumption. It

allows us to state that the comparison between the chosen shops is rather justified.

VI. The aims of the research
In order to answer the main research question following aims have to be fulfilled:
To define how the concept of organic food is understood by Russian and German

consumers as well as to know their reason for buying these products;

To find out what is the initial source of information consumers get to receive the very

first knowledge about organic food;

To understand what the decisive factor is for consumers when making decision about

purchasing an organic item;

To eliminate what are the major sources of information consumers used to pay attention
the most when buying an organic item and to test if there are dependences between these

sources and consumer’s level of trust;

To distinguish the main differences in national legislation on organic food in Russian and

Germany;

To analyze the differences in media coverage of the organic food topic in both countries.

VII. Hypothesis

HI: It could be assumed that German and Russian consumers understand the concept of organic
food with some degree of differences;
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H2: It is possible to expect that German and Russian consumers buy organic food for different

reasons;

H3: Both Russian and German consumers are expected to receive the initial information about
organic food mainly by means of their personal contacts;

H4: It is expected that German and Russian consumers will base their final decision about
buying an organic item on different ground,

H5: Organic consumers in Germany are expected to have higher level of trust in organic

products than Russian consumers do;

Hé6: It is expected that in Germany the level of consumer trust in organic food positively related
to eco labels, while in Russian it is expected to be positively connected with personal
communication;

Additional hypothesis:

HI1: It is reasonable to assume that organic food legislation is better developed and stricter in

Germany in comparison to Russia;

H2: It could be expected that the topic of organic food in Germany is reported more often and in
more positive light than in Russia;

H3: Organic consumers in Russia and Germany differ in socio-economic characteristics

VIII.Methodology

According to the aims of the study, it was decided to stick to the mixed methodology of
data collection and analysis, which includes both qualitative and quantitative methods. The
methods include online survey, structured interviews, qualitative analysis of documents and
media content. Online questionnaire was used at the basic tool, while formalized interviews were
considered to be more as a supportive instrument.

In order to estimate consumer trust in organic food we will use the methodology, which
was applied by U. Kjernes et.al in their research on trust in food in general. However, according
to the tasks of this research the initial scheme was slightly changed. Respondents are planned to
be asked about their level of confidence in the organic origin of food, as well as the level of their
agreement/disagreement with the proposed statements which consider such organic food features
as nutrition, quality, ethics and value for money. We are going to ask if consumers think that
organic food is safer, tastier, more nutrient, and less harmful for the environment in comparison
to conventional food and if they agree to pay more money for organic food in comparison with

usual substitutes. We will give the options following values: strongly agree — 5; agree -4; neither
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agree or disagree -3; disagree -2; strongly disagree -1. Then the results of every respondent’s
evaluation will be summed up and divided by the number of statements in order to calculate
personal trust in organic food index. Then the results of personal indexes will be summed up and
divided by the number of respondents. In this way it would be possible to estimate general trust
in food index, where 1 will be “total distrust” and 5 will mean “total trust”. One additional
parameter which should be added to this index is the time dimension. Respondents will be asked
about the duration of their organic food consumption.

In order to investigate the question of information acquisition two main questions will be
asked. First is about the way respondents usually receive initial information about organic food
before start to buy it. And the second one is devoted to the sources of information about organic
origin of a product consumers tend to pay attention the most when purchasing organic products.
For this purpose following options always -5; often -4; sometimes -3; rarely -2; never -1 will
correspond to each source of information, which are recommendations, information on a
packaging; ecolabels; brand name; information from mass media, and advertisement. After that
regressions between the trust index and the source of information will be calculated in order to
show if the level of trust depends on the sources of information about organic products. In this
case trust index is considered to be dependent variable, while the frequency of paying attention
to different information sources is independent variable.

We also use the trust index as dependent variables when participation in social media and
decisive factors for choosing the products are independent one. We will identify if there are some
correlations between these variables.

One more method which is going to be implemented in this research is structured interview.
It is aimed at receiving more detailed information about consumer experience in organic food
consumption and serve as an additional tool in proving the hypothesis stated in the beginning.
The interview guide consists of 10 questions which correspond to those, included in the

questionnaire but allow respondents to give fuller answers.

IX. Data collection and analysis
The questionnaire (as the main tool of the research) will be formulated in English and then
will be translated in two languages (both Russian and German). It consists of three parts. The
first has questions which allow to build the “the trust in organic food index”. The second devoted
to the information sources and will consist of questions which help to receive the data on how

consumers tend to get know about organic origin of the food. And the last part will include some
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questions about socio-economic characteristics of respondents. The questionnaire will be
distributed among the consumers of the chosen organic food stores via Internet. For this purpose
social networks Facebook (for both countries) and Vkontakte (only for Russian side) is used. The
questionnaire will be distributed on the web-pages of communities of specialized organic food
shops and in two groups of private certification bodies. The general sample compiles 44 260
consumers in Germany and 36 210 in Russia. The difference between the sizes of the samples
could be explained by the overall imbalance between the market shares for organic food in both
countries and significant differences in the consumption volume in Russia and Germany as well
(http://www.ifoam-eu.org/en/germany, http://sozrf.ru/rost 2013/). Respondents for interviews
will be found by means of the snowball method. The general sample consists of ecologically
oriented consumers who buy organic on the regular basis.

The methods of analysis used over the survey data are for the most part relatively simple and
straightforward. Excel Analysis ToolPak will be used to make a statistical analysis of data
obtained from the online survey. In the course of data analysis acquired from interviews, the
ATLAS software package will be used. Each interview will be coded and then analyzed on the
basis of theoretical concepts. No special tool will be used for the analysis of normative base and
media content as it is not necessary for the aims of the research which are to find common

similarities and differences in those sources.

X. Expected outcomes

After the research is finished and results are analyzed and interpreted it is expected that some
of the hypothesis formulated in the beginning will be fully confirmed and some partly
confirmed. It is possible to expect that information sources influence consumer’s trust in organic
food both in Russian and Germany, but the level of trust depends on a certain source of
information. As we expect personal contacts might have some influence in their combination
with institutional arrangements, which are mostly certification and labeling. It is also reasonable
to say that the way legislative base works in both countries have a big influence on consumer’s
grounds for trust in organic food, while Mass Media plays more negative role, rather than

positive one.
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Appendix II Questionnaire for consumers (in English)

Hello!

I am Master student from the Faculty of Sociology at Saint-Petersburg State University
conducting research on trust in organic food for my thesis. The goal of research is to elicit what
consumers think truly organic products are and what is the basis for their trust in them. I would
be pleased if you participate in this survey. Your sincere answers will allow identifying which
products could be named really organic and why people think they are trustworthy. Answering

these questions will take no more than 10 minutes.

Please, read questions carefully and choose one of the options proposed. If it is difficult for you
to make a choice, then mark, please, the one which you think is the closest to your opinion. Most

questions are about your opinion and attitude. There is no right or wrong questions.

All the responses will be processed in common and no personal data will be disclosed.
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1. At the moment, how long do You buy organic food?

Less than 1 year
1-3 years

3-5 years

More than 5 years

¢ Difficult to say

2. Where do You mostly buy organic products today?

Specialized organic food stores
Usual supermarkets/hypermarkets

Discount markets (for Germany only)
Open-air markets

Directly from the farm

Internet-shops

Depends on situation

3. Which categories of products do You buy today most often? (several options possible)

Fresh vegetables

* Fresh fruits

Meat and meat products

* Fish and fish products
Milk and diary products
Eggs

Cereals

Bread and bakery products
Beverages

Semi-finished products

Cookery
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Other (please specify)

4. According to your opinion, organic food is (several options possible):

5. Please,

Food that is produced without any chemical additives (e.g. pesticides, growth
promoters, artificial fertilizers, toxic chemicals, etc.)

Food produced with environmentally/animal friendly techniques

Products that don’t contain any artificial additives (colorants, aromatizers,

stabilizers, etc.)

