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Abstract

The Covid-19 pandemic in 2020 and 2021 changed consumer purchasing behaviour and brand perception. Regional
brands were denied their traditional availability and communication channels due to lockdowns. This raises the
question whether regional brands are even relevant for consumers and companies in 2021? The aim of the article is
thus to find out what the consumer regional brand awareness is, what are perceived regional brand
characteristics/benefits, and what are regional brand customers characteristics. The sample used is 1050 respondents
from the Czech Republic. The method used is an online survey. The results are compared, where available, with
results from 2014 and 2018 to illustrate the trends. Three research questions were formulated based on the three parts
of article aim. Main findings include: the regional brand awareness is rising over the researched period to 73 %
prompted awareness; main characteristics include region support, traditional production, high quality, and uniqueness;
most favourable customer segments are age groups 46-55 and 56-65, with secondary and tertiary education, and
income of 30 000 CZK and more.
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Introduction

The Covid-19 pandemic in 2020 and 2021 served as a great disruptor and significantly changed consumer
behaviour (Yin, Yu & Xu, 2021). People were confined to their homes, all traditional channels (local markets,
fairs) for regional brands (further as RB) were closed, local events were cancelled. Willingness to buy online rose,
the amount of time spent online rose, leading to the higher number of online brand impressions (KPMG, 2021).
These trends are not at all positive for RBs, which are traditionally sold at local markets, by small farmers and
artisans, with no online support (ARB, 2021). So, after the pandemic and all lockdowns, artisans and farmers are
looking for ways to jump-start their business and are offered participation in several different product protective
brand systems, such as hundreds of consumer brands, national RB, local RB, and others (detailed stratification in
Stoklasa, 2015). Many of the mentioned micro businesses might ask: ‘is the RB worth it in 2021’7 The
businesses need knowledge if consumers know RB, what RB means for consumers (RB characteristics/benefits),
and who are the RB customers, in the context of the Covid-19 effects. Academics mainly research the RB brand
awareness (Picha & Skofepa, 2018; Margarisova et al, 2018), consumer behaviour (Charton-Vachet & Lombart,
2018), and customer characteristics (Jadudova et al., 2018). However, only a few articles are focused on the
next research step - brand characteristics/benefits (Margarisova & Vokacova, 2016; Butova et al., 2019). And
none of the articles puts the researched topic into the context of Covid-19 consumer changes.

This article thus aims to fill the research gap by finding out: what the consumer RB awareness is, what are
perceived RB characteristics/benefits, and what are RB customers characteristics, in Czechia 2021. These three
categories will help businesses decide if the RB certification is worth it and help to improve the used theory for
the new context. The research will be based on the consumer behaviour theory, brand, and brand characteristics
models. The aim will be met through online survey of 1050 Czech consumers. The statistical test tools used will
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be the Chi-Square, Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, and Kruskal-Wallis test with suitable post-hoc test (pairwise
comparison).

Literature Review

To fulfil the article aims it is necessary to define the regional brand, its development, underlying theoretical
concepts, and brand characteristics.

Regional Brand Definition Development

Although first RBs originated after the year 2000 in the Czech Republic (ARB, 2021), their definition wasn’t
agreed upon for a long time (Kaskova & Chromy, 2014; Chalupova & Prokop, 2016). WoS (161 articles since
2000) and Scopus (163 articles since 2000) literature review continually reveals (Stoklasa, 2015; Stoklasa &
Pitrunova, 2020) that RBs are a global phenomenon but the term is perceived differently in different parts of the
world. WoS includes authors from 25 countries for the term “regional brand” (WoS, 2022), with 51 from China
(however, majority being conference articles compared to journal articles for all other countries except Russia),
15 from Czech Republic, 15 from Russia, and the rest being 5 or less. Scopus includes authors from 40 countries
(Scopus, 2022), with 36 from China, 20 from USA, 11 Czech Republic, and the rest being single digits. Analysis
of all the articles revealed three main RB perceptions: Chinese, Southern European, and V4. Chinese (Asian)
focus on brands of whole regions (place of origin) manifested on the outside (Lu et al., 2020; Wu & Huang, 2014).
Chinese mainly deal with the influence of region name on product perception (Li, Zhao & Zhu, 2011), regional
economic development (Fang, Zhang & Guo, 2017), and agricultural products (Wang, 2019). Southern European
countries primarily focus on wine brands (Gomez & Molina, 2012; Sequeira & Leal, 2020), and consumer
behaviour purchasing agricultural products (Charton-Vachet & Lombart, 2018). V4 countries view RBs as brands
of local regional products produced by micro-companies and artisans that guarantee specific product
characteristics to consumers (Picha & Skofepa, 2018; Zuffova, Bohatova & Bumbalova, 2017).

