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Abstract: Before consequences of climate change continue to intensify and increasingly affect the
entire planet, immediate action must be taken. For instance, adopt the pro-environmental behaviors
such as purchase of organic food to minimize the harmful human-caused impacts to the environment.
This paper aims to determine the factors that influence the purchase intention of organic food in
Malaysia by applying the theory of planned behavior and the protection motivation theory. A total
of 300 questionnaires were collected and PLS-SEM was employed to test the structural relationships.
Consequences of climate change and health threats were not the primary concerns among Malaysians
when deciding whether to purchase organic food. Results show that perceived vulnerability, response
efficacy, self-efficacy, subjective norm, and attitude affect purchase intention towards organic food.
Consumers were more likely to have positive attitude towards organic food when they have adequate
information on vulnerability of a threat and its consequences. The findings provide insights on
the antecedents and outcomes of purchase intention towards organic food particularly in Malaysia.
Although predictive power of perceived factors such as perceived rewards and perceived efficacy
have been extensively researched in the past, there are limited studies that integrate both theories
that simultaneously investigate antecedents of consumers’ purchase intention towards organic food.

Keywords: climate change; attitudes; mediator; organic food; purchase intention; theory of planned
behavior; protection motivation theory; response efficacy; subjective norm; Malaysia

1. Introduction

In recent years, socially responsible consumption increased as demands of socially and
environmentally responsible consumers have been on the rise. Socially responsible con-
sumption includes recycling and use of products based on their environmental impact [1].
Recently, interest in green products grew rapidly due to the increase in consumer demand
and companies’ supply, as well as the increase in the number of research publications in
the context of organic food. Moreover, consumers nowadays are trying to make sound
food choices and choose organic food over its alternatives as it helps climate change by
releasing fewer greenhouse gases and reducing pollution from synthetic fertilizers. This
is in line with United Nations Sustainable Development Goal 13 which aims to address
the needs of developing countries to take urgent action to combat and adapt to climate
change, as well as invest in low-carbon development [2]. Nevertheless, two commonly
stated reasons for the implementation of organic practices and purchasing organic food are
one’s environmental concern and health concern, with the latter exceeding the former in
terms of importance [3].

Despite the need to adjust food preferences to organic diet, market analysis concerning
Malaysian green purchase intention in the context of the four perceived factors remains
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underexplored. Although many past studies have looked into the antecedents of purchase
intention towards organic food, their conclusions have not reached the consensus on the
key antecedents [4–7]. Furthermore, there seems to be little research that investigates the
extent to which perception from threat and coping appraisal process will affect purchase
intention. To fill the gap in understanding purchase intention towards organic food, this
study aims to assess the perception related to both the threat and coping appraisal, as well
as perceived rewards and costs.

People nowadays tend to be more aware of their environmental and health issues,
which led to the practice of organic agriculture. Increased interest in organic food among
consumers and more academic research in this field have caught the attention of academic
community. This study could provide valuable insights for marketers, policymakers, and
future researchers as it examines how individuals perceive climate change and what factors
influence consumers’ intention to purchase organic food. These would enable the related
parties to respond effectively as a society. Furthermore, the gap in relevant knowledge
can be minimized by understanding and examining the mediating effects of attitude
on the factors that influence purchase intention towards organic food among Malaysian
consumers, particularly when there are limited studies that test the mediating effect of
attitude. In a nutshell, this study could contribute greatly and significantly to existing
literature as well as the community.

2. Literature Review
2.1. An Overview of the Organic Food Sector in Malaysia

Climate change has worsened and the demand for action to slow down the global
warming is increasingly urgent. For instance, the rise in global temperature, decreased sea
ice, rise in sea level, and warmer oceans have proven that rapid climate change is happening.
To fight against the negative consequences of climate change, pro-environmental behaviors
such as adoption of organic farming must be promoted to help generate a more sustainable
production system and a better future.

Consumers nowadays tend to “think green” and have greater willingness to pay
extra for organic food products. The organic food market worldwide is expected to rise
and grow at over 16% by the year 2020 [8]. Malaysian consumers are becoming more
concerned of their health and are slowly changing their preference to organic food. The
increasing demand from local markets has also stimulated the growth of the Malaysian
organic products. The value of organic food production in Malaysia is targeted at RM
200 million by the year 2025 to fulfil the demand for organic food and export market [9].
However, the demand of organic food is still considered low, and Malaysia currently
heavily depends on imported organic food to meet the local demand as 60% to 90% of
organic food products are imported [10]. In Asia, out of the 6.1 million hectares of organic
farming land in 2017, only 0.01% or 603 hectares of organic farming land is managed by
119 producers in Malaysia [11]. This shows that at least in Malaysia, the organic food sector
is still in its infancy.

