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Abstract: The scientific examination of short food supply chains is justified by consumer interest
and their role in the European Unions’ subsidy policy and rural development. In our current article,
we present the results of a consumer survey of more than a thousand people from Hungary. It was
conducted in the North Hungarian (rural) region. Our research goals were: (1) To access consumer
demand for short food supply chains and to determine the characteristics of consumers who prefer
local foods; and (2) to examine the role of short food supply chains in rural development by a
territorial comparison. The results showed that consumers’ willingness to pay a theoretical premium
for local products was high (averagely +20.7%). Compared to that, we considered their monthly
purchased quantity low. We found a statistically valid, yet weak, correlation that on a monthly
basis, the purchase of local products was more significant for consumers from smaller settlements
and villages than those from (greater) cities. Furthermore, there were factors in some consumers’
preferences that indicated a greater interest for small producers’ goods. Although it was not possible
to assess the absolute demand of the studied rural area, these results (at a certain level) confirm the
potential of short food chains in rural development.

Keywords: short supply chain; short food supply chain; local products; consumers’ survey; rural
development; consumers’ attitudes

1. Introduction

Agriculture is classically considered one of the cornerstones of rural employment. In addition
to their economic characteristics, researchers are examining the role of short supply chains in rural
development. However, those who want to thrive as individual small-scale producers in today’s food
trade may face serious difficulties. In global trade, small producers can be driven out of markets. For them,
selling in short supply chains (SSCs) or short food supply chains (SFSCs) can be a sales alternative.

The growing demand for local foods has led to an increase in studies on “alternative agro-food
networks”, including researches on consumers’ willingness to pay and consumer attitudes toward local
products [1]. According to the report of the European Parliamentary Research Service (EPRS) from
2016 [2], there has been a growing interest in short supply chains and local markets in all European
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countries, both in rural and urban areas, but their role in European food systems can be described
as marginal.

Researchers examined the role of short supply chains in rural development (e.g., Reference [3]).
We consider this justified due to their rural development policy implications. In our article, examining
the consumer behavior of the Hungarian rural population, we sought to assess the role of short food
chains in rural development. We conducted a consumer survey of more than 1000 respondents in the
North Hungarian region to assess the consumers’ preference for local products and willingness to
pay. We compared our results with the information on relevant case studies from different countries.
Our research goal was to determine the responders’ demand for products of short food supply chains
and preference for local products. We examined whether respondents living in small settlements
(or “rural areas”) prefer local products more than residents from larger cities. Although our sample is
not representative, the results of our case study may help to assess the importance of short food supply
chains in rural development from the perspective of demand.

1.1. Conceptual Approach

The term “alternative food network” (AFN) refers to commercial networks of producers, consumers,
and other participants that are an alternative to standardized, large-scale modes of food supply [3].
In our article, we examine the sales of local products and the sales of small producers. Typical
commercial channels for them are the short supply chains (SSCs) or short food supply chains (SFSCs).
According to the European Union support policy [4], we considered those supply chains to be “short”
where producers sell their products to consumers either directly or by at most one intermediate
participant. Another important approach in defining short supply chains is the spatial aspect.
According to Kneafsey et al. [5], for “local food systems” (where production, processing, marketing,
and consumption take place in a spatially defined proximity), this physical distance was determined
differently in the individual countries and sources. In Hungary, based on certain restrictions [6],
this distance corresponds to 40 km. In other countries, in different geographical environment and
approaches, this determination may have a completely different dimension. In Canada, for example,
according to the CFIA (Canadian Food Inspection Agency), this distance is 50 km [7], but an example
brought up by Martinez et al. [8] determined the distance of origin in case of “local food” in the United
States on an entirely different scale. There are many types of SFSC channels, such as:

- “Direct on-farm sales: pick your own;
- direct on-farm sales: sales to individual consumers;
- direct off-farm sales: internet deliveries;
- direct off-farm sales: delivery to consumers;
- direct off-farm sales: farmers’ markets (fairs)
- sales to small retail outlets (one intermediary)” ([9] p. 5.).

Here we see that a broad conceptual framework for “alternative” supply chains is used in the
literature (e.g., alternative food network (AFN) short supply chain (SSC), short food supply chain
(SFSC)). In our article, we rely primarily on the concept of “short food supply chain.” According to
the official French definition, the “short food chain” also has a maximum of one intermediary [10],
similarly to the previously mentioned definition of SSCs [4].

In the study of Marsden et al. [11], the concept of short food supply chains was used as an
“umbrella” term. A general aspect that SFSCs are able to engender some form of connection between
food producers and consumers. According to the cited authors, in the case of SFSCs “it is not the number
of times a product is handled or the distance over which it is ultimately transported which is necessarily
critical, but the fact that the product reaches the consumer embedded with information, for example,
printed on the packaging or communicated personally at the point of retail. It is this, which enables
the consumer to confidently make connections and associations with the place/space of production,
and potentially, the values of the people involved and the production methods employed.” [11] p. 425.
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The term local product is closely related to the subject of our study and short supply chains.
Examining the international and domestic literature, we can find several, sometimes contradictory
definitions of the concept of local products, and there is no uniform and accepted interpretation [12,13].
As an alternate solution, we can make a general statement that local and regional products are made
with sustainable production methods and can be distributed through shorter supply chains [14,15].
Local products belong to the identity of a given settlement or region [16], embody a local value, and can
be linked to a certain settlement mainly through historical heritage and tradition [17]. According to
Feldmann and Hamm [18], the most frequently found definition of local food referred to distances,
kilometers, or miles. Based on their description (depending on sources), this distance can range from
10 to 30 m, but it can reach up even to 100 m.

In a British study, respondents considered large food chains as their usual place of food purchasing,
and locally produced food was considered as “alternative”. This “alternative” food was primarily
considered exclusive and expensive [19]. According to a previous study, customers found local products
fresher and tastier. For this reason, they expected to have to pay more for these goods. Due to the
availability of the premium price, the practice has also developed in hospitality to highlight the unique
features of local products better [20].

1.2. The Role of Short Supply Chains in Rural Development

Renting et al. [3] argued that alternative food supply chains (AFNs) might be important elements
of certain rural development paradigms. However, at the same time, the referred authors considered it
too early to assess their viability and the effectiveness of their contribution to the goals of sustainable
agriculture and rural development. According to Martinez [21], in the United States, local products
are related to federal, state, and local government policies. They can be linked to more government
priorities, such as strengthening the rural economy, enhancing the environment, or supporting farmers.
In many cases, local food originates from small-scale farms.

