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Abstract: This paper aims to identify which Schwartz values and regulatory focus orientations
influence consumer behavior on the food market in the domain of preference for domestic products,
which is closely related to consumer ethnocentrism. The CAWI (Computer-Assisted Web Interviews)
method was applied. The sample consisting of 1000 respondents was representative for the Polish
adult population in terms of sex, age, education, place of living (rural vs. urban), and region. The
willingness to pay (WTP) a higher price for domestic products was affected by the tradition and
universalism values. Consumer value orientations and regulatory focus were more powerful in
explaining the WTP than demographic or socio-economic variables. The theories of value orientations
and regulatory focus were found to be more relevant for men than for women, as reflected in adjusted
regression determination coefficients. Finally, the promotion regulatory focus was a significant
predictor of the WTP among men, but not among women. Based on my findings, it is recommended
(1) to emphasize the following elements in marketing communications in order to stimulate the
purchases of domestic food products: appeals to tradition, customs, ecology, being natural; (2) to take
into account the Schwartz values in consumer segmentation on the food market; (3) to differentiate
marketing communications for domestic food products on the basis of gender segmentation: in
messages addressed to male consumers, arguments appealing to the promotion orientation should
be used more frequently.

Keywords: willingness to pay (WTP) a higher price for domestic products; consumer ethnocentrism;
schwartz theory of values; higgins regulatory focus theory; food marketing; consumer behavior;
gender differences; local food preference

1. Introduction

Consumers often prefer domestic products to imported counterparts, e.g., American
consumers prefer domestic-originated beef to imported beef [1]. The bias of consumers
towards domestic goods offers a vital clue to marketing strategies [2]. The impact of ethno-
centrism on consumer willingness to buy domestic products is dependent on the country of
origin, product category [3], and relative quality perceptions [4]. There is a strong relation
between country-of-origin effect and consumer ethnocentrism [5]. The home country bias
in product evaluation is driven by both economic and socio-psychological motives [6].
Conservation types of values are positively related to consumer ethnocentrism [3]. Per-
sonal values, moral foundations and gender-role identities exert direct and indirect effects
on the formation of consumers’ ethnocentric orientation [7]. There is a need to identify
the personal values of the consumer to interpret the effect of consumer ethnocentrism
accurately [8].

In this paper, I focus on the comparison between domestic food (i.e., originating from
Poland) and foreign counterparts. I apply the Schwartz theory of values and the regulatory
focus theory to investigate predictors of the willingness to pay a higher price (WTP).
Previous research, presented in the Literature Review section below, shows the relevance of
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these two theoretical frameworks in investigating consumer behavior on the food market.
This study is the first to show which Schwartz values and regulatory focus orientations
influence consumer willingness to pay a higher price for domestic food products, which
may be considered an aspect of consumer ethnocentrism and home-country bias. This
topic is important also because, in my opinion, the consumption of domestic food products
affects all 3 dimensions of sustainable development: economic (capturing more value
added by domestic supply chains), social (supporting local farmers), and environmental
(reducing food miles). Since previous research has shown important gender differences in
consumers’ WTP behaviors [9–13], I focus on comparisons between men and women.

My principal research questions are as follows:
RQ1. Do any Schwartz values affect the willingness to pay a higher price for domestic

food products? If so, which ones?
RQ2. Does any regulatory focus affect the willingness to pay a higher price for

domestic food products? If so, which one?
RQ3. Is there any difference in Schwartz values or regulatory focus affecting the

willingness to pay a higher price for domestic food products between men and women?
The major contribution of this research is to improve our knowledge about the mecha-

nism underlying consumer willingness to pay a higher price for home-country products by
identifying psychographic characteristics of consumers increasing this WTP on the food
market. Two major theoretical frameworks established in consumer research: Schwartz
values theory and Higgins regulatory focus theory are applied. Moreover, I explore differ-
ences between men and women in this regard. This study is based on an online survey in a
representative sample of Polish consumers.

The paper is structured as follows. The Literature Review section provides some
information about previous applications of willingness-to-pay indicators, the Schwartz
theory and Higgins theory on the food market. The Materials and Methods section de-
scribes sample representativeness criteria and the principal measurement scales used in
this research. The Results section presents bivariate and multivariate analyses of the impact
of values and regulatory focus orientations on the willingness to pay a higher price for
domestic food. Regression models without and with control variables are developed for the
total sample, and separately for men and women. Finally, the Discussion and Conclusions
section discusses the theoretical and managerial implications of my findings as well as the
study limitations.

