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1. Introduction 

 

In recent years there has been a marked trend among consumers calling for the 

development of alternatives to the industrialized food system(s). This can be seen in many 

different facets of the food industry, for example in the increase in the use of labels like 

Organic and Fair Trade, or in movements like Slow Food, and the other myriad ways to 

connect farmer and consumer like Community Supported Agriculture and farmers’ 

markets. There is a continual increase in the recognition of the extent of the role that 

agriculture plays in the climate and sustainability crises facing our world. In agriculture, 

as in many other sectors, we need to find more sustainable practices that provide an 

adequate food supply while considering the social, economic, and environmental aspects 

of the overarching system. Local food has often been seen as one essential aspect of 

enhancing sustainability of the food system. This is due in part to the environmental 

benefits, like shorter transportation of food between producers and consumers, and also 

from a social perspective as a connection between farmer and consumer is perceived to 

benefit both, in addition to the local community. 

Globally rural markets and their consumers are well studied (see for example Byker et al. 

2012). However, there is a dearth of similar research from Finland. In this study we 

examined the consumer perceptions at a food centered event organized at the Knehtilä 

farm in Palopuro village in Finland. This event is not strictly a farmers’ market, but 

incorporates aspects of a farmers’ market, a craft fair, and a social gathering. In this paper 

we will characterize it as a rural market event.  

The research data in this thesis focus on exploring food consumption patterns of people 

visiting the rural market event, and observing if their socio-economic and demographic 

profile has any impact on their choices or views about local food. The results are based 

on survey data collected at a series of rural market events held in 2017 at the Knehtilä 

farm. The findings in this thesis are based on a review and statistical analyses of the data 

and a comparison to the existing research on this subject. The study and its data used in 

this master’s thesis are a part of a larger research project conducted by doctoral student 

Sophia Hagolani-Albov from University of Helsinki. For this study, parts of the 

questionnaire concerning respondents’ socio-economic and demographic profile and 
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purchasing habits were selected, and the topic of the thesis was limited according to this 

(see Appendix 1 for the full survey). 

To outline the subject, the literature review of this thesis introduces local food as a 

concept and explores the social standing and perception of organic and local food in 

Finland. Special emphasis is placed on recent research about local food consumers. In 

addition, there is a discussion centered on consumer perspectives of farmers’ markets and 

farm shops.  
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2. Perspectives on local and organic food 

 

2.1 Local food 

 

The increase of interest in local food is seen also in the governmental efforts to promote 

the consumption of locally produced foods, for example in the USA (Hand and Martinez 

2010, Tropp 2016), in the UK (Chambers et al. 2007) and in Finland (MMM 2018). Arsil 

et al. (2014) describes local food systems as having a certain format and construction 

entrenched in a given location. Their goal of these food systems is to support long-term 

local economic, environmental, and social benefits. In addition, the local food system 

should supply local food businesses with significant assistance by creating a competitive 

plan (Arsil et al. 2014). 

 

2.1.1 Different definitions and concepts 

 

There is not a single definitive definition for local food, rather there are many different 

definitions (ENRD 2012, Viitaharju et al. 2014, Granvik et al. 2017) which can be 

problematic as consumers may have different understanding of what makes a food item 

local (Roininen et al. 2006, Kurunmäki et al. 2012, Granvik et al. 2017). As Paloviita 

(2014) states, other attributes are linked to local food, in addition to being produced 

locally to a geographical area, the other attributes the vary according to values and goals 

of the person defining the locality of the system. 

ENRD (2012) stresses that it is important to be able to interpret different concepts of local 

food flexibly in different contexts and territories. They found out that within European 

Union (EU) member states there are lots of differences how the terms local and regional 

are interpreted. For example, especially in a small country, the term local may represent 

everything that is produced within the country concerned (ENDR 2012). They also 

discovered that the term regional is often understood to be utilized for food products that 

are produced outside the area concerned and is often used for promoting them, especially 

to visitors staying within the area. 
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In the paper by ENDR (2012) they observed that there has been a notable increase in the 

different channels of local food during last decade, for example online selling, 

supermarket distribution, and collective catering are now accompanying the traditional 

face-to-face channels like farm shops, farmers’ markets, and farm-gate sales. To include 

these new local and regional networks to the local food landscape, they indicate that a 

change to the definition of local food and short supply chain was required. The focus of 

locality should not be only on the distance between producer and consumer, but also on 

the number of middlepersons, which should be as few as possible to be able to recognize 

the originality and authenticity of the food item in question (ENDR 2012). 

Some of the EU member states have generated definitions for local food and short supply 

chains. For example, France officially defines short supply chains as systems with up to 

one middleperson (ENDR 2012). In Finland, in the Government programme, Local food 

– but of course! (MMM, 2018), of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry defines local 

food extensively and partially through objectives that are intended to be accomplished. 

This program frames local food as food that is locally produced, marketed, and consumed 

in the region concerned. In addition, the raw material(s) used for producing and 

processing the food must be from the region. There is a specific emphasis that the local 

food itself, the food supply, and food designated with a local origin be associated with 

short supply chains. The programme defines short supply chains as those with only a few 

actors in the chain with close cooperation, including social and territorial contacts 

between consumers and growth of local economy. The objectives for local food are 

highlighted as they mention that local food promotes the local economy, employment, 

and food culture. The measures of the programme are extended to include the special food 

products of specific and often small companies selling most of their products locally, but 

also to other parts of Finland with different distribution channels (MMM 2018). 

There is a debate that centers on whether food needs to be produced, processed, and 

consumed within an area concerned to be considered local. Granvik (2017) raises the 

question of what an acceptable distance for local food is to be local, and is food still local 

if some of raw materials come from elsewhere. 

The interpretations of the geographic distance of local food are varying according to 

different sources. For example, Tropp (2016) mentions that some of USDA programs use 

a broad definition of less than 400 miles (about 644 kilometers). A commonly used 
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definition is that food is produced and consumed within 100 miles (about 161 kilometers) 

(Hand and Martinez 2010). 

The concept of food miles means the total distance that food travels before it is consumed, 

starting from where it is produced (Van Passel 2013), and is often considered or discussed 

while assessing the localness or sustainability of food (see for example DEFRA 2005). 

However, there is a wide consensus among researchers that food miles alone are not 

sufficient measure for indicating the sustainability of food (see for example DEFRA 2005, 

Van Passel 2013 and Schmitt et al. 2017). 

Schmitt et al. (2017) examined sustainability of 14 different processed food products, 

locally and globally, and they found that distance is not the most critical factor when 

enhancing sustainability. Therefore, the concept of food miles should be used as 

descriptive variable rather than a single indicator for sustainability (Schmitt et al. 2017). 

In addition, the report by DEFRA (2005) stated that the impacts caused by the 

transportation of foods are complex, and include many trade-offs between various factors. 

Thus, a single indicator based on a distance that food travels is not adequate (DEFRA 

2005). Even more broadly, Van Passel (2013) remarks that the food miles concept does 

not consider the social and economic costs that food causes in different stages of food 

chain. According to results by Schmitt et al. (2017) more important factors than distance 

are criteria of localness, like governance, identity, and supply chain size. 

There are still some claims about local food that need further research. Even though 

cleaner production is often connected to local food (Mäkipeska and Sihvonen 2010), it 

has been pointed out that there is controversial evidence of environmental benefits of 

local food (White et al. 2009, Granvik et al. 2017). 

 

2.1.2 Critique or prudence towards local scale  

 

Born and Purcell (2006) claim that food-systems research is guilty of thinking that local 

scale agriculture is inherently desirable. They call this kind of thinking the local trap (the 

term was introduced for the first time by Brown and Purcell (2005)). Born and Purcell 

(2006) bring up that it is important to weight the scale of planned actions objectively, 

rather than assuming that local is always the best scale. One of their examples is the 
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ecological sustainability of local food. They indicate that there is no guarantee that 

production methods of local food are better or different from conventional farming 

methods, for example regarding the contribution of greenhouse gases. Born and Purcell 

(2006) argue that scalar strategy cannot be equalized with a particular set of 

consequences. As an example of this they mention that local-scale food systems can in 

one case lead to a greater democracy and in other cases to oligarchy. They indicate one 

problem is that localization can be kept as a goal by planners instead of a tool and this 

can distract planners from the real goals, for example sustainability or justice. Born and 

Purcell (2006) also argue that when one is locked on local scale thinking, it can shut out 

other scalar options and obscure the most efficient strategy for reaching desired goals. 

When Schmitt et al. (2017) examined the sustainability of local and global food products, 

they found out that even though global products were last in many of the rankings, they 

still has some strengths, specifically when considering their lower greenhouse gases and 

prices. They state that as these strengths are important regarding climate change and food 

security, it should not assumed always, that local alternative is the best option in all cases. 

There is also criticism proposed in regard to social justice and direct agricultural markets. 