Food with minimal processing that save its nutritive elements

Products that are labeled «organic»

Products produced by yourself (in a garden, at summerhouse, in own household)
Food free from genetically modified organism (GMO)

* Difficult to say

Other (please, specify)

continue the statement «I buy organic food, because...» (several options possible):

® [Itis healthy

It tastes good

It is produced in environmentally friendly way

Animals are treated better

It is safe

It’s production is better controlled than conventional one
I want to support local producers

Someone recommended me

It is a family tradition

¢ Difficult to say

Other (please specify)
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6. In the following question, please, identify the level of your agreement/disagreement with the

proposed statements

Strongly | Agree | Neither agree Disagree |Strongly | Difficult
agree or disagree disagree | to say

I am confident that
the food I usually buy
is really of organic
origin

In comparison to
conventional food
organic food is more
safe

In comparison to
conventional food
organic food is more
tasty

In comparison to
conventional food
organic food have
more nutrients

In comparison to
conventional food
organic food is
healthier

In comparison to
conventional food
production of organic
food is less harmful
for the environment

I agree to pay more
for organic food in
comparison to
conventional one

7. How often do You usually pay attention to the following information?
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Always | Often | Sometimes | Rarely | Never | Difficult to
say

Recommendations from other
consumers (either personal or
in social networks)

Information about product
composition on a packaging

Ecolabels

Brand name

Information from Mass Media
(TV, radio)

Advertisement

8. Where did you get information about organic food for the first time? (several options

possible)

«World of mouth» (recommendations from family members, friends,
acquaintances, etc.)

* Mass Media

Advertisement

Social networks (i.e. Facebook, Instagram)
Bought accidentally to try

Difficult to say

Other (please specify)

9. If You have a problem or seek for an advice concerning organic products whom do You most
likely contact to? (several options possible)

* Can ask other consumers in person
Sometimes ask other consumers online
Prefer to ask a producer personally

Have never faced this problems

* Difficult to say



Other (please specify)
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10. What can you name as the decisive factor in the choice of organic products?

Recommendations and advices of social surrounding (family, friends,
acquitances, etc.)

Information on the packaging
Eco labels

Brand name

Advertisement

Difficult to say

Other (please specify)

11. Do you participate in any Internet-communities, connected to the topic of organic food?

Yes, participate in a community in a social network
Yes, registered in a forum about organic food

Yes, | am the member of ecological organization
No, do not participate anywhere

Other (please specity)

To conclude, some biographical questions

12. What is your gender?

Male
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Female

13. How old are you?

* 18-20
* 21-29
* 30-39
* 40-49
* 50-59

* 60 and older
14. What is your marital status?

Single, never married
Married or domestic partnership
Divorced

¢ Widowed
15. Do you have children?

¢ No
* Yes, one child

Yes, more than one child
16. Which of the following statement better describe financial situation of You/ Your family?

Don’t have enough money for the daily costs

Entire salary goes to the daily costs

We have enough money for the daily costs but buying clothes is difficult

In general we have enough money but need to borrow money to buy expensive

items

We can afford almost everything but the purchase of flat or a country house is
difficult

Everything is affordable
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17. What is the highest educational level you complete?

No education/primary education
y High school
Higher education (bachelor, specialist, master)

Postgraduate and higher
18. What is your employment status?

Working fulltime
¢ Working halftime
y Retired
Working at home
¢ Student

Temporarily unemployed

19. In which city do you currently live?

Thank You very much for Your help!
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Appendix III Interview guide (in English)

Hello!

First of all, | want to thank you for taking the time to meet with me today. My name
is Ivanova Mariia. | am a student of Master Program «Studying in European societies»
at St. Petersburg State University. | am currently making my research project for the
Master thesis which topic is «Consumer trust in organic products on the Russian and
German markets». My research represents a comparison between Russian and
German market for organic food and especially the reasons due to which consumers
trust in these commodities. | would like to talk with you about your experience of
organic food consumption. Your participation is very important as help in
understanding the process of consumer trust formation in organic products. It is
important for me to create an overall picture of organic food consumption in
contemporary Germany,.

The interview should take less than an hour. | will be taping the session because |
don’t want to miss any of your comments. Although | will be taking some notes
during the session, | can’t possibly write fast enough to get it all down. That’s why |
would like to record our conversation as it will also save time writing your answers
entirely. The information will be used only for my personal analysis purposes. Your
identity will be kept anonymous in reports if you like. Remember, you don’t have to
talk about anything you don’t want to and you may end the interview at any time.
This interview is an ordinary conversation, and there is no right or wrong answers
there.

Are there any questions about what | have just explained? If no, let’s start.
1. Could you, please, tell what kind of organic products do you usually buy?
2. What do you understand, in general, as organic food?

v Which qualities should a product have in order to be called organic?

v Is the presence of these qualities very important for you? How could you
understand that product really has these qualities/ characteristics?

v Why do you prefer organic products to conventional one?

3. Could you say that when buying organic food, you are absolutely sure that you
buy a real organic product and not a forgery? What makes you trust in pure
ecological origin of a product?

4, Could you, please, remember and briefly tell me how and why did you start to
buy organic food?

v What «pushed» you to this decision?
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Maybe you had a particular reason for that? Or it was just a spontaneous
decision?

Could you also remember, when you have started to buy organic food, was
there someone in your surrounding who already was buying these items?

In case there were someone, who were they? Were it relatives, friends,
acquaintances, colleagues?

Did this have any impact on your personal decision about starting to eat
organic food? Maybe, someone told you about their experience, share
impressions with you, gave advices and recommendations to try organic food?

Tell me, please, do you buy organic food in a particular place now or prefer to
go shopping at different places? Maybe prefer a concrete producer or trade
mark?

Do You usually pay attention to eco labels?

If a product doesn’t have any bio signs, how could You understand that it is
organic?

Have You ever read any regulations concerning the production of organic food?

If You rely on labels, do You know what are the requirements for producers to
receive them?

Which label do You prefer and why? Do you trust it?

Were there any cases when You bought products with no organic labels on them
but still considered to be organic? If, yes, how could You identify that it is
organic?

If yes, does someone from your surrounding also buy organic food at this place
(buy food from this trade mark/ producer)?

Maybe you go shopping for organic food together?

Or share your impressions later with each other and give advices each other in
regard to organic food in general or organic food store/trade mark/producer in
particular?

Could you, please, remember, when you have some problems with the choice of
organic product or with finding a place where to buy a good organic food, or
you didn’t know if it is worth buying food in this or that place, from this or that
producer, do you consult (seek advice) other consumers?

If yes, who are they?

Do you know them very well or it is just other consumers whom you don’t know
personally?
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10. Do you participate in any Internet-community connected with organic food?
v Maybe you are a member of some group on Facebook or Instagram?
v Maybe you read some blogs?

v If yes, does it help you somehow? Do you receive any valuable information
there?

v Could information from these sources change your opinion about organic food?

11.  And, finally, how do you think, information about organic food that you receive
from your acquaintances, friends, colleagues or family is more reliable,
trustworthy than one from Mass Media, advertisement, etc.

v If yes/no - why? Does it influence your consumer behaviour somehow?

In order to finish our conversation could you please if possible tell me some
information about yourself? What is your age? What is your marital status? Do you
have children? Where do you currently live? And your name, if possible.

Is there anything more you would like to add? If not then thank you for your
participation! If you are interested, | can share my MA paper with you once it is
finished.
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Appendix IV Table of respondents

Russian case

Name Gender | Age | Marital status | Children City
Anastasiia Female |31 Married No St. Petersburg
Prikazchikova
Anastasiia Female |25 Married No Vsevolozhsk
Rogova
Mariia Female |27 Married One child (1,5 | Pushkin
Prokophieva years)
Olga Taranova | Female |31 Married No St. Petersburg
R5 Female |34 Married One child St. Petersburg
Elena Female | 60 - No St. Petersburg
Shershneva
German case
Name Gender | Age | Marital status | Children City
Hanellore Female |58 Married 2 children Werther
Ingang
Anna Male 33 Married One child Bielefeld
Nina Female |24 Unmarried No Fiirth
Sebastian Male 27 Unmarried No Bielefeld
Susanne Female | - - - -
Lidia Female |45 Married Two children Bremerhaven
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Appendix V Example of the interview transcript (German)

February, 5. Female, 58.
Hanellore Ingang, (HI)

M: So, I think that the first question, it’s like to start, I want to know what kind of products do
you usually buy? I mean organic products.

B: Almost all we buy. All products

M: Like milk, fruits, vegetables?

H: I say not everything. Ok, we try to buy as much biological products as it is possible. Yeh, as
Bruno said, milk, vegetables...

B: Meat

H: Meat, yes. Meat, we generally never buy other meat. But, it’s ok, we try not eat too much
meat, we like meat but don’t eat like many German people meat every day. Ok, when we go to a
restaurant, sure we would like to eat meat and we eat meat, normally it’s not biological, but we
try

B: It depends

H: Hm?