There are many statements in the literature to show that short supply chains have an important
role in sustainable rural development. On the other hand, these systems are less present in the
Member States that joined the EU in 2004. In these Member States, the low willingness to pay for local
products hinders the development opportunities of short supply chains [22,23]. Local food systems are
not necessarily sustainable in economic terms [19,24]. Nor can their other sustainability aspects be
generalized in all cases [23].

Short supply chains can be connected to the local economy, job creation, wages, family labor,
land use [25]. Local food systems and direct sales may be able to increase the incomes of producers [26].
The participant producers of short food supply chains are small-sized (e.g., References [10,27]); however,
it is not exclusive, and often large companies also take advantage of it. According to a Swedish study,
for example, farms in short food chains had an average area of 51 hectares [28]. It is greater than the
average farm size of the country in 2016 (47.9 hectares) [29]. For small farms, in many cases, direct sales
are the obvious solution for achieving higher profits. However, the benefits of short supply chains for
farmers do not always compensate for the small size of production and high manual labor costs [5].

From a rural development point of view, short food chains can be related to other rural development
practices, especially if synergies and multiplier effects are created between different activities.
Such a connection could be, for example, their relationship with agritourism, nature, and landscape [3].
Benedek et al. [30] examined the possible multiplier effects of local products in the local economy.
The results show that employment- and income multipliers can be considered more evident, but output-
and value-added multipliers were more situation-dependent. In addition to financial interests, producer
participation in AFNs may be motivated by the satisfaction of certain social and environmental needs
(e.g., needs for social connections and producing food using environmentally sustainable practices) [31].
Similar non-material motivations may be included, for example, preserving traditions, building and
maintaining relationships with customers, protecting local values, or environmental reasons (such as
sustainability or preserving the natural or cultural environment) [32]. Producer-buyer exchanges can
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act as a community bond, but of course, not in all cases [33]. Trust can build a strong relationship
between the participants, which can influence customer decisions. This loyalty can promote the
progressive development of SFSCs [34].

Argent [35] studied Australian artisanal breweries. The craft brewers endeavored to re-socialize
and re-spatialize local and regional commodity chains, as well as add an additional dimension to
local and regional tourism strategies. Blasi et al. [36] found that in the mountainous area of Trentino,
based on cultural and structural characteristics, alternative food chains were considered significant for
the survival of the local agricultural sector. Activities that go beyond agricultural activities, such as
agritourism, (some) catering and accommodation services, educational farms, helped to establish and
deepen urban-rural relations. Through these systems, city dwellers could or can learn about the rural
world and learn about agro-food systems and the food production process. At the national level,
Renting et al. [3] examined the link between SFSC channels and other rural development practices,
such as agritourism and nature and landscape management. In their experience, these practices did
not necessarily coincide with the practice of short food chains in the countries studied.

Alternative food systems and short food chains appear in both urban and rural areas, but according
to the following sources, their effectiveness in rural economy is questionable. Schupp [37] examined
the location of the U.S. producers’ markets. In his experience, producers’ markets rarely appear in rural
areas. (They are very rare in areas with below-average socioeconomic status.) He also describes sources
according to which producers’ markets mainly affected upper and middle-class buyers. Similar results
were shown by Low and Vogel [27], according to which local food trade provided opportunities for
economic development, mostly in urban areas [23]. Kiss [38] conducted a quantitative survey with
214 small produces selling in the Central Hungarian region and Heves county, which is a part of the
North Hungarian region (overlapping with the sample area of our current research.). According to
his results, the producers’ markets around Budapest (the Hungarian capital) were a more suitable
commercial alternative for small producers selling directly (compared to conventional marketplaces
and market halls.) During the survey, he found the following problem: (The good) producers’ markets
were very rare in the rural area studied.

1.3. Characteristics of Customers Who Prefer Short Supply Chains (and Local Products)

Based on the experience of Adalja et al. [39] and other sources, it can be said that consumers
typically prefer local products because they perceive them fresh, trust their source, attribute health
positives, and environmental sustainability to them. Furthermore, they are able to support small farms
and the local economy in this manner. Besides, consumers tend to identify local production with
“more friendly” production methods (e.g., animal husbandry with grass feeding). Another reason
could be, for example, the perception of higher food safety [40]. However, “local product” does not
necessarily mean “good quality” [41], and the sustainability characteristics of short supply chains
are situation-dependent [23]. Some consumers are fully committed to local food. Other consumers
are only willing to prefer local products at reasonable prices [42]. (The number of the first group
is presumably low.) Consumers’ eating and food purchasing habits are related to their lifestyle [3].
Local products can often be considered differentiated or value-added products. For this reason, it is
important to understand customers’ willingness to pay for the “local feature” [43]. According to
Feldman and Hamm [18], most quantitative, topic-related studies can identify the characteristics,
attitudes, and buying habits of consumers who support local food. Several studies (based in primary
and secondary researches) suggest that certain social-demographic characteristics (depending on the
sources) may be related to consumers’ local product choice habits. These factors may include:

• Higher age [42,44–46]
• Gender (women) [46–48]. (In the experience of Carpio and Isengildina-Massa [45], woman were

more willing to pay in the case of local animal products).
• (Higher) level of education [25,46–50]
• Higher incomes [18,42,47,48]
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In some sources, it was also dependent on whether the person had a family [50] or small
child(ren) [44]. Case studies on short supply chains typically do not examine consumer preference in
the same respect. Sources describing consumers’ characteristics may examine, for example, community-
supported agricultural (CSA) systems [50], consumer communities [44], consumers of producers
markets [48], or wide-ranging survey on the consumer shopping habits [49]. Some factors may affect
not only willingness to pay, but can also influence individual perception [1]. Mundler and Laughrea [25]
describe sources that characterize consumers of short food supply chains as generally well-educated
and middle-class. Feldmann and Hamm [18] cite references to the fact that consumers’ local product
preference was also associated with older age, greater wealth, living in rural areas, and supportive
attitudes toward local food. The experiences of Weatherell et al. [51] also suggest that consumers
living in rural areas have shown a greater interest in local products. However, these results cannot
be generalized. For example, Chambers et al. [52] did not identify spatial differences in urban and
rural contexts. In Brown’s [47] survey, in terms of place of residence, rural consumers were more
likely to seek local products, then urban residents, but this did not affect actual willingness to pay.
Kumpulainen et al. [53] suggest that preference for local products also depends on the products’ type.

