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1 Department of Mathematics, College of Polytechnics Jihlava, Tolstého 16, 58601 Jihlava, Czech Republic;
martina.zamkova@vspj.cz (M.Z.); radek.stolin@vspj.cz (R.S.)

2 Department of Management, Faculty of Economics and Management, Czech University of Life Sciences
Prague, Kamycka 129, 16500 Prague, Czech Republic; rojiks@pef.czu.cz

3 Department of Economics Studies, College of Polytechnics Jihlava, Tolstého 16, 58601 Jihlava, Czech Republic;
simona.cincalova@vspj.cz

* Correspondence: martin.prokop@vspj.cz; Tel.: +420-608-132-899

Abstract: The organic market in the Czech Republic has been growing dynamically, mainly in the
last two decades. It is increasing the number of organic farms and producers of organic food. It was
also identified as growing in popularity with Czech customers in the period before the COVID-19
pandemic. In the Czech Republic, organic products are labelled with a national brand called “bio
zebra” under direct control of the Czech Ministry of Agriculture. The dependence of the recognition of
this brand on selected socio-demographic indicators (gender, age, education, net monthly household
income, number of household members, number of children in the family, size of the municipality)
was evaluated in a sample of 1197 respondents in total using logistic regression, and the course of
partial dependence on individual sociodemographic indicators was monitored in more detail using
contingency table analysis. Significant relationships were found between the recognition of this
agri-food brand and gender, education, net monthly household income, number of members and
children in the family, and size of the municipality where the consumers live. The proportion of
respondents who know the label was higher among women and increased with education level, net
monthly household income, number of household members and municipality size.

Keywords: agri-food marketing; agribusiness and food trade; consumer behaviour and consumption;
national labelling system of organic agriculture and food products; sustainable agriculture and food
production; organic agriculture and farming

1. Introduction

In recent years, consumers have become increasingly concerned about what they
consume. Healthy living is on the rise among consumers. This is based, among other
things, on their purchasing behaviour and the growing interest in fresh, healthy and, above
all, organic agriculture and food products [1,2]; these products are certified and labelled
with specific brands [3,4]. The Czech brand (logo) (see Figure 1 left), used since 2010, is the
so-called “bio or green zebra” (see also brand) with the inscription “BIO products of organic
farming”. For the consumer, the brand is a confirmation of the criteria of organic farming
(due to the agrarian policy of the Czech Republic, e.g., no use of chemical substances [5]).

For example, the European brand of organic agriculture and food products (see
Figure 1 right) is mandatory used on packaged organic products, and there is also an
obligation to indicate on the packaging where the agricultural raw materials were produced.
For organic agriculture and food products imported into the EU from third countries, the
European logo is optional [6,7]
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known as “Biozebra”. It is under the control of the Czech Ministry of Agriculture and 
must be applied when the product has its origin (even repackaged) or was branded (also 
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organic products. Some consumers always read the information on packages, and it is these 
brands that prove the ecological origin of the product and the ecological process of its 
production. Actually, there has been growth in the number of brands showing origin [15,16]. 

Companies use certification and bio-labels for a variety of reasons. Some authors 
argue that bio-labelling helps companies improve their competitive position [17,18], 
improve their reputation [19,20], gain access to new markets [20,21], increase their market 
share [22] and offer additional economic benefits [23,24]. On the other hand, it is important 
to mention that not all bio-labels are successful [25]. 

The bio-label is a marketing tool that facilitates the market development of organic 
production and product sales [26,27]. The use of these brands on the market is effective as 
an influencing market development factor [28]. There also exist different terms for these 
product labels. For example, British and American regions use the term “organic”, 
Germany uses “ecological”, while, e.g., in the Czech Republic, Italy and Hungary is use 
the term “bio” [29,30]. 

Summarising the facts mentioned above, it can be argued that bio-labels are a 
valuable tool for marketers to help them convey information to their customers and 
differentiate what they offer from other available products [31,32]. A bio or organic brand 
can also be defined as a label which serves as a guarantee for customers of the 
environmentally friendly characteristic of a product [33]. It is also used as a tool to inform 
customers—the aim of which is to spread awareness about ecological production and the 
positive influence of the product on the environment and nature [34]. 