B: It depends whether biological restaurants

H: Yeh, but it’s not the way we chose when we go, for example, to a restaurant, we are not
looking, it’s not the first point, that it must be biological but, yeh, with the meat for example, it’s
like...maybe I can explain. We try to buy in special shops, for example, here there are two farms,
close to Werter. It’s a farm <...>, they started, I think, 30 years ago to produce organic food and
we went there every time and buy once per week vegetables, all that stuff and, for example, meat
, we have also here a little farm very close, it’s called Maas, they also when we want to eat meat
then we go there and the other stuff is that...

B: Fresh meat

H: Fresh meat, they have animals, yeh, so we know directly that it’s from there. But, sometimes
we also goto the Lidl, little shop here in Werter, it’s not biological butchery, we go there, because
it’s not biological, but it’s local. They say that they get the animals from farmers around. So, we
also go there sometimes, but we never buy

B: They are not recognized by biological labels. They are only recognized by local
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H: Local food, genau, local meat. And the other thing is we, not yet, but as you saw, we are here
in a little bit countryside, so, for example, our eggs, we have our own chicken, so, we the eggs
from our chicken. And we know, we saw it’s biological, because

B: And rabbits

H: Yes, we also have rabbits. Bruno is from countryside, his family is from farmers

B: Little farmers

H: Little farmers and so for many years we have rabbits and...we eat them. And the other stuff is
Bruno has also an older brother, he lives in the north from Hannover, Wendland, it’s called
Wendland and he has ships, so sometimes we also take from him meat, He makes sausages, but
he is also social worker, but it is like a hobby and so we take from him meat.

M: Ok, and you are absolutely sure that he produces this meat in organic way and he doesn’t use
any prohibited, you know, chemicals?

H: Yes, because we see ships and they are eating grass and we know he doesn’t give them toxic
stuff

B: And normally he uses only biological products to make the sausages, for example, he can
catch from pig meat and combine with sheep maet to make sausages and in this case he
announces “I have the sheep and this sheep is biological

H: But not the part of the pig

B: They are only local

H: Because he understands, some sausages it is not possible to make it only from the meat of the
sheep and so he needs to buy a little bit pork meat, but it is also from the Redna there. Ok, it’s
not absolutely 100% but we try to

B: We try to choose our food with labels Bioland, Demeter, and so on. If it’s not possible, it
should be local and if it’s not local, sometimes we eat it nevertheless

H: Yes, we are not dogmatic. But, ok, maybe we can, first we have to answer the question,
because you said, finally, everything we buy biological. That’s not true, for example, things for
cleaning, the house, we are not buying every time. There are existing biological stuff

B: And clothes also

H: Yes, and clothes, them we but normal stuff. Sometimes I buy also biological things. For
example, I told that I <speaking in German> I showed you this Willhelmsdorf. When I on this
online shop they also have, for example, to clean the dishes, they have biological stuff.

Sometimes I take from them, but sometimes I also go to ALDI and buy there. It depends.
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M: Ok.

H: It’s a big price difference between both.

M: You mean the price difference between different organic producers ?

H: Aldi and when you, for example, buy biological this stuff for cleaning the dishes, for example
in Aldi, it’s, I think, it’s 1 Euro and others is 2 Euros. But sometimes I but it because, yeh, it
depends, because, generally, maybe as of the next questions, because we would do this, because,
you would like to continue with this, or?

M: Yeh, I think we can continue, I mean the next question is about your motivation to buy
organic.

H: Ja, genau. It’s not because only, for me, sure I want to eat healthy food, but that’s only one
part. For me it’s also important, how to explain this, I think with the normal way we in Germany
and also in other countries they are producing, for example, meat or vegetable is in a way where
they destroy bios and where they put a lot of toxical things inside and for me also to buy healthy
food is something against this way of producing things. Like, for example, with the animals, I
stop eating chicken because when I saw once, it’s many years ago, I saw how chickens are
gathered and treated and they are in big houses and one close to the other and it’s a way...

B: With antibiotical

H: With antibiotical, it’s not for me human way to treat animals and therefore it’s this way is a
political way, when I am eating healthy food.

M: So, you are actually eating organic food not for your so to say egoistic motives, but also some
altruistic motives, so to preserve environment, and...

H: Yes, exactly

M: And to treat animals better?

H: Yeh. For example, animals also, vegetables. I think it’s a big problem with genetic...

S: With the toxicity of the soil. But it’s supporting in a way that other ways of doing and
producing food can have a chance, because I mean mass production kills all this other in matters
of price. So they are able to contribute and see people are making efforts to do, to produce in this
way and to survive.

H: Yes, but I think that the change in the beginning it was that people who try to produce
biological stuff, it was very difficult for them because everybody was laughing at the them,

hahaha, what are thwy doing, and products are a little but more expensive, though, sure, I think it
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was be able also to support this people so they can grow up. And in Germany now there is a very
big...one part of the producers that produce today biological

S: Sector, sector so to say

H: And the other thing is that also, you know, what I told you before about chicken. For me it’s
also a question of how we deal with other countries, for example, with Africa. You know, here in
Germany they produce a a lot of chicken and then they sell it to Africain countries, market and
destroy, for example, the market in Africa, local market in Africa. And that’s also one reason for
me why I don’t want to buy for example this chicken, because they destroy the other market and
people are already poor and they getting poorer and poorer. You know it’s not only local, it’s to
see what are the relations with other countries

M: Yes. It’s very interesting because I have never heard about this before

S: No, the ruin, the ruin other markets

M: I know about this phenomenon, yes, but I have never heard that people explain their desire to
buy organic food by this, it’s very interesting

B: For example they buy it in Germany or in Europe the legs of a chicken and then export it to...

H: Ghana, for example, I think

B: Yes, Ghana and it destroys regularly local market because they are cheaper than the farmers in
Africa sell it

S: Yes the have the same problem in South Africa, they are fighting with but they didn’t win the
battle. They still expose their chicken on us now. And it’s gonna destroy the local market

H: Yes, it’s the same thing with the clothes. The all clothes that we throw, our all clothes into
these boxes and then they send it, for example, to Africa. And then people there buy this type of
clothes and the local clothes they are more expensive, and the other things are destroyed

M: Yes, ok

S: It’s not only on that one. Even in China. Because of their lower labour costs. They
manufacture clothes so cheap and they import them and ruins local manufacturing sector. And it
doesn’t mean that in South Africa industry didn’t become more competitive, maybe they also
have changed enough all over these years. But I mean not to destroy them. Not to ruin all these
places to work and the jobs. That’s not right.

H: But you know it is also about conditions of the workers in India, for example, in Pakistan,
Bangladesh and so, yeh. Sometimes I try, there are also alternatives, they are also more

expensive, for example, here very close to us Mass Natura and in Bielefeld also there is a little
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shop where you can buy organic clothes. Because they also try to produce, for example, in
Germany and take biological cotton, But only when they have specials because it is expensive.
So, I am not 100% in everything but I try and I think it’s good because they try to make an
alternative to buy this other stuff.

B: And we are worrying conditions of producing, and history, from where they are...

H: Yeh, genau

B: In history if look at it...

H: From where they. Yes, so that’s one reason why we try to buy biological stuff. It’s not only for
our health, I think it’s also for to look what is with our environment. And what does it mean
for...because, well yeh, I think that for me it is also a political state, because people, you know
this big discussion with the refuges and so on. But it’s also our fault that we destroy market
where people are coming from. And, so, I don’t have so much power to change everything but in
my daily life I can try to do something.

M: Yes, I understand now, little steps, ok.

S: But I think in Germany, I don’t know about other countries also, but all these issues of organic
food production come from the peace movement. They started there and that’s maybe why you
also find this political approach to it. Like, you said it’s unusual. It’s not just the health issue.
Yeh, it started from the peace movement in 70th.

M: So, it doesn’t come from individual decision, but from these movements.

S: T think peace movement expended in terms of awareness, is started from internal look. It
started with this in the 70t and then included more and more issues of social justice in general
and then those equality issues as well. And then the more food had issues the more it came in.
So, actually I think the base was more...came from political, social issue side, from those
movements.

B: I came to France and then I discovered that in the town where I lived they had a food
cooperative

H: You know what is it?

M: Yes, yes, I think I know what it is, because we have, I think something similar

B: They bought packages of meat and rice and then feel small packages to give to the people
who have <...> Information about how food is produced and it was very important for me to see

that it exists. It doesn’t exist in Germany but it exists already in France
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H: They had no peace movement like here. But, what I let say, before with this health food, I
think, he was very in the 80th and at the end of 70t, it was a movement against nuclear power
and there were also another movements to be alternative, I mean that you live together in
communities and share other things together and you are against the old fashion. That was also
the movement APPO, I mean the student’s movement in the 60th and so. And you know there
were other also, the idea was to live in other way and more...more think about your environment
I think. There were a lot of movements at this time. And with this there was also this movement
with more healthy food. But at the beginning it was also politically because it was against the
way how they produce things. And I think it is getting worse and worse.