The European RB perceptions are all built on similar basis — EU defined product quality schemes (European
Commission, 2022; Goudis & Skuras, 2020), such as PDO — protected designation of origin (food and wine), PGl
— protected geographical indication (food and wine), Gl — geographical indication (spirit drinks and aromatised
wines). That is the reason why the Southern European and V4 RB perceptions are similar, and dissimilar to
Chinese, and the rest of the world. V4 countries also have the highest amount of RB journal articles, with Czech
Republic being the leader. Thus, this article will further focus primarily on the models adopted by V4 authors,
which are built on the underlying theoretical concepts of consumer behaviour and brand.

Dolezalova (2007) explains the origin of quality branding in the Czech Republic through state guaranteed product
characteristics. Government institutions created and operated first quality branding systems which helped mentor
small makers. This process should have led to brand programs that would ensure consumers particular product
characteristics; the reality was however different as the market was flooded by hundreds of brands with no actual
enforcement behind them (Pitrunova & Stoklasa, 2019). During this time, dozens of new regional brands were
created. The newly formed Association of Regional Brands (further as ARB) helped create an umbrella that set
the common rules and enforced them. Fifteen years of development led to ARB being the biggest regional
branding system in the Czech Republic with 30 brands and thousands of certified products, services, and
experiences (ARB, 2021).

RBs became important for researchers after their rapid growth, and several definitions appeared, e.g. by
Jadudové et al. (2018), or Margarisova and Vokacova (2016). ARB (2021) defines RB as: ‘products respecting
the same certification rules, which emphasise eco-friendliness and regional uniqueness in addition to regional
origin. This can be fulfilled in various ways - by linking to tradition, local raw materials, specificity to the region,
but also by other exceptional characteristics. Brands have uniform visual style and promotional materials.
Similarly, tourism services and experiences that uniquely present a particular place or an entire region are also
considered.” Hrubalova and Budzelova (2019) add that RB encourages local pride in the region and builds
culture.

Underlying Theoretical Concepts

A commonly used brand definition is by the American Marketing Association (AMA, 2021): ‘name, term, design,
symbol, or any other feature that identifies one seller's good or service as distinct from those of other sellers.’.
Necessary for the function of RB is the ease it brings to consumers while identifying certain offers, risk mitigation,
sign of quality, legal protection, producers’ responsibility etc. (Keller, 2007). All these elements create brand
value, defined by Aaker (2003) as a collection of benefits (assets) and disadvantages (liabilities) related to a
brand name, which expand or shrink the value (utility) of a product to customers. Aaker (2003, p. 8) defined the
value in five categories: brand awareness, brand loyalty, perceived quality, associations connected with the
brand, and other proprietary brand assets. Rossiter and Percy (1987) defined brand awareness as ‘consumers
ability to define the brand under different conditions’. Keller (1993) further defined two sub-categories — brand
recognition (consumer can confirm prior exposure), and brand recall (consumer recalls brand for a product
category). Keller (2007) also defined the so-called brand elements, such as logo, symbol, slogan, character,
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packaging etc. All these elements have influence on consumer behaviour when purchasing RB.

Consumer behaviour is being studied by academics for over half a century (Yin, Yu & Xu, 2021). Schiffman and
Kanuk (1987) defined consumer behaviour as everything consumers do when ‘looking for, buying, using,
evaluating, and processing goods or services’ purchased to satisfy their needs. Yin, Yu and Xu (2021) conducted
a study of 3000 consumer behaviour articles and concluded that this area is constantly developing, including new
approaches (such as implementation of TAM model), new theories, and rapidly changing due to the influence of
Covid-19 pandemic. They further state that the most important changes are the integration of online and offline,
and increase in healthy consumption, which both could benefit the RB. Orindaru et al. (2020) report as the main
findings of the shift in consumer behaviour due to Covid-19 the increased likelihood of purchasing local products,
and increased preference to purchase fresh products, which are again positive for RB. Cruz-Cardenas, Zabelina
and Guadalupe-Lanas (2021) did systematic literature review of over 70 articles related to the influence of Covid-
19 on consumer behaviour and their findings support the incredible importance of digital technologies, and
customers personal and psychological characteristics playing the most important role in purchasing process.
Schiffman and Wisenblit (2015) define customer personal characteristics as gender, age, educational level, and
income, and psychological characteristics as motivation, attitudes, and perceptions.