2.2. Definition of Organic Food and Its Practices

In the early 2000s, organic food is defined as one of the green products that are
organically grown and manufactured through green technology and do not cause any
severe environmental hazards. “Organic food” is a term frequently used in the litera-
ture, but up to now there is no agreement and consensus on the universally accepted
definition of organic food [12]. It could be said that organic food are the goods produced
by an agricultural system that avoids the use of synthetic chemicals and complies with
organic standards to achieve the three main goals of sustainability: social, economic, and
environment sustainability.
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2.3. Theoretical Foundation
2.3.1. Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB)

The theory of planned behaviors (TPB) is an extension of the theory of reasoned action
(TRA). TPB is useful for empirical studies to discover factors underlying pro-environmental
behaviors [13] and the extended theory also received wide support in recent literature.
In Ajzen’s TPB, three constructs—namely, an individual’s attitude towards the behavior,
subjective norm, and the perceived behavioral control—will determine an individual’s
behavioral intention, which subsequently will lead to the adoption of a behavior. Theoret-
ically, an individual’s behavior indirectly depends on the attitude, subjective norm, and
perceived behavioral control, with behavioral intention acting as the mediating factor.

2.3.2. Protection Motivation Theory (PMT)

Rogers [14] protection motivation theory (PMT) is an extension of the health belief
model (HBM) and is commonly used as the theoretical foundation for the study of an
individual’s protective behaviors. PMT is a theory that deals with motivation for behavioral
change. The basic assumption of PMT is that when individuals make a pro-environmental
decision, they will consider both the current and new behaviors in terms of costs and
benefits [15]. Although PMT was initially developed for general health problems [16],
the model is adequately broad to be applied in any situation that involves predicting the
protective health behavior [17–19].

2.3.3. Integration of Theory of Planned Behavior and Protection Motivation Theory

Although PMT has been widely applied in health behavioral studies [20], its appli-
cation in organic food is still rather limited. One of the rationales for the integration of
the theory of planned behavior and protection motivation theory is that although TPB can
provide comprehensible explanations on how attitudes, perceived behavioral control, and
subjective norm could yield organic food consumption, the theory does not explain the
potential motivators governing the consumption of organic food in terms of uncertainty
and risk. An individual is motivated to carry out an action to reduce the risks if they
experience and face both the environmental and health risks [21]. TPB and PMT also have
some similarities in nature [22], which make them a good approach for theory integration.
For instance, protection motivation in PMT is similar to intention in TPB, while TPB’s per-
ceived behavioral control is similar to PMT’s self-efficacy. These similarity and logics show
that integrating TPB and PMT models would enhance the study of consumers’ purchase
intention towards organic food.

2.4. Purchase Intention towards Organic Food

According to Nguyen, et al. [23], behavioral intention is the possibility that an indi-
vidual will engage in a specific behavior. Satisfying and fulfilling different consumers’
needs are the easiest way to encourage consumers to purchase the product and raise profits.
Consumers’ expectations not only focus on prior experiences but are also reflected in
the current product evaluation and experiences [24]. When a product meets consumer’s
expectation and needs, the consumer will be satisfied and be more willing to purchase the
product. Thus, a consumer is said to have purchase intention towards organic food when
there is a high probability that they are willing to pay and purchase organic food over its
alternatives (i.e., conventional food) in their purchase considerations.

2.5. Factors That Influence Consumers’ Purchase Intention towards Organic Food
2.5.1. Perceived Threat

A recent study by Bai, Wang, and Gong [25] suggested that perceived threat is com-
prised of three sub-constructs: perceived severity, perceived vulnerability, and fear. Per-
ceived severity denotes the belief of an individual on how seriously a threat would affect
their life [22,26]. In Gebrehiwor and Veen’s study with a sample size of 240, the study
found that perceived severity and response costs were the two main variables that affected
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farmers’ intentions to carry out risk reducing measures [27]. The relationship between per-
ceived severity and intention was further supported by Rainear and Christensen’s study,
which revealed that perceived severity was one of the strongest factors that predicted
intention [28].

In this study, perceived severity can be visualized in the context of how seriously an
individual perceives the environmental threat and the assessment of the adverse conse-
quences of the threat for not consuming organic food. Perceived vulnerability assesses
how personally vulnerable or susceptible individuals feel to a threat [25]. Specifically, the
perceived vulnerability of this study represents an individual’s assessment of whether they
will be threatened if they do not take action to reduce the threat due to not consuming
organic food. Fear is added to the perceived threat as an additional sub-construct because
fear arousal is closely associated with threats and is used to measure the degree of possi-
bility that a person will be affected by a threat. In this organic food context, fear can be
visualized in terms of the individual’s fear that they will get ill if they do not exclusively
consume organic food.