It is understood that consumers’ recognition of bio-labels can affect both the level of 
consumer trust and their willingness to purchase the product [35]. With increasing 
knowledge, the consumer has a better perception of the product’s features, and this makes 
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Act No. 242/2000 sets up rules for the implementation of EU organic legislation in
the Czech Republic. Decree 16/2006 covers other rules in detail. The authority responsible
for the implementation of EU and national organic legislation is the Czech Ministry of
Agriculture [8].

Packaged organic products available on the Czech market must be branded with the
EU logo. In addition, as already mentioned, there is a mandatory national organic logo
known as “Biozebra”. It is under the control of the Czech Ministry of Agriculture and must
be applied when the product has its origin (even repackaged) or was branded (also recerti-
fied) in the Czech market. Detailed rules for its use are set out in Act No. 242/2000 Coll.
on organic farming and in Decree No. 16/2006 [8].

The main purpose of bio-labels and brands is to provide important data about organic
products and, at the same time, to inform customers about the product’s manufacture and
its environmental impacts. Customers value these brands, and they will pay more (if they
are able) compared to conventional products [9–11]. According to the results of several
studies (e.g., [12–14]), bio-labels are a suitable tool to attract consumers to organic products.
Some consumers always read the information on packages, and it is these brands that prove
the ecological origin of the product and the ecological process of its production. Actually,
there has been growth in the number of brands showing origin [15,16].

Companies use certification and bio-labels for a variety of reasons. Some authors argue
that bio-labelling helps companies improve their competitive position [17,18], improve their
reputation [19,20], gain access to new markets [20,21], increase their market share [22] and
offer additional economic benefits [23,24]. On the other hand, it is important to mention
that not all bio-labels are successful [25].

The bio-label is a marketing tool that facilitates the market development of organic
production and product sales [26,27]. The use of these brands on the market is effective
as an influencing market development factor [28]. There also exist different terms for
these product labels. For example, British and American regions use the term “organic”,
Germany uses “ecological”, while, e.g., in the Czech Republic, Italy and Hungary is use the
term “bio” [29,30].

Summarising the facts mentioned above, it can be argued that bio-labels are a valuable
tool for marketers to help them convey information to their customers and differentiate
what they offer from other available products [31,32]. A bio or organic brand can also
be defined as a label which serves as a guarantee for customers of the environmentally
friendly characteristic of a product [33]. It is also used as a tool to inform customers—the
aim of which is to spread awareness about ecological production and the positive influence
of the product on the environment and nature [34].

It is understood that consumers’ recognition of bio-labels can affect both the level
of consumer trust and their willingness to purchase the product [35]. With increasing
knowledge, the consumer has a better perception of the product’s features, and this makes
it easier for them to make a decision [36]. In contrast, at a low level of product knowledge,
consumers do not have enough information to successfully evaluate product attributes [37].

Consumers perceive organic agriculture and food product labelling systems mostly
subjectively, and therefore lack objective recognition [38]. Zander et al. [7] say that ex-
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panding the agriculture and food branding of organic products is as important as the logo
awareness and recognition of consumers to enhance successful branding. This is also sup-
ported by Fotopoulos and Krystallis [39], who discovered a lack of knowledge of organic
brands in consumers in Greece. Cca. 30% of the consumers in their study said they know
of existing ecolabels, and some did not even know the national brand for organic products.

A German study [37] proves that the recognition of bio-labels has an influence on the
overall behaviour of the consumer. It has influence on whether the consumer buys the
product or not. Other authors (e.g., [40,41]) agree with this research. Paper [42], focusing
on Danish consumers, shows that the higher the level of recognition of eco-labels and the
higher the degree of trust in these labels, the more likely consumers are to buy organic
agriculture and food products. Other authors (e.g., [43–45]) have identified increasing
organic market in Poland in last two decades and point out changes in the food market
during COVID-19 pandemic from a customer behaviour perspective [46].

Consumer behaviour in organic production and agri-food marketing is a very popular
topic for researchers (e.g., [44,47–50]); however, the area of the recognition of their labelling
systems needs to be given considerable attention. Sustainable food and agricultural prod-
ucts are based on four main pillars. The first pillar is availability, the second pillar is
access, the third pillar is utilisation and stability, and the last pillar of the dimensions of
sustainability is based on economic factors and the environmental and social characteristics
of the product’s production [51].