M: But except for this, you know, external factors, for example, when you buy organic food, can
you somehow differentiate from conventional one? Maybe it has some different taste, or...

B: It has labels

M: Yeh, but it’s not about labels, like, for example, if you go to this farm and you buy meat
without label how can you understand that it’s organic? Just because they told you?

B: It is very important that they have labels, if it’s controlled, it force produce to respect some
laws. And these labels are very common and every big chain try to make its own label, for
example, Aldi has their own, Lidl also has biological labels, which are not so...

H: The same standard, for example, like Demeter, it’s one of the best labels and then Bioland and
so. But you mean when we don’t see that is has the label. I think, you can’t, every time you can’t
say that the normal food tastes not as good as biological food. Sometimes I think there are
products, I think, you can taste it, for example, carrots, that every time it taste better, tomatoes,
cucumbers, they are also very good normal. Local products they are also every time better. For
example, when you get tomato from Greece and it’s not biological they taste better because there
is more sun. For, example, they also have circumstances. So, sometimes you can taste it but not
every time. And from meat, yeh, we don’t buy so many times, but people tell me when they
have meat from local where they use smaller , a lot of water comes out of meat, maybe this is
different. But the taste, I don’t know if it’s...it’s not every time better.

B: It’s not the entire product. Sometimes they taste it and then didn’t find the difference. But in
this case it is a lot of producing with treating animals and so on, in sense that it’s better.

S: But there are organizations, like Demeter or Bioland that strictly regulate it, those products

and proper standards are. They do enforce them, do test them so that consumer does have some
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level of assurance that at least what one is buying has been tested according to those specific
standards

B: Yeh, the European law and therefore European label they designed it to establish this label
<...>Ifyou buy in the big market and you have to see the label, they stay in a little corner

H: Sector of the market

B: Yes, sector and the decision was to regulate the whole European market

H: What Bruno wants to say means that European biological that...when biological label is
European it’s not so strict like, for example Bioland or Demeter. They are other labels, they are
more organic. That’s the difference but as he said maybe it’s not better to get bigger sector of the
general market and to stay in little corner. For example, like I said, we are going to the farmers.
Normally people want to go to the supermarket and they are looking for biological food and
that’s also. I think it’s more success that more people are buying today biological food in
Germany as 10 years before. It’s not only a small group of people

B: And the big change in Aldi, they try to get this part of the economy, they develop

S: They advertise

B: They offer more ecological products. They have, for example, thousand products and have
five products which are biological recognizable and then publish <...> to make the impression
that they are biological, they change

M: Do you think that this advertisement really plays a big role in the distribution of information
about ecological food? I mean, like, how people do usually start to buy organic food? Because
they see advertisement or they read some Mass Media, or, I don’t know, or it’s just because
someone around them already buy these products? Like, their friends, maybe just tell them
something and they start to buy? Do you think it’s important?

B: We have just changed yesterday there was an order to keep chicken in houses, not in the
nature, not in the gardens on in the fields, but to keep indoors and every day there was a
discussion about this keeping the animals indoor or not. And every time we know that it’s a
problem of the mass production. Because if the chicken are in little boxes in the field and so on
its sure they can won’t get ill at the same time, when they are not so...in bad conditions. And
the discussion, propaganda is always every day, because the minister says: “No we can’t, that
chicken grow old” and so every day there is a discussion, and therefore it is important to have

labels
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H: Yeh, but again, but the question was from where people get started to buy biological food. I
think, for example, this big discussion and TV and so, newspaper and then some people start to
think about. For example, with the eggs. A lot of people...more people are buying now eggs
from chicken that can run around because normally

B: We have the category of Bioland and biological, organic and then we have free range and also
these indoor...and so from one day to another this indoor production was empty, nobody bought
these eggs anymore. The market was cleaned up in one week, it was over and because people
had to choose and it was not very more price, price was not so...

H: So much higher, yeh

B: So much important and people decided never to buy these eggs that were produced indoor in
bad conditions.

H: Because it was on TV, in all the channels. Ok, well, I mean, when there are scandals then
people are starting to think, like Bruno said, not to buy these eggs because I think now
everybody knows in Germany, Only if you think it’s...there are still a lot of people who, for
them it’s not important, they only want to have very cheap products. I think it’s about scandals
when people start to think about it and when you have people in your surroundings, when you
see that people are buying this it’s also one thing. And there are also these movement of
vegetarian, vegan, they also, it’s very common now but it’s also that people start to think about
what I would like to it, there are a lot of, for example vegetarian people, who say: “I don’t want
to eat meat because it’s”...a we forgot one part! It’s not only that the conditions of the animals,
but also of the climate, our wheather. There were so many animals that <..> our climate and so,
yeh, the weather is changing and all this stuff, yeh, and why people are changing and eat...

B: Very often it begins with one point and then you look at this point and then you discover
behind that it also produces this effect. At the beginning people they only have an intention to
buy another egg and more and more they discover that there is a big discussion behind

S: It’s complex, it’s not so easy. I think also the <...> that getting portrait on the TV, I think
many people are chocked by that. It’s like you don’t see it, you don’t hear it, you just a ready
product on the shelves, so, I think, here in Germany, I think people are a bit sensitive when it
comes to animals, wellbeing, health and so on. But I also think that health issues around
antibiotics. I think, because, you know we eat all this stuff. I think there is information on the TV
about this meat that we eat. But, like Bruno said, not everybody really cares about that, takes it

seriously, but...
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H: It depends what is important for you. You know, I, for example, just want to tell about the
meat that I got very nervous, for example, when people are coming here and see our rabbits and
garden and then we say we are eating them and then they people start, like, aaah, it’s brutal and
sometimes I get really angry because they go to the supermarket and buy chicken under the bad
conditions, very bad, so it’s...yeh, it’s very interesting, when you go to France, they normally eat
everything from the animal and in Germany they take only one part and people would like to
have their stake and nothing else. It’s alienation, because people they don’t have contact with
animals, they see only stake and it’s fine and I think it’s also a problem that there is no relation
with how animals are living with this mass production. This is a big problem with how much
food is wasted also.

M: Ok, yes, I see. But I think you have started to eat organic food very long ago, how did you
start actually?

H: I think it started at the beginning of the 80t. When we were students and we lived in the <...>
And there were the first shops where you can buy biological stuff. It’s called Bioladen. You
know we started to eat things we don’t know from our families, for example, miliet, you know,
this is a little yellow stuff, it’s like couscous and all this stuff, you know, we didn’t know from
my family, from my parents and then they started to eat this things and then we started to repeat
about from there. And It was the first step for us when we had children also then we said we
want them to grow healthy and we want to buy only biological food, so then we started to buy
vegetables and fruits from the Bioladen

M: But, firstly, you just decided to try?

H: Yeh

M: There was no concrete reason to go?

H: No, try and then we found it very tasty, for example, in Germany is very famous for good
bread and then there was this movement when it’s wheat and vollkorn brot, I liked it very much,
and then we get used to it and, for example, today I like more this kind of bread than the white
bread and, for example, I don’t like bread from the supermarket, I buy more often this vollkorn
brot, yeh. It’s also that your tastes change a little bit.

M: Ok. But do you know many people who buy organic food? Do you have some contacts with
these people? Do you somehow discuss these issues?

B: Almost all whom we know use more or less organic food
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M: But like, who started first, for example, to buy organic food? Or you might become friends
because you buy organic food, that’s what [ mean

H: Ah, ok, I think, when we started, we lived in the community and then somebody bought this
and the other one bought this and we tried together

B: And discussed

H: And discussed some things but it doesn’t mean that we only know people who buy biological
things. We know a lot of people who buy something else

B: Organic more or less

H: I think, more or less nobody is against biological food. But a lot of people have this argument
that it is too expensive, it is the main argument against biological food. But I don’t know who
started first. It was a process, you know. For example I lived in the beginning, before...but
Musli, you know, Musli it was also the one step in the beginning, I ate it when I stayed with my
family and my mother, for example, she said oh it’s tasty, I would also eat it. So, I bought it and
then she also sometimes ate it. But we were not dogmatically, that’s also important. You know,
it’s ok for us, but it’s a political question for us.

