
International Journal of Food Studies IJFS July 2022 Volume 11 pages SI196–SI207

Barriers and Facilitators of Purchasing from Short Food
Supply Chains in Europe: Insights from a Stakeholder

Perspective
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Abstract

Thirty-two expert stakeholder (e.g., consumer advice center, state parliament at regional level, Eu-
ropean Network for Rural Development, university and research center, chamber of tourism, rural
development association, and social cooperative enterprise) interviews were conducted to examine con-
sumer attitudes, values and preferences in relation to short food supply chains. These stakeholders
have expertise in policy, consumer behaviour, the tourism sector and regulation. The interviewees
represented the views of consumers, producers, and other actors who work with or within short food
supply in seven European countries (Belgium, Germany, Greece, Hungary, the Netherlands, Spain, and
Switzerland).
Consumers were generally perceived to be aware of the environmental impact of food production. In
terms of preferences, consumers would like to shop for local food the way they shop at the super-
market: having variety of products, accessibility, and availability. The relative lack of convenience
and high prices associated with short food supply chains products were seen as the major barriers to
their purchase. Consumers were thought to buy the products because of health and environmental
benefits, a desire to support their local community, and a preference for tradition. However, relatively
few consumers purchase products regularly from SFSC. The main segments are people who believe in
short food supply chains values, middle class families with young children and elderly people. More
can be done to educate and engage consumers regarding these chains, and market research is needed
to inform which strategy is likely to be most effective in specific contexts such as the regional level.
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1 Introduction

Recent rapid evolution of the agri-food system
has been shaped by new challenges like demo-
graphic evolution, leading to an increasing diver-
sity of cultural, political, economic, and social
practices. The dominance of the long food chain
is progressively moving towards a diversification
of the food supply system. Diverse range of food
products are available like organic, ready-to-eat,
and local products. Alternative food chains like
short food supply chains (SFSC) are rising. Al-
though there is no single definition of what con-
stitutes a SFSC we benefit from a definition at
the European level. According to the Euro-
pean rural development regulation (1305/2013),
SFSC relate to supply chains “involving a lim-
ited number of economic operators, committed to
co-operation, local economic development, and
close geographical and social relations between
producers, processors and consumers”. Giampi-
etri et al. (2016) describe SFSC as

face-to-face interactions between pro-
ducers and consumers who thus can eas-
ily interact and share information on
the product origin and its production
process, so that consumers can make
their own value-judgements.

The rising interest for these chains is driven by
the evolution of consumer awareness of several
subjects, including awareness of the environmen-
tal implications of food production, health as-
pects of local products, support of the local com-
munity, consumer activism and awareness of so-
cial impact of food production and trust (Bau-
mann et al., 2015).
Local food was studied by Renting et al. (2003),
Venn et al. (2006) and numerous authors.
Zepeda and Leviten-Reid (2004) found that lo-
cal food is defined differently by food shoppers.
Some of them defined local food in terms of dis-
tance in driving time, while others focused on
political boundaries and qualitative characteris-
tics. Consumers are increasingly searching for lo-
cal food for reasons related to higher quality (i.e.,
freshness, taste), health-related aspects, guaran-
tee of the provenance, environmental impact of
food consumption and for economic reasons, such
as better market access for producers, higher

value distribution along the chain and reduction
of consumers’ final price (Belletti et al., 2012;
United Nations Industrial Development Organi-
zation, 2020). The direct relationships that are
created between producers and consumers is one
important motivation for SFSC use (Belletti et
al., 2012; Benedek et al., 2020). The connection
is established through on-farm sales and off-farm
sales like traditional open-air markets that facil-
itate contact between producers and consumers
(Chiffoleau et al., 2019). In this context, SFSC
are those that consist of a minimal number of in-
termediaries between the producer and the con-
sumer, whereas long food supply chains (LFSC)
are those that involve more intermediaries. This
study focuses on interviews conducted with di-
verse SFSC experts.
The objectives are to examine, from a stake-
holder point of view, a) the extent to which con-
sumers are aware of the social and environmental
impact of food production; b) consumer under-
standing, expectations, willingness to pay and
concerns related to SFSC; c) consumer profiles
that are more likely to purchase SFSC products;
and d) uncover obstacles that prevent consumers
from purchasing SFSC products.