2. Literature Review

The willingness to pay a higher price has been used in analyses of consumer behav-
ior on the food market, e.g., comparing regional products to conventional products [14],
comparing organic food to conventional food [15–20], comparing organic to all-natural
food [21], examining different organic logos [22], multi-ingredient, processed organic food
products [23], green purchasing behavior [24], bio-based products [25], non-genetically
modified food [26], functional food [27], food embodying a living wage and safe working
conditions for farmworkers [28], local production [29], traditional food [30], food with
quality labels [31], government certification program, followed by third-party certification,
a traceability system, and a product-specific information label [32], food labelled “raised
without antibiotics” [33], HACCP-certified food [34], food quality and safety [35,36], veg-
etable snacks [37], healthier processed food [38], eco-labeled apples [39], bottled water [40],
milk offered in biodegradable packaging [41], milk from gene-edited cows [42], a change
in steak quality [43], capture and culture fish [44], bitten food in pictures [45].

The Schwartz theory of values [46] has been extensively used in consumer behavior
studies, including the investigation of food consumption. Food-related lifestyles depend
on the Schwartz values [47]. Convenience food consumption and convenience orientation
in the food domain are mainly connected with values that motivate people to seek new
experiences, act independently and enhance their own personal interests, while are in
conflict with values of conservation and self-transcendence [48]. Organic food consumption
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is related to such values as security, hedonism, universalism, benevolence, stimulation,
self-direction, and conformity [49]. The values theory was used to identify consumer
segments in the organic food market [50]. Understanding and use of sustainability labels
are affected by human values as measured by the Schwartz value domains [51]. Consumer
values (achievement, conservation, and universalism) play an important role in how goal
priming works to promote healthier food choices [52]. A large cross-cultural study revealed
that men attribute consistently more importance than women do to power, stimulation,
hedonism, achievement, and self-direction values; the reverse is true for benevolence and
universalism values and less consistently for security values [53].

The regulatory focus theory [54] has also brought about important contributions in
consumer behavior research [55]. Consumers are interested in different product features
depending on their focus; whereas in the prevention focus they are more interested in
safety-oriented aspects, in the promotion focus they concentrate more on comfort-oriented
qualities. Focus compatible products are evaluated more positively [56]. Promotion focus
is positively related to global consumption orientation and prevention focus is negatively
related to it [57]. Consumers with promotion focus have higher intention to eat ethnic food
than consumers with prevention focus [58]. There are gender differences in the mechanism
underlying the relationship between regulatory foci and subjective well-being [59].

3. Materials and Methods

My research purpose was to investigate the predictors of consumer willingness to
pay a higher price for domestic food on the basis of two theoretical frameworks: Schwartz
values theory and Higgins regulatory focus theory. A nationwide, representative survey
among 1000 respondents was conducted with the use of the CAWI (Computer-Assisted
Web Interview) method.

The benefits of using this method include relatively low costs, fast data collection,
convenience for respondents, as they can return to the questionnaire and complete it at
their preferred time and place, and reduced time for data analysis, as the answers are
coded automatically in a spreadsheet. There is comparable quality of measurement using
CAWI and PAPI (paper and pencil interviews) ways of collecting data, as the scales are
reliable enough and the answers for open questions are content rich. Moreover, technical
possibilities in CAWI, especially the position rotation of scales and forcing responses, may
contribute to obtaining better quality data [60].

The representativeness criteria included: sex, the age structure in 10-year intervals,
education level (primary, basic vocational, secondary, and tertiary), the place of living
(rural areas vs. urban areas), and region. Additionally, the similarity of the structure by age
was required separately for males and females in 10-year intervals. It was allowed to draw
the sample from an Internet panel on the basis of quotas specified in the assumptions, but
weighting results was forbidden.

The questionnaire was prepared by the author of this paper on the basis of scales
validated in previous research studies [46,54,61–72]. A pilot survey was conducted to
improve the instrument. The questionnaire consisted of 41 questions, including 37 single-
choice questions (17 of which were composed of lists of items) and 4 open-ended questions
(asking to provide a number).

The survey was conducted in February 2020 by a specialized market research agency.
The respondents were informed about the purpose of the study (to analyze opinions and
attitudes of consumers of food products in Poland) and were assured that their answers
will be used only for scientific purposes in the respect of the principle of anonymity.

The regression models include standardized coefficients (denoted as β) with standard
errors (SE(β)), unstandardized coefficients (denoted as b) with standard errors (SE(b)),
t-statistics, and p-values. The statistical analyses were conducted in TIBCO Statistica
Version 13.3 (TIBCO Software Inc., Palo Alto, CA, USA).

The sample representativeness criteria were fulfilled in a satisfactory manner. As far
as sex is concerned, the structure of respondents matched exactly the structure of the popu-
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lation of Poland aged 15 and more (52.2% of females and 47.8% of males). Regarding the
age structure, it was sufficiently close to that of the general population with the exception
of the oldest group, which was underrepresented. The average age of respondents was
46.4 years, and the age ranged from 15 to 84. The sample resembled the general population
almost perfectly in terms of the region of living. Not only all the 16 Polish regions (wo-
jewództwa—voivodships) were present in the sample, but also their relative shares matched
very closely the actual structure of the Polish population, with the deviations not exceeding
0.3 percentage points. The sample also resembled very well the general population in terms
of the urban-rural divide (a deviation of only 0.1 percentage point). Finally, the sample was
sufficiently representative for the population of Poland regarding the level of education.