B: We know that the other way is that it’s not justice and it is important to say our friends that
there is another way, we must change the system

H: Yes. For example, with the meat for us, you know there is a big slaughterhouse here in
Gutersloh and they kill 25 thousands pig per day. And that’s not only because it is very bad
against the animals, also people who are working there, it’s very brutal, they get not much
money and the labor conditions are also very bad. They have people from Romania who have to
work not for so much money, that’s also, we are against this.

B: We have the product and we have our hands not touch the blood and we give this chance to
poor people and eat our schnitzel and so on

H: Very cheap, yes. You know, it is also interesting that we have our own animals, for example
Bruno has his rabbits. When you know how long time it takes to grow up a rabbit before the
slaughter and then you go to the supermarket and see how cheap is one rabbit. And then you
know that it can’t be this way, you can only do it if you have so many under bad conditions

B: It’s the same as with chickens. They can’t be for this 2 Euros or 3 Euros. For 2 Euros you can
by frozen and all prepared chicken and so on. But even the process of slaughter...

H: And the process of cleaning it takes time, so...
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M: In this way we can say that these higher prices for local food are justified? So, it’s right that it
costs more?

S: But on the other hand we were also forced into this mass meat consumption. When we grew
up there was no talk about organic, you ate once per week you ate meat, usually on Sunday.

B: Today it’s everyday

S: And it’s not good for us even if it’s organic or not. It’s just not good for human body to feed it
with animal meat in this way. But it is also the problem with hormones. But as Bruno says you
can’t raise animals like this, so you put medication, artificially, so they grow faster. And all that
we are eating. Now in more and more quantitates. But you know the impact of that, the
sometimes it is quite. I don’t hear much about this when I am here.

H: And pure water, it becomes rare

S: And resources also, energy, it’s all involved in food production

M: Yes, of course, it is all involved

H: So, as we started in the beginning, it’s not only for our health, but also for our leaving
conditions

M: Yes, it’s true. I think I got a lot of useful information! I want to ask just the last question, I
think. You have mentioned in the beginning that you go to buy organic products to some farm,
sometimes to Lidl and all that places. And this friends, who are buying also organic products,
where do they go, you know? To the same places? Do you recommend them to go somewhere or
maybe they sometimes tell: “Oh, I bought such a good product there, you should also go there!”.
H: Yes it happened that they say this

B: Many of these people, they have this box

H: Yes, you can also order this box with vegetables in front of your house. But, yeh, here you
have a lot of possibilities where you can go. You can go to this farm that is far away or here and
yes people say: «Look there is a new shop where you can go»

B: Sometimes I go Werther in the weekend with those who wants to buy there

H: Yeh, and we go shopping together because you don’t have to buy by your own car, you can go
there together and there is also publicity, for example, two years ago, I discovered that there is a
very nice market on my way home from work, so I go there, there are very good things there

B: Organic market?

H: Yes. Organic market.
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B: But as you said in here it is a rural area, kind of. It’s different in towns, it’s not so easy for
proplr to get all this organic food

H: No, there is no problem. In every big city there is Dengel or other few biological
supermarkets.

B: Everybody can go there. It is directly

H: In Bielefeld there is no problem, you can go to normal markets, for example, Denn’s, itis a
market where there is a biological things also and everybody...if you look for, it’s not a problem
today. In former times maybe they have to drive somewhere but today you can find it
everywhere. It’s not a problem, there is a big offer.

M: Yes, I think it’s the second problem, because when you have a wide choice of these places,
you just don’t know where to go. And that’s the time maybe to ask someone or look for some
information about these places, where to go. Because, for example, if I go the one shop, I can’t
be sure that I will buy a very good product, that I will be satisfied at the end. So, I need some
information before, to decide where to buy

B: Yes, you come there to see

H: The labels

B: Yes, Bioland or Demeter, even on the products, on every product it is mentioned if it is
biological or not

H: And from where it is, for example,

B: It’s maybe possible that it is not more tasty than another product, it’s ok

H: But I think when you go in here, when you go to biological shop then you can be generally
sure that it’s an organic stuff. Yes, ok, and then it is also for you to choose, for example, as we
said in the beginning , it is also important when there is two carrots, for example, one from Spain
and one from Lippe, from here, so you can also choose. It is better to choose local, but normally
with the labels they are ok.

B: It is very important that they are controlled. You can rely on this if it’s a Bioland, normally
you can rely on this. I don’t know if in other countries, if the state is not so engaged, I don’t
know how it is in Russia.

M: Yes, that’s why I ask actually. That’s because in Russia we don’t have this, you know, labels.
We have only one, and, like, I think nobody knows it actually and if on the product you see that
it’s written, ok, it’s organic, you can’t be sure that it is organic because everyone could write it.

So, you can’t rely on this.
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B: Yes, we have a lot of meat from Bulgaria, Romania, and Hungary which is forgery. It exists
also. We also have these problems even here, in Germany, some problems. Because the label is
not so exactly, farmers can have at the same time Bioland and they can have conventional way of
production. This is much criticized, because it’s difficult to control which food is given to these
animals.

H: Yes, but you can say that biological food is more established than in the beginning. It is every
time people try to do something else against law but I think generally it is well established and
farmers who make biological stuff they also know that they are controlled because when there is
a scandal, they say the biological food is bad, so they can’t sell this stuff to people

B: We have few things for you. This id from Green Party, you can look what you can get in
Bielefeld, under which conditions and so on, and so on

H: Maybe you know this «Food and corny, it is a newspaper, 1 get it, for example, from this
William Guterslo. They put it in the box but you can also get it at the biological shops. And it’s
where people who produce ecological stuff, they use this and also advertisement, there are also
some articles. But also sometimes about, here, different about production and so. There is inside,
for example, I like very much this label called Rapunzel. Yes, and I like, I like it very much.
Long time they are doing this job. And you know they started as very nice, they started in the
beginning, it was also a community, where they want to make biological food and now it is
really a very big concern, corporation. But it’s really nice. Because they really make a very good
chocolate, for example, but when they go to these countries, for example, they look for cacao
and they look how much they can give to the farmers. They try to buy these things in a fair price.
That’s also one thing, fair trade, yeh. For example, our coffee, we try to buy on fair trade. It
means that farmers who produce coffee they get the money. Because in supermarket you can buy
coffee a packet for 3 Euro. Or, for example the black tea or the green tea, we buy from, it’s
called, Tea compain. They started 20 years ago. There was a project at the University of Berlin.
And they say we want to give the people who pick the tea leafs, it was especially women, we
want to give them better price and then they studied, they went to India and they started to make
contract with special tea farms. They say we will take all your tea and we will give you this price
and you should take less pesticide and then they say to people, we don’t want to store tea for a
long time in our shops. When you want, three months per year, we sell the tea and if you want to
take our tea, then you have to buy, for example, for one year, so. For example, we bought three

packets each 3 kilo black tea and we have the tea the whole year. And it’s cheaper than you buy
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in the normal shop. And it’s also that the people get the good prices. This is this kind of
compains. But it started in Berlin.

B: It’s another way to economize

H: Yes, and it is a very good quality

M: Ok, but it doesn’t have, for example, any label

H: Yes, there is the label only of this compain

B: Another conception, they say, we are not looking if they are producing in biological way we
control at the end if there is something in or not

H: Yes and then for the farms and they say we want take your tea if there are not so many
pesticides inside and so over the years the quality of the tea improved. And at the end people
who were working there get more money and it’s directly...it’s like the fair trade, they buy it
directly without middleman and that’s for both sides better. For us it is because of the high
quality of the tea and it’s cheaper. And for the owners of tea plantations it was also interesting
because they get a good price, they benefited from it

B: But with every product it’s not possible, for example, it was the same with rice and noodles,
with those who kept long

H: Yes, then it is possible. So, it was another example.

M: I think it was very interesting. I know so many things now.

B: I remember example, my parents had a little farm to produce potatoes. And the others in the
town or in the village they produce potatoes in mass. And they came in the evening; they came to
us to buy for their own consumption. They knew that they produce bad product and for their own
consumption they bought at my father’s.

M: Ok, I think that I actually asked all questions that I wanted. It was actually very good. I liked
that you told me your own story; it is more interesting than to just ask questions. It is always

better. Ok, so thank you very much. I will turn of the recording now.
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Appendix VI Example of the interview transcript (Russian)
April, 4. Female, 25.
Anastasiia Rogova, (AR).

M: Ckaxure, nmoxaiyicra, Kakie TpyIIbl 3K0 MpoAyKToB BbI ceifuac mokymnaere yariie BCeEro,
KaKHe KaTeropuy TOBapoB?