For instance, Hinrichs (2000) notes that sometimes privilege and power belong more to 

educated and affluent middle-class consumers, rather than farmers and less well-off 

consumers. Duell (2013) also pays attention to equity problems in local food systems. 

She remarks that participation possibilities are not always equal, which should be a goal 

in socially sustainable food systems. 

 

2.1.3 Local food in Finland 

 

In Finland local food has been more visible in grocery stores and in public discussions 

during recent years. According to Mäkipeska and Sihvonen (2010) local food has risen 

its popularity especially among more educated and well-off Finns. In addition to increased 

interest among consumers, governmental actions may be behind this trend since the 

Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry launched a local food related program called, Local 

Food–But of Course! in 2013 (MMM 2018). This program outlined six guidelines and 

objectives to be met by the year 2020: 1. Increased versatility in local food production 

and increased production so that it meets the demand together with a raised degree of 
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processing; 2. Enhancement of possibilities of small scale selling and processing by 

means of advisory and legislation; 3. Increased share of local food in public procurement 

by enhancing quality standards and procurement expertise; 4. Enhancement of prospects 

in primary production 5. Closer cooperation within local food sector; 6. Enhancement of 

appreciation of food and actors in food chain (MMM, 2018). They consider that outcomes 

of consumer-driven produced local food, which are used and appreciated in the whole 

food system, are seen as a positive influence on employment as well as on the local 

economy and food culture. 

Before launching this local food related program, the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 

ordered a statement on local food in Finland (Kurunmäki et al. 2012), which included 

promising information about local food. For example, Kurunmäki et al. (2012) pointed 

out the fact that 67% of Finnish consumers were interested to purchase directly from 

farmers in the future. This was confirmed in the research by Rikkonen et al. (2013), as 

according to their results customers are more interested to purchase local food directly 

from farmer or from a small distributor, rather than buying from stores which often have 

longer food chains. 

Paloviita (2014) notes that there is often confusion about local food as a concept. 

According to him, especially in media, local food is often mixed with organic and the 

concepts are used inconsistently. As there is no official and regulated label for local food, 

the assessment of proximity is left ultimately to the consumer (Paloviita 2014). 

In the Finnish study Roininen et al. (2006) examined consumers’ perceptions of local 

food. The assumption related to local food among consumers was that it supports the local 

economy. In addition, a shorter transport distance was associated with local food, as well 

as freshness and reliability of the origin (Roininen et al. 2006).  

As a part of the local food related campaign, Varmista huomisen ruoka. Osta läheltä., 

(which means “Ensure tomorrows food. Buy from close distance.”), Huotari (2020) wrote 

tips for consumers who are interested in purchasing local food. This indicates that the 

purchase of local food in Finland, especially when purchased directly without 

middlepersons, may still be a bit challenging. For example, many of the events resembling 

farmers’ markets are organized only seasonally during summer. However, there are other 

channels of local food which are getting more and more popular in Finland. For example, 

the development of REKO Circles (REKO comes from Swedish words Rejäl Konsumtion, 
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“fair consumption” directly translated), as form of Community Supported Agriculture, 

has been rapid in recent years. In 2015 there were 70 REKO Circles in Finland (Töyli 

2015), and in 2017 the amount of REKO Circles was increased to 170 (Muikkula 2017). 

 

2.2 Farmers’ markets 

 

The popularity and visibility of farmers’ markets has been growing around the world over 

the last several years. For example, in the USA there were 1755 farmers’ markets in 1994, 

3706 farmers’ markets in 2004, and 6132 farmers’ markets in 2010 (Byker et al. 2012). 

Renting et al. (2012) introduces the phenomenon of civic food networks to emphasize the 

rising role of consumers and other civil society members as accelerators and attendants 

in shaping the food system. They mention that this concept refers to even wider networks 

than those strictly related to the food chain, like new and improved connections and 

cooperation between farmers and consumers. On account of the phenomenon of civic 

food networks, Renting et al. (2012) see that the role of markets and the state is 

diminishing.  

The many advantages that farmers’ markets’ bring to the local community are often 

discussed. Farmers’ markets are seen to have wider benefits for neighborhood in addition 

to the benefits those attending the farmers’ markets receive through their interactions and 

transactions at the market (Shupp 2016). Carson et al. (2016) perceive farmers’ markets 

to be places where seller-consumer interaction and information sharing facilitates changes 

in the buying preferences of consumers. Thus, they believe this can lead to healthier 

eating habits and health, enhancements in local producers’ economies and therefore in 

local economies, and increased support for environmentally friendly food systems as 

consumer gain knowledge of the food production. 

So-called reconnection between farmers and consumers is seen in many studies as one of 

the benefits of farmers’ markets, which leads to other advantages for the overarching 

community (see for example Alonso and O’Neill (2011) and Carson et al. (2016)). 

Albrecht and Smithers (2018) indicate that direct contact between farmers and consumers 

is an important part of food system change as it enables the sharing of knowledge, raises 

awareness, and brings different actors together to discuss the challenges of infrastructure 
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and distribution. However, they interpret that the so-called reconnection between farmer 

and consumer is, particularly at the individual level, complex as there might be differing 

expectations that are difficult to fulfill. In addition, there are different reasons for farmers 

and consumers for why this reconnection is valuable (Albrecht and Smithers 2018). This 

is why Albrecht and Smithers (2018) suggests that there might be some new possibilities 

in easily accessible arrangements, including no direct contact, that would benefit both 

farmers’ economy and consumers’ access to healthy food. However, O´Kane and Wijaya 

(2015) reported positive interactions between farmers and consumers in their study. They 

described how a seller of a farmers’ market experienced directly selling items to be 

something special and appreciated by customers. In the same study a farmer selling his 

products felt joy from the direct feedback he received from the consumers who distinctly 

appreciated the work of farmers.  

It is often mentioned that farmers get a better price from their products that are sold 

directly at the farmers’ market (see for example Onianwa et al. 2006 and ENDR 2012). 

However, Nousiainen et al. (2009) note that there has been also some criticism among 

farmers that selling at the market brings additional work. They need to market and be 

more involved in any possible processing stages of local food production (Nousiainen et 

al. 2009). 

 

2.2.1 Socio-economic and demographic profile of farmers’ market customers 

 

There is a plenty of other research about the demographics of customers of farmers’ 

markets and people buying local food (see for example Govindasamy et al. 2002, Byker 

et al. 2012, Bavorova et al. 2016, Dodds and Holmes 2017). Feldmann and Hamm (2015) 

found out by going through literature that the consumer purchasing local food is often 

older, well-off person living in a rural area. In the following section, farmers’ markets 

consumers’ characteristics of gender, age, residence, education and income of a 

household are discussed through a couple of examples of existing studies. This sets some 

points of comparison for the demographic profile found in the empiric data used in my 

exploration of a rural Finnish market event. 

Congruently, predominance of female was remarkable in several studies varying from 

70.2% to 83% (Table 1). Elepu and Mazzocco (2010) argue that the predominance of 
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female in the studies examining farmers’ markets’ visitors may be due to women’s 

primary purchasing role in the household. Also, Byker et al. 2012 concluded that research 

indicates females to be main purchasers in farmers’ markets, and they also discuss if this 

is due to their gender or social norms that positions females as primary purchasers. 

 

 

Table 1. Predominance of female respondents’ in studies examining farmers’ markets. 

Percentage of female respondents Source 

83% Govindasamy et al. 2002 

72% Onianwa et al. 2006 

76.7% Elepu and Mazzocco 2010 

70.2% Alonso and O’Neill 2011 

63% Memery et al. 2015 

 

The most prevalent age among consumers of local food is often found to be near middle-

aged or older. Byker et al. (2012) noted in their review study that people purchasing at 

the farmers’ market is usually middle aged. Also other studies are parallel to this as 

average age in the study by Onianwa et al. (2006) was 41 years, most of the participants 

in the research conducted by Govindasamy et al. (2002) were 51 years old or older, and 

in the study by Memery et al. (2015) 55 years old or older. Dodds and Holmes (2017) 

made an interesting observation that on average visitors of farmers’ markets coming from 

a distance were younger, whereas local visitors were older. 

Residence of a person visiting the farmers’ market, as might be expected, is often found 

to be at the short proximity from the market. This was evident in a review research (Byker 

et al. (2012) as well as in a study conducted by Alonso and O´Neill (2011), as they found 

out that in a rural location 85%, and in an urban location even 92.6% were living in the 

same town or county where the farmers’ market was organized. Also, Berg and Preston 

(2017) raise geographic nearness to local food as one of the main factors affecting the 

consuming of local food together with knowledge about advantages of consuming local 

food and adequate earnings. 
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According to Mäkipeska and Sihvonen (2010), the consumers of local food are often 

highly educated. There are also other studies that support this. In the research by Onianwa 

et al. (2006), 60% of participants had higher education than high school. In addition, Wolf 

et al. (2005) observed that farmers’ market purchasers had with a higher probability 

completed post-graduate work than those who are not purchasing at farmers’ markets. 