The dependent variable was measured with the use of the following question: ‘Are
you willing to pay more for Polish food products compared to their foreign counterparts?’
with 5 answer options: ‘Definitely yes’, ‘Rather yes’, ‘I don’t know’, ‘Rather not’, and
‘Definitely not’. In the data analysis stage, they were attributed scores 5-1, respectively.
This operationalization of the willingness to pay stemmed from my interest in the intention
to pay for a broad category of products and the fact that the WTP tends to be overstated
in hypothetical valuation questions as compared to when actual payment is required [73].
This way of examining WTP as a qualitative decision of whether to pay more was also
used in previous research [74].

The value orientations of respondents were measured with the use of the framework
proposed by Shalom Schwartz [46] from the Hebrew University of Jerusalem. 10 values
were taken into consideration: self-direction, power, security, hedonism, benevolence,
achievement, stimulation, conformity, universalism, tradition (Table 1). The corresponding
items in Polish for these 10 values were taken from the CBOS 2012 survey, question 24.
The answers were measured on a 6-point scale with textual labels: ‘Very similar’, ‘Similar’,
‘Somewhat similar’, ‘Slightly similar’, ‘Not similar’, ‘Completely not similar’, which were
subsequently coded 6-1, respectively.

Table 1. The measurement scale for the Schwartz values.

Value
Now I Will Briefly Describe Various Persons. Please Specify on the Basis
of Each Description to What an Extent the Given Person Is Similar to You.

For This Person, It Is Important:

Self-direction (1) to think up new ideas, to be creative, to do thinks in one’s own way
Power (2) to be rich, to have a lot of money and expensive things

Security (3) to live in secure surroundings, to avoid anything that might be dangerous
Hedonism (4) to have a good time, to „spoil” oneself

Benevolence (5) to help the people around, to care for their well-being
Achievement (6) to be successful, to have one’s achievements recognized
Stimulation (7) to take risks and look for adventures, to have an exciting life
Conformity (8) to behave properly, to avoid doing anything people would say is wrong

Universalism (9) to look after the environment, to care for nature

Tradition (10) to respect tradition, to follow the customs handed down by one’s religion
or family

Note: 6-point scales with textual labels were used for each item. Source: [46,66].

The 11-item Regulatory Focus Questionnaire (RFQ) was applied (Table 2) in order
to establish the promotion and prevention orientations of our respondents. The Polish
translation of Bąk et al. [62] was used, with the change from direct second-person questions
into the more official way addressing the respondents (by Sir/Madam in Polish) to make it
consistent with the rest of my questionnaire. The scales for the answer options are exactly
as in the original [54]—5-point scales with 2 or 3 anchors. The promotion and prevention
focus indices were calculated with the use of the RFQ scoring key provided in [75], and the
regulatory focus predominance index was calculated according to [76]. This index was also
called an RFQ index [77].
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Table 2. The Regulatory Focus Questionnaire.

Question

Q1. Compared to most people, are you typically unable to get what you want out of life?
Q2. Growing up, would you ever “cross the line” by doing things that your parents would not
tolerate?
Q3. How often have you accomplished things that got you “psyched” to work even harder?
Q4. Did you get on your parents’ nerves often when you were growing up?
Q5. How often did you obey rules and regulations that were established by your parents?
Q6. Growing up, did you ever act in ways that your parents thought were objectionable?
Q7. Do you often do well at different things that you try?
Q8. Not being careful enough has gotten me into trouble at times.
Q9. When it comes to achieving things that are important to me, I find that I don’t perform as well
as I ideally would like to do.
Q10. I feel like I have made progress toward being successful in my life.
Q11. I have found very few hobbies or activities in my life that capture my interest or motivate
me to put effort into them.

Note: 5-point scales with 2 or 3 anchors were used for each item. Source: [54,62].

4. Results

Approximately 2/3 of the respondents declared their willingness to pay a premium for
food products from their own country (answers ‘definitely yes’ and ‘rather yes’ combined).
For almost 1/5 of the study participants, this attribute of food products was definitely a
sufficient reason to pay a higher price compared to imported counterparts, and for almost
half of the study subjects, it was rather sufficient. Women were likely to declare their
higher WTP than men, as shown in Table 3, but the Mann Whitney U-test indicated that
this difference was not statistically significant (Z = −1.583, p = 0.114).

Table 3. The willingness to pay for the Polish origin of food products (%).