The aim of our article is to evaluate the recognition of the Czech national labelling
system for organic agriculture and food products, also called “biozebra”, from the point
of view of consumers in the Czech Republic depending on selected socio-demographic
indicators (gender, age, education, net monthly household income, number of household
members, number of children in the family, size of the municipality). Brand awareness is
the most basic and important entity within brand equity for marketing brand management.
Consumer behaviour shows the level of knowledge of this label on the Czech market,
and the results of this study can be applied by the coordinator of this label, organic farms
and food producers, and retailers, as well as in the framework of prediction and planning
within the agricultural production of organic products.

2. Materials and Methods

As part of the conducted research, a total of 1197 responses from surveyed respondents
from the Czech Republic were included in further processing. This is a quota selection;
the individual categories are shown in Table 1. The research was conducted in 2020 via an
online questionnaire. Respondents were addressed through an online questionnaire, and
the researchers tried to meet the quotas of socio-demographic indicators (gender, education,
net monthly income) according to the data of the Czech Statistical Office. By using quota
sampling, a maximally representative sample was achieved. The research focused on
recognition of the brand of the Czech national system for labelling organic agriculture and
food products, the so-called “biozebra” (see also brand). The main research question, which
investigated whether customers know the logo of this branding system, was analysed in
relation to basic socio-demographic indicators on a selected sample of respondents in the
Czech Republic.

The issue of gender preferences in the purchase of organic food is addressed in,
e.g., [11,48,52–56]. The issue of preferences for buying organic food according to education
has been addressed by, e.g., [48,52–54,57–59]. The issue of preferences for buying organic
food according to income has been addressed by, e.g., [48,53,54,58–61]. The research
questionnaire also included information on the frequency of buying organic food, where
it was found that 9% buy organic food regularly, 51% buy organic food occasionally,
approximately 17% do not believe that it is organic food and 23% do not buy organic food.
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Table 1. Relative distribution of respondents in individual categories.

Country Variables Values Percentage

Czech Republic Sex
Women 63.49%

Men 36.51%

Education
Primary 7.27%

Secondary 59.82%
University 32.92%

Net monthly income

Up to CZK 20,000 18.46%
CZK 20,001–30,000 21.14%
CZK 30,001–40,000 25.40%
CZK 40,001–50,000 18.05%
CZK 50,001 or more 16.96%

Source: own research.

First, an analysis of the dependency of knowledge of the “biozebra” label on all
identification variables was performed simultaneously. Next, this dependence on each
identification variable was tested separately using contingency table analysis. Finally, for
selected pairs of identification variables, a combined analysis of knowledge of the “biozebra”
label on this pair of variables was performed. This dependence was presented graphically.

Logistic regression and analysis of contingency tables were chosen for the analysis
of the obtained data [62–64]. Logistic regression maps the dependence of the researched
variable (Do you know the Czech national logo “biozebra”, which denotes organic agri-
culture and food products?) on several selected socio-demographic variables at the same
time. Using pivot tables, partial dependencies of the researched question on individual
socio-demographic variables (sex/gender, age, education, net monthly household income,
number of household members, number of children and size of municipality) were evalu-
ated, and the analysis included Pearson’s chi-square test; for more details, see [65,66].

Regarding the significance of the logistic regression model, a null hypothesis was estab-
lished: all regression coefficients are equal to zero, i.e., the knowledge of the brand “biozebra”
among Czech consumers does not depend on any of the identifying variables, i.e., gender, age,
education, monthly household income, number of family members and number of children.
Furthermore, a hypothesis for the test of independence in contingency tables was established:
brand knowledge does not depend on all these variables individually.

The research results can be used to define and refine the target group and create a
profile of the target customer group [67].

The logistic regression model parameters were based on maximum likelihood estima-
tion. The quality of the model was evaluated, for example, by a chi-square test of goodness
of fit [68–70]. Unistat 5.1 and Statistica 13 software were used to evaluate the results.

3. Results

The aim of this research was to assess the recognition of the so-called “biozebra”
(see also brand) label among Czech consumers depending on selected socio-demographic
indicators. First, this recognition was examined depending on all indicators at the same
time using logistic regression. Furthermore, this recognition was assessed in more detail
depending on each indicator separately using an analysis of contingency tables.

The recognition of the logo was rated as 1 (yes) or 0 (no). The gender variable was
coded as 0 (female) or 1 (male). Other socio-demographic indicators were defined on an
increasing scale of 0, 1, 2, 3, . . ..