Mäkipeska and Sihvonen (2010) indicate that the consumers purchasing local food are 

often well-off. This was confirmed in the study by Carpio and Isengildina-Massa (2009), 

as they found out that higher income positively affected the purchase of local food. An 

interesting finding Dodds and Holmes (2017) made was that the visitors coming from a 

distance had more often the lowest level of income of a household (under $70 000) 

compared to the local visitors. 

 

2.2.2 Customers’ motivations to buy from farmers’ markets 

 

From a socioecological point of view there are several factors affecting consumers’ 

choices concerning food. According to Byker et al. (2012) the elements that are involved 

in these decisions can be on the individual, organizational, relational, social, community 

level, or related to cultural elements. Whether the consumer makes a purchase at the 

farmers’ market or not is only one of the food related choices he or she makes depending 

on a complex and interrelated combination of socioecological factors (Byker et al. 2012). 

Feldmann and Hamm (2015) found out through literature that consumers who already 

have a lot of information about food, are also more interested in learning more. In their 

interpretation this suggests that consumers who are considering their food choices 

generate stronger attitudes which leads to further seeking of information. 

As buying food and other goods from hypermarkets or smaller markets has become the 

prevailing way to carry out acquisitions, farmers’ markets and other market selling events 

have become a special experience for customers, including the social interaction with the 

seller, who often knows the product and its origin. This first-hand knowledge lends to the 

perception that the market is trustworthy place to purchase food, especially regard to the 

quality of products (Sinnreich, 2007). 
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Almost all participants (98.5%) in the study conducted by Govindasamy et al. (2002) 

indicated that they believed the farmers’ markets’ products were of higher quality 

compared to products of other outlets. O´Kane and Wijaya (2015) found out that the 

perception of food sold at the farmers’ market was that it is of excellent quality related to 

freshness and taste. The taste of the products was seen by a seller as a factor that tempted 

customers to visit the market again (O´Kane and Wijaya 2015). In the study by Onianwa 

et al. (2006) the factors why participants preferred farmers’ markets compared to 

supermarkets were freshness of items, price, appearance, variety, and selection of foods. 

Wolf et al. (2005) found that the four most important motivations for farmers’ market 

visitors were the products were of high quality (25.2%), reasons related to socializing 

(16.1%), good value for the products (12.8%), and reasons related to eating at the farmers’ 

market (12.8%). 

The most articulated aspects related to food itself was freshness (Chambers et al. 2007, 

Baker et al. 2009, Bavorova et al. 2015, Onianwa et al. 2006). 

In research conducted in Colorado, Carolan (2017) got the result that the taste of the food 

and the perceived health benefits from the food were the most prevalent answers when 

consumers were asked about their motivations to buy local food. Another interesting 

finding he made was that two years after the first study, the notion to support local farmers 

and environmental reasons were higher than they had been previously. When consumers 

were asked about this change in their answer, they cited having new knowledge for 

instance of production practices, work of farmers and the local economy (Carolan 2017).  

There is evidence from the earlier research that consumers visiting farmers’ markets are 

looking for also something more than solely better-quality food. Kurunmäki et al. (2012) 

implied that many customers are willing to pay for good products that they receive from 

the entrepreneurs they know in real life. Thus, the notion to support local farmer is often 

emphasized among consumers of farmers’ markets as they have more potential face-to-

face interaction with farmers (Zepeda and Leviten-Reid 2004, Baker et al. 2009, 

Bavorova et al. 2015).  

Bavorova et al. (2015) found that the notion to support local farmers and positive visions 

about the freshness of directly marketed foods influenced positively on consumer buying 

frequency from farmers’ markets. They also found that there is a difference in the 

motivation of buying between farmers’ markets and farm shops. Instead of freshness of 
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food or the notion to support local farmer, as in case of farmers’ markets, perception of 

the price and safety of the food, confidence in food producers and accessibility were the 

most important factors affecting the frequency of visiting farm shops (Bavorova et al. 

2015). 

 

2.3 Organic food 

 

2.3.1 Regulation and labeling of organic foods 

 

Compared to local food, organic food has a clearer definition and it is regulated and 

labeled. In the EU organic production is regulated and defined by the Council Regulation 

EC No 834/2007 (EUR-Lex 2020). The EU organic labeling guarantees that the product 

is produced according to these regulations. As a confirmation of this, all organic 

producers are visited at least once a year to ensure that the regulations are followed 

correctly (MMM 2014). Imported products are also assessed to meet the same standards 

(EUR-Lex 2020). 

 

2.3.2 Organic food and its relation to local food 

 

Organic food relates to local food in the sense that local food supporters often have roots 

in the Slow Food movement and in organic agriculture (Hand and Martinez 2010), and 

that people buying organic food are often more interested in buying local food than 

consumers who do not buy organic (see Zepeda and Li 2006). Hempel and Hamm (2015) 

found out that organic-minded consumers also considered the locality of the products 

while shopping, and concluded that for these consumers, local food production 

complements organic food production. Zepeda and Li (2006) pointed out that buying 

organic food is often found to have a positive impact on buying local food.  

Adams and Salois (2010) suggested that there has been a change from purchasing organic 

food to purchasing local food among consumers originally interested in organic 

production. They see that this trend in the USA is due to introduction of so called organic 

lite which they describes to be an industrialized version of organic that does not follow 
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the original principles, like support of community, deep sustainability, small farms and 

animal welfare, that were attached to organic production in the early days of the 

movement. Adams and Salois (2010) interpret that local food is now closer to these 

original norms of organic food, and that the rise of local food we see is therefore a result 

of consumers changing from organic to local food. They also note that if their 

interpretation is correct, this is having substantial and wide impacts on the society and 

environment.  

 

2.3.3 Organic food in Finland 

 

In 2017 there were 4587 organic farms in Finland, which accounted for 9.5% of all farms 

(Pro Luomu 2018). While the total organic arable land was 259 451 hectares, accounting 

for 11.4% of all arable land in Finland (Pro Luomu 2018). This is 4.4%-points more than 

in the average in the EU, as the share of organic agriculture covered 7% of the total 

agricultural area in the EU in 2017 (Eurostat 2019). 

Sales of organic products have increased in Finland, between 2012 and 2017 over 50%, 

and the market share of organic in grocery stores was 2.3% in 2017 (Pro Luomu 2018). 

Grocery stores were indeed the most common place to purchase organic products by 86% 

in 2017, following markets by 26%, special stores by 15% and farms by 13% (Kallinen 

et al. 2017). Some shares of organic food were also sold through online stores (2%), food 

circuits (2%), and other places (1%) (Kallinen et al. 2017). Kallinen et al. (2017) found 

out that the most active consumers of organic were purchasing organic products also from 

other outlets than grocery stores. 

According to Kallinen et al. (2017) consumption of organic products has spread more 

widely and more evenly to different socio-economic groups. They notice that purchasing 

organic is becoming more common in different income levels, in cities other than the 

Helsinki metro-area cities, and also people outside of those traditionally highly educated 

purchasers. Even though the most active groups among consumers of organic are still 30–

49 years old women, Kallinen et al. (2017) observed an increase in male consumers of 

organic. 
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According to Kallinen et al. (2017) the most commonly purchased organic foods in 

Finland are eggs, vegetables, milk and milk products. There is a visible demand for more 

selection of organic meat and meat products (Kallinen et al. 2017). According to Kallinen 

et al. (2017) among the Finnish population the attributes attached to organic products and 

their difference from conventional ones are considered to be pesticide-freeness, 

naturalness, increased animal welfare, and use of non-industrial fertilizers. 

In Finland the increase of organic and local food was promoted as strategic goal of Finnish 

agricultural policy and implemented through a governmental program in 2011. With this 

program the Government had an aspiration to promote versatile organic production and 

to develop it to meet the demand (MMM 2014). This development program of organic 

and local food was mentioned to be one of the top schemes (MMM 2014). 

As also mentioned in the earlier paragraph, organic and local food are often found to have 

a relation. The report of MMM (2014), called More Organic!, affirms this as it was stated 

that consumers want to have more organic food, especially of domestic origin. An 

interesting observation they also made in this report was that consumers are interested to 

buy organic food from somewhere other than hypermarkets. Short supply chains generate 

interest, even though most of the organic food is still purchased from grocery stores. The 

conclusion of this report was that other marketing channels for organic food, like farmers’ 

markets and farm shops, food circles, online, and sales at events, should be developed 

further. 
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3. Research objectives 

 

The aim of this study was to develop a more nuanced understanding and characterization 

of visitors to a rural market event, and to compare these results to existing literature. 