Answer Total Men Women

Definitely yes 18.4 17.2 19.5
Rather yes 47.1 46.4 47.7

I don’t know 22.2 21.5 22.8
Rather not 9.4 11.3 7.7

Definitely not 2.9 3.6 2.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Regarding the Schwartz values, the highest scores in the total sample were observed
for universalism, benevolence, and self-direction, and the lowest ones for power, stimu-
lation, achievement, and hedonism. Gender differences were observed for 4 values with
the use of the Mann-Whitney U-test. Men were characterized by higher levels of power
and stimulation, and women were more strongly driven by benevolence and universalism
(Table 4). As far as the regulatory focus is concerned, the total sample had a balanced level
of promotion and prevention orientations, resulting in the predominance index close to
zero. Men had significantly lower prevention and higher predominance levels than women.

In the total sample, the willingness to pay a higher price for food of the domestic
origin correlated with all Schwartz values except power and hedonism (Table 5). The
strongest correlations were observed with tradition and universalism (r > 0.2). The WTP
also correlated with the promotion orientation of the study participants. Both among men
and women, significant correlations of the WTP were observed for the same Schwartz
values, and in both cases, the strongest were with tradition and universalism. However,
men displayed stronger correlations than women. Moreover, the promotion regulatory
focus and the predominance index correlated significantly with the WTP among men, but
not among women.
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Table 4. The Schwartz values and regulatory focus by sex.

Consumer
Characteristics Total

Sex Comparison M-W (Mann-Whitney U-Test)

Men Women Z p

Schwartz values

Self-direction 4.523 4.483 4.559 −1.464 0.143
Power 3.295 3.379 3.218 1.980 0.048

Security 4.302 4.257 4.343 −1.270 0.204
Hedonism 3.927 3.992 3.868 1.424 0.154

Benevolence 4.645 4.552 4.730 −2.853 0.004
Achievement 3.931 3.977 3.889 1.111 0.267
Stimulation 3.831 3.964 3.709 3.058 0.002
Conformity 4.180 4.186 4.174 0.261 0.794

Universalism 4.674 4.577 4.762 −2.684 0.007
Tradition 4.237 4.209 4.262 −0.739 0.460

Regulatory focus
Promotion 3.262 3.253 3.269 −0.726 0.468
Prevention 3.167 3.105 3.229 −2.799 0.005

Predominance
index 0.092 0.149 0.040 2.164 0.030

Table 5. Pearson correlation coefficients of the willingness to pay a price premium for the Polish
origin of food products with the Schwartz values and regulatory focus by sex.

Consumer
Characteristics

Total Population Men Women

r p r p r p

Schwartz values
Self-direction 0.131 0.000 0.150 0.001 0.110 0.012

Power 0.050 0.111 0.029 0.526 0.080 0.068
Security 0.072 0.023 0.079 0.086 0.061 0.161

Hedonism 0.054 0.091 0.049 0.285 0.065 0.140
Benevolence 0.174 0.000 0.174 0.000 0.165 0.000
Achievement 0.121 0.000 0.094 0.040 0.152 0.001
Stimulation 0.096 0.002 0.120 0.009 0.089 0.043
Conformity 0.105 0.001 0.113 0.014 0.100 0.023

Universalism 0.227 0.000 0.254 0.000 0.191 0.000
Tradition 0.252 0.000 0.313 0.000 0.193 0.000

Regulatory focus
Promotion 0.084 0.008 0.165 0.000 0.004 0.934
Prevention 0.015 0.639 0.022 0.630 −0.002 0.969

Predominance index 0.045 0.157 0.105 0.022 0.004 0.933

In order to check the simultaneous impact of all Schwartz values and regulatory
focus orientations on consumer willingness to pay a price premium for domestic food,
a series of multiple regression models were constructed. First, I examined the impact of
these independent variables without any covariates (Table 6). The analysis shows that the
WTP was significantly and positively related to 3 Schwartz values: tradition, universalism,
and achievement. The strongest predictor was the tradition value (β = 0.209, p = 0.000),
followed by universalism (β = 0.132, p = 0.000), and achievement (β = 0.082, p = 0.030). It
is worth noting that the regulatory focus did not influence the dependent variable. This
regression model explained over 9% of the variance of the WTP (adjusted R2 = 0.093) and
was highly significant (F(12.987) = 9.528, p = 0.000000).
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Table 6. The impact of the Schwartz values and regulatory focus on the WTP a price premium for
domestic food products in the whole sample without control variables.

Predictor β SE(β) b SE(b) t(987) p

Intercept x x 1.994 0.278 7.166 0.000
Self-direction 0.053 0.035 0.047 0.031 1.530 0.126

Power 0.000 0.037 0.000 0.028 0.011 0.991
Security −0.012 0.034 −0.010 0.029 −0.356 0.722

Hedonism −0.020 0.037 −0.016 0.030 −0.525 0.599
Benevolence 0.040 0.037 0.037 0.034 1.088 0.277
Achievement 0.082 0.038 0.065 0.030 2.178 0.030
Stimulation 0.006 0.038 0.004 0.030 0.149 0.881
Conformity −0.032 0.035 −0.027 0.029 −0.926 0.355

Universalism 0.132 0.037 0.122 0.034 3.608 0.000
Tradition 0.209 0.034 0.148 0.024 6.227 0.000

Promotion 0.029 0.033 0.053 0.058 0.901 0.368
Prevention −0.024 0.032 −0.036 0.048 −0.760 0.448

Note: β denotes standardized regression coefficients, b denotes unstandardized regression coefficients.

