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Reviewer A：

	Reviewer A’s First Comment: 
Introduction & literature review – too general and too short, there should be more and deeper reference to the issue of past experience and attitude intentions with consumer behaviour, maybe addressing specific roles in customers’ like, what the past experience of Italian in ECO-SUSTAINABLE FOOD PRODUCTS and culture experience in , what change the attitude intentions. There was not any ECO-SUSTAINABLE FOOD PRODUCTS in the literature review and hypotheses. The result of a literature review and hypotheses that was very incomplete, because the author did not discuss the relationship between variable. Also, those were not discussed in the literature review and in the research hypotheses and questions


	AUTHORS’ ANSWER:
Introduction, literature review and hypotheses sections have been updated and re-managed according to the ways indicated by the reviewer. Please refer to the pages 2-5.

	Reviewer A’s Second Comment: 

There is no statement about validity of the model variables. The author should also provide average variance extracted (AVE) and composite reliability (CR) value on all variables. Before you adopt the SEM, you need to assess the CFA first. Please provide a table about the validity and reliability.


	AUTHORS’ ANSWER:
In the Data Analysis section has been made reference to assess CFA first and Structural phase later on. In the Results section has been also made reference to CR without reporting all the results for saving space. However, as also stated in the text, the following CR and AVE can be acquired from the first author and so that they are presented below. These results have been shown also at the Conference. In order to preserve space we prefer not to show this table in the manuscript.
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	Reviewer A’s Third Comment
The authors stated that they used (SEM) to test the hypothesized relationship of the whole model; however, there is not any SEM modelling analysis in the content (except CFA), but only regression analysis and Path coefficients. The authors provide a model figure to describe about whole model’s path data. The SEM analysis indicated acceptable model fit. According to Hair et al., (1998), and Gefen et al., (2000), goodness of fit index (GFI), comparative fit index (CFI), normed fit index (NFI), and non-normed fit index (NNFI) are the best index if above 0.90 and demonstrate marginally acceptance if above 0.80, adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) above 0.80, root mean square residual (RMR) below 0.05. The author should spend more time to clarify it.  


	AUTHORS’ ANSWER
We disagree with this remark since SEM is a general term of a theory-driven analytical approach that involves both CFA and latent variable path analysis (LVPA) (Mueller and Hancock, 2010). This latter is indeed the structural path model carried out in the structural phase where the paths are defined. So that, we indeed used SEM in both terms of CFA that constitutes the measurement phase and LVPA that constitutes the structural phase. Structural Equation Model is NOT only the path models, but it comprises all models with structural equations, such as: CFA, LVPA, measured variable path analysis (MVPA), latent growth curve models (LGCM) and so forth.

With regard to the fit indices we indeed reported CFI and NNFI in all the showed analyses. These indices fit with the recommended cut-off of .95as indicated in the footnote on page 8-9. Within that footnote many other fit indices have been reported together with the relative cut-off. On the whole, the fit indices performed acceptably well for all SEM analyses. 
Concerning the other fit indices mentioned by reviewer, the GFI (that it is an absolute fit), AGFI (that it is a parsimonious fit) we did not report them because they too much depend on sample size and therefore tending to underestimate the fit complex models (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). We did not report RMR (that it is an absolute fit) either since it strongly depends on the sizes of the variances and covariances (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). Conversely, we reported SRMR and RMSEA, that are respectively absolute and parsimonious fit indices as well, but they do not suffer of those aforementioned drawbacks since the former is the standardized form of RMR (SRMR; Bentler, 1995) and the latter is less sensitive to sample size and so that even more recommended  (Hu and Bentler, 1998). 
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	Reviewer A’s Fourth Comment

Results & Discussion–A much more detailed covering theoretical contributions, practical implications should be supposed and be provided at the end of research. As this study should give some useful implications for the literature and practice with further refinements, I encourage users to consider these points in future publications. Proper alignment in the text is required. Some part of the text should add more literatures and deep discussion form authors. Some specific examples of what actually has been done could add to the quality of the report.

Overall, the author has initiated a review that will be useful for researchers and practitioners alike. I encourage the author to consider continuing this review and improving on it. Hope to see a more extensive review by this author published in a reputed journal in the near future.
	AUTHORS’ ANSWER:
Results and especially Discussion section have been both enhanced. Please refer to the relative section on pages 8-13.


Reviewer B：

	Reviewer B’s First Comment 

Hypotheses need more rigorous inference.
	AUTHORS’ ANSWER:
Hypotheses have been enhanced. Please refer to page 5 

	Reviewer B’s Second Comment
Please provide the detail procedure of the survey. 


	AUTHORS’ ANSWER:
A much more detailed procedure of the survey has been added on page 6.

	Reviewer B’s Third Comment 

How does this study define two groups?
	AUTHORS’ ANSWER:
The two groups of grocery shopping level had been already defined and justified at the end of Method section, page 7: “These four classes were successively combined in two groups: “less than 400 Euro” has comprised the first two categories, whereas “more than 400 Euro” has comprised the last two. The reason of this latter classification was based on the fact that, currently, a family in Italy spends, on average, around 400 Euro per month at the grocery store (i.e., 468.32 Euro; [26]).
[26] ISTAT, Rapporto annuale 2012 – La situazione del Paese. Istituto nazionale di statistica. Roma ISBN 978-88-458-1719-9, 2012. Retrieved from: http://dati.istat.it/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=DCCV_SPEMMFAM&Lang=en

	Reviewer B’s Fourth Comment 

Authors are advised to make a comprehensive review for the literature of the past three years. The cited references in the current manuscript were out-of-date. Please add some reviews for up-to-date literature.
	AUTHORS’ ANSWER:
Literature review has been updated. Please refer to the Introduction, Literature Review and Discussion sections.

	Reviewer B’s Third Comment 

This paper needs a professional editing assistance.
	AUTHORS’ ANSWER:
The whole manuscript has been strongly edited. 