Especially, the following questions were explored: 

 

1. What are the socio-economic and demographic markers among participants? 

2. How are these markers linked to, and how they explain participants’ motivations 

to visit the event and their decisions to buying products? 
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4. Materials and methods 

 

4.1 Data collection and questionnaire 

 

The data used in this research were collected as part of a four paged survey in August, 

September and December 2017 from rural market events that were organized in Knehtilä 

organic farm, in Hyvinkää, Finland. Hyvinkää was 24th largest city in Finland in 2017 

with approximately 46 700 residents (Tilastokeskus 2020a). The degree of conurbation 

was 93.6% in 2018, which in this context means degree of clusters of at least 200 

buildings, where the distance between buildings is not normally more than 200 meters 

(Tilastokeskus 2020a, Tilastokeskus 2020b). The municipality of Hyvinkää could be 

characterized as semi-urban, as it includes a downtown area, a loosely populated 

conurbation, and rural areas. The data from rural events were collected during four days 

on weekends; one day during August, one in September, and two days during December. 

The questionnaire was semi-structured including multiple choice questions, open-ended 

questions, and participatory mapping (see Appendix 1). At the start of survey there was a 

text describing that the survey was a part of a project exploring food related subjects, 

including the relationship between consumer and farmer, food culture, and sustainability 

of agriculture. 

Randomly selected adults visiting the market event were asked to fill in a printed paper 

survey in-situ at the market event and they returned their responses immediately. 

Participants to the questionnaire were people who were visiting the farm during the event 

on days mentioned previously. It was voluntary to fill in the questionnaire and no 

compensation was given for participation. There were no questions that could reveal 

participant’s identity. The only requirement for participating in the survey was that a 

participant was 18 years or older. Before conducting the version of the survey that was 

used in the data analysis, two iterations of the survey were piloted to test the questions. 

One of these pilots was done in the field at an actual rural market event. According to 

results of these pilot questionnaires, the final questionnaire form was designed. The 

questionnaire was developed in English by doctoral student Sophia Hagolani-Albov, as 

part of her research project, and translated to Finnish by a native Finnish speaker. As the 

participants in the market days were predominately native Finnish speakers it was 
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appropriate to have the survey conducted in Finnish. Finnish speaking research assistants 

were used during the events to solicit potential participants. 

 

4.2 Data analysis 

 

Only questions 1, 2, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18 and 22 of the questionnaires 

(see Appendix 1) were analyzed for this Master’s thesis. These were the questions, which 

were of particular interest to this research. These questions describes participant’s socio-

economic and demographic profile (1. age, 2. gender, 5. place of residence, 8. household 

composition, 9. education level and 12. income level), participant’s visiting frequency 

(10. season(s) of visits, 11. visits only on event days or also other times and 14. number 

of visits per year), motivations to visit the farm (13. principal reason to the visit), and 

purchasing habits of participants (15. frequency of buying while visiting the farm, 16. 

types of products purchased from the Knehtilä farm, 18. percentage of organic of general 

purchases, 22. factors influencing purchasing decisions). 

For the analysis of the quantitative data the software SPSS.24.0 for Windows was used. 

The association between two variables were tested by using a cross-tabulation. The 

significance of the associations tested were further tested by running a chi-square test. 

The level of significance used in this research was p<0.05 and therefore the maximum 

level of risk is 5% (Metsämuuronen 2007). 

The data were put into categories for certain questions that needed classification before 

the statistical analyses were possible to implement. For example, participants were 

distributed according to their age into six age categories. 

In a few isolated cases the participant’s handwriting caused interpretation problems and 

in these cases the answer was not used. 

 

 

  



23 
 

5. Results 

 

5.1 Respondents’ socio-economic and demographic markers 

 

For this study a total of 275 respondents responded to the questions. There were roughly 

three times more female than male participants as the percentage of female participants 

was 75.4% whereas the share of male participants was 24.6% (N = 272). In this study 

women were overrepresented as in the whole population of Finland there were about 

50.7% women and 49.3% men in the end of the year 2017 (Tilastokeskus 2020c). 

The average age of the participants was 51.8 and standard deviation was 13.9 (N = 272). 

The median age was 53. The age categories with the most participants were 50–59 and 

60–69. Together the percentage of these two categories made up almost half of all the 

responses (approximately 48.7%). There were also many participants in age categories 

30–39 and 40–49 and the total share of these two categories together was about 35.4% 

(Fig. 1). These shares of different age categories do not follow the shares of same age 

categories in Finnish population (Tilastokeskus 2020d) (Fig. 2). In summary, the visitors 

of the event are mostly from the age range 30–69. 

When age and gender were examined at the same time (N = 269), it was possible to see 

that the gender ratio was not dependent on age category in the age groups 40–49 (25.5% 

males, 74.5% females), 50–59 (23.9% males, 76.1% females) and 60–69 (23.4% males, 

76.6% females). In the age groups 20–29 and 30–39 there were even fewer male 

participants (20–29: 6.7%, 30–39: 16.3%) compared to the aforementioned groups, 

whereas in the age group 70+ there were unexpectedly more men (55.6%) than women 

(44.4%). The age groups 20–29 and 70+ that differed the most in gender ratio were also 

the groups with least participants (20–29: 15 participants, 70+: 27 participants). 

 

 



24 
 

 

Figure 1. The age distribution of survey respondents (N = 272). 

 

 

 

Figure 2. The age distribution of Finnish population over 20 years old in 2017 (N = 

4 326 651) (Tilastokeskus 2020d). 
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Over half (approximately 63%) of the participants (N=272) were currently living in 

Hyvinkää, where the event was organized (Fig. 3). About 89% of the participants were 

from Uusimaa. If only driving from Hyvinkää was taken into account, 88.2% were living 

closer than 50 kilometers and 96.7% closer than 100 kilometers from Hyvinkää. Only 9 

participants came from a distance of more than 100 kilometers. 

 

 

 

Figure 3. The distribution of current residence of participants (N = 272). 

 

 

Participants were asked how many people (adult and under 18) they have in their 

household. The most common answer was two adults by 41.3% and the second most 

common answer was one adult by 20.1% (N = 269). The family composition of one child 

and two adults (11.2%) and two children and two adults (10.8%) were also relatively 

prevalent in the answers. About 68.4% of the respondents were living in a household with 

no under 18 years old children, whereas approximately 31.6% had one or more children 

under the age of 18 living in the same household. The average household size among 

participants of the survey was 2.46 whereas the average household-dwelling unit size in 

the Finnish population in year 2017 was only 2.01 (Tilastokeskus 2020e). 
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Lower university degree (~33.8%), higher university degree (~25.1%) and vocational 

school (~18.2%) were the most prevalent levels of education among participants covering 

together about 77.0% of all answers (N = 275). To make categories equal to ones used in 

Tilastokeskus statistics (Tilastokeskus 2020f), two categories (vocational school and high 

school or secondary school graduate) were collapsed into one (second degree education) 

(Fig. 4). Comparing the prevalence of different levels of education among participants of 

the survey and the Finnish population, it is easily seen that university degrees, both lower 

and higher, are clearly more common among the participants of the study than in the 

Finnish population (Fig. 4 and 5). This indicates that the respondents of the questionnaire 

are highly educated as a whole compared to the Finnish population. 

 

 

 

Figure 4. The level of education of respondents (n=275). 
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Figure 5. The educational structure in the Finnish population in 2017 (N = 4 326 651) 

(Tilastokeskus 2020f). 

 

 

The shares of different income levels of the households were all fairly evenly distributed, 

except for the lowest income level, which accounted only for about 8.9% of all answers 

(Fig. 6). As the income level of a household was asked, the composition of the household 

of the respondents was also relevant. The income of the household increased significantly 

(p<0.001) and expectedly from 20 000–40 000 euros as the most common (63.2%) in 
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(Table 2). 
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Figure 6. The level of annual income (€) of households among respondents (n=258). 

 

 

Table 2. The effect of household composition regarding adults on income level of a 

household. 