2 Materials and Methods

2.1 Presentation of the
participating countries

This research was conducted using a qualita-
tive research design. A series of interviews were
conducted with experts in Europe representing
the perspectives of consumers from the point of
view of producers, policy makers/policy analysts,
and other actors in SFSC such as regulatory au-
thorities, organizers of producers’ markets and
entities from the Hotel Restaurants and Cater-
ing (HoReCa) sector. Twenty-nine interviews
were performed in six EU countries: five in Ger-
many, six in the Netherlands, three in Switzer-
land, eight in Hungary, three in Spain, and four
in Greece. In addition, two interviews were con-
ducted at the EU level (EU), and one was con-
ducted within the municipality of Ghent in Bel-
gium (BE). Suitable organisations and intervie-
wees were identified from desk research and joint

IJFS July 2022 Volume 11 pages SI196–SI207



Consumers’ attitudes towards short food supply chains SI197

network searches.

2.2 Interview procedure

Potential stakeholders were contacted via email
for participation in the interviews. Those that
participated in the study are listed in Table 1.
They received the open interview questions in
advance (see Figure 1), allowing them the op-
portunity to prepare their answers.
The stakeholders were interviewed in their local
language except for the EU and BE stakehold-
ers, who were interviewed in English. The in-
terviews took place between June and Septem-
ber in 2019. Each interview took between 17
and 120 minutes. Of a total of 32 interviews, 17
were conducted face-to-face, 12 were conducted
via telephone, and three interviewees answered
via email. Except for the interviews conducted
by email, all the interviews were audio-recorded
with the consent of the interviewee, transcribed
in the original language, and then translated into
English for consistent content analysis. Two in-
dependent researchers coded the responses for
thematic analysis. Using several data collection
methods (i.e., face-to-face interviews, telephone
calls and emails) can strengthen the study and
foster analysis (Yin, 2011). A guide was used
to conduct the study, hence comparison between
countries can reveal significant similarities or dif-
ferences. Even if southern EU countries are un-
derrepresented, the study remains valid through
the collection of responses from independent ex-
perts coming from different national contexts and
having diverse knowledge. Moreover, Yin (2011)
claimed the strength of the guide’s use in the way
that interviewees can reveal elements that would
not be revealed in a more informal discussion.

2.3 Data analysis

A database with all the translated interviews was
created in Microsoft Excel. A first coding pro-
cess was performed in order to identify the main
themes. Some of the themes were based on the
questions themselves (e.g., consumer awareness
of the environmental and social impact of food
production), and other topics emerged indirectly

from the interview responses (e.g., specific con-
sumer segments).

3 Results and Discussion

The findings of the study include the awareness
of consumers about social and economic impact
of food production. There are divergences about
these topics with an opposition between north-
ern and southern European countries. Consumer
understanding of SFSC is tied to the concept of
local food, with some confusion around the defi-
nition of SFSC, local and organic. Expectations
of consumers include similar services to those in
longer food chains (i.e., availability, diversity of
products, affordability). Authenticity, food hy-
giene, and origin represent concerns that some
consumers may have. Consumers are willing to
pay more for better taste, quality, and health
benefits. Three consumer profiles were identified
in the study. These findings are summarized in
Table 2 and described in the next sections.

3.1 Consumer awareness of the
social and environmental
impact of food production

Stakeholder opinions were divided on how aware
consumers are about environmental issues re-
lated to food production, although there was a
consensus that such awareness is increasing. On
the other hand, the social impact of food produc-
tion was barely discussed. This suggests either
that stakeholder awareness of the environmen-
tal impact of food production overshadows their
awareness of the social impact, or that stake-
holders perceive that consumer awareness of en-
vironmental impact is greater than awareness of
social impact. This may partly be because en-
vironmental impact is universally applicable and
cause - effect relationships are relatively straight-
forward. Many initiatives and projects at differ-
ent scales promote healthy and sustainable di-
ets like the Mediterranean diet. This diet was
recognised by UNESCO in 2010 as an intangi-
ble cultural heritage. Hence, many projects pro-
mote and support its diffusion (ENPICBCMED,
2012; Phull, 2015). The European Union funded
a project, MedDiet that aims at raising consumer
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Table 1: Stakeholder organisations interviewed

Region Interviewed stakeholders Stakeholders’ type represented

European Union
European Network for Rural Development
(ENRD)

Policy

Slow Food International Producer, consumer, retailers, HoReCa

Germany

Consumer Advice Center Baden-Württem-
berg e.V.