Second, I added selected demographic and socio-economic covariates to the model to
check the impact of the Schwartz values and regulatory focus in more realistic settings, as
respondents vary in terms of sex, age, education, income, place of living, and household
size (Table 7). It turned out that these control variables led to the reduction of significant
predictors among the Schwartz values. Now it is only tradition (β = 0.195, p = 0.000) and
universalism (β = 0.136, p = 0.000). Moreover, one of the control variables was significant
in this model, namely the household size (β = 0.099, p = 0.001). It is worth noting that the
Schwartz values were a more powerful predictor of the WTP than the demographic and
socio-economic characteristics of respondents. Adding these 6 control variables led to an
increase in the variance explained of only 1%, as the adjusted determination coefficient of
this full model was R2 = 0.103, compared to R2 = 0.093 in the previous regression. This
model was also highly significant (F(18.981) = 7.371, p = 0.000000).

Table 7. The impact of the Schwartz values and regulatory focus on the WTP a price premium for
domestic food products in the whole sample with control variables.

Predictor β SE(β) b SE(b) t(981) p

Intercept x x 1.829 0.311 5.874 0.000
Self-direction 0.050 0.034 0.045 0.031 1.453 0.147

Power −0.005 0.037 −0.004 0.028 −0.141 0.888
Security −0.012 0.034 −0.010 0.028 −0.367 0.714

Hedonism −0.017 0.037 −0.014 0.030 −0.467 0.641
Benevolence 0.035 0.037 0.033 0.034 0.960 0.337
Achievement 0.073 0.038 0.058 0.030 1.933 0.054
Stimulation 0.004 0.038 0.003 0.030 0.092 0.927
Conformity −0.021 0.035 −0.018 0.029 −0.615 0.539

Universalism 0.136 0.037 0.125 0.034 3.695 0.000
Tradition 0.195 0.034 0.138 0.024 5.796 0.000

Promotion 0.031 0.033 0.056 0.058 0.958 0.338
Prevention −0.021 0.032 −0.032 0.048 −0.666 0.506

Sex (men vs. women) −0.045 0.031 −0.088 0.060 −1.475 0.141
Age (in years) −0.034 0.033 −0.002 0.002 −1.029 0.304

Education (higher vs. other) −0.018 0.033 −0.040 0.072 −0.552 0.581
Income (income group) 0.016 0.031 0.013 0.026 0.505 0.614

Place of living (rural vs. urban) 0.034 0.033 0.067 0.065 1.036 0.301
Household size (members) 0.099 0.031 0.080 0.025 3.185 0.001

Note: β denotes standardized regression coefficients, b denotes unstandardized regression coefficients.

In order to check if there are any problems with multicollinearity, I have constructed a
correlation matrix with all independent variables used in my regression models (Table 8).
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The strongest correlations were observed between hedonism and stimulation (0.470), power
and achievement (0.466), achievement and stimulation (0.441), benevolence and universal-
ism (0.430), hedonism and achievement (0.421), power and hedonism (0.419). As all the
correlations are weak or moderate, the risk of multicollinearity is low.

Additionally, I opted for examining the impact of the Schwartz values and the regu-
latory focus on the willingness to pay a higher price for domestic food separately among
men and among women, because my bivariate analyses showed some important differ-
ences across genders. I ran the same regressions, but separately for males and for females.
I also did it in 2 configurations: without control variables and with the demographic and
socio-economic variables added. In the simpler model among men (Table 9), only tradition
(β = 0.265, p = 0.000) and universalism (β = 0.126, p = 0.017) affected the WTP significantly,
whereas an analogous model among women (Table 10) showed a significant impact of
3 Schwartz values: tradition (β = 0.150, p = 0.002), achievement (β = 0.124, p = 0.026), and
universalism (β = 0.122, p = 0.019). There is a difference in the set of significant predictors
across genders. It is also worth noting that Schwartz values and regulatory focus are
much more relevant in explaining the WTP among men than among women, which is
reflected in the adjusted determination coefficient being more than twice as high in the
regression for men (R2 = 0.124) than for women (R2 = 0.057). Both models were significant
(F(12.465) = 6.648, p = 0.000000, for men, and F(12.509) = 3.644, p = 0.00003, for women).