The results of the logistic regression can be seen in Table 2. A positive sign for the
regression coefficient means that the frequency of respondents who know the organic food
label increases with increasing value of the independent variable. For a negative sign, this
frequency decreases with increasing value of the independent variable. Table 2 also contains
the 95% confidence interval for the value of the regression parameters. Recognition of the
“biozebra” label significantly depends on gender, education, net monthly household income,
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the number of members and children in the family, and the size of the municipality in
which consumers live. According to the signs of the regression coefficients, the proportion
of respondents who know this logo is higher among women and increases with education
level, net monthly household income, number of household members and municipality
size. On the contrary, this proportion decreases with an increasing number of children in
the family.

Table 2. Regression model parameters.

Coefficient Standard Error Wald Statistics Significance Lower 95% Upper 95%

Constant −0.8946 0.2245 15.8778 0.0001 −1.3347 −0.4546
Gender −0.7522 0.1318 32.5837 0.0000 −1.0105 −0.4939

Age 0.0908 0.0694 1.7129 0.1906 −0.0452 0.2268
Education 0.5303 0.1176 20.3297 0.0000 0.2998 0.7608

Monthly household income 0.1727 0.0532 10.5370 0.0012 0.0684 0.2769
Number of family members 0.2067 0.0820 6.3541 0.0117 0.0460 0.3675

Number of children −0.2281 0.0834 7.4776 0.0062 −0.3916 −0.0646
Size of municipality you live

and shop in 0.0817 0.0375 4.7546 0.0292 0.0083 0.1552

Source: own research.

The regression model is statistically significant (the p-value of the likelihood ratio test
is 0.0000) and at the same time, the fit of the regression model with the data cannot be
rejected (the p-value of the fit is 1.0000; see Table 3). The good quality of the regression
model is also evident from the area of 0.65 below the ROC curve (see Figure 2).

Table 3. Statistical significance of the model.

−2 Log Likelihood:

Initial model = 1634.3032
Final model = 1543.4513

Reliability ratio statistics:

Chi-square statistics = 90.8519
Degrees of freedom = 7

Right-tail probability = 0.0000
Interpolation consistency:

Chi-square statistics = 1193.1617
Degrees of freedom = 1189

Right-tail probability = 1.0000
Source: own research.
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The null hypothesis testing the significance of the logistic regression model was
rejected, i.e., it cannot be said that knowledge does not depend on any of the identifying
variables. Regarding the individual variables, knowledge of the brand “biozebra” was
found to be significantly related to gender, education, monthly household income, number
of family members, number of children and size of the municipality in which you live and
shop. There was no statistically significant dependence on the age of consumers. In the
case of contingency tables, all null hypotheses were rejected, i.e., knowledge of the brand
“biozebra” depends on all identifying variables separately.

Furthermore, the dependence of knowledge of the brand “biozebra” on the individual
identification variables was tested separately using contingency table analysis.

Women (61.97%) know the brand significantly more often than men (48.97%) (see
Table 4 (part I)). A statistically significant dependence of the recognition of the brand on
gender was demonstrated (p-value < 0.01; χ2 = 19.17; Cramer’s V = 0.13).

Table 4. Pivot table—recognition of the “BIOZEBRA” label and respondents’ gender, age, education,
net monthly household income, number of household members, numbers of children in family and
size of municipality the respondent lives in (column relative frequencies).

Variables Values I Don’t Know I Know

I. Sex
(p-value < 0.01)

Men 51.03% 48.97%
Women 38.03% 61.97%

II. Age
(p-value < 0.01)

Less than 25 years 46.36% 53.64%
26–35 years 34.83% 65.17%
36–45 years 31.85% 68.15%

46 years or more 43.86% 56.14%

III. Education
(p-value < 0.01)

Primary 62.07% 37.93%
Secondary 46.51% 53.49%
University 31.73% 68.27%

IV. Net monthly income
(p-value < 0.01)

Up to CZK 20,000 52.04% 47.96%
CZK 20,001–30,000 45.45% 54.55%
CZK 30,001–40,000 43.09% 56.91%
CZK 40,001–50,000 37.04% 62.96%
CZK 50,001 or more 34.98% 65.02%