2.5.2. Perceived Rewards

Past studies tested both the intrinsic and extrinsic rewards under perceived rewards [29,30]
and revealed that when one perceives they would gain more benefits by not engaging in the
recommended behavior, they will have lower intentions to carry out the recommended behavior.
The definition of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards in PMT is slightly different from the widely
acknowledge definition in organizational behaviors studies. In the protection motivation theory,
high intrinsic and extrinsic rewards from less consumption of organic food will predict less
intention to purchase organic food. Intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are rarely assessed in
PMT research because any reward, both intrinsic and extrinsic, linked to not performing a
particular protective behavior can be rearticulated as a response cost of involving in protective
behavior [31]. For instance, when an individual believes that the current practice of buying
conventional food is more rewarding, they also tend to believe that the cost of buying organic
food is high, hence they will continue with the current practice of buying conventional food.
Nevertheless, perceived rewards that are not included in previous studies have a great impact
on the threat appraisal process [32] and it is suggested that the two underutilized constructs be
considered in future studies [33]. For current research, both the intrinsic and extrinsic rewards
will be included and tested to address the gap by developing a full nomology of PMT to explain
consumers’ purchase intentions.

2.5.3. Perceived Efficacy

Perceived efficacy consists of two sub-constructs, namely—response efficacy and
self-efficacy. Instead of reducing a threat, Scarpa and Thiene [34] defined response effi-
cacy in terms of protection in those circumstances where an individual believed that the
particular adaptive response would be helpful in protecting themselves and others from
the threat. Past studies revealed that response efficacy had a positive impact on intention
to adopt a behavior [5,7,31]. In this study, response efficacy refers to consumers’ belief
that the consumption of organic food should be an effective way to lessen the health and
environmental threat.

Bandura’s concept of perceived self-efficacy focuses on the beliefs that an individual
can perform the necessary courses of action to handle the potential situations [35], provided
that the individual knows their capabilities and nature. Perceived self-efficacy concept is
similar to the theory of planned behavior’s perceived behavioral control because perceived
self-efficacy is one of the components of the perceived behavioral control concept [36]. Past
studies found out that self-efficacy appears to be one of the strongest predictors of purchase
intention [19,31]. Consumers tend to purchase a product when they think it is possible
and easy for them to carry out the task. However, only the construct “self-efficacy” will
be used in this study to avoid the overlap between self-efficacy and perceived behavioral
control constructs. In the current study, self-efficacy can be visualized in terms of the
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individual’s belief that they can reduce environmental threat if they successfully adopt
organic food consumption.

2.5.4. Perceived Cost

Perceived cost has one sub-construct, which is the response cost. Consumers are
usually not willing to purchase a product when they perceive the cost outweighs the
benefits. In the protection motivation theory, response costs refer to any costs related
to taking the adaptive coping response, includes both the monetary and non-monetary
cost such as financial costs and effort, as well as time taken to carry out the particular
action [37]. Hence, the response cost in this study does not indicate only the prices of
organic food, but also in terms of convenience, products range, and adjustment in food
consumption. A recent study by Aung and Chotiyaputta [38] which analyzes consumers’
intention to purchase poultry product by applying PMT found out that response costs
have a statistically negative effect on purchase intention, because consumers tend to reduce
the barrier to purchase and have higher intention to purchase especially when they have
greater knowledge on the product. Hence, response cost in this study can be visualized
in term of one’s belief that they will purchase organic food if the benefits of organic food
outweigh the costs of purchasing.

2.5.5. Subjective Norm

Definition of subjective norm is provided by Aertsens, Verbeke, Mondelaers, and
Huylenbroeck [39] in the early of 2000s, as the perceived social expectations or pressure
from important people whether to carry out a behavior. The “important others” may
include the individual’s family members, spouse, relatives, close friends, colleagues, and
physician. A recent study by Chu [40] which investigated consumers’ intention to purchase
organic food in China revealed that there was full mediation of attitude between subjective
norm and purchase intention. Results from the study indicated that consumers would
assure themselves that they are behaving responsibly in regard to their important others’
expectations when they purchase organic food.

2.5.6. Attitude

A consumer’s attitude largely depends on their knowledge about the object or be-
havior (cognitive component), which then influence their feelings and emotions about the
object or behavior (affective component), and subsequently affects how they act in accor-
dance with the object or behavior (behavioral component) [41]. In this study, a consumer’s
attitude towards organic food takes in the point of view of a consumer about the topic on
organic food (cognitive component), how they feel about organic food (affective), and the
action they take as a result of attitude in preventing any problem (behavioral).

2.6. Proposed Research Framework

Based on the theoretical and empirical literature reviewed, a research framework
is proposed to study the antecedents of consumers’ purchase intention towards organic
food in Malaysia. Perceived severity (PS), perceived vulnerability (PV), fear (F), intrinsic
rewards (IR), extrinsic rewards (ER), response efficacy (RE), self-efficacy (SE), response cost
(RC), and subjective norm (SN) are independent variables. Attitude towards organic food
(AT) is the mediator. On the other hand, purchase intention towards organic food (PI) is
dependent variable. Figure 1 shows the proposed research framework. The hypotheses of
the study are as follows:

H1. Perceived severity directly and positively influence purchase intention.