The WoS and Scopus literature review uncovered that most articles are still focused on RB awareness (Picha &
Skofepa, 2018; Margarisova et al, 2018; Goudis & Skuras, 2020), consumer behaviour (Charton-Vachet &
Lombart, 2018), and customer characteristics (Jadudova et al., 2018; Picha & Skofepa, 2018). These areas are
becoming well documented with similar results — around 40 % brand awareness, customer characteristics are
higher education, higher income, age 40+. However, only a few articles are focused on the next research step -
brand characteristics (Margarisova & Vokacova, 2016; Daifen et al., 2019; Butova et al., 2019).

Brand Characteristics Models

Various brand models exist, but only several approaches are used concerning the under-researched RB.
Margarisova and Vokacova (2016) did literature review for brand and brand building in the area of RB. They have
created the so-called House of Regional Brand built on the theoretical basis of Aaker (2003), Kotler and
Armstrong (2006), Keller (2007), Vysekalova (2004), i.e., the same theoretical principles used in previous
research by the author (Stoklasa, 2015). The basis is the theory: by Aaker (2003) for strategic brand analysis and
brand identity system; by Azoulay and Kapferer (2003) for Kapferer's Brand Identity Prism; by Keller (2007) for
tools and brand building goals; by Kotler and Armstrong (2006) for macro and microenvironment analysis; by
Pfibova, Mynarova, Hindls and Hronova (2000) for brand conceived as a system, in which individual attributes
are arranged into certain levels of a pyramid scheme; and by Vysekalova (2004) for the concept of total brand.
The model explains the process of creating RB as a brand system, built on adequate research of marketing
environment, with brand identity and brand values. The main outcomes for this article are the brand
characteristics stemming out of Aaker’s brand value and Keller's brand elements.

Daifen et al. (2019) define the process of regional brand building in three steps: establish RB at strategic level,
create brand associations, create RBs at local level and associate them with the characteristics above. A way
how to understand brand building and brand characteristics is through brand models. The process is thus
relatively similar to the one defined by Margarisova and Vokacova (2016).

Butova et al. (2019) state in their literature review that Russian authors tend to use Anholt’s (2007) hexagon
model for RB, which has some serious limitations for that area. Butova et al. (2019) create their model for RB
characteristics with four main categories: quality assessment by consumers (packaging, taste, labelling) based
on Keller (2007), a promise of quality (natural composition, safety, ecology) based on Zhuang et al. (2007),
reliability and quality (place of manufacture, fame, and reputation) based on Chiou and Droge (2006), and
product availability (price, distribution). Each of these categories has two points of view, one through shared
values of consumers, and one through local values of consumers. The primary outcome is a different approach to
specific brand characteristics in various categories and the varying perception of consumers from within the
region and outsiders.

Methods

This article is a part of a decade-long effort by the author. The underlying fundamental idea is that regional
brands, as a marketing tool, in order to justify their existence, need to have positive utility. The main research
guestion of the whole research is thus formulated in a following way: what is the positive utility of regional
brands? The main recipients of RB utility are consumers purchasing them, companies using them, RB
administrators running them, and other parties with lesser effects, such as regional municipalities, tourism
agencies, and others. Consumers buying these brands must firstly have brand awareness and secondly know
what the brand represents. Companies deciding whether to certify RB are interested in the cost benefit ratio, see
Stoklasa and Starzyczna (2016) and will be researched in the future. Other interested parties have their own
driving forces, but this article focuses on only one angle, the consumer perspective. The research questions for
consumer research are thus as follows:
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e RQ1: What is the consumer awareness of regional brands?
e RQ2: What are the perceived benefits of regional brands by consumers?
e RQ3: Who are the customers of regional brands?

The data acquisition method was a survey using an online questionnaire on a panel of respondents by
professional marketing research agency Ipsos. Due to Covid-19 pandemic, online survey was the only legally
allowed method suitable for Czechia. The questionnaire is divided into two parts for RQ1 and RQ2. Demographic
identifiers gender, age, education, and net monthly income are used for RQ3. The first part contains three
questions on brand awareness. Question 1 tests spontaneous brand awareness, while question 2 verifies this
knowledge. The reason being consumers often confuse RB with other branding systems (Stoklasa, 2015;
Pitrunova & Stoklasa, 2019). Question 3 explains what the RB is (respondents were shown an explanation and
pictures of the logos) and tests prompted brand awareness. The second part contains 14 statements that use the
Likert scale from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). The statements can be broken into blocks focused
on brand associations, quality, purchasing behaviour, and other brand assets (availability, communication). The
statements were formulated based on research of RB online presence (Pitrunova & Stoklasa, 2018) and
interviews with RB administrators (Stoklasa, 2015), using the categories from the brand models by Margarisova
and Vokacova (2016) and Butova et al. (2019). The data is, where available, compared with research data from
2014 (Stoklasa, 2015) and 2018 (Pitrunova & Stoklasa, 2019; Stoklasa & Pitrunova, 2020) to illustrate the trends.
Due to different structure of the questionnaires, data for 2014 had to be recalculated, and for 2018 taken from
several batteries.