It can be declared that consumer preference for local products is varied. The preference is related
to personality traits. For example, people with more caring personalities were more likely to be
willing to choose locally made products, according to the experiment by Bazzani et al. [1]. For more
extroverted personalities, local characteristics were less important. According to Galt et al. [54],
CSA (community-supported agriculture) members are characterized by a preference for food-related
activities. They are not disturbed by a (possible) lack of choice and also able to pay in advance
(and have enough savings for that). They tend to cook and appreciate healthy food.

Nowadays, purchasing motivations such as the protection of local (regional) producers or the
social identity of the region have increased. Tradition, support for local economies, and trust in
producers can be important motivations for buying local products [55].

1.4. Consumer Perception of Short Supply Chains (and Local Products)

Perhaps the most cardinal issue for the economically successful operation of short supply chains
is the consumers’ actual willingness to pay. In general, customers have a positive attitude towards
the locality of production. However, this in itself does not mean that they are able and willing to
pay premium prices for these products [41]. In contrast, according to Grando et al. [56], consumers
concerned in SFSCs are often willing to pay a premium for products that are made or produced in
a socially and ecologically sustainable way. Campbell et al. [43] found that—in connection with other
research results on local products and willingness to pay (WTP)—consumers perceive local products
as fresher and tastier. This may justify the higher price. On the other hand, their results also show that
there is an inverse relationship between price sensitivity and willingness to pay.

According to consumer behavior literature, WTP can be evaluated in many ways [57]. Many authors
have proposed different hierarchical classification frameworks for organizing existing methods.
Breidert et al. [58] divided the methods into four groups based on their use of surveying techniques or
actual or simulated price-response data:

• Revealed preference: (1) Market data, (2) experiments (laboratory experiments, field experiments,
auctions);

• Stated preference: (3) Direct surveys (expert judgement, customer survey), (4) indirect survey
(conjoint analysis, discrete choice analysis).

Each method has specific theoretical and practical advantages and disadvantages.
In the absence of revealed preference data in our research, we used a direct survey method,

including the customer survey, to estimate the willingness to pay. The open-ended question gives the
descriptive amount of the WTP, while the close-ended question can be asked using some methods or
tools [59]. For example, it is possible to examine whether the consumers would be willing to buy a
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given product for a given price. Another example is when they specify a percentage surplus (e.g., 5, 10,
or 25%) they are willing to pay for a certain product [43].

According to the results of Carpio and Isengildina-Massa [45], willingness to pay was higher
among respondents who attributed higher quality to local products (compared to products originated
outside from the Member State, SC, USA). For this reason, communicating the quality characteristics
of products can be an effective advertising tool. In the sample of the cited authors, willingness to pay
was considered high, averaging 23% and 27%, depending on the given product-category (Table 1).

Table 1. Some international examples of consumers’ willingness to pay for local products in
different approaches.

The Base of Comparison * Willingness to Pay
(Average Premium) Source

- consumers’ preference for local lamb meats (location of
the survey: Spain)

9%, and 13% depending on the
products [60]

- consumers’ “positive preference for locally-grown
products in comparison to domestically-grown products”
(location of the survey: U.S.)

+9–15%

Onozaka and
Mcfadden [61],—cited
by Campbell et al. [43]

p. 44.
- willingness to pay for a locally-grown product compared
to non-local agricultural products (location of the survey:
South Carolina)

+11% [62]

- preference for handicraft products compared to
conventional, non-local foods
-(location of the survey: Hungary)

10–25%, for 2/3 part of the
responders [63]

- respondents’ willingness to pay for local products
compared to products from the other Member States
(location of the survey: South Carolina)

23% and 27% depending on the
products [45]

Source: Own editing. * (It should be noted that definitions of “local products” or “handicraft products” used as a
reference may differ from source to source).

There are several studies in the international literature that have measured the consumers’ interest
and willingness to pay for local products. However, these studies show very different results in
space and time. Not all consumer survey results confirmed a stronger preference for local products.
According to earlier results of Eastwood [64], (cited in Carpio and Isengildina-Massa [45] p. 423),
consumers (at the time of the survey) did not have an obvious preference for selected local products
grown in Tennessee. Brown [47] surveyed food consumption habits and local products of certain
U.S. households (number of responders—544). The level of preference for local products was rather
low—58% of responders said that they would only choose a local product (over non-local one) if it were
priced the same as the product used for the basis of comparison. In total, only 12% of the respondents
were willing to pay a premium of 10% or more. As a result of a literature review, Checchini et al. [65]
concluded that (based on the given examined sources), “local” production generally had less impact
on consumers’ willingness to pay. Although few studies deal with comparative examinations on
willingness to pay for different local products, experience shows that consumers’ willingness to pay
also varies from product to product. In addition to the willingness to pay, the purchased quantity must
also be taken into consideration because the two may even contradict each other [18]. According to the
experiences of Chambers et al. [52], consumers were mostly deterred from purchasing local products
by the high prices and inconvenience associated with shopping.

Based on our own previous experience and the experiences of other Hungarian studies, it can
be said that Hungarian consumers are very price sensitive [63]. Apart from producers’ goods or
local products, Lehota and Lencsés [66] assessed the willingness to pay of Hungarian consumers on
a sample of more than 1000 people. The examined factors were: safety, quality, taste and freshness,
environmental impact, and ethical factors. In their experience, the willingness to pay a premium price
in connection with these factors was very low.
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2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Background of the Primary Research

Our online consumer survey was conducted in the framework of the research project “EFOP-3.6.2-
16-2017-00001 (Full title of the research project: EFOP-3.6.2-16-2017-0000: “EFOP-3.6.2-16-2017-00001
Complex rural economic development and sustainability research, development of the service network
in the Carpathian Basin.”) We aimed to make a comprehensive survey on consumers’ food purchase
preferences, focusing on the demand for local products and willingness to pay. The questionnaire
contained 18 questions (and question groups) based on single choice or Likert-scale assessments.
The sampling was done online in 2018 and 2019. 1034 respondents participated with evaluable answers
(in the case of minimal missing answers or values, the responders were not excluded.)

The research project is related to the North Hungarian region; accordingly, 86% of the participants
in the sample lived in Heves, Nógrád, or Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén counties. The remaining respondents
originated mainly from settlements close to these county borders, or Pest county or Budapest
(the Hungarian capital). The questionnaires were collected online with the help of our colleagues
involved in the project. Using the internal email system, we asked the staff and students of Eszterházy
Károly University to fill out the questionnaire. Furthermore, we sent the request to all the settlements’
local government offices in the region and asked them to fill out and distribute it. We also used the
opportunities provided by social media; for example, we shared the questionnaire in Facebook groups
and distributed it to our friends and acquaintances. Our survey is a general consumer survey, but it is
not considered representative.