H2. Perceived vulnerability directly and positively influence purchase intention.

H3. Fear directly and positively influence purchase intention.

H4. Intrinsic rewards directly and negatively influence purchase intention.
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H5. Extrinsic rewards directly and negatively influence purchase intention.

H6. Response efficacy directly and positively influence purchase intention.

H7. Self-efficacy directly and positively influence purchase intention.

H8. Response cost directly and negatively influence purchase intention.

H9. Subjective norm directly and positively influence purchase intention.

H10. Attitude directly and positively influence purchase intention.

H11. Perceived severity indirectly and positively influence purchase intention through attitude
towards organic food.

H12. Perceived vulnerability indirectly and positively influence purchase intention through attitude
towards organic food.

H13. Fear indirectly and positively influence purchase intention through attitude towards or-
ganic food.

H14. Intrinsic rewards indirectly and negatively influence purchase intention through attitude
towards organic food.

H15. Extrinsic rewards indirectly and negatively influence purchase intention through attitude
towards organic food.

H16. Response efficacy indirectly and positively influence purchase intention through attitude
towards organic food.

H17. Self-efficacy indirectly and positively influence purchase intention through attitude towards
organic food.

H18. Response cost indirectly and negatively influence purchase intention through attitude towards
organic food.

H19. Subjective norm indirectly and positively influence purchase intention through attitude
towards organic food.
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3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Measures

Questionnaire for the eleven constructs were either adopted or adapted from previous
studies that applied TPB and PMT in pro-environmental and organic food context. All the
constructs were measured on a 7-point Likert scale. Other Likert scales, such as 4-point,
5-point, and 10-point are not used in this study because respondents will be forced to
make a choice when they have no opinion. Larger Likert Scale will also discourage the
respondents to complete the survey as there are a lot of question items for all the constructs
and longer time is needed to fill up the questionnaire. This is supported by [42] that 7-point
scale is commonly suggested in boosting respondents’ ease of taking the survey while
allowing them to express their opinion sufficiently. The four items that measured perceived
severity and perceived vulnerability were adapted from Rainear and Christensen [28]; three
items that measured fear were adapted from Scarpa and Thiene [34]; four items and eight
items that measured intrinsic rewards and extrinsic rewards, respectively were adapted
from Ibrahim and Al-Ajlouni [43] and Wu, Linn, Fu, and Sukoco [44]; three items that
measured response efficacy were adapted from Ibrahim and Al-ajlouni [43]; three items that
measured self-efficacy were adapted from Wang, et al. [37]; and six items that measured
response cost were adapted from Ibrahim and Al-Ajlouni [43] and Scarpa and Thiene [34].
In addition, four items that measured subjective norm were adapted from Paul, Modi, and
Patel [45], while three items that measured attitude and five items that measured purchase
intention were adopted from the same source. The demographic variables include gender,
age, marital status, the highest academic qualification, occupation, monthly income, and
ethnicity. The complete list of the survey instruments was presented in Appendix A.

3.2. Sample and Procedures

The target population were Malaysian consumers aged 18 and above who lived in the
Klang Valley. In Malaysia, about sixty percent (60%) of the purchasing power was in the
Klang Valley [46]. The survey was conducted from December 2019 to April 2020. A total
of 350 copies of questionnaires were distributed face-to-face and via online survey to the
targeted respondents, with 300 and 50 questionnaires, respectively. Convenience sampling
was used to obtain information required as it was not possible to get sampling frame from
the local authorities. In addition, the use of convenience sampling was consistent with the
methods that were employed in past studies [47–51]. Following the guidelines suggested
in the past [52–56], after discarding the unusable data, the useable sample size of 300 was
sufficient for data analysis. Several statistical analysis techniques are employed in the study
so as to test the data collected, include structural equation modelling (SEM), descriptive
and correlation analysis, factor analysis, reliability analysis, and validity analysis. PLS-
SEM was employed to test the structural relationship of the constructs proposed in the
conceptual model.

Table 1 shows the profile of the respondents in this study. Based on the data collected,
male respondents slightly outnumber female respondents with 55% and 45%, respectively.
The majority of the respondents are from the age group of 26–35 (57%), followed by the
age group of 18–25 (24%). In terms of marital status, 65% of the respondents are single.
For education level, 45% of respondents are degree holders, followed by secondary school
(23%). As for occupational level, the majority of respondents are executive officers and
self-employed—with 27% and 25%, respectively. In terms of monthly income, majority of
the respondents (34%) earn RM5001 and above. There was a diverse range of ethnic groups
and majority are Chinese (64%). Normality test is utilized to examine whether the dataset
is modelled for normal distribution. All the constructs in this study have met the threshold
suggested by Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson [55] in terms of normality, thus the data are
considered normal.
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Table 1. Respondent’s Profile.