The sample from 2014 consists of 719 respondents from Moravian-Silesian Region. Quota sampling was used to
filter the data, so it was representative for the four selected demographic factors according to the Czech
Statistical Office. Due to slight differences in age and income structure respondents 65+ merged into the last age
bracket, and income under 10 000 CZK merged into the first income bracket. The sample from 2018 consists of
1050 respondents from the Czech Republic. The data were gathered by professional marketing research agency
Ipsos on their Ipsos CASI panel with over 100 000 respondents. The sample from 2021 is same in size and
method of obtaining. For characteristics of all samples see Table 1.

Table 1. Sample profiles for gender, age, education, and income for 2014, 2018, and 2021.

Rel. freq. Rel. freq. Rel. freq.
Demographic factor Group ADs. freq. 2014 (in Abs. freq. 2018 (in Abs. freq. 2021 (in
2014 2018 2021
%) %) %)

Male 351 48.8 536 51.1 521 49.6
Gender

Female 368 51.2 514 49.0 529 50.4

18-25 100 13.9 166 15.8 159 151

26-35 119 16.6 202 19.2 197 18.8
Age 36-45 131 18.2 216 20.6 220 21.0

46-55 113 15.7 179 17.1 183 17.4

56-65 256 35.6 287 27.3 291 27.7

Primary 130 18.1 115 11.0 105 10.0

) Trained 268 37.3 375 35.7 354 33.7

Education

Secondary 228 31.7 398 37.9 423 40.3

University 93 12.9 162 154 168 16.0

0-20 000 670 93.2 613 58.4 552 52.6

20-30 000 42 5.8 299 28.5 311 29.6
Income
(in CZK) 30-40 000 7 1 98 9.3 128 12.2

40 000+ 0 0 40 3.8 59 5.6

Based on the RQ and research logic, following working hypotheses are formulated:
e HI1: Consumer RB awareness is raising over time.
e H2: There is a dependence of RB awareness on selected demographic factors.
e H3: Consumer RB perceived benefits are improving over time.
e H4: The perception of RB characteristics is affected by consumers™ demographic factors.
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e H5: The perception of RB assets is affected by consumers™ demographic factors.

For the econometric statistical testing the Chi-Square test is used to verify H2. The test is based on comparison
of observed and expected values and the outcome is an indication of a statistically significant relationship
between the two variables. Post-hoc test is used to find which variable category is making the differences.
Adjusted residuals and recalculated adjusted p values are used. If the adjusted residual value is 1.96 and higher,
it manifests “the lack of fit to Ho” (Sharpe, 2015) — there is a statistically significant difference. The positive or
negative value shows a positive or negative relationship. However adjusted p values still need to be calculated
through the right-tailed probability of the Chi-Squared distribution (Shan & Gerstenberger, 2017). For H4 and H5,
due to the data type, one sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov (further as KS) test is used to test data distribution. One-
way Chi-Square test of good compliance is used to test the impact of demographic factors on research results. If
the data does not have normal distribution and there is an impact of at least one factor on results, the Kruskal-
Wallis (further as KW) test is used to show the dependency of one variable on another, and post-hoc test
(pairwise comparison) is used to find which variable categories are different.

Results

Results of RB Awareness

Question 1 "Do you know the concept of a regional brand?" tests spontaneous brand awareness. The data are
compared with research from 2014 (Stoklasa, 2015). Absolute and relative frequencies are presented in Table 2.
A rising trend can be observed with 67.9 %, which is a change of +15.3 %.

Table 2. Brand awareness comparison 2014 and 2021.

Answer Abs. freq. Rel. freq. Abs. freq. Rel. freq.
2014 2014 (in %) 2021 2021 (in %)

Positive 378 52.6 713 67.9

Negative 267 37.1 268 255

Not sure 74 10.3 69 6.6

Question 2 should verify the brand awareness: "If you know the concept of regional brand, please indicate which
regional brands you know". The confusing situation with product protective brands in Czechia often leads to
consumers naming either consumer brands (KLASA, Bio), EU Protected Designation of Origin or Protected
Geographical Indication (Oloumoucké tvarGizky, Stramberské usi), as we can see in the data from 2014. But in
2021 the situation improved significantly with 74.2 % correct answers, that is 50.4 % of the whole sample.
Absolute frequencies, relative, and relative to whole sample are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Brand awareness verification comparison 2014 and 2021.