A: Ha naHHBI MOMEHT S Halle BCEro MOKYNaw CIEAYIOIUE TPYIIBl TOBAPOB: KOCMETHKA;
cpezacTBa Juist yOOpKH A0Ma; HEKOTOPbIE BU/IbI IPOYKTOB MMUTAHMUSL.

M: A kakue UIMEHHO MPOAYKTHI MUTaHus Bwl mpoOoBanu?

A: O4eHb CI0XKHO ONPEAEINTh, OPraHUYECKUI MPOLYKT UM HET, T.K. HE HA BCEX TOBapax €CTh
MHpOpMalLUs O HaJMYUM SKOMAapKHUPOBKU. B Tex e caMbIX CETEeBBIX MarasuHax, MOKyIas
CBEXKYIO PbIOY, MSICO, ITHILY, OBOIIM U (PPYKTHI, MBI YK€ BHUJIUM caM NMPOAYKT O0e3 ynakoBku. U3
TOTO, YTO CepTU(UIMPOBAHO, 51 MpobOoBama: KIPOO, JBHSIHOE M OJUBKOBOE MACIO, IIOKOJIAI,
BHHO.

M: Uro nns Bac B npuniune o3zHayaeT ko npoxykuusa? KakuMm nomxeH ObITh MPOIYKT, YTOObI
€ro MOXXHO Obulo Ha3BaThb opraHumdeckuM? Kak Bbl MoxeTe onpenenurtb, 4To NPOIYKT
JEMCTBUTENIBHO 001aJaeT 3TUMM CaMbIMU Xapakrtepuctukamu? [louemy Bbl MOKyNaeTe UMEHHO
9KO MPOAYKTHI, @ HE OOBIYHBIE TOBAPHI?

A: Oprannyeckuil (PKOJOTHUYECKUH) MPOAYKT - ITO cepTU(GHUIMpPOBaHHAS TPOAYKIHS,
M3rOTOBJIEHHAs] 0€3 MPUMEHEHMsS HCKYCCTBEHHBIX IHUIIEBBIX M KOCMETHUYECKUX J100aBOK ( a
TaK)Ke apoMaTHU3aTopoB, Kpacurtesned M KoHcepBaHTOB), MO, mecTUIHMIOB U CHHTETUYECKUX
MUHEPAJIBHBIX YI0OpeHu#, T.e. MMETh HaTypaJlbHOE MpOHUCXOKJeHue. [laHHas npoayKIus
JIOJDKHa MMETh 3KOMapKHpOBKY, MOATBEpXkAarollyro €€ craryc. IIpy M3rotoBineHUM IpoayKTa
JIOJDKHBI OBITH CepTH(GUUUPOBAHBI BCE 3Tallbl MPOU3BOJACTBA, a YIAKOBKA, TPAHCIOPTUPOBKA U
yTUIM3alMs TNPOAYKTa HE JODKHBI HAaHOCHTh Bpell OKpyXKarolied cpezae. YnorpebieHue
HKOJIOTMYECKH YUCTOM NMPOJAYKIMM MMEET OIPOMHOE 3HA4Y€HHE, KakK JJIs YeJoBeKa , TaK U U
OKpY>KaIoIlEl Cpellbl U B LIEJIOM BCel MaHeThl. OT 3TOro 3aBUCUT YPOBEHb 3[J0POBBS U KaU€CTBO
KU3HU YEJIOBEKA, )KMBOTHBIX, PACTUTENBHBIX BUIOB, & TAK)KE YMCTOTA OKpY’Karolen cpensl. B
HalleM MHpe BCE B3aMMOCBSI3aHO, [1OATOMY IaryOHble NEHCTBUS, HAHECEHHBIE YEIOBEKOM Ha
HKOJIOTHUIO (3arpsi3HEHHE BOJIbI, BHIOPOCHI SIIOBUTHIX BEIIECTB C MPOMBIIUICHHBIX MPEIIPUITHA,
HeMpaBWIbHAS YTWIM3ALUsA Mycopa) NMPUBOAST K TOMY, YTO IKOCHUCTEMa HAYMHAET MEHSATHCS:
BBIMHUPAIOT WJIM MYTHPYIOT JKUBOTHBIE M PACTEHMs, KOTOPbIE B JaJbHEHIIEM UYEIOBEK MOI Obl

yHOTpe6I/ITI) B Y11y, BOBHUKAIOT KHUCJIOTHBIC OOXKAW, ITPOUCXOAUT UCTOIICHUC TTOYB U IMOJIC3HBIX



138

UCKOIAaeMbIX, II00anbHOE MOTemieHHe. TakKe MOSBISIOTCS O30HOBBIC [BIPBI, MPOUCXOIUT
YMEHbIIIEHNE KOJIMYECTBA JIECOB U YBENMYEHHE IUIOIIAJEH MyCThIHb, COKpAIIEHHE KOJIMYECTBA
MpecHOM BOABL. S MOKymnar OpraHuYecKrue MPOAYKTHI, T.K. 32009yCh O COCTOSSHUM COOCTBEHHOTO
3M0POBBSI M 3I0POBBSI OKPYKAIOIIUX MEHS JIFONEH, )KUBOTHBIX, paCTEHUH, a Takke 00 ypoBHE
9KOJOTHH B 1enoM. OmnpenenuTbh JKOMPOAYKIMI0O MOXKHO TpPU HAJIUUYUU COOTBETCTBYIOLIEH
MapKUPOBKH MPOBEPEHHBIX CEPTU(UKALMOHHBIX OPTaHOB, a TaK)Ke HEOOXOAMMO YHUTATh COCTaB
MPOAYKIMK Ha 3TUkeTKe. K coxkaneHuro, MHOT/Ia OYEHb CIOKHO Pa3o0paThCs B 3HAYCHUH TEX
WM WHBIX KOMIIOHEHTOB COCTaBa NPOAYKUMU WU TOHSTh, KaKOH BpeJ OHU MOTYT HAHECTH.
Hekotopsle rpynmbl TOBapoB HATypajJbHOTO IMPOUCXOXKIEHHS MOXHO OTIHYHUTH OT
HMCKYCCTBEHHBIX ITyTEM BHEITHETO OCMOTpa (3amax, 1BeT, popma). K Takum TOBapam s oTHOIIY
(bPYKTHI ¥ OBOLIH.

M: A Ha uyTOo BBI OOparaeTe BHUMaHHE, KOT/Ia OIEHUBAETE BHEIITHUM BUJI MMPOTyKTa?

A: Sl oOpamaro BHUMaHuE Ha HEOJHOPOMHOCTH (OpMbI U 3amax. Hampumep, ecnu s0510Kku Bce
KpacuBble, OiecTsre, oauHakoBbie TIo opme, HO Oe3 3amaxa sI0JIO0K, TO ITOT MPOAYKT CKOpee
BCEro ObLT BBIPAILIEH C MPUMEHEHUEM YIyUIIUTENeH.

M: Moxete nu Bbl cka3arh, 4TO NMpU MOKYIKE 3KO MPOIYKTOB, Bl MOJHOCTHIO YBEPEHBI B TOM,
YTO OHU JCUCTBUTENBHO oOpraHuyeckue? Bvl BepuTe B TO, UTO ATO HE MOAJIETKA M HE
MapKETUHIOBBIA XOJ CO CTOPOHBI MPOU3BOAMUTENS WK pacnpocTpanutena? Yrto sBiasercsd ams
Bac ocHOBO#1 BepblI (JI0Bepysl) B OPraHUYECKOE MPOUCXOXKICHHE ToBapa?

A: 5l mory ObITH yBepeHa, 4TO MPOAYKT OPTaHUYECKOTO MPOUCXOKICHUS TOJIBKO B TOM Cllydae,
€CJIM Yy HEro €CTh MOATBEPKIAOIIAsl CTaTyC 3KOMapKHUPOBKA, a Jy4lle cpa3y HECKOIbKO. T.K.
JlaXKe €CJIM COCTaB MPOJIYKTa HA STUKETKE MOIXOMUT MOJ CTAaHIAPThl SKOMPOAYKILWHU, HEIb3s
TOYHO CKa3aTh, YTO MpPH Ipoliecce MPOU3BOACTBA, XpPaHEHUS, TPAHCIIOPTUPOBKU 3TU CTAHAAPTHI
He Obuth HapyuieHbl. CTOUT OTMETHUTH, YTO CTOUT JOBEPSTH TOJHKO U3BECTHBIM M TPOBEPEHHBIM
MapKUpOBKaM. B CBsI3U € TeM, 4TO Ha SKOJIOTMUHbIE TOBAPHI MOSBUJICS MOBBILIEHHBIN CIIPOC U3-
3a BESHHH COBPEMEHHOM MOJBI Ha 30POBBIH 00pa3 >XKHU3HU, HEIOOpOKadyeCTBEHHBIC
MIPOU3BOIUTENIN CTABAT HA CBOMX IMPOMYKTAX BBIMBIIUICHHBIE MAPKUPOBKH CO CJIOBAMHU «IKOY,
«OHM0», «OPraHUK», 1a0bI MOBBICUTH YPOBEHb MTPOJIAK.