Income level of a household (€) Under 

20 000 

20 000– 

40 000 

40 000– 

60 000 

Over  

60 000 

Total 

Family composition: Adults    1  

                         Count 

                        % within Family 

                        composition 

 

11 

19.3% 

 

36 

63.2% 

 

8 

14.0% 

 

2 

3.5% 

 

57 

100.0% 

Family composition: Adults 2 

or more            Count 

                        % within Family 

                        composition 

 

9 

4.6% 

 

 

41 

20.9% 

 

55 

28.1% 

 

91 

46.4% 

 

196 

100.0% 

Total 

                        Count 

                        % within Family 

                        composition 

 

20 

7.9% 

 

77 

30.4% 

 

63 

24.9% 

 

93 

36.8% 

 

253 

100.0% 
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5.2 Visits to the Knehtilä farm 

 

The question regarding the frequency of the visits to the Knehtilä farm received 271 

answers. About one third of respondents were visiting the farm for the first time. A large 

share of the respondents (49.4%) visited the farm 2–4 times per year. Even 19.6% were 

visiting the farm four times per year or more often. Participants were asked to share what 

time of year they made their visits to the Knehtilä farm with the options; spring, summer, 

autumn and winter (N = 268). It was possible to choose multiple options and about 55% 

of participants choose at least two different seasons. The most prevalent season mentioned 

in the answers was autumn (in 73.5% of all answers). Winter was mentioned in 50.7% of 

answers, summer in 42.2% of answers and spring in 38.4% of answers. In this question 

the visiting season had an impact on the answer. Many of the participants were visiting 

the farm for the first time and presumably they chose the season they were visiting the 

farm. For example, 97.3% of the participants visiting the farm in September chose autumn 

but only 25.3% chose winter whereas 81.1% of the participants visiting the farm in 

December chose winter and 51.6% chose autumn. 18.3% chose all four seasons.  

Participants were also asked if they visit the Knehtilä farm only during the events (66.3%) 

or also at other times (33.7%, N total = 267). If the farm was visited also other times (N 

= 90), then there was additional open-ended question asking when these visits took place. 

The most common answers to this question were that the participant was visiting some 

private event organized at the farm (N = 19), visiting the café (N = 15), and buying some 

products from the small farm store (N = 13). 

From the given options of principal reason for the visit to the Knehtilä farm the three most 

often mentioned reasons were grocery shopping (54.4%), recreation, outdoor activities 

(50.4%), and amusement (50.0%). The other three options (social interaction (23.2%), 

work (5.5%), and education or learning (1.5%)) received relatively fewer responses. 

Participants were asked to mention two most important reasons, however only about half 

of the participants (53.3%) mentioned one or two reasons, while the other half (46.7%) 

mentioned three or more reasons. 
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5.3 Visitors’ purchases from the Knehtilä farm 

 

Of respondents (N = 263) 63.5% expressed that they always purchase something while 

visiting the farm. Only 3.8% indicated that they never purchase anything from the farm. 

About 15% of participants were buying 75% of the time, about 9% half the time, and 8% 

of participants 25% or less of the time when visiting the farm. Respondents were also 

asked what they are buying from the Knehtilä farm with the following pre-given options: 

handicrafts, packed foodstuffs like flours, meat, eggs, food or drinks from the café, food 

or drinks from the sellers at the event not directly connected to the café. There was also 

open space for other options to which 26 responded. On this question it was possible to 

choose as many options as one wanted. The most commonly mentioned answers were 

food or drinks from the café (in 72.2% of answers), food or drinks from the sellers of 

events (in 57.1% of answers), and packed food stuffs (in 53.0% of answers). Many of the 

open field answers were specifying the purchases made even though they also fit to the 

pre-given category. However, there were also products (for example care products and 

cosmetics) and services (horse riding) that did not fit into any category. 

 

5.4 Participants’ purchasing habits 

 

Participants were asked to choose three factors which affected their buying decisions in 

general. They were given ten factors: price, taste, familiarity, healthiness/nutritiousness, 

ease of preparation, domestic origin, locality, organic, ethical reasons, and ecological 

reasons. In addition to these choices there was a space to write in an answer if they did 

not find from the list. Of participants 28.4% marked more than three factors and the rest 

71.6% marked three or less. Domestic origin, price, healthiness/nutritiousness and taste 

were the most often mentioned factors (Fig. 7). Domestic origin was the most popular 

answer as 72.0% had this marked in their answer.  
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Figure 7. Factors affecting buying decision (n=268). 

 

Participants were asked what proportion was organic food of their total food purchases 

(N=272). Only 2.6% of respondents indicated that they do not buy organic at all. The 

most common answer to this question by 43.0% was that organic was purchased 0–20% 

of all purchases. The second most common answer by 33.5% was that organic was bought 

20–40% of all purchases. Of these respondents, 12.9% were purchasing 40–60% organic 

of all their purchases and 8.1% indicated that share of organic of their total food purchases 

was 60–80%. None of the participants indicated that they were buying only organic foods. 

The hypothesis of purchasing organic on age was tested (Table 3). The amounts of 

categories were collapsed from the original divisions used in the questionnaire for both 

variables. The result shows that younger people in age groups 20–29 and 30–39 were 

buying more organic food than people who were over 70 years old (p=0.003). The 

hypothesis of buying organic on income was also tested, however, no significant 

association between these two variables was found. Also, no significance for the effects 

of gender or family composition (family with or without children) on purchasing organic 

was found. 
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Table 3.  The effect of age category on share of purchasing organic food 

Percentage of organic food 0–20% 20–40% 40–60% 60–80% Total 

Age 20–29 Count 5 5 6 0 16 

    % within Age 31.3% 31.3% 37.5% 0.0% 100.0% 

Age 30–39 Count 18 21 1 8 48 

    % within Age 37.5% 43.8% 2.1% 16.7% 100.0% 

Age 40–49 Count 23 14 5 5 47 

    % within Age 48.9% 29.8% 10.6% 10.6% 100.0% 

Age 50–59 Count 39 17 9 3 68 

    % within Age 57.4% 25.0% 13.2% 4.4% 100.0% 

Age 60–69 Count 22 27 12 4 65 

    % within Age 33.8% 41.5% 18.5% 6.2% 100.0% 

Age 70+ Count 16 5 2 2 25 

    % within Age 64.0% 20.0% 8.0% 8.0% 100.0% 

Total  Count 123 89 35 22 269 

  % within Age 45.7% 33.1% 13.0% 8.2% 100.0% 
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6. Discussion 

 

Since the total number of answers to the questionnaire was 275, a fair number of 

respondents were included in the survey. As the questionnaires were filled by hand, some 

of the answers were not interpretable. However, there were not a large number of answers 

per question that were uninterpretable on account of indecipherable handwriting. A larger 

amount of uninterpretable answers were received in questions that were not understood 

correctly by everyone. An example of this kind of question was the question asking 

perceptions of participants on how large market shares in percentages each mentioned 

grocery stores sells of all food in Finland. This question was sometimes answered by 

ticking the boxes instead of marking percentages. Here the long question layout may have 

caused this problem and the problem may have been solved by forming the question in 

another way. However, since the data size was relatively large and these misunderstood 

answers were minority, it did not prevent the use of data. 

In this study the results were compared to the Finnish population which has thought to 

possibly form some bias when examining farmers’ market consumers (Schupp 2016). 

However, comparing farmers’ market shoppers to non-farmers’ market shoppers was not 

possible in this study because there was no data collected from non-farmers’ market 

shoppers. 

As Byker et al. (2012) also concludes, to get more precise results and results that could 

be easily compared to other literature about farmers’ markets and their consumers, it 

would be beneficial, not only for researchers but also for market organizers and 

consumers, to have more coherent data collection procedure. This could also give us a 

better understanding of regional differences related to consumers of rural markets, if 

direct comparison would be possible. 

 

6.1 The average consumer visiting the market event 

 

In the literature (see for example Broderick et al. (2015)), as well as in general in the field 

of marketing, the term average consumer is used to describe a profile made out of the 

most common characteristics among certain group of consumers. In this study a profile 
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of an average consumer visiting the market event at the Knehtilä farm was compiled to 

give the reader an overview of the results.  

By looking at the most prevalent or average answer(s) a typical visitor of the market event 

organized in Knehtilä farm according to the results of the questionnaire is a female in her 

early fifties living in Hyvinkää in a two-person household with total income over 60 000 

and she has a lower university degree. She is visiting the Knehtilä farm 2–4 times per 

year, usually in the autumn, and only on event days. The main reason for visiting the farm 

is grocery shopping, however, recreation, outdoor activities, and amusement are also 

motivations to visit. She always purchases something while visiting the farm. Most 

common purchase is food or drinks from the café located at the farm. In addition, food or 

drinks from sellers of events and food stuffs like flour are quite often purchased. 

Generally, she purchases a moderate amount (0–20%) of organic food in her normal 

shopping. 

In addition to an overview, the knowledge of this profile of the average consumer visiting 

the market event at the Knehtilä farm could also be utilized to compare the results to other 

literature regarding the most prevalent results, and even for development and marketing 

purposes. As this profile gives some idea of characteristics of an average Finnish 

consumer who is interested in local food markets, this information could be used as an 

aid for creating and promoting similar events. 

 

6.2 The share of organic food in total food purchases 

 

The fact that buying organic food is often found to have a positive impact on buying local 

food (Zepeda and Li, 2006) could indicate that there may be more people interested in 

organic food at the farmers’ market, which could be seen in the results of the survey. The 

proportion of people who are not purchasing organic at all was notably lower (2.6%) in 

results of this study compared to Finnish average of 10% of people who were not buying 

organic in 2017 (Kallinen et al. 2017). 