Answer Abs. freq. Rel. freq. Rel. freq. to sample Abs. freq. Rel. freq. Rel. freq. to sample
2014 2014 (in %) 2014 (in %) 2021 2021 (in %) 2021 (in %)

Regional 226 59.79 31.43 529 74.2 50.4

brands

Consumer 121 32.01 16.83 136 19.1 13

brands

EU protected 31 8.2 4.31 48 6.7 4.6

designation

Question 3 "The regional brand is - (explanation) - do you know it?" consisted of a description of the RB
according to a prepared text and a demonstration of the logos of each region, thus examining the (prompted)
brand recall. In 2014, this resulted in 56 % knowledge of respondents (abs. 403) and 44% not knowing (abs.
316). In 2021, it was reformulated into statement with Likert scale, the results rose to 73 % (abs. 767) positive
and 37 % (abs. 283) negative. In both surveys, many respondents reacted with: “Oh, | saw that on
TV/newspapers/printed material, | just didn't connect the dots".

Results of Perceived RB Characteristics

In general, it can be stated that consumers change their RB perception over the years, see Table 4. First 6
statements are the fundaments of RB presented on every RB website, founding document, certification process
etc. These statements represent the main RB characteristics. Yet, the perception of consumers is often different.
High quality of RB products is the absolute corner stone of the branding system, yet as can be seen in the
results, less than 50 % of respondents agreed in the past, and only in 2021 it rose to 61.3 % of positive answers
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and an average of 2.1. Significant positive trend can be observed in statement no. 2, where in 2014 respondents
made clear that RB products are more expensive, but the perception changed in 2018 and especially in 2021
with the high average of 3.3 and low number of positive answers only 22.7 %. Statement no. 3 presents balanced
results over the years, rather negative average of 2.9 and only around 25 % positive answers, which is again
striking, as environmental friendliness is one of the founding claims presented everywhere. Similarly, balanced
situation can be seen for statement no. 4, which hovers around the average of 2 and 70 % of positive answers.
However, the support of region is not promoted by the brands, yet consumers highly perceive it. Traditional
production of RB products scored very positively in 2021 with an average of 2 and 72.1 % of positive answers, an
improvement over the previous years. Another positive trend can be observed for the statement no. 6 about
product uniqueness, which improve over the years from an average of 26 to 2.1 and from 40 % to 64.3 % of
positive answers. The importance of a certificate rose from an average of 2.6 to 2.1 and 40 % of positive
response to 64.3 %.

The last 7 statements are focused on other brand assets, availability, and communication. Traditionally, RB
products were only available at local markets and specialized shops, none had e-shop and were not in
supermarkets. The biggest changes in consumer perception can be observed here. Consumers were originally
demanding the RB products to be available only in specialized stores and farmer markets with an average of 1.7
and 81 % of positive answers and were sceptical towards supermarkets and e-shops with averages around 3.5
and 20 % of positive answers. In 2021 the situation is completely reversed, and consumers are demanding RB
products online, in supermarkets with averages around 2 and over 70 % of positive answers and are sceptical
towards being available exclusively at local markets and specialized stores with only 12 % of positive answers.
For communication, consumers require local communication with an average of 1.7 and 82.2 % of positive
answers, and website with an average of 1.9 and 73.6 % of positive answers. Printed media are less desirable
with an average of 2.3 and 45.7 % of positive answers, and social networks with an average of 2.7 and 39.9 % of
positive answers.

Table 4. Statements on RB characteristics, quality, and other assets.

No. Statement Average Positive  Average Positive Average Positive
2014 2014 (in 2018 2018 (in 2021 2021 (in
%) %) %)

1 RB is high quality, quality materials 2.2 49 2.6 44.2 2.1 61.3

2 RB is more expensive 2.1 59 2.6 43.2 3.3 22.7

3 RB is environmentally friendly 29 24 29 25.9 29 25.1

4 RB supports the region 2.1 68 2.2 69.1 1.9 73.8

5 RB is made in the traditional way 2.4 44 2.5 46.9 2 72.1

6 RB product is unique, something original, 2.6 40 24 56.3 2.1 64.3
special, peerless

7 It is important that RB product has an award, a 3 47 2.8 38.7 2.5 45.7
certificate, a quality label

8 RB should only be available in specialized 1.7 81 3.4 19.2 3.9 12
stores or on farmer markets

9 RB should be available for purchase in 3.5 18 2.3 59.6 2 715
supermarkets

10 RB should be available for purchase over the 3.4 21 2.4 54.5 1.8 78.4
internet

11 RB needs communication on social networks NA NA 29 29.5 2.7 39.9

12 RB needs communication on website NA NA 2.3 54.2 1.9 73.6

13 RB needs communication in printed media NA NA NA NA 2.3 45.7

14 RB needs local communication NA NA NA NA 1.7 82.2

Hypotheses Testing

H1 “consumer RB awareness is raising over time” is accepted based on data from questions 1-3 showing steady
rise in all categories of brand awareness between 2014 and 2021.