Variable Frequency Percentage (%)

Gender
Male 166 55%

Female 134 45%

Age Group
18–25 73 24%
26–35 172 57%
36–45 42 14%
46–55 4 1%

56 and above 9 3%

Marital Status
Single 195 65%

Married 100 33%
Divorced 5 2%

Education Level
Secondary school 68 23%

Certificate/Diploma 51 17%
Bachelor’s Degree 135 45%

Postgraduate Degree 44 15%
Others 2 1%

Occupational Level
Self-employed 74 25%

Professional 51 17%
Manager/Senior Manager 23 8%

Executive Officer 81 27%
Housewife 6 2%

Student 51 17%
Unemployed 5 2%

Others 9 3%

Monthly Income
RM1500 and below 73 24%
RM1501–RM3500 42 14%
RM3501–RM5000 83 28%

RM5001 and above 102 34%

Ethnicity
Malay 83 28%

Chinese 192 64%
Indian 23 8%
Others 2 1%

4. Results
4.1. Measurement Model Assessment

In accordance to Anderson and Gerbing’s two-step approach [57], the measurement
model was first assessed so as to ensure the reliability and validity of the model. The results
demonstrate that all the constructs in this study has Cronbach’s Alpha ranges from 0.790 to
0.948, which implies a reliable scale [58,59] and signifies that all the items measure the same
concept. Composite reliability was assessed and the values were greater than 0.70, except
response cost. However, the composite reliability for response cost is close to the threshold
of 0.70. Therefore, all constructs in this research study is said to have satisfactory level
of reliability. Based on the findings in Table 2, the AVEs are all greater than 0.50, except
response cost. However, Fornell and Larcker [60] suggested that the convergent validity
of the construct is still satisfactory and adequate if AVE is less than 0.50, but composite
reliability is greater than 0.60. In this case, response cost has met the criteria mentioned
with the values of composite reliability of 0.649 and AVE of 0.293. Nevertheless, indicators
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starting from the lowest loadings should be deleted. Hence, items IR1, ER1, ER2, ER3, ER4,
and RC1 were deleted due to low loadings.

Table 2. Measurement model or the constructs.

First Order Constructs
(after Deletion of Items) Items Cronbach’s

Alpha Loadings CR AVE

Perceived Severity (PS) PS1 0.915 0.916 0.942 0.801
PS2 0.911
PS3 0.916
PS4 0.834

Perceived Vulnerability (PV) PV1 0.926 0.862 0.947 0.818
PV2 0.906
PV3 0.939
PV4 0.908

Fear (F) F1 0.864 0.854 0.919 0.791
F2 0.919
F3 0.893

Intrinsic Rewards (IR) IR2 0.825 0.830 0.932 0.821
IR3 0.933
IR4 0.951

Extrinsic Rewards (ER) ER5 0.876 0.947 0.983 0.935
ER6 0.978
ER7 0.971
ER8 0.972

Response Efficacy (RE) RE1 0.918 0.910 0.948 0.859
RE2 0.941
RE3 0.930

Self-efficacy (SE) SE1 0.893 0.921 0.933 0.824
SE2 0.929
SE3 0.873

Response Cost (RC) RC2 0.790 0.820 0.838 0.511
RC3 0.648
RC4 0.734
RC5 0.690
RC6 0.670

Subjective Norm (SN) SN1 0.938 0.930 0.957 0.847
SN2 0.942
SN3 0.951
SN4 0.855

Attitude towards Organic
Food (AT) AT1 0.948 0.957 0.967 0.907

AT2 0.953
AT3 0.946

Purchase Intention (PI) PI1 0.944 0.896 0.957 0.817
PI2 0.888
PI3 0.883
PI4 0.928
PI5 0.924

Note: Item IR1, ER1, ER2, ER3, ER4, and RC1 were deleted due to low loadings.

Discriminant validity was tested through Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio (HTMT).
A HTMT value higher than 0.85 (HTMT0.85) [61] or HTMT value higher than 0.90
(HTMT0.90) [62] indicates there is an issue of discriminant validity. The results in Table 3
showed that all the values fulfil the criterion of HTMT0.85 and HTMT0.90. All the HTMT
values were less than the stricter criterion of ≤0.85 and it can be concluded that the
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respondents understood that the 11 constructs are different, thus discriminant validity
has been ascertained.

Table 3. Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio of correlations (HTMT).