M: A kakue sKoMapkupoBKH 111 Bac Hanbonee 3HaunMbie? Kakue Bol crapaerech mokymars?

A: S mpeuMyIIeCTBEHHO JOBEPSI0 SKOMApPKHUPOBKAaM TIEPBOTO THUIMA, T.K. CepTUDUKAIUS
MPOBOAUTCA B COOTBETCTBUM C MPHUHIUIIAMHU MeXAyHapoaHoro cradaapra [SO 14024

UCKJTFOYMTEIBHO HE3aBUCUMON TPeThell CTOPOHOM (CEpTUPHUIMPYIOLUIMM OPTaHOM) U YUUTHIBAET
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BECh KU3HEHHBIN ITUKI TOBapa, BKIIOYAs MPOUCXOKICHHUE CBHIPhs, €ro 00paboTKy W 3aKaHYMBAas
YTWIM3alKUEed MNPOAYKTa MO OKOHYaHUM Cpoka sKcIuryarauud. B Poccum ecth Tonmbko onHa
MapKHpOBKa MEPBOTO TuUMNa - «JIMCTOK XHU3HW», B Jpyrux crtpaHax - «CeBepHBIU
nebens» (crpanbl CxannumnHaBuu), «lomy6oir Anren» (I'epmanms), «EBpomeiickuii
usetok» (EBpocoro3) u apyrue. Kpome Toro, cepTudukar uMeeT orpaHUYeHHBIA CPOK JEHCTBHUS
— ot 1 g0 3 nmet. Kaxapnii pa3, 4To0bI MPOIJIUTH IIPABO MOJIH30BAHUS SKOMAPKHUPOBKON TIEPBOTO
THUIIA, KOMIIAHUS JJOJDKHA CHOBA MIPOXOJUTH NMPOBEPKU U ClIaBaTh MPOIAYKIMIO HA Ja00paTOpHBIN
aHanu3. Takum 00pa3oM, MOXKHO 3alIUTHTH ce0sl OT HeAJOOPOCOBECTHBIX MpousBoauteneit. [Ipu
BBIOOpE KOCMETHKHM 5 OOBIYHO OpHEHTHupyloch Ha dkoMmapkupoBku ICEA, COSMOS-
STANDARD, ECOCERT, BDIH

M: Bcrnomzure, noxaiyiictTa, Kak M II04€MYy BBl PEILIMIM IOKyHarb 3KO HpoayKThl? UYrto
NoATONKHY/IO Bac k sromy pemenuto? beina nu kakas-to onpenenéHHas npuuuHa? Mnum sto
OBLJIO CTIOHTAHHOE PEIICHHE?

A: BriepBble g cTana MHTEPECOBAaThCS TEMOM 3KOJIOTMYECKUX NMPOIYKTOB, KOTJa cTaja MCKaThb
aNbTEpPHATUBY OOBIYHOI KOCMETHKE U3 MAaCC-MapKeTa, T.K. XOTeNa yAy4YIIUTh CBOI BHEIIHUN BU]I.
bnaro, y Mens ects nozapyra, koropasi paboTaeT B 3KOJIOTHYECKOM COI03€ «JIMCTOK KU3HU», OHA
MHE J1ajia O4eHb HHPOPMATUBHYIO CIIPABKY Ha ATOT CYET. YIIIYOUBIIHNCH B TEMY 3KOIIPOMYKIINH, 5
MOHSJIA, YTO MOKYNKOM KOCMETHKHU JIeJI0 HE MOXKET OrPaHMUYUTBHCS, MO3TOMY CTajla MOKYIAaTh
cpencTBa Juisi YOOPKHM M TMPOAYKTHI muTaHusa. K coxaneHuto, OONbIIYI0 YacTh MPOIYKTOB
MATAHUS TIPUXOIUTCS BCE-TaKU MOKYTAaTh B OOBIYHBIX Mara3uHax, T.K. (pepMepckue mpoayKThl Ha
MOPSIIOK IOPOKE, a HAa JAHHOM 3Tarle )KU3HU, sl He MOTy ce0e 3TOTO IMO3BOJIUTS.

M: Korna Bbl HauajaM MOKyIMaTh KO MPOAYKTHI, KTO-HUOY/Ib U3 BAIIETO OKPYKECHHUS, YK€ SBIISIICS
noTpeduTeneM Takod mpoxykuuu? [loBnusio nu 3T0 Kak-TO Ha Bame pemenue mokymnarhk
opranuveckyio eny? Moxer ObITh, KTO-TO paccka3biBal BaM o0 CBOEM ombITe, AETHICS
BIIEYATIICHUSIMU, COBETOBAJI TOXKE MOMPOOOBATH MOTOOHBIE TOBAPHI?

A: Jla, HEKOTOpBIE MO APY3bsl YK€ MCIOIb30BAIN SKONPOAYKIMIO HA TOT MOMEHT. be3ycnoBHO,
3TO OTYACTU MOBJIMSIIO HAa MOI BBIOOp, T.K. S MOJIy4YHJIA MAcCy IOJOXKHUTEIbHBIX OT3bIBOB U
BECOMBIX API'YMEHTOB B I0JIb3Yy JTAHHON MPOAYKIIUH.

M: Ckaxure, noxanyicra, ceroass, Bbl Mokymnaere 3K0 MNPOAYKTHl B KAKOM-TO KOHKPETHOM
MecCTe WJIH XOJIUTE 3a MOKYIIKaMU Bceraa B pa3Hble MecTa? MoxkeT ObITh, IPEANOYNTAETE KaKoro-
TO KOHKPETHOTO MPOU3BOUTENS UM TOPTroBYyI0 MapKy? OTKyna Bl 00bIdHO y3HAETE, T7I6 MOKHO

KyIIUTb SKOIPOTYKTHI?
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A: YV MeHsS ecTh HECKOJIbKO NMOCTOSHHBIX CHEIMaIM3UPOBAHHBIX 3KOMAarasMHOB, B KOTOPBIX s
OOBIYHO JeNial0 MaccoBbIM 3aka3. M3 mpousBomuTeneil yXomoBOM KOCMETHUKH MPEINOYUTAI0
mapku: Natura Siberica; Dr. Hauschka; Biotique Botanicals; CmmBax’b; Makoms. U3
JIEKOpPaTUBHOM KOCMETHUKM 5 mpenanouurtaro cpenacrsa mapok: Chocolatte; Era minerals. s
X034UCTBEHHBIX weneil: Synergetic; Organic people; BioMio. K coxanenuto, HEe y Bcex
MIPOU3BOAMTENICH, OMMMCAHHBIX MHOIO BBIIIIE, UMEETCS HIKOMApKUPOBKA, HO sl BCE paBHO MOKYTMAr0
UX TPOAYKIMIO U3-32 COCTaBa, KOTOPBIM MEHsS ycTpauBaeT. MHe KaXKeTcs, €M y ToBapa HET
HKOMAPKUPOBKHU, TO HEJb3s YTBEPKIaTh, UYTO TOBAP 3KOJOTHUecKH YucThIii Ha 100 %, naxe ecnu
yKazaH Heruioxoi coctraB. OObIYHO, S HILy HH(OPMALMIO O MECTax MOKYNOK B HMHTEpHETE,
MHOT/Ia HAX0XKY UX BKUBYIO, IPOTYJIMBASACH IO Mara3uHaM.

M: A B lHTEpHETE IlIe UMEHHO MOXHO TaKylo HWHGOpMAIHio?