V. Number of members
(p-value < 0.01)

1 58.94% 41.06%
2 36.05% 63.95%
3 38.02% 61.98%
4 41.94% 58.06%

5 or more 48.37% 51.63%

VI. Number of children
(p-value < 0.05)

None 43.73% 56.27%
1 35.75% 64.25%
2 42.24% 57.76%
3 50.00% 50.00%

4 or more 62.50% 37.50%

VII. Size of municipality the
respondent lives in
(p-value < 0.05)

Less than 2,000 inh. 48.20% 51.80%
2,001–5,000 inh. 45.45% 54.55%

5,001–20,000 inh. 42.36% 57.64%
20,001–50,000 inh. 44.64% 55.36%
50,001–200,000 inh. 44.26% 55.74%
200,001 or more inh. 33.86% 66.14%

Source: own research.

The recognition of the brand changes significantly with the age of consumers; it
increases until the age of approximately 45 years (from a value of 53.64% to a value of
68.15%) and decreases among older respondents (see Table 4 (part II)). A statistically
significant dependence of recognition of the brand on age is demonstrated (p-value < 0.01;
χ2 = 15.27; Cramer’s V = 0.11).
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Table 4 (part III) shows that the recognition of the brand increases significantly with
consumer education. For consumers with a primary education, the value is 37.93%; for
consumers with a high school education, it reaches 53.49%; and for those with a university
education, it is 68.27%. A statistically significant dependence of recognition of the brand on
education is demonstrated (p-value < 0.01; χ2 = 36.96; Cramer’s V = 0.18).

From Table 4 (part IV), it is clear that recognition of the brand increases significantly
with increasing net monthly household income of consumers. These values range from
47.96% for consumers with a net monthly income of up to CZK 20,000 to 65.02% for
consumers with an income of over CZK 50,000. A statistically significant dependence of
recognition of the brand on net monthly household income is demonstrated (p-value < 0.01;
χ2 = 16.45; Cramer’s V = 0.12).

The recognition rate of the brand changes significantly with the number of members
in the consumer’s household (see Table 4 (part V)). The highest values of around 60%
are reached in households with two to four members, while households with at least five
members show a lower recognition rate (51.63%). The lowest recognition rate is among
single-member households (only 41.06%). A statistically significant dependence of the
recognition of the brand on number of household members is demonstrated (p-value < 0.01;
χ2 = 25.38; Cramer’s V = 0.15).

Table 4 (part VI) shows that the recognition of the brand is highest among households
with one child (64.25%). With a higher number of children in the family, this recognition
drops significantly from a value of 57.76% in households with two children to a value of
37.5% in households with at least four children. In childless households, it is around 56%.
A statistically significant dependence of recognition of the brand on the number of children
in the household is demonstrated (p-value < 0.05; χ2 = 11.49; Cramer’s V = 0.10).

From Table 4 (part VII), it is clear that the recognition of the brand increases very
slightly with an increasing number of inhabitants of the municipality in which the con-
sumers live. This recognition is around 55%. Only for consumers living in large cities with
more than 200,001 inhabitants does this recognition significantly increase to a value of
66.14%. A statistically significant dependence of recognition of the brand on the size of the
municipality is demonstrated (p-value < 0.05; χ2 = 11.70; Cramer’s V = 0.10).

The graphical output in Figure 3 shows that knowledge of the brand “biozebra” is al-
ways higher for women than for men, and the most significant difference is for respondents
with a primary education.
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The graphical output in Figure 4 shows that knowledge of the brand “biozebra” is al-
ways higher for women than for men, and the most significant difference is for respondents
with the lowest income.



Agriculture 2024, 14, 100 8 of 14

Agriculture 2024, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW 8 of 15 
 

 

 
Figure 3. Combined dependence of knowledge of the brand “Biozebra” on gender and education. 
Source: own research. 

The graphical output in Figure 4 shows that knowledge of the brand “biozebra” is 
always higher for women than for men, and the most significant difference is for 
respondents with the lowest income. 

 
Figure 4. Combined dependence of knowledge of the brand “Biozebra” on gender and income. 
Source: own research. 

The graphical output in Figure 5 shows that knowledge of the brand “biozebra” is 
always higher for women than for men, but this knowledge increases significantly with 
the size of the municipality for women. For men, knowledge of the brand “biozebra” does 
not depend so much on the size of the municipality. 