Constructs AT ER F IR PS PV PI RC RE SE

AT

ER 0.122

F 0.451 0.246

IR 0.076 0.817 0.171

PS 0.399 0.100 0.233 0.124

PV 0.422 0.145 0.321 0.053 0.683

PI 0.737 0.161 0.508 0.143 0.337 0.341

RC 0.119 0.331 0.198 0.280 0.172 0.232 0.164

RE 0.574 0.158 0.426 0.139 0.270 0.234 0.614 0.124

SE 0.473 0.294 0.482 0.324 0.310 0.356 0.504 0.248 0.476

SN 0.501 0.244 0.521 0.241 0.150 0.165 0.553 0.161 0.431 0.414
Note: PS = perceived severity; PV = perceived vulnerability; IR = intrinsic rewards; ER = extrinsic rewards;
RE = response efficacy; SE = self-efficacy; RC = response cost; F = fear; SN = subjective norm; AT = attitude;
PI = purchase intention.

4.2. Structural Model Assessment

Evaluation of the structural model is necessary to determine the capability of the
model in predicting one or more target constructs and the evaluation was done through
measuring R2, f2, and Q2 values [63]. For R2, the value should be at least 0.25 [63], while
for f2, value of above 0.02 indicates there is at least a small level of effect size [64]. Q2 value
of larger than zero signifies that the exogenous constructs have predictive relevance for the
endogenous constructs of interest [65]. In this research study, all the values achieved the
required level.

4.3. Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis testing was carried out to assess the plausibility of the hypothesis by
using the sample data. Bootstrapping is necessary for hypothesis testing to find out the
standard errors which subsequently give approximate t-values for significance testing
of the structural path. Re-sample bootstrapping procedure was carried out by using
500 subsamples, test type of two-tailed test, and 0.05 significance level.

Figure 2 and Table 4 showed the results of the structural model. For the direct
relationships, the results show that H6, H9, and H10 were supported. As hypothesized,
response efficacy (β = 0.199, p < 0.05), subjective norm (β = 0.158, p < 0.05), and attitude
towards organic food (β = 0.429, p < 0.05) were found to be positively related to intention
to purchase organic food. In contrast, perceived severity, perceived vulnerability, fear,
intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, self-efficacy, and response cost had insignificant effect on
consumers’ purchase intention towards organic food. Thus, H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, H7, and
H8 were not supported.
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Figure 2. t-values for the measurement and structural model estimation.

Table 4. Results for the assessment of significance and relevance of the structural model relationships.

Hypothesis Relationship Path Coefficient Sample Mean (M) Standard Error t-Value p-Value Results

H1 PS→ PI 0.045 0.045 0.053 0.865 0.388 Not supported

H2 PV→ PI 0.001 −0.003 0.062 0.011 0.991 Not supported

H3 F→ PI 0.090 0.095 0.056 1.628 0.104 Not supported

H4 IR→ PI 0.038 0.039 0.067 0.568 0.570 Not supported

H5 ER→ PI −0.038 −0.040 0.066 0.579 0.563 Not supported

H6 RE→ PI 0.199 0.193 0.060 3.313 0.001 Supported

H7 SE→ PI 0.073 0.072 0.048 1.518 0.130 Not supported

H8 RC→ PI 0.019 0.029 0.055 0.352 0.725 Not supported

H9 SN→ PI 0.158 0.165 0.058 2.732 0.007 Supported

H10 AT→ PI 0.429 0.423 0.078 5.477 0.000 Supported

H11 PS→ AT→ PI 0.042 0.045 0.029 1.459 0.145 Not supported

H12 PV→ AT→ PI 0.076 0.069 0.035 2.157 0.032 Supported

H13 F→ AT→ PI 0.027 0.026 0.028 0.965 0.335 Not supported

H14 IR→ AT→ PI −0.031 −0.023 0.026 1.158 0.247 Not supported

H15 ER→ AT→ PI 0.000 −0.004 0.026 0.004 0.997 Not supported

H16 RE→ AT→ PI 0.131 0.124 0.042 3.130 0.002 Supported

H17 SE→ AT→ PI 0.052 0.048 0.026 2.046 0.041 Supported

H18 RC→ AT→ PI −0.005 0.001 0.030 0.157 0.875 Not supported

H19 SN→ AT→ PI 0.108 0.102 0.029 3.708 0.000 Supported

Next is the assessment of the mediation model. Perceived vulnerability (β = 0.0.076,
p < 0.05), response efficacy (β = 0.131, p < 0.05), self-efficacy (β = 0.052, p < 0.05), and
subjective norm (β = 0.108, p < 0.05) were found out to have significant indirect effect on
purchase intention via attitude towards organic food. Therefore, H12, H16, H17, and H19
were supported. On the contrary, perceived severity, fear, intrinsic and extrinsic rewards,
and response cost were found to have no significant indirect effect on purchase intention.
Thus, H11, H13, H14, H15, and H18 were not supported. The summary of hypotheses was
presented in Table 4.
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5. Discussion

Global warming no doubt has caused long-lasting changes to our climate system
which will have irreversible consequences if we do not take preventive action. Although
the levels of carbon dioxide have fallen 5.5% to 5.7% due to the COVID-19 pandemic and
travel bans, this drop of emissions is only short-term good news [66]. The emissions will
return to normal once the global economy starts to recover from the pandemic. Therefore,
all countries and its citizens must be on board and work together on carbon dioxide
removal such as increased use of renewable energy sources and switch to organic food
practices which has lower greenhouse gas emissions for crop production so as to avoid
dangerous climate change. In keeping with the United Nations Sustainable Development
Goals, especially Goal 13, every man jack should take urgent action to combat climate
change and achieve a better as well as more sustainable future for everyone.