H2 “there is a dependence of RB awareness on selected demographic factors”, verification is done using Chi-
Square test, a statistical test of independence. It tests real brand awareness on the data from question 3, and
demographic factors: gender, age, education, and net monthly cash income. The test is performed at a
significance level of a = 0.05, i.e. 5 %. If Sig. (Significance) < a variables are related, Sig. > a variables are not
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related. The Chi-Square value then indicates the test criterion, if it falls within the domain of acceptance; at the 5
% significance level, we do not reject the null hypothesis (HO) of independence of individual traits. If it does not
fall within the domain of acceptance, we accept the alternative hypothesis (H1). Due to space constraints, all 4
hypotheses are worded together into statistical hypothesis:

¢ Ho: RB awareness does not depend on gender/age/education/income.

e Hi: RB awareness depends on gender/age/education/income.

Table 5. Chi-Square test results for brand awareness and demographic factors.

Demo. Factor Chi-Square 2014 Asymp. Sig. 2014 Chi-Square 2021 Asymp. Sig. 2021
Gender 0.315 0.313 3.018 0.555
Age 4.417 0.620 32.171 0.010
Education 10.876 0.012 40.406 0.000
Income 14.554 0.002 34.215 0.000

The Chi-Square test results in 2021 are: for age, education, and income, the value of Sig. is less than the chosen
level, test criteria do not fall into the scope of acceptance, the variables are related, see Table 5. Therefore, at
level of significance 5 % null hypothesis about the independence of variables is rejected and alternative
hypothesis is accepted. It can be concluded that the dependence of RB awareness on age, education, and
income is statistically significant. In 2014, only education and income were statistically significant. In the data
from 2021, further post-hoc test will reveal which categories of demographic factors have what influence.
Adjusted residuals and p values will be used, see Table 6. The value of adjusted residual over 1.96 signifies a
statistically significant result, with minus being negative and plus being positive relationship. The youngest age
category shows highest negative attitude. The age category 46-55 is most positive, and 56-65 least negative.
Education and income show the strongest polarity of results, with very clear trends of lower education and
income being more negative, and with rising education and income being most positive.

Table 6. Chi-Square post-hoc test results for brand awareness and demographic factors.

Demographic factor Group Positive Positive p- Neutral Neutral p- Negative Negative
adj. res. value adj. res. value adj. res. p-value

Male 0.2 0.84 -0.3 0.76 -1.6 0.11

Gender
Female -0.2 0.84 0.3 0.76 1.6 0.11
18-25 -3.4 0.02 -0.8 0.96 3.9 0.00
26-35 -0.9 0.94 0.1 1.00 1.2 0.84

Age 36-45 0.4 1.00 0.4 1.00 -0.8 0.96
46-55 3.1 0.05 0.1 1.00 -3 0.06
56-65 1.6 0.63 0.1 1.00 -3.1 0.05
Primary -2.9 0.04 1.3 0.64 15 0.52

) Trained -2.8 0.05 0 1.00 4.3 0.00

Education
Secondary 2.6 0.08 -0.1 1.00 -2.1 0.22
University 2.8 0.05 -1.6 0.46 -2.2 0.18
0-20.000 -3.5 0.01 -0.2 1.00 3.7 0.00

Income 20-30.000 0.8 0.89 0.3 0.99 -0.7 0.92

(in CZK) 30-40.000 2.9 0.04 0.1 1.00 2.8 0.05
40.000+ 3.2 0.02 0 1.00 -3.3 0.01

H3 “consumer RB perceived benefits are improving over time” is accepted based on data from statements 1-7, all
of which improved from 2014 to 2021.

H4 “the perception of RB characteristics is affected by consumers® demographic factors” is verified using KW
test. For H4 and H5, the data is first tested by KS test. Due to space constraints the table is not included, but all
the Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) are 0.000, which means we reject null hypothesis about normal distribution of data and
accept alternative hypothesis that data doesn’t have normal distribution. Furthermore, the data is tested by one-
way Chi-Square test of good compliance. Again, due to space constraints tables are not included, but only age,
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education and income affect the results. The results are supported by the same results on the data from 2018
(Stoklasa & Pitrunova, 2020). For H4, tested are first 7 statements about RB characteristics and demographic
factors age/education/income as the influence of gender proved statistically insignificant. The test is performed at
a significance level a = 0.05, i.e. 5 %. Due to space constraints, all 3 hypotheses are worded together into
statistical hypothesis:

¢ Ho: The perception of RB characteristics is not dependent on consumers™ age/education/income.

e Hi: The perception of RB characteristics is dependent on consumers™ age/education/income.