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0%

Primary - women

Primary - men

Secondary - women

Secondary - men

University - women

University - men

Percentage

Ed
uc

at
io

n 
an

d 
ge

nd
er

Dependence on gender and education 
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The graphical output in Figure 5 shows that knowledge of the brand “biozebra” is
always higher for women than for men, but this knowledge increases significantly with the
size of the municipality for women. For men, knowledge of the brand “biozebra” does not
depend so much on the size of the municipality.
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The graphical output in Figure 6 shows that knowledge of the brand “biozebra” is
always higher for women than for men, but this knowledge increases significantly with age
for women. For men, knowledge of the brand “biozebra” does not depend so much on age.
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4. Discussion

The knowledge that consumers have about the standards for organic products is
limited [71], and the same is true for organic agriculture and food products [72]. Con-
sumers subjectively interpret what “organic” means [73,74]. Regardless of a country’s
level of development, knowledge about organic agriculture and food products is lacking.
For example, Zepeda et al. [75] proved in their study that, e.g., African Americans do
not prefer organic products because many of those respondents do not recognise these
products. A research study conducted in Tennessee showed that 13.6% of respondents had
no knowledge about organic agriculture and food products [76].

The conclusions of our research confirm that awareness of the studied brand signif-
icantly depends on gender, education, net monthly household income, the number of
members and children in the family, and the size of the municipality where consumers live.
The share of respondents who know this label is higher among women and increases with
education level, net monthly household income, number of household members and the
size of the municipality. On the contrary, this number decreases with an increasing number
of children in the family. Conversely, this proportion decreases as the number of children
in the family increases. Recognition of this agri-food brand varies significantly with con-
sumer age, increasing up to about 45 years of age and decreasing for older respondents.
Recognition of the brand varies significantly with the number of household members, with
the highest values for households with two to four members and the lowest values for
households with one member. Consumers in large cities with over 200,000 inhabitants have
significantly higher recognition rates than those in smaller settlements.

A statistically significant dependence of the recognition of the brand on gender was
demonstrated. Most of the decisions about food products are in families by women,
which is confirmed by these research results, and women recognise the brand more than
men. Women (61.97%) are significantly more familiar with the brand than men (48.97%).
Razeghi et al. [77] also found a positive relationship between awareness of organic products
and sex. On the other hand, Demirtas et al. [78] came to the conclusion that respondents’
gender does not influence their recognition of organic products, as the results for both
genders were similar (men 53%, women 47%).

In our research, it was found that the recognition of the brand changes significantly
with the age of consumers, increasing up to the age of approximately 45 years and de-
creasing among older respondents. This generation prefers organic food more, the reasons
being, for example, greater education, more information and access to modern sources of
information. A statistically significant dependence of the recognition of the brand on age
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was demonstrated. This statement is matched by a study [78] in which it was shown that
Turkish youth have more knowledge about organic agriculture and food product brands,
while the proportion of respondents aged 45 or more who have this knowledge is only
20%. However, the conclusions of foreign studies differ. Dahm et al. [79] say that young
respondents identify organic food and agricultural products as “ecological”, but other
authors, like, e.g., McReynolds et al. [71], state that the recognition of organic labels does
not depend on the respondents’ age.

From the conducted research, it is clear that the recognition of the brand increases
significantly with increasing net monthly household income of consumers. Organic food
is still significantly more expensive in the Czech Republic compared to conventional
food (e.g., compared to Western European countries), which is why it is preferred by
customers with higher incomes, as well as for economic reasons. Often, these customers
are also more educated with better access to information. Studies by Dangi et al. [80]
and Demirtas et al. [78] also came to the conclusion that as income increases, so does the
recognition of organic agriculture and food products.

However, since a higher level of education corresponds to better recognition [81,82],
for more educated respondents and respondents with higher academic achievements,
organic products were more valuable. Such consumers are often more interested in health
and healthy lifestyles, are more educated and show greater knowledge of organic products,
and are more willing to eat more healthy foods [83]. The conclusions of study [84] agree
with this opinion, as the recognition of organic products is positively related to the level of
education of the respondents. It can also be confirmed in our research that the recognition
of the brand increases significantly with the education of consumers.