In the regression model with control variables among men (Table 11), the WTP is
significantly affected by the tradition (β = 0.241, p = 0.000) and universalism (β = 0.137,
p = 0.010) Schwartz values, but also by the promotion regulatory focus (β = 0.095, p = 0.047)
as well as one of the control variables—household size (β = 0.101, p = 0.024). This model
explains the largest share of the variance of the dependent variable (adjusted R2 = 0.134)
and is significant (F(17.460) = 5.332, p = 0.000000). An analogous model for women
demonstrated a significant impact of the same predictors except the regulatory focus
(Table 12). Here, the WTP was associated with tradition (β = 0.145, p = 0.003), universalism
(β = 0.134, p = 0.011), and household size (β = 0.096, p = 0.031). This model explained only
6.0% of the WTP variance (adjusted R2 = 0.060), and was also significant (F(17.504) = 2.972,
p = 0.00006).
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Table 8. Correlation matrix for independent variables used in my regression models.

Variable No. Variables M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17.

1. Sex 0.48 0.50
2. Age 46.40 17.30 −0.063
3. Education 0.27 0.44 −0.048 −0.249
4. Place of living 0.39 0.49 0.027 0.251 −0.281
5. Household size 3.46 1.21 −0.049 −0.096 −0.101 0.124
6. Income 3.08 1.19 0.022 0.019 0.180 −0.148 −0.023
7. Self-direction 4.52 1.09 −0.035 0.004 −0.008 0.007 0.038 0.059
8. Power 3.30 1.29 0.062 −0.086 0.031 −0.011 0.089 0.134 0.223
9. Security 4.30 1.15 −0.037 −0.029 −0.008 0.020 −0.019 0.012 0.176 0.147

10. Hedonism 3.93 1.21 0.051 −0.069 0.020 −0.009 0.056 0.094 0.242 0.419 0.199
11. Benevolence 4.65 1.04 −0.086 0.006 −0.064 0.002 0.020 −0.028 0.337 −0.023 0.279 0.181
12. Achievement 3.93 1.24 0.036 −0.127 0.028 0.002 0.086 0.056 0.241 0.466 0.154 0.421 0.196
13. Stimulation 3.83 1.26 0.101 −0.069 −0.022 −0.012 0.099 0.114 0.247 0.395 0.008 0.470 0.185 0.441
14. Conformity 4.18 1.16 0.005 0.031 0.003 0.050 −0.046 0.014 0.070 0.092 0.273 0.059 0.212 0.214 0.012
15. Universalism 4.67 1.05 −0.088 0.119 −0.009 0.013 −0.008 0.038 0.252 0.021 0.256 0.076 0.430 0.112 0.165 0.335
16. Tradition 4.24 1.37 −0.019 0.051 −0.023 0.061 0.090 0.012 0.049 0.027 0.157 0.025 0.246 0.064 0.056 0.344 0.321
17. Promotion 3.26 0.54 −0.014 −0.003 0.084 −0.003 −0.003 0.084 0.275 0.006 0.007 0.026 0.178 0.095 0.143 −0.036 0.197 0.003
18. Prevention 3.17 0.65 −0.095 0.052 0.063 0.033 −0.063 −0.030 −0.038 −0.112 0.138 −0.159 0.026 −0.056 −0.210 0.129 0.112 0.147 0.115

Notes: M—mean, SD—standard deviation; correlations significant at p < 0.05 are boldfaced.
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Table 9. The impact of the Schwartz values and regulatory focus on the WTP a price premium for
domestic food products among men without control variables.

Predictor β SE(β) b SE(b) t(465) p

Intercept x x 1.432 0.416 3.445 0.001
Self-direction 0.062 0.048 0.059 0.047 1.278 0.202

Power −0.032 0.051 −0.025 0.040 −0.628 0.531
Security 0.008 0.048 0.007 0.042 0.160 0.873

Hedonism −0.004 0.052 −0.003 0.043 −0.073 0.942
Benevolence 0.021 0.050 0.020 0.049 0.416 0.677
Achievement 0.040 0.053 0.034 0.045 0.753 0.452
Stimulation 0.047 0.052 0.041 0.045 0.913 0.362
Conformity −0.042 0.050 −0.038 0.045 −0.834 0.405

Universalism 0.126 0.052 0.117 0.049 2.403 0.017
Tradition 0.265 0.047 0.197 0.035 5.626 0.000

Promotion 0.092 0.047 0.172 0.088 1.958 0.051
Prevention −0.030 0.045 −0.052 0.078 −0.669 0.504

Note: β denotes standardized regression coefficients, b denotes unstandardized regression coefficients.

Table 10. The impact of the Schwartz values and regulatory focus on the WTP a price premium for
domestic food products among women without control variables.