Consumer

State Parliament of Baden-Württemberg Policy
State Parliament of Hessen (Bündnis 90/Die
Grüne party)

Policy

Kaemena Farm Producer, service
Regionalfenster (Regional window) GmbH Certifier

The Netherlands

Organic Farm Landzicht Producer, consumer
Philips Fruit Garden Producer, retailer
Sustainable Agriculture team from Province
South-Holland

Policy

Wageningen University & Research (WUR) Policy
The Premonstratensian Monastery
Mariënwaerdt

Producer, HoReCa

Province Utrecht Policy

Switzerland

Slow Food Switzerland Producer, consumer, retailer
University of Neuchâtel Policy
French Federation of Contractual Agriculture
of Proximity

Producer, consumer

Hungary

Csoroszlya Farm Kft. Producer
Chamber of Tourism Producer
Calvary Farm Producer
Cooperating Balaton Upland Service
Upper-Heathland Rural Development Associ-
ation

Service

National Food Chain Safety Authority, Food
and Feed Safety Directorate

Regulatory authority

Pannon Helyi Termék Nonprofit Kft. Service
Research Institute of Agricultural Economics,
Office Budapest

Policy

Greece

BIOZO Consumer
Ecotourism Greece Service
GENISEA Social Cooperative Enterprise Producer
Hellenic Agticultural Organisation-Demeter/
Ministry of Rural Development and Food

Policy/regulatory authority

Spain

(ENEEK) Basque Council for Ecological Agri-
culture and Food

Regulatory authority

European Coordination Vı́a Campesina Producer
AUSOLAN HoReCa

Belgium Ghent Environment and Climate Bureau
(Ghent Municipality)

Policy maker
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Table 2: Summary of the main findings

Topics Summary of findings

Varied understanding of the environmental impact of food production
Consumer awareness of
social and environmental

- Greater understanding of environmental and social issues tied to
food production in northern European countries

impact of food - Concerns about traditional, local specialties in southern Europe
production Underdeveloped consumer understanding of the social impact of food

production

- Tied to the concept of local food
- Focuses on the food origin, the direct connection with the producer,
the small scale of food production, and traditional local specialties

Consumer understanding
of SFSC

- Primarily positive, sometimes confused with associated concepts
(e.g., organic, 0km)
- Need to educate consumers about SFSC

Consumers:
- want a similar price of SFSC than that of the mainstream offer
- want a wide range of SFSC product types

Consumer expectations - expect a reliable supply of SFSC products
and concerns of shopping
for SFSC products

- expect SFSC produce to be presented in the same way as mainstream
products
Often confusion between local and organic food
Generally positive view of local products
Some concerns about the authenticity/origin of the product (partic-
ularly in HU, EL, ES)
Concern about food hygiene safety, from Hotel Restaurant Catering
and consumers

Demand is variable and depends on region, product type, and pur-
chase context

Consumer demand and Need to increase points of sale
willingness to pay for
SFSC products

Having a direct relationship with the producer increases trust and
transparency
Value supporting the local economy/farmers through purchasing
SFSC products
Willing to pay more for taste, quality, and health benefits particularly
if they are associated with awards/certification

Consumer profiles

Motivations for purchasing SFSC products include health and envi-
ronment concerns, traditional nature of products, support of the local
community
The main segments are:
- People who believe in SFSC values (SFSC advocates)
- Middle class families with young children
- Elderly people
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Figure 1: Flow chart of the method with interview questions

awareness about the importance of the Mediter-
ranean Diet. This ecological sustainable model
has a significantly reduced environmental foot-
print and health positive impact (Lăcătus,u et
al., 2019). A non-exhaustive list of projects pro-
moting this diet includes MD.net, the interna-
tional network of Mediterranean diet communi-
ties, ECOSAFIMED aiming at ecosystem con-
servation and sustainable artisanal fisheries in
the Mediterranean basin, or ECOPLANTMED
targeting the ecological use of native plants for
environmental restoration and sustainable de-
velopment in the Mediterranean region (EN-
PICBCMED, 2012).
In contrast, social implications of food produc-
tion can vary greatly. These are different for dif-
ferent stakeholder groups, thus consumers may
not receive clear and consistent messages about
social issues.
Consumers in north-western European countries
such as Germany, the Netherlands and Switzer-
land were perceived to have a greater under-