This study was designed to explore Malaysian consumers’ purchase intentions to-
wards organic food using two behavioral theoretical models: theory of planned behavior
and protection motivation theory. Perceived threat components did not have much sig-
nificant effect on purchase intention. This outcome might be attributed to the nature of
the samples used. In this research, 81% of the respondents were in the age group between
18–35 years old and this age group had fewer health issues compared to other age groups,
which might lead to low tendency to protect their health and the environment through
diets and purchase of organic food.

The findings also showed that response efficacy and subjective norm were strong
antecedents of purchase intention, both directly and indirectly. This implied that provid-
ing efficacy-enhancing information in health and climate change message was important
to encourage pro-environmental behaviors and the consumption of organic food. Mes-
sages containing strong efficacy information are tend to be persuasive and encourage
pro-environmental behaviors, compared to those messages without such efficacy informa-
tion [5]. When consumers received messages that have strong efficacy information and
believed that purchasing organic food could reduce the health and environmental threats,
they would be more likely to be convinced and thus would increase their intention to
purchase organic food.

In addition, the results also indicated that consumers perceived that there were more
rewards, both intrinsic and extrinsic, from purchasing conventional food. This belief in-
hibited the risk preventive behaviors and consumers were not likely to purchase organic
food because when consumers perceive that the current practices of purchasing conven-
tional food provide higher rewards, they would be more likely to continue the current
practices and have lower intention to be involved in the recommended behaviors of organic
food purchase.

Contradictory to past studies [19,30,67,68] which revealed that self-efficacy was the
most significant antecedent of purchase intention, no significant relationship was found
between self-efficacy and purchase intention towards organic food in this study. The result
may indicate that consumers thought that it was strenuous for them to be involved in
the purchase of organic food. In addition, response cost was not significant on purchase
intention. Costs of purchasing organic food did not increase or decrease consumers’
purchase intention towards organic food. In other words, the cost of purchasing organic
food might not be the most important reason for consumers when deciding whether to
purchase organic food.

Green products include organic food have drawn the interest of consumers in devel-
oping countries such as China, Malaysia, Indonesia, and India [69]. Nevertheless, there is
little attention given to developing countries such as Malaysia on the behavior compelling
consumer’s intention to purchase organic food. As compared to developed countries,
the consumption of organic food is considered a new practice in developing countries.
Moreover, growing yet limited literature on organic food in emerging countries such as
Malaysia has led to the establishment of this study. Therefore, this study aims to investi-
gate and analyze the factors influencing consumers’ intention to purchase organic food
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in the developing country—Malaysia. The results from this Malaysian study are similar
to the research conducted by [70–72] who studied the factors influencing organic food
purchase intention in developing countries, for instance Tanzania, Kenya, and China. Both
studies found out that attitude, subjective norm, and self-efficacy are strong and significant
predictors of purchase intention towards organic food in the developing countries.

In conclusion, this research revealed that response efficacy and subjective norm were
strong predictors of purchase intention towards organic food, both directly and indirectly
through attitude, and these results are consistent with the past studies [30,69,73]. For
the indirect effect, perceived vulnerability and self-efficacy significantly affect purchase
intention through attitude and these results are in accordance with the past studies [36,74].

6. Limitation and Future Research

This study produced interesting results and verified the integrated model as a good
model to forecast consumers’ intention to purchase organic food. However, there are some
limitations which are significant in this study. Firstly, this study was conducted based on a
cross-sectional study and data were collected at a specific point of time. Future research
would benefit from a longitudinal approach to data collection as this would allow a more
fine-grained study and researchers can observe the pattern of the variables over time.
In addition, this study only observes the purchase intention of Malaysian consumers by
using a convenience sample which might not represent the general population. Future
research could use samples which are more representative of the general population and
evaluate similar framework or with different variables in the same purchase intention
setting. In terms of product category, no specific product category was considered in this
study. Therefore, specific preference and product category could be further investigated in
future studies as consumers’ awareness about organic food were on the rise. Nevertheless,
researchers could consider working in partnership with hypermarkets in order to have
higher response rate to questionnaires and smoother process of collecting primary data.