The result of the survey was analyzed using IBM SPSS statistical software and Microsoft Excel.
Chi-square (χ2) tests and Cramer’s V coefficient were calculated to compare non-metric data in the
evaluation. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to compare non-metric and metric data. In one
case, the Pearson correlation coefficient was used to compare metric data. The statements were based
on the significance level of 5% (widely used in statistics). In another case, factor analysis was used to
reduce the number of variables.

The strength of Cramer’s V coefficient was evaluated based on the “statistics how to” website [67].
According to that source, our statistically significant results can be considered as having “weak or
medium” strength. According to a different source [68] and scaling, all of our results count as “weak.”
For the avoidance of doubt, the exact value of the coefficient is described in the text or appendixes.

Our survey was an online questionnaire with a total of 18 questions or a group of questions.
They were mostly based on single choices or Likert-scales. The advantages and disadvantages of the
online survey were experienced during our survey. The questionnaires could be sent to a potentially
large number of responders quickly, cheaply, and through a variety of online channels. The filling
out process was convenient and easy for respondents. In contrast, the group of internet users does
not represent, for example, the population of a given country or territory. Surveying methods,
like widespread emailing, are criticized by many researchers. Furthermore, online fills are impersonal
and “self-administrated.” For this reason, it is essential to formulate the exact response instructions.
(More information on the advantages and disadvantages of online surveys [69].)

The subject of our study is a short food chain and local food. Referring back to the “Conceptual
approach” chapter, the definition of local products is not uniform. In our research, we examined the
food products of small local producers. From the authors’ point of view, in this respect, we considered
products to be “local foods” if they originated from a local (small) producer and were traded typically
through short food supply chains. Based on the previously cited Hungarian legislation [6], the distance
of 40 km between the place of production and the trade was considered “local.” It should be noted
that the opinions of our respondents may have been different, as we did not explain this definition to
them. It is possible that consumers did not think in this way of a uniform concept about local products.
In hindsight, this could even lead to a distortion of results.
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We used terms of “products of local (small) producers” and “foods from local producers” in the
questionnaire. We used these terms synonymously with “local products.” For example, our question
on respondents’ theoretical willingness to pay was the following: “What percentage are you willing to
pay more for a local producer’s product, compared to a “large-scale product” in the same quality?”
In addition to assessing the theoretical willingness to pay, we also asked the consumers about their
monthly spending on “local producers’ products.”

We asked the respondents the following open-ended question: “What local product brands do you
know?” A total of 375 valid answers were received to this question. From this group, 321 respondents
(85.6%) mentioned products of relatively small food-producers originated relatively close to their place
of residence. We received a lot of feedback that they cannot mention given brands, just the person
producing it. As another point of reference, we mention that according to the feedback from our
preliminary survey of 30 people, the respondents considered “goods purchased from producers at
marketplaces” as “local products.” (In the survey, we dealt only with food products.) Based on these
examples, the application of the “local product definition,” we formulated earlier, can be justified.

The EUR values presented in the study have been converted from HUF to an exchange rate valid
in 2019. Consumers’ expenditures can only be interpreted in relation to Hungarian prices from 2018
and 2019.

2.2. Sample Area of the Research

The region of North Hungary is considered a rural area. The North Hungarian region is on the
second level (NUTS2) according to the NUTS nomenclature of the EU, which means that it has at least
800.000 inhabitants, but fewer than 2.8 million) [70]. This classification is valid for the next planning
period of 2021–2027. These regions have a different scale in GDP, which determines three categories:

• Less developed regions (where GDP per inhabitant was less than 75% of the EU average);
• Transition regions (where GDP per inhabitant was between 75% and 90% of the EU average);
• More developed regions (where GDP per inhabitant was more than 90% of the EU average) [71]

The North Hungarian region is a relatively underdeveloped NUTS 2 unit in the EU because it has
a lower GDP value than the EU average (because of its predominantly rural position). (Appendix A).
It can be considered as a lagging, old industrial region and a modest innovator [72]

Its low population density evidences the rural character of the region. Based on “The Wye Group
Handbook” [73], it can be said that in Hungary, based on population density, areas below 120 people
per km2 are typically considered rural regions. (However, this measure varies from country to
country.) In comparison, the population density of the North Hungarian region was 83.88 persons/km2,
in 2018, which is slightly lower than the regional average without the capital (87.71 persons/km2).
As a comparison, the population density of the urban Central Hungarian region (without Budapest,
the capital) was 200.1 persons/km2. (Source: Calculated from HCSO (Hungarian Central Statistical
Office, Budapest, Hungary) data [74]).

In the North Hungarian region, the population density exceeds 120 persons/km2 exclusively in
the districts of the county seats and the most industrialized areas. In more than half of the districts,
it does not even reach 60 persons/km2 [75].

3. Results

3.1. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

The composition of the sample was determined by the fact that the questionnaire was queried
online. Among the participants, the women (69%), people younger than 35 years (49%), with a college
or university degree (50%) were overrepresented compared to the national average. (This is not
surprising, because a higher proportion of young people use the internet regularly.) The average age
of the sample was 37.76 years (with a standard deviation of 13.43 years). Responders of retirement age
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were minimally represented in the sample. In terms of marital status, the majority of respondents were
married (41%) or had a common law-partner (not married) (24%). The number of people living in one
household was evenly distributed:

• One person—8.5%
• Two people—26.7%;
• Three people—26.6%;
• Four people—25.1%;
• Five people—9.6%;
• (and some larger households and missing values) [76]

As already mentioned, 86% of the 1034 responders originated from the settlements of the North
Hungarian region (Figure 1).

3.2. Consumer Preference for Local Products—Compared to the International Literature

In the “Literature review” chapter, we stated that the definitions of “local products” are not
uniform [12,13]. As we explained in the “Materials and Methods” chapter, we did not provide a
previous definition of local products for the respondents. Everyone could determine for themselves
what they considered a local product.