standing of social and environmental issues than
those in southern Europe, where fair trade and
organic food was increasingly popular in the for-
mer. In Switzerland, consumers may be more
aware of issues surrounding food production be-
cause two referendums were introduced in 2018,
calling for constitutional changes ensuring that
Swiss consumers have greater access to locally
produced, healthy and organic food, and fair
wages for people working in the agricultural sec-
tor. This is supported by Gregory-Smith et al.
(2017) who found that in North-West EU coun-
tries, environmentally friendly products have a
more established position in the market.
It is perceived that consumers in southern coun-
tries such as Spain and Greece are more con-
cerned about whether products are seasonal, lo-
cally produced, and specific to their geographical
area, as exemplified by traditional products such
as those carrying the labels of Protected Desig-
nation of Origin (PDO) or Protected Geograph-
ical Indication (PGI). The weight of geograph-
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ical indications is particularly important in the
Mediterranean basin (14.5% in France, 9.5% in
Greece, and 5.7% in Spain) (Chever, 2015). This
may have its origins in the Mediterranean diet
emphasizing traditional food, production meth-
ods, agricultural practices, and seasonality (UN-
ESCO, 2012).

3.2 Consumer understanding of
short food supply chains

According to the stakeholders, consumers gen-
erally have little understanding of the concept
of SFSC, including it into local food. Although
there is no standard understanding among con-
sumers of what local food is, the image they
have is generally centred on the product origin
and buying directly from the producer, ensuring
transparency and authenticity of food. A stake-
holder from Sustainable Agriculture team from
Province South-Holland affirmed that

. . . When distribution is well organised,
more people are reached and stimulated
to buy local foods. This makes it eas-
ier to change behaviour, which creates
more demand.

Furthermore, consumer understanding of local
food may differ depending on the product type
(e.g., fresh produce vs. processed food) and the
region (an urban vs. rural area).
SFSC and local food concepts share many values.
One distinction between local food and SFSC
that consumers appear to be generally unaware
of is that local food is geographically proximal,
whereas some products from SFSC may be
sourced relatively far away, but still respect
the SFSC definition of few intermediaries (e.g.,
producers selling their products to consumers
online, or a restaurant in the Basque Country
sourcing oranges from Valencia or bananas from
the Canary Islands).
The consumer concept of local food is bound
more by regional or national borders, rather
than in terms of geographical distance. Local
food is perceived as that which comes from one’s
country, region, or even village. For example,
approximately 60% of Flemish people consider
regional products and/or Belgian products to

be local, whereas only 13% of Flemish people
consider European products to be local (EMF,
2017). The geographic distance associated with
SFSC is relative and can depend on where
the consumer lives. A stakeholder in Spain
suggested that up to 150km may be considered
local, whereas in Hungary SFSC cannot exceed
40km by law outside the area of Budapest.
Another stakeholder in Switzerland pointed out
that because of the size of the country and the
geography, food supply chains are often even
shorter, on the scale of “very local”. This entails
that SFSC products are relatively prevalent
in Switzerland (compared to other countries)
making this concept more salient in the mind of
Swiss consumers.
In Hungary, Switzerland, and Greece the con-
sumer idea of local food is thought to reflect
food that can be directly purchased from the
producer (e.g., farmers’ market or agricultural
community). There is an increasing trend to put
the farmer’s name and contact information on
the private labels of large supermarket chains
(Greece), or the face of the producer on the
product packaging (Germany and Spain).
Finally, stakeholders agreed that knowledge
about SFSC is increasing, prompted by
awareness-raising initiatives. These initiatives
range from in-store marketing highlighting local
products, documentaries about the financial
struggles of local farmers shown on public
television sparking public debate on local media
(Flanders), to a Hungarian national campaign
promoting the Year of Local Food (2015)
http://www.helyboljobb.hu/. It was noted,
however, that awareness and interest are likely
to vary according to socioeconomic status.
Stakeholders mentioned that consumers who
struggle to afford healthy food, and/or who shop
at discount supermarkets are less likely to be
aware of SFSC or their implications.