7. Conclusions

Although purchase intention towards organic food has been extensively researched,
most past studies ignored the influence of perceived threat on purchase intention. This
study investigated the relationships by applying TPB and PMT, and it was evident that
response efficacy, subjective norm, and attitude towards organic food were the key an-
tecedents that directly affect consumers’ purchase intention towards organic food. Addi-
tional testing of indirect effects was also performed, and the results revealed that perceived
vulnerability, response efficacy, self-efficacy, and subjective norm indirectly influenced
consumers’ intention to purchase organic food via a mediator, attitude towards organic
food. Additionally, response efficacy and subjective norm contributed towards purchase
intention, both directly and indirectly. It was also demonstrated that consumers were able
to reduce the negative impact of climate change if they would be enthusiastic to consume
organic food.

Overall, the findings indicate that social influences and one’s belief where organic food
consumption will be effective in lessening threats increase people’s intention to purchase
organic food. The findings also may have some practical implications. Environmental
policymakers could leverage on the findings from this study to further promote the pro-
duction of organic food and demand, by enhancing public’s knowledge on organic food
through nation-wide awareness campaigns. The findings of this study could also help the
government in developing and enlarging the organic production, as well as in developing
the policies. As this study found out that response efficacy and subjective norm are the
keys factors that influencing consumers to purchase organic food, policymakers can use
repetition and promote the benefits of organic food especially in reducing the negative
consequences of climate change and health threats, in order to motivate people to perform
the target healthy behaviors.
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To conclude, this study provided a comprehensive picture of the antecedents of
consumers’ purchase intention towards organic food by testing all the hypothesized rela-
tionships in the Malaysian context. The outcome provided useful foundation for future
studies to investigate the four perceived factors in the non-Western settings. Understanding
consumers’ attitude and purchase intention could be a valuable research field to undertake
in the future.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Survey instrument.

Perceived Severity

PS1 Climate change is a serious issue.
PS2 Climate change will have negative consequences on this planet.
PS3 The negative impact of climate change is severe.
PS4 The thought of climate change scares me.

Perceived Vulnerability

PV1 Climate change can negatively affect me.
PV2 I will experience the negative effects of climate change in my lifetime.
PV3 I am vulnerable to the negative effects of climate change.
PV4 My chances of being affected negatively by climate change are high.

Fear
F1 I fear of getting ill when I exclusively eat agricultural products from

non-organic farming.
F2 I fear products of non-organic farming could contain pesticides residues.
F3 I fear the environment will suffer under current non-organic agricultural practices.

Intrinsic Rewards

IR1 I feel comfortable purchasing non-organic food.
IR2 If I purchase non-organic food, I will be healthier.
IR3 If I purchase non-organic food, I will be more confident.
IR4 If I purchase non-organic food, I will be happier.

Extrinsic Rewards

ER1 Non-organic food is easily available.
ER2 If I purchase non-organic food, I will save time.
ER3 If I purchase non-organic food, I will save money.
ER4 If I purchase non-organic food, I will save effort.
ER5 If I purchase non-organic food, I will get more acceptances from my peers.
ER6 If I purchase non-organic food, I will get more approval from my peers.
ER7 If I purchase non-organic food, I will be popular among my peers.
ER8 If I purchase non-organic food, I will meet my peers’ expectations.
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Table A1. Cont.

Response Efficacy
RE1 I am sure that purchasing organic food is effective in preventing negative

environment effects.

RE2 I am sure that purchasing organic food will help to prevent depletion of the
scarce resources.

RE3 I am sure that purchasing organic food will help to prevent threat to my
well-being and the well-being of society.

Self-efficacy
SE1 It is easy for me to be involved in purchases of organic food.
SE2 If I wanted to, I could easily be involved in purchases of organic food.

SE3 It is mostly up to me whether I would like to be involved in purchases of
organic food.

Response Cost

RC1 Although organic food is better for my health or the health of my kids or the
environment, I am not willing to pay more for organic food.

RC2 I usually compare prices of organic and non-organic food, and will only buy the
organic ones when the price is reasonable to me.

RC3 Organic food is relatively expensive to purchase.
RC4 Organic food has limited choices for me.

RC5 Purchases of organic food would require too much of an adjustment in my
food consumption.

RC6 There is not enough certainty about the safety of organic food.

Subjective Norm

SN1 Most people who are important to me think I should purchase organic food.
SN2 Most people who are important to me would want me to purchase organic food.
SN3 People whose opinions I value would prefer that I purchase organic food.
SN4 My friend’s positive opinion influences me to purchase organic food.

Attitude towards organic food
AT1 I like the idea of purchasing organic food.
AT2 Purchasing organic food is a good idea.
AT3 I have a favourable attitude toward purchasing organic food.

Purchase Intention

PI1 I will consider buying organic food because they are less polluting in
coming times.

PI2 I will consider switching to organic food for ecological reasons.
PI3 I plan to spend more on organic food rather than non-organic food.

PI4 I expect to purchase organic food in the future because of its positive
environmental contribution.

PI5 I definitely want to purchase organic food in the near future.
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