The results of the survey support the trend presented in the “Literature review” [2] that local
producers’ sales had only a minor role in the food trade. One third part of the respondents bought
only up to 16 EUR worth from local producers on a monthly average. Another third of them bought
between 16 and 31 EUR. (Only) the remaining part of the customers had a more significant demand.
(Figure 2).
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Among the food categories we examined, consumers mainly bought honey, eggs, fruits,
and vegetables form small producers. (The least typical foods were sweets, cooking oil, fat, margarine,
and flour, dry pasta.)

Based on these monthly expenditures on local producers’ goods, we examined the consumers as
separated groups. We compared these groups based on the demographic characteristics and purchasing
habits of the customers. The majority of the sample consisted of women; however, there was no
statistically significant correlation between the gender of the respondent and the monthly expenditure
on local producers’ goods. Marital status also did not cause significant differences between the
groups examined on the basis of monthly expenditures (Table 2). These results are not related to
the results presented in the “Literature review” that consumers preferring local products are mainly
women [46–48] or those who have a family [50]. An important note is that our survey did not examine
the number of children of consumers. The survey included a question on the number of people living
in one household, but it was not possible to identify the given persons. For this reason, there is no
information on whether responders have children or not. Therefore, we could not support or reject
Bakos’s [44] experience that mothers with small children are also significant (potential) consumers of
local food. According to our results, the number of people living in single households was positively
correlated with monthly expenditures on local producers’ goods only in the case of an 8% significance
level. Therefore, the strength of this relationship is weak (value of Cramers’ V association: 0,086).

In contrast, statistically significant correlations were observed in the case of a higher level of
education, age, and financial status. However, based on the Cramer’s V coefficient, these results can be
considered just weak or moderate in strength. The results of the literature [42,44–46] were confirmed,
that the preference for producers’ goods or local products increased with age, and younger responders
were less interested in these products. Responders with a higher level of education were more receptive
to local products (presumably related to their higher age also) [25,46–50]. (It should be noted that
some of the 20–35 years old respondents presumably are not the main purchasers in their households.)
Consumers with higher incomes were also more interested in producers goods, similarly to the trends
presented in the “Literature review” [18,42,47,48] (Table 2).

Consumers were asked—in order to assess their theoretical willingness to pay—about the
percentage of premium they are willing to pay for local products compared to a factory-made product
of the same quality and type. (By the term “factory-made” we referred to non-local products originated
from mass-production). In the whole sample, the average value of this premium is +20.7%, and it was
positively related to the monthly values of the local product purchased (Table 2). This percentage is a
relatively strong preference compared to the sources presented in the “literature review” (see Table 1).
Compared to this willingness to pay, we consider the monthly quantity of purchased products low.
An explanation for this phenomenon may be Feldmann and Hamm’s (2015) [16] remark that, in addition
to examining willingness to pay, the purchased quantity should also be taken into account. The two
may even contradict each other.
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In addition to demographic characteristics, we also examined the consumers’ attitudes. As consumer
behavior is related to several factors, we have included many aspects of product quality and product
selection in the survey.

The general attitudes of product choice were measured by 11 indicators. Determining factors in
consumers’ product choices can also influence their preferences for buying local products. Consumer
decision is influenced by price sensitivity. Based on the “Literature review” (Sections 2.1 and 2.2) and
the experience of the current survey, it can be concluded that perceived good product quality can
increase preference for local products. Preference can also be related to environmental awareness and
local attachment. Our survey on consumers’ product choices was based on these factors, and other
elements like the demand for organic products, the influencing effect of advertisements, as well as
family traditions, were added. The examined indicators were rated by responders on 5-rank Likert
scales. The results help to determine the preferences of consumers who are more interested in local
producers’ goods (Table 3).

Table 2. Relationships between the purchase of local producers’ goods and different
consumer characteristics.

Consumer Characteristics
(and Corresponding Response Categories)

Average Monthly Expenditure on Local Producers’ Goods
Significant

Relationship *
Appendix B

0–16 EUR
(n = 346)

16.01–31
EUR

(n = 331)

31.01—47
EUR

(n = 178)

47.01—63
EUR

(n = 97)

63 EUR <
(n = 68)

Gender ratio
Women 72.5% 70.0% 62.9% 64.6% 67.6%

NoMen 27.5% 30.0% 37.1% 35.4% 32.4%

Age distribution

under 20 years 0.6% 0.9% 2.8% 1.0% 0.0%
Yes;

medium/weak
relationship

20–35 years 55.2% 46.2% 43.3% 36.1% 38.2%
36–50 years 24.0% 32.9% 37.6% 43.3% 45.6%
51–65 years 14.2% 16.9% 12.4% 19.6% 14.7%

above 65 years 6.1% 3.0% 3.9% 0.0% 1.5%

Highest level of
education

(distribution)

elementary school 0.3% 0.9% 0.6% 0.0% 1.5%

Yes;
medium/weak

relationship

skilled worker
certificate 5.2% 4.5% 2.2% 2.1% 11.9%

graduation/technical
school 33.8% 27.3% 24.7% 18.6% 16.4%

higher vocational
training 18.2% 13.3% 15.7% 19.6% 22.4%

college or university
degree 42.5% 53.9% 56.7% 59.8% 47.8%

Marital status
(distribution)

unmarried 31.5% 25.4% 28.1% 20.8% 19.1%

No
common law-partner 24.3% 22.9% 24.7% 20.8% 23.5%

married 35.3% 43.4% 38.8% 52.1% 48.5%
divorced 7.5% 7.0% 7.3% 4.2% 8.8%

widow/widower 1.4% 1.2% 1.1% 2.1% 0.0%

Income level
(distribution)

significantly below
average 1% 0% 1% 0% 1%

Yes, medium
relationship

below average 12% 5% 7% 8% 4%
average 73% 77% 65% 63% 66%

above average 13% 17% 25% 28% 21%
significantly above

average 1% 1% 3% 1% 7%

Willingness to pay (how much premium the
responders are willing to pay for local

producers’ goods)—averages of answers
+15.7% +20.7% +24% +25.3% +31.1% Yes

Place of residence
(distribution by
settlement size)

small village 3% 3% 3% 3% 5%

Yes;
medium/weak

relationship

medium-sized village 11% 17% 14% 18% 26%
large village 19% 21% 19% 23% 15%
village town 7% 4% 5% 7% 8%
small town 9% 13% 14% 3% 12%

small-medium sized
town 16% 17% 18% 13% 14%

medium-sized town 23% 20% 22% 27% 11%
large city 7% 3% 4% 5% 5%

metropolis 5% 2% 2% 1% 6%

Source: Own survey. * Presence of statistically significant relationship between the average monthly spending on
local producers’ goods and the given examined consumer characteristic.
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Table 3. Examining the aspects influencing consumers’ product choice—evaluation of responses given
by consumer groups.