3.3 Consumer expectations and
concerns

How consumers perceive local food and/or SFSC
was felt to be greatly influenced by the main-
stream alternative of shopping at supermar-
kets. When purchasing local food, stakeholders
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thought that consumers would like to have the
same services offered in supermarkets: availabil-
ity year-round, having a large range of products
in one place, and being able to choose from aes-
thetically flawless products. The superficial at-
tributes (i.e., flawless appearance) can influence
willingness to pay (Grewal et al., 2019). Thus,
education campaigns for consumers could be de-
veloped to inform them that aesthetically imper-
fect products are still good quality, leading super-
markets to reject 10-16% of farm crops and caus-
ing farmers to overproduce as a result (FEED-
BACK, 2018).
The most influential point of comparison between
products from long and short food supply chains
may be the price. Stakeholders in Hungary,
Spain and Greece point out that most consumers
do not want to pay more to buy from SFSC. How-
ever, the number of consumers who are conscious
about the value of local food is increasing. One
potential solution could be to lower the price of
SFSC products by eliminating value-added tax
(VAT) for direct selling or common (direct) sell-
ing in the case of small producers who produce
marginal quantity. Another alternative is to im-
plement a tax that considers the hidden costs of
food in terms of environmental and/or health im-
pact. This could be in the form of true pricing
(Sustainable Food Trust, 2017) or a scheme that
decreases the rate of tax for labour but increases
it for the cost of resources and pollution (Ex’tax
Project Foundation, n.d.).
Stakeholders generally felt that consumers have
a positive opinion of such products, in terms of
quality and production standards. However, the
issue of fraud in SFSC was raised as a particular
concern of consumers in Hungary, Greece, and
Spain (and to a lesser extent, Germany and the
Netherlands), where products from longer sup-
ply chains are sometimes sold as local products.
Consumers may be confused by what is meant by
local or by short food supply chains. In the study,
SFSC relates to the chain where there is a mini-
mum of intermediaries, while local food refers to
food produced and that originates from a close
geographical territory. In this regard, many local
products are sold through SFSC, however there
can be food products that come from outside the
geographical boundaries but still be considered
as sold via SFSC because there are a few inter-

mediaries.
As there is no certification system and lack of
monitoring to safeguard consumers against de-
ceptive practices, one solution suggested is to
have a certified quality label or scheme for lo-
cal food, and regulations. However, too much
certification may confuse the consumers. Some
countries have a multitude of regional labels, like
in Germany, implying much variability between
credible seals, untrustworthy seals, and market-
ing seals, leading to consumer confusion (Euro-
pean Commission, 2019).
Furthermore, one major concern that consumers
were thought to have was food hygiene and
safety. The products of the long supply chains
may be more reliable, because of accreditation
and control of products at checkpoints. By con-
trast, there is often no information like that re-
garding products of short food supply chains.
This presents an obstacle particularly for Hotels,
Restaurants and Catering (HoReCa), who are
legally bound to comply with food safety stan-
dards.

3.4 Consumer demand and
willingness to pay for SFSC
products

Stakeholders across countries generally agreed
that the demand for products from SFSC is much
less than that of the mainstream offer. Many
stakeholders claim that demand is greater than
the existing supply (Germany, Spain, Switzer-
land, Hungary), although this observation is
sometimes specific to a region or to a type of
product. For example, some producer stakehold-
ers in Hungary mentioned that the demand for
local food is greater in Budapest than in rural ar-
eas, and one mentioned that there is not enough
local meat supplied. Thus, further research is
needed to obtain a more comprehensive picture
of the extent to which consumer demand is being
met, for which types of products, and in which
areas.
Stakeholders suggested that more points of sale
are needed to drive consumer demand like Ghent
Environment and Climate Bureau. This is par-
ticularly the case for supermarkets, and to a
lesser extent, restaurants.
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Product type plays an important role in influ-
encing consumer demand. Stakeholders empha-
sised that consumers tend to be more interested
in products such as regional specialties (e.g., as-
paragus from Valais in Switzerland), and qual-
ity “gourmet” products (e.g., wine, preserves),
rather than ordinary products. Some consumers
are conscious that local supply chains can sup-
port the maintenance of atypical products and
specialties (such as “forgotten” or heirloom veg-
etables). In restaurants, the variety of the prod-
uct also matters. As one stakeholder in Hungary
pointed out

Demand and supply often don’t meet.
The producer starts to produce any
kind of potato, but there is no demand
in a restaurant.