In the research conducted by Onyango et al. (2007) there was a similar observation as in 

this study that younger people tend to buy organic food regularly. Finnish research 

statistics on consumption of organic production discovered that most active consumers of 
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organic products are women aged 30–39, and families with children (Kallinen et al. 

2017). The results of this study corresponds to this partially as there was a relatively high 

number of respondents buying high proportions of organic in the age group 30–39. 

However, no significant evidence of the impact of family composition or gender was 

found, which may be consequence of relatively small number of participants and female-

male distribution that did not follow the average distribution in Finland (Tilastokeskus 

2020c) as women were strongly overrepresented (75.4%). 

 

6.3 Demographic profile of respondents 

 

The conclusion that the most common visitor of the event age-wise was in her or his early 

fifties, follows the findings in other literature (see Baker et al. 2009).  

The considerably high share of female participants in this study may be explained by the 

fact that middle-aged and elderly females are found to be generally more involved in food 

related issues (Niva et al. 2014). Also, Schupp (2016) points out that results in the 

literature forming a general view of visitors of farmers’ markets found that this consumer 

often was highly educated and female could form a bias for comparing usually farmers’ 

market shoppers to the whole population (see for example Elepu and Mazzocco 2010). 

According to Schupp (2016) this may be problematic as females are often purchasing the 

food, this is also mentioned in other studies (see for example Elepu and Mazzocco 2010), 

and therefore comparison should be done between farmers’ market buyers and non-

farmers’ market buyers. Additionally, in this thesis the results are compared to the Finnish 

population, which may cause some bias. 

The higher average household size of participants compared to the Finnish population 

(Tilastokeskus 2018) may be explained by the age distribution among respondents that 

differs from the age distribution in Finnish population, where for example 70+ is the 

largest age group, whereas in this study 70+ was the second smallest group. 

The average level of education among the participants of this study was found to be higher 

compared to average in the Finnish population (Tilastokeskus 2020f) and this result 

corresponds the assumption that consumers of local food are more highly educated (for 

example Wolf et al. 2005, Mäkipeska and Sihvonen 2010). 
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Answers to the question about the annual income of a household were difficult to analyze 

and compare to statistics in Finnish population because there was no certainty if 

participants answered with net or gross income. Average annual gross income in Finnish 

population in 2016 was 28 974 euros per beneficiary (Tilastokeskus 2018), and 53 321 

euros per household-dwelling units (Tilastokeskus 2020e). When household’s adult 

composition on household’s annual income was taken into account, the most common 

income categories responded rather well with the average annual gross income in Finnish 

population as in a household with one adult the most common income category was 

20 000–40 000 euros and for household with two or more adults it was over 60 000 euros. 

This indicates that the participants of this study were in general relatively well-off, which 

is in accordance with other studies (Mäkipeska and Sihvonen 2010). 

 

6.4. Factors affecting buying decisions 

 

As in many other research findings (see for example Niva and Peltoniemi 2019), domestic 

origin, price, and healthiness were the most common answers related to purchasing 

decisions. However, other priorities, like taste (Carolan 2017), have also been detected in 

earlier studies. For this study even more precise answers could have been received if the 

amount of potential options was been controlled.  

In addition to price and convenience, Raento (2010) states that individual territorial 

identities, pride and affiliations directs and significantly customer behavior. This was 

evident in the results of this research as domestic origin was the most frequently selected 

option related to buying decisions. According to Niva and Peltoniemi (2019) taste, 

healthiness, price, and domestic origin have for a long time been important factors for 

Finnish consumers related to food choices and this was fully confirmed in this study.  

It would have been interesting to ask participants their motivations for purchasing from 

the farm specifically, in addition to asking only their general preferences. Domestic origin 

was the most prevalent answer when buying decisions were asked in general. In the 

literature there seems to be a trend towards supporting local farmers (for example Zepeda 

and Leviten-Reid 2004, Baker et al. 2009, Bavorova et al. 2016) when discussing the 

motivation to buy local food. It would be interesting to know if this would be the case 

also regarding visitors of the Knehtilä farm, and are there other strong motivations as in 
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earlier research related to quality (Govindasamy et al. 2002, Mäkipeska and Sihvonen 

2010, Bavorova et al. 2016, Dodds and Holmes 2017), proximity (Dodds and Holmes 

2017), convenience (Raento 2010), and social aspects (Sinnreich 2007, O´Kane and 

Wijaya 2015). 

For future research, conducting a survey only for the customers of the farm shop at the 

Knehtilä farm outside a market event may be interesting as there is evidence from earlier 

research of differences between these two types of local food outlets (Bavorova et al. 

2016). 
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7. Conclusions 

 

This study explored the socio-economic and demographic profiles, in addition to 

motivation and decision making, of consumers visiting a rural market event organized at 

the Knehtilä farm in Hyvinkää, in southern Finland. An average customer visiting the 

farm was found to be a local female in her early fifties, with lower university degree and 

relatively high income in her two-person household.  

Grocery shopping, recreation, outdoor activities, and amusement were the main 

motivations for visiting the farm. Over half of the visitors indicated that they always 

purchase something while visiting the farm, and the most common purchases were food 

or drinks from the café, food or drinks from sellers at the event, and different food stuffs. 

The most prevalent factors affecting purchasing decisions in general were domestic 

origin, price, and healthiness. Visitors to the event were purchasing more organic food in 

their daily life compared to the Finnish population. Age proved to be a predictive factor 

in habit of purchasing organic food. Younger people were buying more often organic food 

in their general purchases than older people. However, no connection between purchase 

of organic food and education, income, or family composition was found. 

Since there is still a gap in the literature on research about customers of rural markets and 

local food in Finland, more research about this field would enable a better understanding 

and future development of the whole growing sector of local food. Increase in a number 

of similar rural market events, like the one examined, would bring buying and selling of 

local food accessible to even larger number of consumers and farmers. In addition to 

farmers and consumers, this would benefit the surrounding community and in a larger 

scale the whole country economically, socially, culturally, and even possibly 

environmentally. 

 

  



39 
 

8. Acknowledgements 

 

My sincere thanks to both of my supervisors, Prof. Juha Helenius and PhD Student Sophia 

Hagolani-Albov, for your invaluable guidance and assistance with this master’s thesis 

process. Special thanks to PhD Student Sophia Hagolani-Albov for providing the survey 

material used in this thesis. 

 

 

 

  



40 
 

Bibliography 

 

Adams, D.C. & Salois, M.J. 2010. Local versus organic: A turn in consumer preferences 

and willingness-to-pay. Renewable Agriculture and Food Systems 25: 331-341. 

Albrecht, C. & Smithers, J. 2018. Reconnecting through local food initiatives? Purpose, 

practice and conceptions of ‘value’. Agriculture and Human Values 35: 67-81. 

Alonso, A.D. & O´Neill, M.A. 2011. Investing in the social fabric of rural and urban 

communities: a comparative study of two Alabama farmers’ markets. Community 

Development 42: 392-409. 

Arsil, P., Li, E. & Bruwer, J. 2014. Perspectives on consumer perceptions of local 

foods: A view from Indonesia. Journal of International Food & Agribusiness 

Marketing 26: 107-124. 

Baker, D., Hamshaw, K. & Kolodinsky, J. 2009. Who shops at the market? Using 

consumer surveys to grow farmers' markets: Findings from a regional market in 

Northwestern Vermont. Journal of Extension 47: 1-9. 

Bavorova, M., Unay-Gailhard, I. & Lehberger, M. 2016. Who buys from farmers’ 

markets and farm shops: The case of Germany. International Journal of Consumer 

Studies 40: 107-114. 

Berg, N. & Preston, K.L. 2017. Willingness to pay for local food?: Consumer 

preferences and shopping behavior at Otago Farmers Market. Transportation 

Research Part A 103: 343-361. 

Born, B. & Purcell, M. 2006. Avoiding the local trap: Scale and food systems in 

planning research. Journal of Planning Education and Research 26: 195-207. 

Broderick, M., Bouchier-Hayes, A. & Larkin, T. 2015. The average Irish consumer a 

packaged food profile. British Food Journal 117: 2801-2813. 

Brown, J.C. & Purcell, M. 2005. There’s nothing inherent about scale: political ecology, 

the local trap, and the politics of development in the Brazilian Amazon. Geoforum 

36: 607-624. 

Byker, C., Shanks, J., Misyak, S. & Serrano, E. 2012. Characterizing farmers’ market 

shopper: A literature review. Journal of Hunger & Environmental Nutrition 7: 38-

52. 

Carolan, M. 2017. More-than-active food citizens: A longitudinal and comparative 

study of alternative and conventional eaters. Rural Sociology 82: 197-225. 