A: 5 y3Ha O TPOU3BOAMTENSX OPraHUYECKOW KOCMETHKH M3 OJOTrOB, MOCBSIIEHHBIX 3TOU
TEMaTUKe, a TaKXKe IMPH BBIOOpPE YK€ NONIOOWBIICHCS KOCMETHKM B HWHTEpPHET-MarasnHax
(oOpamaro BHUMaHHE M Ha JIpyTrHe cpenacTBa). HemaBHo Obut moct B MHCTarpame y cooOriecTsa
Lookbio Ha TeMy MecCT MOKYNKH OpraHMYECKUX IpPOAYKTOB: https://www.instagram.com/p/
BSRTkYCh-Qd/ Ot cebs mory mo6aBuTh, 4TO €CTh emié Herutoxue marasuHbl: «Kiesepy:

https://cloverclover.ru/; «3enensrit»: https://the-green.ru/; «4fresh»: https://www.4fresh.ru/ VY

3HAKOMBIX CIIpallliBajlia OT3bIBBI HacyeT KocMeTHkH ¢upm Natura Siberica , BioMio, Dr.
Hauschka, Organic People, Organic Shop. Crnucok opraHU4ecKuUX CpPEACTB MO KaTeTOPUSIM U
MECTa MX MOKYIOK TaKKe MOXKHO Oy/IeT IOCMOTPETh Yepe3 MPUIIOKEHHE « DKOMOIKAY, KOT/Ia ero
JIOpaboTaIOT 10 KOHIIA.

M: A kro-mu6o u3 Barmiero okpyXeHusi TO)Ke COBEpIIIaeT MOKYNKH B 3TOM MECTe, MprodpeTaeT
MIPOYKTHI 3TOW MapKH/ATOro mpou3BoauTensi? Bo3MoOXHO, BbI COBEpIIaeTe MOKYNKHA BMecCTe?
Wnu moTtoM penuTech BIEYATICHUSMU W COBETyeTe€ JpYr JPYyry YTO-TO OTHOCHUTEIHHO
MPOAYKIIUU JAHHOTO Mara3uHa/MapKy WIHA MTPOU3BOAUTENS?

A: EcTh mogpyrH, KOTOpbIE MOKYIAIOT T€ )K€ MapKH KOCMETHKH, YTO U sI, HO MBI HE JIEJIaeM 3TO
BMecTe. OT3pIBaMU O TIPHOOPETEHHOHN MPOAYKINHU, KOHEYHO, ACITUMCS JIPYyT C OpyroM. Taxxke s
cama 4acTEeHBKO pacCKa3bIBar0 KoJjuleraM Ha padoTe M WieHaM CEeMbH O IUTICaxX MpuoOpeTeHHS
IKOIPOTYKITHH.

M: BcroMHUTE, €cii y Bac KOTAA-TO BO3ZHUKAIM MPOOJIEMBI C BHIOOPOM DKO MPOMYKTa WU

IMOUCKOM MCCTa AJid €TI0 IMOKYIIKHU, UJIW Bbl HC 3HAJIM, CTOUT JIK MMOKYIIAaTh TOBAP B TOM WJIKM MHOM
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MECTe, TOTO WJIM MHOTO MPOU3BOAUTENS WIM MapKu, oOpallaJuch JIU Bbl 32 COBETOM K IPyTUM
notpedurensim?

A: Ilepen MOKYINKOM TOTO WJIM WHOTO IPOAYKTA, S CMOTPI0 HAJIMYME MAPKUPOBOK, COCTAB U
OT3bIBBI MOTpeduTeneid. Mory mocMoTpers BUIEO U crarbu 3ko0morepoB AnHbl Tatte (http:/
myecoblog.ru/), Anacracuu IlpukazuukoBoit (http://www.imorganic.ru/). JlugHo ¢ HUMHU He
3HAKOMa.

M: Cocroute 1M BBl B KakoM-InO0 MHTEpHET-cOOOIIECTBE, MOCBAMIEHHOM 3KO MPOXYKIIMH?
MosxeT ObITbh, sIBIsieTeCh wieHOM rpynmnbl B Brkonrakre mnu Facebook? Bo3mokHo, untaere
Kakue-11u00 OJIOrH, CBA3aHHEIC ¢ JaHHOM TeMaTUKOM?

A: Jla, s cOCTOIO B HECKOJIBKUX Ipynnax BxkoHTakre: «OKonoruyeckuii corw3. DKOMapKUpOBKa
«JTuctok xu3um» (https://vk.com/ecounion), y MeHs ecTh Ha cMapTQoHE HX MTPHUIIOKCHHE
«OKOMOJKa», CO3aHHOE MJis 3HAKOMCTBA MOTPEOUTENs] C HKOMapKHUPOBKAMHU, aCCOPTUMEHTA
cepTU(UUUPOBAHHBIX TOBAPOB, a TAKXKE YMPOIIECHHS IMOMCKA MECT HMX MOKYNKH; JKoOior
ImOrganic (https://vk.com/imorganic); Ecolavka (https://vk.com/ecolavkastore); Eco Bio
Boutique «3enénas xop3una» (https://vk.com/biogreenbasket). I monnucana Ha napy maGIuKoB
B Mucrarpam: Lookbio (https://www.instagram.com/lookbio/), idealissta.blog (https://
www.instagram.com/idealissta.blog/), a Takke CMOTpIO ONHMCAHHBIE MHOW OJIOTHM B OTBETE Ha
npens aymuii Bompoc. IlomMmumo mnonydeHus moJie3HOW HHOpMaUHWU, CBA3aHHON C
HKOMPOAYKIMEH (HOBOCTH, OTYETHI C TMOE3I0K Ha AKO(epMbl, OT3BIBBI O CPEICTBAX), TAKKE S
MOTY I10y4acTBOBaTh B PO3bITPhILIAX MIPHU30B.

M: U Hanocnenok, ckaxure, kak Bol cunraere, nnpopmanus 00 5K0 MPOAYKTax, KOTOpyto Bbl
MOJTy4aeTe OT CBOMX 3HAKOMBIX, ApPYy3eH U KoJuler Oosee Hal&xHasl, HEXKEIH Ta, KOTOPYIO MOKHO
noinyuuth nocpeactsomM CMU, peknambl U Apyrux UCTOUHUKOB? Biusier v 3TO Kak-TO Ha Ballle
MOBEICHUE KaK MOTPeOUTENs TOA00HON IPOTYKIIAN?

A: S He cuuraro, 4yTo MHPOPMAIU MOTy4YEeHHAs! OT KOJUIET, 3HAKOMBIX M JIpy3ed HajexHas Ha
100 %. Jannas nHbopMaIusi MOKET HAC MOATOJIKHYTh Ha BHIOOP TOW WJIM MHOM MPOAYKLHU, HO
B JIO0OOM cCilyyae OHa HMeeT CYObEKTHBHBI XapakTep U JODKHA OBbITh IMpOBEpEeHa Ha
noctoBepHOCTh. MHbpopmanus, momydenHas u3 CMU u pexiampl, OOBIYHO HECET YHUCTO
KOMMEPUECKHI XapakTep W HE BCerla TaK CKa3aThb «KapTHHKa Ha KOPOOKE COOTBETCTBYET
nerctBuTenbHOCTHY. T.e. 3Ty nH(pOopMaLuio Toxke HE0OXOIMMO BCEria IPOBEPSTh.

M: Kak e€ M0XHO pOBEepUTH?
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A: Hanuune 5kOMapKUpOBKHU caMo MO cele SBIsieTCsl TapaHToOM dKonornyHoctu. Ecnu Ha ToBape
HET HKOMapKHUpPOBKH, TO HENb3S yTBEPXkAAaTh, YTO TOBApP HATypaJbHBIM WJIM OpPraHUYeCcKuw,
MMOTOMY YTO JIJI 3TOTO HYXKHBI MCCJIEOBAaHMS Ha BCEX dTamax mpou3BojacTBa. [lompoOHee mpo

HKOMapKUPOBKHU MOKHO nountarsh B 'OCTax.

B 3aknouenue, ecau 6o3moodicno, mocy au s yzuame ungopmayuro o Bac? Ckonvko Bam nem?
Cocmoume nu Buvt 6 Opake? Ecmv au y Bac demu? B xaxom copoode Bwi npooxcusaeme 6

Hacmoswuil momenm? U, eciu mooxcno, Bawe uus.

Mens 30ByT AHactacus. Mue 25 e, HaxoXych B Opake, nerei moka HeT. [IpokuBaro B ropose
BceBonoxcke, paboraro B Cankr-IlerepOypre.

Ecmo nu ewé umo-mo, umo Bui xomenu Ovi 0obasumv? Eciu nem, mo Oonvuioe cnacubo 3a
yuacmue! Eciau Bvl 3aunmepecosanvl, i moey nooeiumscsi ¢ Bamu pesyremamamu oannoeo

ucc;ze()oeaHu;z, KAaK moJjibKO OHO 6y()em NOJIHOCMbIO 3A68EPULEHO.