Table 7. Kruskal-Wallis results for RB characteristics.

Demo. Results s.1 S.2 S.3 S.4 S.5 S.6 S.7
Factor
A Kruskal-Wallis H 8.984 7.483 2.613 9.257 5.262 7.699 10.917
ge .
Asymp. Sig. 0.046 0.116 0.685 0.041 0.382 0.111 0.025
_ Kruskal-Wallis H 18.561 4.865 1.693 9.210 28.665 0.687 16.247

Education

Asymp. Sig. 0.000 0.182 0.714 0.059 0.000 0.798 0.000
| Kruskal-Wallis H 15.826 5.413 3.388 9.571 23.611 0.937 7.392
ncome

Asymp. Sig. 0.000 0.198 0.493 0.024 0.000 0.724 0.038

The results shown in Table 7 led to conclusion that we cannot reject the null hypothesis and must state that the
perception of RB characteristics is not dependent on consumers’ age/education/income. However, several of the
results are statistically significant and warrant further investigation through post-hoc test (pairwise comparison),
the results will be used in the discussion.

H5 “the perception of RB assets is affected by consumers™ demographic factors” is verified using KW test. Tested
are statements 8-14 about RB availabilty and communication and again demographic factors
age/education/income. The test is performed at a significance level a = 0.05, i.e. 5 %. Again, all 3 hypotheses are
worded together into statistical hypothesis:

e Ho: The perception of RB assets is not dependent on consumers™ age/education/income.

e Hi: The perception of RB assets is dependent on consumers™ age/education/income.

Table 8. Kruskal-Wallis results for RB assets.

Demo. Results S.8 S.9 S. 10 S. 11 S. 12 S. 13 S. 14

Factor

Age Kruskal-Wallis H 7.572 5.427 9.931 3.561 9.582 0.925 23.100
Asymp. Sig. 0.098 0.351 0.041 0.447 0.046 0.937 0.000

Education  Kruskal-Wallis H 0.681 28.922 24.973 3.948 14.382 1.223 16.984
Asymp. Sig. 0.924 0.000 0.000 0.418 0.002 0.810 0.000

Income Kruskal-Wallis H 1.244 30.189 26.827 2.732 12.891 2.549 9.533
Asymp. Sig. 0.896 0.000 0.000 0.534 0.009 0.588 0.027

The results shown in Table 8 led to conclusion that we cannot reject the null hypothesis and must state that the
perception of RB assets is not dependent on consumers™ age/education/income. However, several of the results
are again statistically significant and warrant further investigation through post-hoc test (pairwise comparison),
the results will again be used in discussion.

Discussion

To answer the RQ1, results of first three questions and H1 are used — consumer RB awareness is quite high and
steadily rising in time. From the original 31 % verified awareness in 2014, 44 / in 2018 (Stoklasa & Pitrunova,
2020), to 73 % prompted awareness in 2021. These results are supported by similar results along the trend line
by Margarisova et al. (2018) with their 46 %. Vokacova et al. (2017) dealt with specific brands and their findings
are all around 60 %. Jadudova et al. (2018) report as high as 70 % for Slovakia. To conclude, now is a good time
for companies to apply for RB certificate. Brand awareness this high suggests that the research gap has been
filed and warrants no further investigation, the researchers should rather focus on the follow-up steps of RB
characteristics.

To answer the RQ2, results of all 14 statements and H3 are used — the RB perceived benefits are: supporting the
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region, made in traditional way, high quality, and uniqueness. Although the brands do not advertise region
support as their core benefit, consumers perceive it most positively. Traditional production and uniqueness have
strong positive trends and are sought after. RB was not associated with high quality in the past, which was a
critical problem nowadays resolved. Consumers do not perceive the products as expensive, as they did in the
past, that is another critical improvement. Consumers do appreciate the certificate (quality label). Consumers do
not perceive RB as environmentally friendly; this does not resonate with the audience. The perception of RB
availability completely changed between 2014 and 2021. RB products now need to be available predominantly in
e-shops and supermarkets, and in specialized stores and farmer markets. The premise for RB communication
was a strong emphasis on social media and online. However, RB mainly needs communication locally and a
good website. Printed media and social networks are not crucial but would be appreciated by certain segments.
Several other teams have done research on RB characteristics. Butoracova Sindleryova and Hoghova (2020)
report similar results for communication but have different results for availability and brand characteristics.
Vokacova et al. (2017), Picha and Skofepa (2018), Margarisova et al. (2018) all have similar results for brand
characteristics, and Jadudova et al. (2018) for communication. To conclude, companies should try to match their
product benefits with the perceived RB benefits — if their product can build on region support, traditional way of
production, high quality, and uniqueness, it will be a good fit with RB. We would suggest the brand characteristics
models to be updated with relevant theory for the changes that Covid-19 brought, such as the implementation of
the TAM model principles, primarily change the focus on online communication, online availability, and adjust
several of the product characteristics as described above.