Predictor β SE(β) b SE(b) t(509) p

Intercept x x 2.583 0.378 6.831 0.000
Self-direction 0.044 0.050 0.036 0.042 0.871 0.384

Power 0.028 0.055 0.021 0.040 0.518 0.604
Security −0.022 0.048 −0.018 0.039 −0.455 0.649

Hedonism −0.029 0.054 −0.022 0.041 −0.541 0.589
Benevolence 0.055 0.054 0.049 0.049 1.010 0.313
Achievement 0.124 0.056 0.091 0.041 2.226 0.026
Stimulation −0.023 0.057 −0.017 0.040 −0.413 0.680
Conformity −0.024 0.050 −0.018 0.039 −0.478 0.633

Universalism 0.122 0.052 0.112 0.048 2.345 0.019
Tradition 0.150 0.048 0.101 0.033 3.092 0.002

Promotion −0.036 0.046 −0.061 0.078 −0.777 0.437
Prevention −0.027 0.046 −0.036 0.061 −0.595 0.552

Note: β denotes standardized regression coefficients, b denotes unstandardized regression coefficients.

Table 11. The impact of the Schwartz values and regulatory focus on the WTP a price premium for
domestic food products among men with control variables.

Predictor β SE(β) b SE(b) t(460) p

Intercept x x 1.089 0.460 2.369 0.018
Self-direction 0.064 0.048 0.061 0.046 1.320 0.188

Power −0.036 0.051 −0.028 0.040 −0.697 0.486
Security 0.001 0.048 0.001 0.043 0.023 0.982

Hedonism −0.008 0.052 −0.006 0.043 −0.148 0.882
Benevolence 0.018 0.051 0.018 0.050 0.360 0.719
Achievement 0.038 0.053 0.032 0.045 0.725 0.469
Stimulation 0.039 0.052 0.033 0.045 0.744 0.457
Conformity −0.035 0.051 −0.032 0.046 −0.693 0.488

Universalism 0.137 0.053 0.128 0.049 2.594 0.010
Tradition 0.241 0.048 0.179 0.035 5.051 0.000

Promotion 0.095 0.047 0.178 0.089 1.995 0.047
Prevention −0.022 0.045 −0.038 0.078 −0.488 0.626

Age (in years) −0.009 0.046 −0.001 0.003 −0.189 0.850
Education (higher vs. other) −0.060 0.047 −0.141 0.109 −1.294 0.196

Income (income group) 0.039 0.044 0.034 0.039 0.892 0.373
Place of living (rural vs. urban) 0.044 0.046 0.089 0.095 0.944 0.346

Household size (members) 0.101 0.045 0.084 0.037 2.270 0.024
Note: β denotes standardized regression coefficients, b denotes unstandardized regression coefficients.
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Table 12. The impact of the Schwartz values and regulatory focus on the WTP a price premium for
domestic food products among women with control variables.

Predictor β SE(β) b SE(b) t(504) p

Intercept x x 2.410 0.419 5.750 0.000
Self-direction 0.042 0.050 0.035 0.042 0.834 0.405

Power 0.031 0.055 0.022 0.040 0.556 0.579
Security −0.023 0.048 −0.019 0.039 −0.481 0.631

Hedonism −0.022 0.054 −0.017 0.042 −0.407 0.684
Benevolence 0.046 0.055 0.041 0.050 0.829 0.407
Achievement 0.109 0.056 0.080 0.041 1.941 0.053
Stimulation −0.030 0.057 −0.021 0.040 −0.532 0.595
Conformity −0.022 0.050 −0.017 0.039 −0.435 0.664

Universalism 0.134 0.052 0.123 0.048 2.548 0.011
Tradition 0.145 0.049 0.098 0.033 2.981 0.003

Promotion −0.031 0.046 −0.053 0.079 −0.672 0.502
Prevention −0.023 0.046 −0.031 0.061 −0.503 0.615

Age (in years) −0.038 0.049 −0.002 0.003 −0.784 0.434
Education (higher vs. other) 0.022 0.048 0.045 0.098 0.458 0.647

Income (income group) −0.013 0.045 −0.010 0.035 −0.278 0.781
Place of living (rural vs. urban) 0.019 0.047 0.037 0.090 0.413 0.680

Household size (members) 0.096 0.045 0.075 0.035 2.159 0.031
Note: β denotes standardized regression coefficients, b denotes unstandardized regression coefficients.