Determinants of Product Choosing

Consumer Groups on the Basis of Average Monthly Expenditure on Local Producers’ Goods

0–16 EUR
(n = 336)

16.01–31 EUR
(n = 318)

31.01–47 EUR
(n = 173)

47.01–63 EUR
(n = 95)

63 EUR<
(n = 66)

(Averages of Responses on a Five-Rank Likert-Scale)

- price 4.18 3.96 3.91 3.87 3.58
- brand, manufacturer (generally) 3.41 3.54 3.53 3.74 3.74
- Hungarian (domestic) origin 3.38 3.84 3.94 4.06 4.15
- actual (price) discounts 3.99 3.82 3.74 3.71 3.52
- quality 4.44 4.63 4.69 4.73 4.79
- need for organic products 2.50 3.03 3.06 3.27 3.48
- uniqueness 2.76 3.13 3.20 3.42 3.32
- advertisements 1.90 1.99 1.88 1.97 1.74
- personal relationship, emotional
attachment 2.94 3.07 3.35 3.39 3.20

- environmental awareness 3.40 3.77 3.98 3.94 3.95
- family traditions 2.96 3.23 3.54 3.39 3.50

Source: Own survey.

Examining the aspects of product selection, it can be concluded that the price and quality of the
products were important for all groups. The consumer group that mostly preferred small producers’
goods was less price sensitive. (This obviously related to higher incomes.) For them, the producer,
the (Hungarian or local) origin, quality, and uniqueness of the product were more important. Our results
are related to case studies which show that consumers seek good quality in local products, and it is an
important reason for their preference (e.g., Reference [39]), and the reliable (or local) origin is important
to them.

A pronounced need for organic products was not observed, but this factor was also most important
for consumers with higher monthly expenditures. The importance of personal contact, environmental
awareness, and family traditions were also most noticeable among the groups with higher expenditures.
The significance of the differences was examined with Chi-square tests and Cramer’s V coefficients.
Except for the influence of advertising, all factors were statistically significant in relation to monthly
expenditures on producers’ goods. However, with the exception of the demand for organic products,
these relationships cannot be considered determinant (Appendix C).

The correlation between perceived product quality and preference for local products could also
be demonstrated by a deeper empirical analysis. We asked consumers if they perceived the following
factors on local products, and whether this influenced their purchasing decisions: freshness, constant
quality, good taste and smell of the products, high nutritional value (e.g., vitamins), naturalness,
good appearance (color, size, shape, soundness) and cleanness. With factor analysis, these attributes
could be easily reduced to one factor; thus, we had the opportunity to treat them as one. (The value of
the KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) indicator used as a criterion test is 0.833. This indicates that factor
analysis could be performed) The values of this factor representing product quality were positively
and significantly related to monthly expenditures on local producers’ goods. (Test method: One-way
ANOVA (analysis of variance). F value: 17.032, degree of freedom (df): 4, significance level: 5%.
As a criterion test, the homogeneity of variance was examined with Levene’s test. The condition was
fulfilled). Furthermore, there was a positive correlation between the values of this product quality
factor and the theoretical willingness to pay on local products. (Test method: Pearson correlation
coefficient: After excluding distorting (high) values, 879 consumers were included in the calculation.
The result showed that even with a significance level of 1%, there is a positive relationship between the
numerical value of the examined quality parameters and the willingness to pay. The value of Pearson’s
correlation coefficient was 0.129).

The respondents were asked to rate different sales channels on a five-rank Likert-scale, according
to how important they are in the case of food purchasing (Table 4). The most important food purchasing
channels were supermarkets and discounts. They were followed by (conventional) markets, where both
traders and producers could sell. In the third place were hypermarkets. Sales channels for small-sized
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producers, such as producers’ markets, fairs or festivals, purchasing at the producers’ place, or home
delivery, were pushed in the background on the list.

Table 4. Importance of different sales channels in the case of food shopping, accessed on a five-rank
Likert scale.

Sales Channels Average Ratings

- supermarkets and discount stores 3.67
- (conventional) marketplaces 3.17
- hypermarkets 2.98
- own growing or production 2.90
- convenience stores, small shops 2.88
- producers’ markets (marketplaces) 2.85
- specialized grocery stores (e.g., bakeries) 2.63
- online shopping 2.28
- fairs, festivals 2.13
- purchasing at the producers’ place or home delivery by producers 2.12

Source: Own survey.

3.3. Territorial Correlations of Demand for Small Producer Goods

The respondents who completed the questionnaire originated from settlements of different sizes
and functions. There was a significant relationship between the respondents’ types of residence and
their monthly expenditure on local products. (χ2 = 46.480, df = 32, Cramer’s V = 0.108). (Table 5,
Figures 3 and 4). The relationship is medium or weak. The results are coherent, for example,
to Weatherell et al. [51] findings, who also found the rural residence of customers decisive.

Table 5. Relationships between respondents’ place of residence and preference for local producer goods.

Settlement Categories

Population
Number of the

Settlement
Category (People)

Number of
Respondents
(n = 1001) *

Monthly Expenditure on
Local Products
(Averages of

Answer-Categories)*
(n = 1001) **

Responders’
willingness to
Pay—Average

Theoretical Price
Premium for Local

Goods (%)
(n = 959) **

- small village 100–499 32 2.28 21.12%
- medium-sized village 500–1999 151 2.48 21.49%
- large village 2000–4999 199 2.22 23.46%
- village town 5000–9999 56 2.25 17.95%
- small town 10,000–19,999 105 2.24 20.56%
- small-medium sized town 20,000–49,999 159 2.18 18.78%
- medium-sized town 50,000–99,999 215 2.15 18.08%
- large city 100,000–999,999 50 2.02 25.64%
- metropolis 1,000,000- 34 2.22 19.12%

* (Averages of responses on the five-point scale presented earlier: 1: 0–16 EUR; 2: 16.1–31 EUR (Average values
about “2” are closest to a monthly spend of 16,1–31 EUR.); 3: 31.1–47 EUR; 4: 47.1–63 EUR; 5: more than 63 EUR);
** After exclusion of missing values. On the level of the sample (n=1034) mean of the theoretical willingness to pay
is 20.7%. Source: Own survey.