Thus, producers need to identify what the con-
sumer wants, and/or what type of consumer is
more likely to buy their products.
There was a strong consensus across countries
that consumers are willing to pay more for bet-
ter taste and quality. Local products are also
considered to be fresher (because they have trav-
elled a shorter distance and are sold sooner af-
ter harvest). Natural products that are mini-
mally processed are also valued. For Flemish
consumers the most important criteria for pur-
chasing food, in addition to price, are the re-
gional, seasonal, and natural character of the
food (Coart, 2017). For processed products,
it was claimed that consumers value traditional
production methods (particularly in Greece and
Hungary) and are more willing to pay for prod-
ucts with a taste award. It was highlighted that
a greater willingness to pay tended to be a char-
acteristic of more middle-class consumers.
Lastly, stakeholders suggested that some con-
sumers would be willing to pay more for products
with certificates of authenticity related to the at-
tributes and production methods, and that they
value trust that is established through the direct
relationship with the producer. It was felt that
consumers are increasingly interested in knowing
where their food comes from.

3.5 Consumer profiles

SFSC advocates (“locavores”)

The segment of consumers who believe in the
principles of SFSC is seen as being relatively
small. This segment is embodied by the “consci-
entious, responsible consumer, who gives value to
the sustainable product from a social, economic
and environmental point of view, committed to
the producer receiving a fair price for his prod-
uct. He is also concerned about healthy food.”
(stakeholder from Switzerland). They are essen-
tially “locavores” who support local food because
they believe it is superior in taste and quality.
They are opposed to long food supply chains, and
support local communities (Reich et al., 2018).
These types of consumers were more likely to
maintain their engagement with SFSC initiatives
that require more commitment, like Community
Supported Agriculture (CSA). As one producer
of a CSA initiative in the Netherland explains,
“They give us unconditional support and let our
land determine their menu. They don’t ask
themselves if our products fit their wishes.”

SFSC purchasers to support local
community

Supporting the local community was an impor-
tant motivation for buying SFSC products. This
applies not only to purchasing directly from pro-
ducers, but also from intermediaries like local
butchers or grocers. As one EU-level stakeholder
noted, “it’s about the sentiment, the emotion,
about helping someone locally rather than giv-
ing money to something that has come 14 steps
in the supply chain.” This value was not associ-
ated with a particular demographic segment.

Main socio-demographically defined
consumer groups

The two main consumer groups that were iden-
tified across several countries as being the main
purchasers of SFSC products are families with
young children and the elderly. Consumer re-
search in Flanders shows that in terms of fami-
lies, it is particularly those of a higher social and
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economic status (SES) and those with young chil-
dren, who traditionally vote for the green party
and/or are more interested in environmental ini-
tiatives (VLAM, 2018). The aim of this study
was to provide an overview of sales through farm
shops and farmers’ markets in Flanders, by mon-
itoring the market evolution in Flanders, and the
purchasing behavior of 2,750 Flemish households
for home consumption. Profiles of consumers
and types of food they purchase were identi-
fied. Therefore, this study’s findings support our
findings. This is comparable to research show-
ing that those who buy organic foods tend to
have higher education levels and belong to mar-
ried households or households with young chil-
dren (Dimitri & Dettmann, 2012). The fact that
these families tend to be of a higher SES suggests
that the level of education and/or affluence may
be underlying their motivation. This can be con-
trasted with a point mentioned by a stakeholder
in Spain that, due to the economic crisis, families
with lower-middle income give more importance
to price than SFSC values when purchasing gro-
ceries.
Families were thought to be interested in SFSC
because such chains can offer attractive and edu-
cational experiences to their children. In Switzer-
land, families often take their children to local
markets and farms where the public can pick
their own produce. It was suggested by many
stakeholders in different countries that parents
would be willing to pay more to have their chil-
dren fed from SFSC in nurseries and schools.
A stakeholder in Greece observed that health-
conscious consumers who can afford to pay some-
thing extra are those who buy SFSC products
on a regular basis. Another reason could be
that children are increasingly being taught about
the environment in schools, which may have a
spillover effect onto their family. Specific food
environment policies can be implemented at the
school level to educate children about the envi-
ronment. This was found to bring improvement
of targeted dietary behaviors and habits (Micha
et al., 2018). These habits can be balanced by
the family environment, in which parents play
a gatekeeper role for home food availability and
choice. Parents and children have a positive ef-
fect on each other (Hebestreit et al., 2017).
In contrast, elderly people were thought to have

quite different motivations for buying products
from SFSC (in Spain, however it is expected to
be similar in other countries). Their engagement
appears to be supported by their lifestyle. They
have the tradition of buying directly from the
producer. They have more time to visit multiple
producers, and to prepare meals with local prod-
ucts that are usually raw ingredients. In Hun-
gary, it was mentioned that this segment (elderly
but with higher pension) seeks products that are
traditional in taste and production methods, and
that their motivation stems from a sentimental-
ism about local products.