5. Discussion and Conclusions

The main contribution of this paper lies in identifying Schwartz values and regulatory
focus orientations affecting consumer willingness to pay a higher price for domestic food
products. This phenomenon was investigated in 3 settings: in the total sample, among men,
and among women. Even though the willingness to pay a premium price for domestic
food is positively correlated with almost all Schwartz values and the promotion orientation,
multivariate analyses allowed to identify a few significant predictors. The regression model
without control variables enabled to indicate 3 values which determine the WTP, namely
tradition, universalism, and achievement. When some control variables were added to
the model, only 2 values remained as significant predictors: tradition and universalism,
and no regulatory focus was significant. This finding answers my research questions RQ1
and RQ2. Therefore, thanks to this research, we know that consumers respecting tradition,
following customs, and caring for the environment, are more likely to pay a higher price
for food from their home country. This finding has important theoretical and managerial
implications. It contributes to the development of the theory of consumer ethnocentrism
by incorporating constructs from the value orientation theory and the regulatory focus
theory. It also provides valuable hints for marketers what to emphasize in marketing
communications in order to stimulate the purchases of domestic food products: appeals
to tradition, customs, ecology, being natural. This is consistent with previous research
on origin food, which found that the traditional recipe was the top selection motive and
natural taste was the top determinant of perceived authenticity [78]. Moreover, the finding
about universalism is consistent with previous research on organic menus, as altruistic
value was found to significantly affect biosphere values, which in turn influenced WTP via
pro-environmental attitude [79].

Second, the psychographic criteria turned out to be much more important in shaping
the WTP than demographic and socio-economic characteristics of consumers (as shown
by standardized regression coefficients and p-values). Therefore, it is recommended to
take into account the Schwartz values in consumer segmentation on the food market. This
finding is consistent with previous studies on the WTP in other contexts: for innovative
food attributes [80], for fair trade products [81], for organic food [82], for ecosystem services
in Mediterranean high nature value farmland [83], and for biofuels [84].

Third, my findings demonstrated an important difference between genders regarding
the role of value orientations and regulatory focus in shaping the WTP for domestic food,
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which relates to my research question RQ3. These characteristics are much more relevant for
men than for women, according to the adjusted determination coefficients of the regression
models (both without and with control variables), which implies that women may be
affected to a larger extent by other variables, not captured by the Schwartz value theoretical
framework or by the regulatory focus theory. This finding is consistent with previous
research showing that congruence between message regulatory focus and the message
recipient’s gender is more effective for men than for women [85].

Fourth, the promotion regulatory focus was a significant predictor of the WTP among
men, but not among women, which provides further information in response to my research
question RQ3. This means that, whenever possible, it is worth differentiating marketing
communications for domestic food products on the basis of the gender segmentation. In
messages addressed to male consumers, arguments appealing to the promotion orientation
rather than the prevention orientation should be used more frequently.

This study is not without limitations. First, the sample representativeness criteria were
limited to age, education, urban-rural divide, and region. Adding more representativeness
criteria and conducting cross-cultural surveys would further enhance the external validity
of my results, but I considered this set of criteria as sufficient taking into consideration the
cost-benefit approach to the research design. Second, all the variables were self-reported
rather than observed. This stemmed from the choice of the survey methodology, which
enabled to obtain a sufficient level of sample representativeness and to collect a wide
variety of data. Future studies may be based on a mixed methodology, e.g., combining
retailer shopping data with a survey, or using an experimental setting. Third, there are
alternative ways to estimate the willingness to pay a higher price. I opted for this simple
Likert-style question, which enabled to examine consumer attitude to this issue, but did
not allow to calculate the size of this willingness either in absolute monetary terms or as a
percentage of price. I opted for this method of estimating the WTP, because I examined a
broad category of products (all kinds of domestic food), and I was interested in the relative
WTP for domestic food compared to imported counterparts rather than the exact level of
the WTP.
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60. Mącik, R.; Korba, M. Wiarygodność pomiaru w badaniach mixed-mode: Porównanie efektów stosowania PAPI i CAWI. Pr. Nauk.

Uniw. Ekon. We Wrocławiu 2010, 96, 199–210. (In Polish)
61. Awdziej, M.; Tkaczyk, J.; Włodarek, D. Are elderly consumer more ethnocentric? Attitudes towards Polish and ‘foreign’ food

products. J. Econ. Manag. 2016, 23, 91–107.

http://doi.org/10.4315/JFP-20-486
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2021.108263
http://doi.org/10.1093/eurrag/jbi011
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2019.106831
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2021.105481
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34175360
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2021.104362
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6606.2002.tb00430.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2021.102126
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods10092068
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34574179
http://doi.org/10.1111/1477-9552.12421
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.0092-5853.2004.00592.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquaculture.2021.737139
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods10092096
https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/methodology/ess_methodology/source_questionnaire/source_questionnaire_development.html
https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/methodology/ess_methodology/source_questionnaire/source_questionnaire_development.html
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2004.05.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15458806
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2010.09.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20875475
http://doi.org/10.1108/00070700910992961
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2011.04.019
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2013.12.001
http://doi.org/10.1080/09593969.2017.1383290
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.1010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16393031
http://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.27
http://doi.org/10.1002/arcp.1052
http://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.343
http://doi.org/10.1509/jim.15.0006
http://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-09-2018-0637
http://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2019.1601066
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31017847


Energies 2021, 14, 6198 15 of 15
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kwestionariuszy RFQ i RFS. Psychol. Społeczna 2015, 10, 84–99. (In Polish) [CrossRef]
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