We can see that the theoretical willingness to pay was also slightly higher in villages and small
towns than in larger settlements (with the exception of the “large city” category). We calculated
ANOVA to compare differences. Based on the previous Levene’s test, the ANOVA does not meet
the necessary criterion on the homogeneity of variance. However, apart from this, the result of the
Analysis of Variance can be considered statistically significant only at the significance level of 10%.
(F value: 1.698, df: 8, level of significance: 0.095). Therefore, the result is significant.

We did not find a statistically significant relationship between the self-reported income level of
the respondents and the place of residence.
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Figure 3. Representation of monthly expenditure on local producers’ goods by place of residence.
Source: Own survey (2020).

Respondents living in villages and small towns spent, on average more on small producers’ goods
per month than those living in towns and cities with a population of more than 20,000. (The 20,000
residents in our survey indicated the upper limit of the “small town” category.)
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3.4. Further Contexts Suggesting the Importance of Local Products in Rural Settlements

We have successfully identified additional relationships that suggest that respondents living in
smaller settlements (‘rural areas’) are more receptive to local products than respondents living in towns.
Chi-square tests, Cramer’s V coefficients were used to show the following correlations. (Table 6).

We found statistically significant spatial differences between respondents’ place of residence and
preference for different shopping places.

• Based on our Chi-square tests, there was a statistically significant difference in people that lived
in large cities and preferred the hypermarkets as food-shopping channels. The relationship is
not strong (the value of the Cramer’s V coefficient showing that the strength of the relationship
is 0.116).

• It showed a slightly stronger correlation (Cramer’s V: 0.128), that discount stores and supermarkets
were preferred by urban respondents over those living in villages.

• In contrast, village respondents rated higher the importance of convenience stores (Cramer’s
V: 0.130).

• Villagers had a slightly greater appreciation for the marketplaces as sales channels (on a
five-rank scale with an average of a few hundredth-place values), but the difference is not
statistically significant.

• Shopping in specialized grocery stores (such as bakeries) was less common in large cities (Cramer’s
V: 0.115).

• There was a weak yet statistically significant difference in the greater importance of purchases
from producers, on farms, and by home delivery in rural areas and smaller settlements. (Cramer’s
V: 0.120).

• There was a strong correlation between the importance of own production and the place of
residence of the respondents (Cramer’s V: 0.170). The importance of own production was highest
in small villages (an average of 3.97 on the five-point Likert scale) and gradually decreased as
the size of the settlement increased; in the case of large cities and metropolis, it decreased to an
average of 2.45.
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Table 6. Relations between the place of purchase and the place of residence of the respondents.

Sales Channels Small
Village

Medium-Sized
Village

Large
Village

Village
Town Small Town Small-Medium

Sized Town
Medium-Sized

Town Large City Metropolis
Presence and Strength of
Statistically Significant

Relationship (Appendix D)

- hypermarkets 2.91 3.11 2.93 3.00 2.68 2.84 3.02 3.58 3.15 Yes, moderate/weak
- supermarkets 3.45 3.50 3.44 3.61 3.82 3.81 3.81 3.58 3.15 Yes, moderate
- convenience stores,
small shops 3.09 3.19 3.11 2.76 2.86 2.54 2.79 2.55 2.94 Yes, moderate

- (conventional)
marketplaces 3.21 3.20 3.24 3.18 3.15 3.15 3.14 2.86 3.36 No

- producers’ markets
(marketplaces) 3.15 2.98 2.99 2.84 2.85 2.67 2.84 2.37 2.85 No

- specialized grocery
stores (e.g., bakeries) 2.61 2.66 2.80 2.56 2.80 2.53 2.63 2.28 2.18 Yes, moderate/weal

- purchasing at the
producers’ place or
home delivery by
producers

2.27 2.29 2.35 2.38 2.16 1.9 2.00 1.76 1.61 Yes, moderate/weak

- fairs, festivals 2.48 2.11 2.20 2.16 2.06 2.05 2.20 2.02 1.91 No
- online shopping 2.18 2.97 2.52 2.49 2.08 2.13 2.16 2.16 2.24 No
- own growing or
production 3.97 3.32 3.26 3.00 2.93 2.46 2.57 2.49 2.39 Yes, strong

Source: Own work, Appendix D.
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These weak but statistically significant results suggest that for people living in villages, shopping in
smaller-scale commercial channels were more determinant. The importance of purchases in marketplaces
did not show a statistically significant difference in terms of territory. Whereas, small producers’ sales
and direct sales are also considered to be a decentralized small-scale trade, we conclude that buyers
in rural areas are more likely to participate in sales channels where it is easier for small producers
to assert their interests than, for example, as a supplier of supermarkets. (Examples for such sales
channels, in our cases: Sales from the house, home delivery, convenience stores, and with minimal
differences, in marketplaces). The importance of consumers’ own production was more significant in
villages and especially in settlements with less than 5000 people. This may indicate that local products
are easier to obtain in these villages, and there is a larger number of active primary producers.

In the case of vegetables and fruits (χ2 = 69.787, df = 28 Cramer’s V = 0.132), as well as meat
and meat products (χ2 = 55.709, df = 28 Cramer’s V = 0.118), it is a statistically significant correlation,
that consumers in villages have obtained a greater proportion of these needs from producers. In the
case of honey, the demand for producer goods was higher in villages and small towns than in large
cities (χ2 = 44.504, df = 28 Cramer’s V = 0.105)

We examined whether aspects of consumer product choice is influenced by the place of residence.
We found that the influence of family traditions on product choice was stronger in villages and small
towns (with a relatively weak but statistically significant relationship: Cramer’s V: 0.110, χ2 = 49.366,
df = 28). Demand for organic products was not a decisive factor at the sample level. However, it was
slightly more important for respondents from villages (χ2 = 40.797, df = 28), which is relevant at a
significance level of 6%. The value of Cramer’s V is 0.100).

In our research, we also examined that in which marketing channels can the customers get
information about the goods of small producers. A moderately strong (Cramer’s V: 0.146; χ2 = 43.296,
df = 14) statistically significant correlation is that in villages, as well as in small towns, the personal
relationship with the producer influences the customer’s decision to a greater extent. (In contrast,
nearly half of the respondents in large cities and metropolis stated that it is not typical to contact the
producer and collect information from them.) From this, we conclude that the producer-consumer
relationship is more living in villages and smaller towns than in metropolises and cities.