Consumers who do not buy local
products

Most consumers do not regularly buy products
from SFSC. It seems that these consumers are
aware of some of the benefits of SFSC products
like health benefits. However, their purchase de-
cisions are more often driven by price and/or con-
venience. Products from SFSC tend to be less
convenient than those from longer supply chains
for many reasons. We assess that they are less
available all year round due to their seasonal-
ity, and so require more consideration in terms
of meal-planning. They are more often sold as
raw ingredients requiring more effort to prepare.
Such products are available in fewer retail outlets
and there is a limited range of products, which
means consumers need to spend more effort to
source all their products. As one stakeholder
of Philips Fruit Garden, in the Netherlands, as-
serted:

You have to differentiate in order to at-
tract a wide audience. It is not enough
to make people drive all the way here
to get apples. You must be able to offer
more.

Thus, it appears that SFSC products are not
as compatible with consumers’ modern lifestyles
as products from longer supply chains are. Ur-
ban versus sub-urban and rural lifestyles differ in
terms of food supply, connection to nature and
ways of consumption. The convenience of shop-
ping at long food chains like in supermarkets is in
contradiction with buying food at different farms
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and short food sales points. This suggests that
education about the benefits and price reductions
of SFSC products can only have a limited effect
on consumer behaviour if the convenience of buy-
ing and using SFSC products is not improved.
To increase the convenience of buying from
SFSC, producers could form cooperatives offer-
ing a larger range of different product types
(fruit, vegetables, fresh meat, delicatessen meat,
dairy, and bread). This would allow consumers
to satisfy more of their grocery requirements
at one place. Offering home delivery or local
pick-up points would be another solution. For
smaller producers, this option may be more fea-
sible within a cooperative structure. However,
the culture of cooperatives varies between coun-
tries. A stakeholder pointed out that Italy has
strong cooperation culture in producing the same
types of crops, whereas it was suggested that in
Switzerland producers cannot agree on pricing
and opening hours for direct selling. In Hungary,
the form of cooperative is not available for small
farmers and for direct selling, however smaller
collaborative legal forms would be requested by
SFSC producers.
In Flanders, even consumers who buy from SF-
SCs at least once a month tend not to travel
more than five kilometres for this (Coart, 2017).
This suggests that having more accessible re-
tail channels is key to increasing the sales of
SFSC products (e.g. at central locations or at
large stations). Similarly, supplying large retail-
ers such as supermarkets with SFSC products
would boost the visibility of these products and
address the problem that consumers often do not
know where they can purchase local products
(European Commission, 2013).

4 Conclusions

Many consumers value local food for their health
and environmental benefits, the support that it
provides to their local community, and a prefer-
ence for traditional tastes and shopping lifestyle.
However, the main barriers of price and inconve-
nience make it difficult for consumers to purchase
local food on a wider scale. Furthermore, the at-
tributes that consumers value about local food
can also be found via other means, for example,

by purchasing non-local food that is organic or
sold by their local grocer.
Hence, consumer and producer perspectives can
be related to policy implications in order to sug-
gest solutions to common goals (e.g., supply and
sell local products that reflect a fair price for
both consumers and producers, or support hy-
giene standards for implementation through ad-
equate regulations).
Strategies to minimise the practical barriers to
purchasing from SFSC include justifying the
price of local products, such as through selec-
tive taxation to reduce the price discrepancies
between long and short food supply chain prod-
ucts, certification, and explaining the benefits of
SFSC to consumers. Inconvenience can be de-
creased by having a wider range of SFSC prod-
ucts in retail outlets, increasing points of sale,
and making local food more available at restau-
rants. Communication and marketing strategies
promoting SFSC products should be based on
market research identifying the target audience/s
and their values and concerns. Furthermore, at-
tributes that consumers care about, like taste,
freshness, and naturalness should be highlighted.
Finally, the exploratory nature of the study sup-
ported the knowledge shared by experts regard-
ing consumer attitudes towards SFSC. Gathering
point of views from different countries allowed
assessing the situation in Europe. However, the
interview methodology with an overrepresenta-
tion of northern EU countries led to limited con-
clusions. Therefore, future studies that exam-
ine consumer behavior towards SFSC in Europe
should include more countries in the analysis,
widening the sample, and taking into account dif-
ferent points of view.
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IJFS July 2022 Volume 11 pages SI196–SI207



SI206 Aouinäıt et al.
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