41 
 

Carson, R.A., Hamel, Z., Giarrocco, K., Baylor, R. & Mathews, L.G. 2016. Buying in: 

the influence of interactions at farmers’ markets. Agriculture and Human Values 

33: 861-875. 

Chambers, S., Lobb, A., Butler, L., Harvey, K. & Traill, W.B. 2007. Local, national and 

imported foods: A qualitative study. Appetite 49: 208-213. 

DEFRA. 2005. The validity of food miles as an indicator of sustainable development. 

Final report produced for DEFRA. 

http://library.uniteddiversity.coop/Food/DEFRA_Food_Miles_Report.pdf. United 

Diversity; visited 2.10.2020. 

Dodds, R. & Holmes, M.R. 2017. Local versus visitor perceptions of farmers’ markets. 

Journal of Food Products Marketing 23: 167-185. 

Duell, R. 2013. Is ‘local food’ sustainable? Localism, social justice, equity and 

sustainable food futures. New Zealand Sociology 28: 123-144. 

Elepu, G. & Mazzocco, M.A. 2010. Consumer segments in urban and suburban farmers 

markets. International Food and Agribusiness Management Review 13: 1-18. 

ENRD. 2012. EU rural review: a publication from the European Network for rural 

development. Local food and short supply chain. 

https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/sites/enrd/files/E8F24E08-0A45-F272-33FB-

A6309E3AD601.pdf. European Network for Rural Development; visited 15.9.2020. 

EUR-Lex. 2020. Council Regulation (EC) no 834/2007 of 28 June 2007 on organic 

production and labelling of organic products and repealing regulation (EEC) no 

2092/91. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2007/834/oj. EUR-Lex; visited 6.10.2020. 

Eurostat. 2019. https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/DDN-

20190130-1. European Commission, an official website of the European Union; 

visited 6.10.2020. 

Feldmann, C. & Hamm, U. 2015. Consumers’ perceptions and preferences for local 

food: A review. Food Quality and Preference 40: 152-164. 

Govindasamy, R., Italia, J. & Adelaja, A. 2002. Farmers’ markets: Consumer trends, 

preferences, and characteristics. Journal of Extension 40: 1-7. 

Granvik, M., Joosse, S., Hunt, A. & Hallberg, I. 2017. Confusion and misunderstanding 

– interpretations and definitions of local food. Sustainability 9: 1981. 

Hand, M.S. & Martinez, S. 2010. Just what does local mean. Choices: The Magazine of 

Food, Farm and Resource Issue 25: 1-4. 

http://library.uniteddiversity.coop/Food/DEFRA_Food_Miles_Report.pdf
https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/sites/enrd/files/E8F24E08-0A45-F272-33FB-A6309E3AD601.pdf
https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/sites/enrd/files/E8F24E08-0A45-F272-33FB-A6309E3AD601.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2007/834/oj
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/DDN-20190130-1
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/DDN-20190130-1


42 
 

Hempel, C. & Hamm, U. 2015. How important is local food to organic-minded 

consumers? Appetite 96: 309-318. 

Hinrichs, C.C. 2000. Embeddedness and local food systems: notes on two types of 

direct agricultural market. Journal of Rural Studies 16: 295-303. 

Huotari, E. 2020. Viisi vinkkiä aloittelevalle lähiruoan kuluttajalle. 

https://www.aitomaaseutu.fi/media/Vinkit-l%C3%A4hiruoan-hankinnan-

aloittamiseen.pdf. Aito maaseutu; visited 10.10.2020. 

Kallinen, A., Salmenhaara, M. & Saarnivaara, P. 2017. Luomun kuluttajabarometri 

2017 (Kantar TNS). https://proluomu.fi/wp-

content/uploads/sites/11/2018/03/luomun-kuluttajabarometri-2017.pdf. Pro Luomu; 

visited 30.9.2020.  

Kurunmäki, S., Ikäheimo, I., Syväniemi, A.-M. & Rönni, P. 2012. Lähiruokaselvitys, 

ehdotus lähiruokaohjelman pohjaksi 2012-2015. 

https://mmm.fi/documents/1410837/1801192/Lahiruokaselvitys.pdf/94bb1e9c-

a62b-45b3-8cb3-8bc14151cba8/Lahiruokaselvitys.pdf. Maa- ja 

metsätalousministeriö; visited 22.9.2020. 

Memery, J., Angell, R., Megicks, P. and Lindgreen, A. 2015. Unpicking motives to 

purchase locally-produced food: analysis of direct and moderation effects. 

European Journal of Marketing 49: 1207-1233. 

Metsämuuronen, J. 2007. Tutkimuksen tekemisen perusteet ihmistieteissä. Gummerus 

Kirjapaino Oy. Vaajakoski. pp 884. 

MMM. 2014. Lisää luomua! Hallituksen luomualan kehittämisohjelma ja luomualan 

kehittämisen tavoitteet vuoteen 2020. 

https://mmm.fi/documents/1410837/1890227/Luomualan_kehittamisohjelmaFI.pdf. 

Maa- ja metsätalousministeriö; visited 22.9.2020. 

MMM. 2018. Lähiruokaa – totta kai!. https://mmm.fi/lahiruoka. Maa- ja 

metsätalousministeriö; visited 20.11.2018. 

Muikkula, V. 2017. Sometykkäykset eivät muutu asiakkaiksi, lähiruokaryhmät pulassa: 

"Ei saa kuitattua edes bensakuluja". https://yle.fi/uutiset/3-9996739. Yle Uutiset; 

visited 10.10.2020.  

Mäkipeska, T. & Sihvonen, M. 2010. Lähiruoka, nyt! Trendistä markkinoille. 

https://media.sitra.fi/2017/02/23070513/SelvityksiC3A42029-3.pdf. Sitra; visited 

15.9.2020. 

https://www.aitomaaseutu.fi/media/Vinkit-l%C3%A4hiruoan-hankinnan-aloittamiseen.pdf
https://www.aitomaaseutu.fi/media/Vinkit-l%C3%A4hiruoan-hankinnan-aloittamiseen.pdf
https://proluomu.fi/wp-content/uploads/sites/11/2018/03/luomun-kuluttajabarometri-2017.pdf
https://proluomu.fi/wp-content/uploads/sites/11/2018/03/luomun-kuluttajabarometri-2017.pdf
https://mmm.fi/documents/1410837/1801192/Lahiruokaselvitys.pdf/94bb1e9c-a62b-45b3-8cb3-8bc14151cba8/Lahiruokaselvitys.pdf
https://mmm.fi/documents/1410837/1801192/Lahiruokaselvitys.pdf/94bb1e9c-a62b-45b3-8cb3-8bc14151cba8/Lahiruokaselvitys.pdf
https://mmm.fi/documents/1410837/1890227/Luomualan_kehittamisohjelmaFI.pdf
https://mmm.fi/lahiruoka
https://yle.fi/uutiset/3-9996739
https://media.sitra.fi/2017/02/23070513/SelvityksiC3A42029-3.pdf


43 
 

Niva, M., Mäkelä, J., Kahma, N. & Kjærnes, U. 2014. Eating sustainably? Practices and 

background factors of ecological food consumption in four Nordic countries. J 

Consum Policy 37: 465-484. 

Niva, M. & Peltoniemi, A. 2019. Onko ruoan kotimaisuus suomalaisille tärkeää?. Laari 

2019: Suomen maatalousmuseon vuosikirja 41-57. 

Nousiainen, M., Pylkkänen, P., Saunders, F., Seppänen, L. & Vesala, K.M. 2009. Are 

alternative food systems socially sustainable? A case study from Finland. Journal of 

Sustainable Agriculture 33:566-594. 

O´Kane, G. & Wijaya, S.Y. 2015. Contribution of farmers’ markets to more socially 

sustainable food systems: A pilot study of a farmers’ market in the Australian 

Capital Territory (ACT), Australia. Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems 39: 

1124-1153. 

Onianwa, O., Mojica, M. & Wheelock, G. 2006. Consumer characteristics and views 

regarding farmers markets: An examination of on-site survey data of Alabama 

consumers. Journal of Food Distribution Research 37: 119-125. 

Onyango, B.M, Hallman, W.K. & Bellows, A.C. 2007. Purchasing organic food in US 

food systems: A study of attitudes and practice. British Food Journal 109: 399-411. 

Paloviita, A. 2014. Lähiruoan yhteiskunnalliset vaikutukset. 

http://www.japary.fi/wp/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/L%C3%A4hiruuan-

yhteiskunnalliset-vaikutukset_Paloviita.pdf. Jyväskylän kestävä kehitys ry; visited 

6.10.2020. 

Pro Luomu. 2018. Luomu Suomessa 2017. https://proluomu.fi/wp-

content/uploads/sites/11/2018/04/luomu_suomessa_2017.pdf. Pro Luomu; visited 

6.10.2020.  

Raento, P. 2010. Stomaching change: Finns, food, and boundaries in the European 

Union. Human Geography 92: 297-310. 