To answer RQ3, results of H2, H4, and H5 are used — RB customers have higher education, higher income, and
are of older age groups. Gender did not prove statistically significant in any of the research data from 2014, 2018,
or 2021. Same results were reported by Margarisova et al. (2018). Based on the H2 results, it is not
recommended to target the age group 18-25, or primary and trained education, or under 20 000 CZK income. It is
recommended to target age groups 46-55 and 56-65, with secondary and tertiary education, and 30 000 CZK and
more income. Very similar results are reported by Jadudova et al. (2020). Based on the H4 and H5 results, it is
not recommended to target the youngest and oldest age groups, but target the 46-55, followed by 36-45
(statements 4, 10, 12, 14). The youngest age group has strongest opinions about communication, unsurprisingly
preferring online and social media. Based on the 2018 data (Stoklasa & Pitrunova, 2020), the premise for
education was tertiary and primary being the most positive. However, education in 2021 had linear dependency,
RB preference (more positive answers) rises with higher education (statements 1, 5, 7, 9, 10, 14). Similar results
by Picha and Skofepa (2018) support these conclusions. Income showed same linear dependency (statements
1, 4,5, 7,9, 10, 12, 14), higher income means higher RB preference (more positive answers). To conclude,
companies should aim offline local communication at customers 36-55, with at least secondary education and
30 000 CZK income.

Conclusion

The article aims to find out what the consumer RB awareness is, what are perceived RB characteristics/benefits,
and what are RB customers characteristics, in Czechia 2021. The sample used is 1050 respondents from the
Czech Republic, gathered by Ipsos. The method used is online survey. The questionnaire was created based on
the RB models by Margarisova and Vokacova (2016) and Butova et al. (2019), and results of previous research
of RB (Stoklasa, 2015) and research of RB online presence (Pitrunova & Stoklasa, 2019). The results are
compared, where available, with 2014 and 2018 to illustrate the trends.

Based on the research findings presented in the discussion, due to the high RB awareness this is the best time
to apply for RB certificate as consumers are well aware that it exists, and it can thus bring biggest benefits.
Important fact that we want to mention again is that majority of RB companies are small farmers and artisans,
that often have no business-related education, and thus do not know how to incorporate the RB into their
business. It is recommended that the companies utilizing RBs adjust their strategic marketing management (and
by this we mean everything from vision, mission, brand — values, to marketing mix) to better benefit from the
strong points and avoid the weak points consumers associate with RBs.

Due to consumers perceiving RBs as supporting the region, the recommendation is to use the phrases ‘local’,
‘regional’, ‘supporting the region’ in communication campaigns, encode claims into brand image and
communication such as ‘supporting our local communities’, ‘products from your nearby farmer’, ‘growing
together’ etc. Similar recommendations are proposed due to consumers perceiving RBs as made in traditional
way and high quality — product descriptions must mention these claims, product materials, such as leaflets used
at the farmers markets, articles in supporting magazines, websites, all must show the process of production and
explain the benefits of it and how it leads to higher quality.

RB availability preference completely shifted from local markets and specialized stores to e-shops and
supermarkets. Companies need to work on introducing their products into retail chains and bigger e-shops. The
recommendation to set-up their own e-shop is unrealistic as these small entrepreneurs do not have the capacity
to do so, so this recommendation is aimed at the ARB — common e-shop for all the products would benefit all the
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involved parties. The recommendation for distribution goes well with the findings for communication, as RB
communication preference stayed similar with local and website as primary information sources, social media
being only recommended and not necessary. The ARB website is due to an overall upgrade, changing the used
claims, and introducing the common e-shop.

RBs have a range of favourable customer segments. It is recommended to target age groups 46-55 and 56-65,
with secondary and tertiary education, and 30 000 CZK and more income. It is not recommended to target the
age group 18-25, primary and trained education, or under 20 000 CZK income. Companies should try to aim
offline local communication at customers 36-55, with at least secondary education and 30 000 CZK income

The area of RB research is vast. This article was focused on the consumer point of view, which suggests that RB
is known, viewed positively and thus should be interesting for companies to acquire. Further research should
focus on the comparison of this consumer perception and the points of view by companies already utilizing RB
and administrators running the RB, as our past research (Stoklasa, 2015) uncovered that these three mutually
interested parties view RB differently which leads to hindered RB performance. Replication study in other
countries could lead to validation of our findings.
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