4. Discussion and Conclusions

In our article, we drew conclusions about the role of local food products, and (thus) short food
supply chains in rural development, on the basis of our consumer survey of 1034 responders from
mainly the North Hungarian region. According to the literature, there is a growing interest in short
supply chains and local markets in both rural and urban areas [2]. Researchers are examining their
role in rural development [3]. However, in our experience, it is very difficult to quantify whether
short food chains can really be “breakout points” for underdeveloped rural areas. 86% of our sample
originates from the North Hungarian region. It is a “less developed” region at the NUTS2 level.
In our survey, we examined the extent of consumers’ preferences on local food products, short food
supply chains, and purchasing from local producers. In our sample, younger and higher educated
respondents were overrepresented. These results are in line with literature sources that age [42,44–46],
level of education [25,46–50], as well as higher income [18,42,47,48] have a positive relationship
with preferences for local food. (In contrast, gender and marital status did not result in statistically
significant correlations.) Although the success of marketing activities is difficult to judge, we agree
with Bakos’s [44] conclusions that informing and promoting campaigns and programs (among others)
for young people can have an important role.

Product promotion should have a key role in these marketing activities, as there was a statistically
significant correlation between perceived positive quality characteristics of local products and expenditures
on and willingness to pay for local products [76]. Based on the literature (e.g., References [23,41]),
the “superiority” of small producer goods in terms of product quality cannot be generalized. However,
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it is a fact that if consumers consider local products to be of good quality and unique, then their
willingness to pay may be increased with a good chance.

Consumers in the sample had an average +20.7% (theoretical) willingness to pay for a local product
compared to a product of the same type and quality made under factory conditions. This premium
is relatively high compared to the values of the examined literature sources (see Table 1). Although
we did not find similar references in the literature, it was contrary to this premium that one-third of
consumers bought at most only 16 EUR worth from local producers in an average month (including zero
values). Furthermore, another third bought from these small producers for an average value of over 31
EUR. In our opinion, this contradiction is resolved by the noticing of Feldmann and Hamm [18] that,
in addition to the willingness to pay, the purchased quantities should also be taken into consideration
in the examination of preferences for local products.

The experiences of our spatial survey results show that rural responders—living in villages or
smaller settlements—had a certain higher demand for local products than respondents from larger
cities (see Table 5). We identified additional factors that suggest a higher preference of the rural
residents for local products. Although these results are statistically significant, they usually cover weak
or not very strong correlations:

• Hypermarkets, supermarkets, discount stores (to a certain extent) were preferred more by people
living in larger cities.

• Small shops (as deconcentrated sales channels), as well as purchasing at the producers’ place or
home delivery by producers, were more popular in the villages.

• Own growing or production as a food source was most popular in small villages, and its
importance gradually decreased with the increase in the size of the settlements, which also covered
a statistically stronger correlation.

• Consumers living in villages purchased more vegetables, fruits, meat and meat products from
local producers than those living in cities.

• The demand for local producers’ honey was higher in villages and small towns than in large cities.
• The influence of family traditions on product choice decisions was also more characteristic in

villages and small towns than in medium-sized towns.
• According to the sample, respondents from villages had a higher demand for organic products.
• In villages and small towns, consumers received more information from small producers

(about their wares). This indicates a stronger nature of producer-consumer relations.

From this information, it can be concluded that residents of smaller settlements (“countryside”
villages) had a slightly higher preference for local products. There were also elements in their consumer
attitudes that supported purchasing from local producers. (For example, the greater importance of own
growing or production, the importance of traditions, moderate need or demand for organic products,
getting information directly from the producer.)

These results reinforce the potential of short food supply chains in rural development. However,
it is difficult to assess the necessary demand or economic sustainability of a given rural area regarding
short food chains. From our research, it was not possible to assess the absolute demand of a rural
area for local products. The results show a higher preference by rural residents; whereas, for the
sustainable economic operation of a short food supply chain, territorial demand conditions need to
be taken into consideration. In our sample, urban residents preferred local products less to some
extent. However, a larger population, and potentially higher income levels and population densities
presumably result in higher absolute territorial demand than, a small-village area. Based on the
findings of Schupp [37], and the experiences of a previous study [38] (whose area overlaps the current
sample area), SFSC channels (such as well-functioning producers’ markets) are rare in a rural or less
developed area. According to Low and Vogel [27], local food trade has mostly provided opportunities
in urban areas for economic development.
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The limitation of this study are mentioned in our survey. Our sample is not representative, and the
respondents’ conception of local products may differ according to the individual.
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Appendix B. Addendum to Table 2

Table A1. Statistical parameters for relations between monthly expenditures and consumer
demographics (level of significance 5%).

Consumer Characteristics Value of Chi-
Square Test (χ2)

Decrees of
Freedom (df) Cramer’s V Coefficient

Gender 6.09 4 0.08
Age categories 37.31 12 0.11

Highest level of education 36.83 12 0.11
Marital status 14.44 12 0.07
Income level 35.45 8 0.13

Place of residence 45.63 28 0.11

Source: Own work.

Appendix C. Addendum to Table 3

Table A2. Statistical parameters for relations between the factors determining the product choices and
the monthly expenditures on goods of small producers.

Determinants of Product Choosing Value of Chi-
Square Test (χ2)

Decrees of
Freedom (df) Cramer’s V Coefficient

- price 44.25 12 0.120
- brand, manufacturer (generally) 27.96 16 0.083

- Hungarian (domestic) origin 80.38 16 0.141
- actual (price) discounts 36.32 16 0.095

- quality 42.87 8 0.145
- need for organic products 97.46 16 0.155

- uniqueness 51.47 16 0.113
- advertisements 10.53 12 -

- personal relationship, emotional attachment 27.66 16 0.083
- environmental awareness 66.67 16 0.128

- family traditions 47,05 16 0,108

Source: Own work.

Appendix D. Addendum to Table 6

Table A3. Statistical parameters for relations between the place of purchase and the place of residence
of the respondents.

Sales Channels Value of Chi-
Square Test (χ2)

Decrees of
Freedom (df) Cramer’s V Coefficient

- hypermarkets 53.680 32 0.116
- supermarkets 66.505 32 0.128
- convenience stores, small shops 67.393 32 0.130
- (conventional) marketplaces 19.462 32 0.070
- producers’ markets (marketplaces) 31.460 32 0.089
- specialized grocery stores (e.g.,
bakeries) 52.575 32 0.115

- purchasing at the producers’ place
or home delivery by producers 57.915 32 0.120

- fairs, festivals 38.014 32 0.097
- online shopping 32.133 32 0.090
- own growing or production 115.070 32 0.170

Source: Own work.
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