Renting, H., Schermer, M. & Rossi, A. 2012. Building food democracy: Exploring civic 

food networks and newly emerging forms of food citizenship. International Journal 

of Sociology of Agriculture & Food 19: 289-307. 

Rikkonen, P., Kotro, J., Koistinen, L., Penttilä, K. & Kauriinoja, H. 2013. Opportunities 

for local food suppliers to use locality as a competitive advantage – a mixed survey 

methods approach. Acta Agriculturae Scandinavica, Section B – Soil & Plant 

Science 63: 29-37. 

http://www.japary.fi/wp/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/L%C3%A4hiruuan-yhteiskunnalliset-vaikutukset_Paloviita.pdf
http://www.japary.fi/wp/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/L%C3%A4hiruuan-yhteiskunnalliset-vaikutukset_Paloviita.pdf
https://proluomu.fi/wp-content/uploads/sites/11/2018/04/luomu_suomessa_2017.pdf
https://proluomu.fi/wp-content/uploads/sites/11/2018/04/luomu_suomessa_2017.pdf


44 
 

Roininen, K., Arvola, A. & Lähteenmäki, L. 2006. Exploring consumers’ perceptions of 

local food with two different qualitative techniques: laddering and word 

association. Food Quality and Preference 17: 20-30. 

Schmitt, E., Galli, F., Menozzi, D., Maye, D., Touzard, J.-M., Marescotti, A., Six, J. & 

Brunori, G. 2017. Comparing the sustainability of local and global food products in 

Europe. Journal of Cleaner Production 165: 346-359. 

Schupp, J.L. 2016. Just where does local food live? Assessing farmers’ markets in the 

United States. Agriculture and Human Values 33: 827-841. 

Sinnreich, H.J. 2007. Baluty market: A study of a food space. Food, Culture & Society 

10: 73-84. 

Tilastokeskus. 2018. Suomi lukuina 2018. 

http://www.stat.fi/tup/julkaisut/tiedostot/julkaisuluettelo/yyti_sul_201800_2018_19

691_net.pdf. Tilastokeskus; visited 21.9.2020. 

Tilastokeskus. 2020a. Kuntien avainluvut. 

https://www.stat.fi/tup/alue/kuntienavainluvut.html#?active1=SSS&active2=106&y

ear=2020. Tilastokeskus; visited 10.10.2020. 

Tilastokeskus. 2020b. Väestörakenne. https://www.stat.fi/til/vaerak/index.html. 

Tilastokeskus; visited 10.10.2020. 

Tilastokeskus. 2020c. Väkiluku ja väestömäärän muutos sukupuolen mukaan, 1750-

2019. 

http://pxnet2.stat.fi/PXWeb/pxweb/fi/StatFin/StatFin__vrm__vaerak/statfin_vaerak

_pxt_11rb.px/table/tableViewLayout1/. Tilastokeskuksen PxWeb-tietokannat; 

visited 19.8.2020.  

Tilastokeskus. 2020d. Väestö iän (5-v.) ja sukupuolen mukaan, 1865-2019. 

http://pxnet2.stat.fi/PXWeb/pxweb/fi/StatFin/StatFin__vrm__vaerak/statfin_vaerak

_pxt_11rc.px/table/tableViewLayout1/. Tilastokeskuksen PxWeb-tietokannat; 

visited 25.8.2020. 

Tilastokeskus. 2020e. Number, income and income structure of household-dwelling 

units by municipality, 1995-2018. 

http://pxnet2.stat.fi/PXWeb/pxweb/en/StatFin/StatFin__tul__tjt__asuntokuntien/sta

tfin_tjt_pxt_118w.px/table/tableViewLayout1/. Statistics Finland's PxWeb 

databases; visited 21.9.2020. 

Tilastokeskus. 2020f. 15 vuotta täyttänyt väestö koulutusasteen, kunnan, sukupuolen ja 

ikäryhmän mukaan, 1970-2018. 

http://www.stat.fi/tup/julkaisut/tiedostot/julkaisuluettelo/yyti_sul_201800_2018_19691_net.pdf
http://www.stat.fi/tup/julkaisut/tiedostot/julkaisuluettelo/yyti_sul_201800_2018_19691_net.pdf
https://www.stat.fi/tup/alue/kuntienavainluvut.html#?active1=SSS&active2=106&year=2020
https://www.stat.fi/tup/alue/kuntienavainluvut.html#?active1=SSS&active2=106&year=2020
https://www.stat.fi/til/vaerak/index.html
http://pxnet2.stat.fi/PXWeb/pxweb/fi/StatFin/StatFin__vrm__vaerak/statfin_vaerak_pxt_11rb.px/table/tableViewLayout1/
http://pxnet2.stat.fi/PXWeb/pxweb/fi/StatFin/StatFin__vrm__vaerak/statfin_vaerak_pxt_11rb.px/table/tableViewLayout1/
http://pxnet2.stat.fi/PXWeb/pxweb/fi/StatFin/StatFin__vrm__vaerak/statfin_vaerak_pxt_11rc.px/table/tableViewLayout1/
http://pxnet2.stat.fi/PXWeb/pxweb/fi/StatFin/StatFin__vrm__vaerak/statfin_vaerak_pxt_11rc.px/table/tableViewLayout1/
http://pxnet2.stat.fi/PXWeb/pxweb/en/StatFin/StatFin__tul__tjt__asuntokuntien/statfin_tjt_pxt_118w.px/table/tableViewLayout1/
http://pxnet2.stat.fi/PXWeb/pxweb/en/StatFin/StatFin__tul__tjt__asuntokuntien/statfin_tjt_pxt_118w.px/table/tableViewLayout1/


45 
 

https://pxnet2.stat.fi/PXWeb/pxweb/fi/StatFin/StatFin__kou__vkour/statfin_vkour_

pxt_12bq.px/. Tilastokeskuksen PxWeb-tietokannat; visited 20.8.2020. 

Tropp, D. 2016. Why local food matters: Views from the national landscape. 

https://www.ams.usda.gov/sites/default/files/media/Why%20Local%20Food%20M

atters.pdf. USDA Agricultural Marketing Service; visited 2.10.2020. 

Töyli, P. 2015. REKO-lähiruokarenkaita jo 70. https://aitojamakuja.fi/reko-

lahiruokarenkaita-jo-70/. Aitojamakuja.fi; visited 10.10.2020. 

Van Passel, S. 2013. Food miles to assess sustainability: A revision. Sustainable 

Development 21: 1-17. 

Viitaharju, L., Määttä, S., Hakala, O. & Törmä, H. 2014. Työtä ja hyvinvointia! 

Lähiruoan käytön aluetaloudelliset vaikutukset Suomen maakunnissa. 

https://helda.helsinki.fi/bitstream/handle/10138/228387/Raportteja118.pdf?sequenc

e=1&isAllowed=y. Helsingin yliopisto, Ruralia-instituutti; visited 15.9.2020. 

White, P., Sharp, V., Darnton, A., Downing, P., Inman, A., Strange, K., & Garnett, 

T. (2009). Food synthesis review: A report to the Department for Environment, 

Food and Rural Affairs. The Social Marketing Practice et al. Defra, London. 16pp. 

Wolf, M.M., Spittler, A. and Ahern, J. 2005. A profile of farmers’ market consumers 

and the perceived advantages of produce sold at farmers’ markets. Journal of Food 

Distribution Research 36: 192-201. 

Zepeda, L. & Leviten-Reid, C. 2004. Consumers’ views on local food. Journal of Food 

Distribution Research 35: 1-6. 

Zepeda, L. & Li, J. 2006. Who buys local food?. Journal of Food Distribution Research 

37: 5-15. 

  

https://pxnet2.stat.fi/PXWeb/pxweb/fi/StatFin/StatFin__kou__vkour/statfin_vkour_pxt_12bq.px/
https://pxnet2.stat.fi/PXWeb/pxweb/fi/StatFin/StatFin__kou__vkour/statfin_vkour_pxt_12bq.px/
https://www.ams.usda.gov/sites/default/files/media/Why%20Local%20Food%20Matters.pdf
https://www.ams.usda.gov/sites/default/files/media/Why%20Local%20Food%20Matters.pdf
https://aitojamakuja.fi/reko-lahiruokarenkaita-jo-70/
https://aitojamakuja.fi/reko-lahiruokarenkaita-jo-70/
https://helda.helsinki.fi/bitstream/handle/10138/228387/Raportteja118.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://helda.helsinki.fi/bitstream/handle/10138/228387/Raportteja118.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y


46 
 

Appendices 
 

Appendix 1. Data collection form. This is the final version of the data collection form 

(in Finnish) which was designed by PhD Student Sophia Hagolani-Albov from 

University of Helsinki. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



47 
 

 

  



48 
 

  



49 
 

 