According to [78], families with children have a positive effect on organic agriculture
and food product recognition, and a relationship was found between the number of house-
hold members and the recognition of organic agriculture and food products. Also from
our investigation, it can be claimed that the recognition of the brand changes significantly
with the number of members in the consumer’s household. At the same time, a statistically
significant dependence of the recognition of the brand on the number of children in the
household is demonstrated.

Research by the Ministry of Agriculture of the Czech Republic [85] shows that con-
sumers buy organic agriculture and food products primarily to benefit themselves, and the
environmental impact is not as important to them. A total of 92% of respondents are aware
of the sale of organic agriculture and food products in our country, but only a third of them
buy these products, only 46% of respondents know the brand (after being presented with
it) and 22% of respondents know the European logo for organic products.

5. Conclusions

This research was focused on the evaluation of the recognition of the national agri-
marketing labelling system, “biozebra”, in the Czech Republic (see also brand) from the
perspectives of Czech customers depending on selected socio-demographic indicators.
Using logistic regression, the dependence of recognition of this brand on all selected
indicators was evaluated simultaneously. A significant dependence of recognition of this
brand on gender, education, net monthly household income, the number of children and
family members and the size of the village or city where consumers live was demonstrated.
The share of respondents who know this label is higher among women and increases with
education level, the net monthly income of the family, the number of family members and
the size of the municipality. On the contrary, this share decreases with more children in
the family.

In addition to the general trend, the course of partial dependencies on individual
socio-demographic indicators was monitored in more detail using contingency table anal-
ysis. It was proven that women (61.97%) know the brand significantly more often than
men (48.97%). Recognition of the brand changes significantly with the age of consumers,
increasing up to the age of approximately 45 and decreasing among older respondents.
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This recognition increases significantly with consumer education and increases significantly
with increasing net monthly household income of consumers. These are values from 47.96%
for consumers with a net monthly income of up to CZK 20,000 to 65.02% for consumers
with an income of over CZK 50,000. Recognition of the brand changes significantly with
the number of members in the consumer’s household; the highest values of around 60%
are reached in households with two to four members, and the lowest recognition rate is in
households with one member (only 41.06%). Recognition of the brand is highest among
households with one child (64.25%). With a higher number of children in the family, this
recognition rate drops significantly from a value of 57.76% in households with two children
to a value of 37.5% in households with at least four children. For consumers in large cities
with more than 200,001 inhabitants, this recognition rate is significantly higher than for
smaller municipalities (66.14% versus approximately 55% for smaller municipalities). In a
combined analysis of the dependence of knowledge of the brand “biozebra” on two identi-
fying variables, it is found that this knowledge among women increases with education,
income, the size of the village and the age of these women. Such differences are observed
primarily among women.

Based on these results, the aim of the Ministry of Agriculture of the Czech Republic
should be to target marketing communication activities, especially for the population of
the Czech Republic with higher and middle incomes, especially families with children and
higher education and residing in larger residences. Appropriate marketing could be via
social networks, distribution channels, etc. The current general communication campaign
carried out by the Ministry in relation to the organic food brand in the Czech Republic
should, in our opinion, be significantly changed, and should be communicated in terms
of both health benefits and ecological or other positive externalities brought by products
labelled with this brand. Mainly the young generation in the education system from the
elementary school and higher education levels should be targeted and educated in the area
of organic foods and their benefits for health, ecology and sustainability. Food products for
pupils are freely available in elementary schools and should be mostly organic too.

Research limitations: This research was conducted among consumers in Czech mar-
kets, where each market is specific and consumer behaviour cannot be generalised to other
markets. In order to compare our results and their relevance to other countries, such re-
search should also be carried out in other countries, which would be an interesting but very
expensive subject for further research, and would require obtaining a source of funding
in the form of a significant grant. Another limitation is the focus on brand knowledge
only and the abstraction of entities such as perceived quality, brand loyalty and other
brand-related attributes. However, brand knowledge is the most important entity because
without brand knowledge, it is not possible to analyse the level of other brand value factors.
A comprehensive assessment of brand equity would be too extensive for the level of a
single paper; it is suitable content for further publications by the authors or for a complex
publication in the form of, for example, a scholarly book.
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53. Zámková, M.; Rojík, S.; Prokop, M.; Činčalová, S.; Stolín, R. Czech Consumers’ Preference for Organic Products in Online Grocery
Stores during the COVID-19 Pandemic. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 13316. [CrossRef]
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