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This study examines customer preference toward local food purchase  We created three different customer groups based on the responses to the ~ > 1able (3) shows customers with the highest average income have the highest avg. »>This paper uses three Tobit models to determine how  customer
by using alternative questions on survey that categorizes consumers  question “How important is local food to your customer choices?” from  Purchase frequency of local food from grocers both in National and Kentucky samples. preferences, together with other demographic variables, explain frequency

according to their preference for local products utilizing @  (he survey. Table 1. Shows different customer groups: >Tellble (4) suggests females constitute the majority of the sample both in Kentucky and of local food purchase in each of the three market channels — farmers

“periphery’, ‘mid-level’, and ‘core’ consumer designation. We used ‘Table 1.Customer Groups Natlona! data. 4M0reover, the frequency of purchase for women from farmers market and markets, restaurants, and grocery.

two sets of samples from a national consumer survey with 612 usable roramee ol FslERre i grocers in National sample are hlgher. thqn that of Kentucky sample. However, local food

observations and a Kentucky residents survey with 1987 i = purchase frequency from restaurants is higher for females in Kentucky data. > Table (7) shows customer preferences (Core and Mid-level) are significant

observations. The main goal of the study is to determine how these Customer  AvgiZmo.| Customer Avg.izmo, _LaoieS. Purchase Frequency by i /(e"‘;"mllz "‘“‘:hs) ol A 5 and positive in all three models. However, ‘Core’ customers coefficient for

ignati i i i i Groups __ Purchase | Groups _Purchase % in Sample | Farmers Market rocers estaurant . . L

?reescﬁ[elitcl;) nos% tl(;%z;hgov;::;: ?zcz::;ggzzp:zhvz?a&fi’hzglz.l‘grf(h:t Not at all, Slightly important, Neutral Periph:n/ 11.09 Penph:ry 11.45 gaax:nershmarket%urckzase 1fanat10nal data is higher than that of Kentucky
© (55.6%) (45.4%) N s B a, whereas, ‘Core’ coefficient for Kentucky data is higher for grocers

channels — farmers markets, restaurants, and grocers.  Tobit |woderately important Mid-Level 18.29 Mid-Level 18.94 Educstisy Ky R XY KD 5% KD Ky and local restaurant markets

regression models for each market in the national data suggest (312%) (38.2%) B ihedied] 498 el 270 ISl 65 ISl 400 .

greater frequency of purchases by ‘core’ takes place in farmers VerYimportant Core (13.1%)  22.65 Core 2230 High school graduate 2562 1029 | 354 498 | 650 719 | 38 335

markets, while in Kentucky data frequency of purchases by ‘core’ is (16.3%) i.;.l.l.:;..f:f: I:::'“‘“”"""“ certifeaty ?;‘;Z iz;z ::z :Z;’ ZZE :i: i;; zji > Results also suggest core customers buy more from farmers market in

the highest in grocers. Positive income effects are observed in each National data and more from restaurant in Kentucky data.

: : B Postgraduate degree 1248 2141 | 476 568 | 672 851 | 510  3.80
model, as expected, while a negative age effect is only observed in Three Tobit models were estimated to know how different customer s . . L. . .
the local product purchase frequency in restaurant in National data preferences along with demographic variables (gender, age, education, é\erage 4.01 5v42. 5.? 770 | 428 222 > As expected, income and education are positively associated Wll}’l local
and in both erocers and restaurant in Kentucky data. Male income and type of residency) explain changes in purchase from farmers’ > Results from Table (5) shows most of the respondents in National data have college food purchase frequency across all markets. Furthermore, income
consumers welir observed fo have lower fre uency of l(;cal food  market, grocers and local restaurants. We defined the customer preference degree, whereas the majority of sample in Kentucky have some college education. coefficient is highest for local food purchase from restaurants in both data
quency Individuals with higher education, in National and Kentucky data, tend to purchase local sets.

products only in farm markets. by j, where j=1 for “Core” customer and j=2 for “Mid-Level” customer. foods more from erocers and farmers market than restaurant
The non-observable underlying utility function which ranks the preference sr .

. - L e > Table (6) provides information on purchase frequency by category in different market ) . L. 5 5
Backg round and Object ve of the i customer is given by U (Mji, Aj)- channels for Kentucky and the US. Most of the respondents in National and Kentucky ~ > Ag¢ iS statistically significant only in the Kentucky data not in the

where M is the vector of customer and customer-specific attributes (e.g.  sample stated that they purchased one to five times from farmers market and restaurant national data. Results show that younger consumers are more likely to

£ There’ o (e dliiime dhmmdly (B leedl el dlituiton gender, age, education, income, type of residency and years lived in current  in the past 12 months. However, in National data, respondents stated they purchased purchase local food from restaurants and grocers while older ones prefer
armers’ market, local restaurants and mainstream retailers (Local . ) ) . X TS e e ek
Food Marketing Practices Survey, 2015), area) and A is the vector of the different customers’ preferences. The  local food from grocers more than 11 times in the past 12 months. B g b
>Survey data from the U.S ’ shows 53% of the 2.271 adult functional form of our model is specified with a Tobit model, where pi is  Table 6. Purchase Frequency Percentage > Male coefficient is significant in the National data and reflects a higher
respondents are locavores, meaning they purchase and consume local ~ 1-1-d With zero mean and constant variance o F TN eTSaaTRer @oea TG local food purchasing from restaurant, however, in Kentucky data, male
8 o PP : coefficient is higher for purchasing from grocers.
food (Packageg Fa;tls Natlonakl1 Cl(:nsumer S‘tm]e};’. 21(}14)4 T$e Yi=XiB if i =Xif+ p>T Purchase Frequency KY (%)  National (%) | KY (%) National (%) | KY (%) National (%) g b E e
RN IEE OF [BEREED TS BEEN & e Trsiveinm Gm i =0 ifi" = Xip+ W< T No purchase 2525 2222 9.23 11.93 23.48 39.54
r;f:‘l front. by National Gr Association (2016) sh lmost 87 1to S time(s) 41.74 40.03 41.01 32.68 47.45 40.20 > Urban and suburban proximity is positively related to purchase frequency
survey by National Grocery Association shows almos 6 to 10 times 1639 20.59 23.83 22.71 18.50 11.44 : : PSS
L . . ) .. . e - in any grocers in Kentucky data, but only urban coefficient is significant
percent of shoppers indicated that in their choice of supermarket, the ~where Yi is the predicted local food purchase frequency, i* is a non- T Rt 10.62 17.16 25.94 32.68 1057 8.82 in NZtig(: nal data that suy =5 o a}t’ive association with gnu rchase
availability of local food is important to them. Also, restaurants which ~ observable latent variable, and T is a non-observed threshold level. The  rotal 100 100 100 100 100 100 G . 28 & P
source their ingredients from local sources are more likely to be Tobit model (Tobin, 1958) therefore measures the extent to which the Importance of Local food to the respondents' customer choice: . requency in r.eslall.lram‘
visited by restaurants patrons. independent variables help explain variation in the purchase frequency. > In National data, 45.4%, and in Kentucky data 55.6% of the respondents are Periphery > Factors coqwlbutlng to local food purchase frequency appear to be
.>The, main driving fact.ors of local food p}lrchase have be.en Table 2. Definitions of Variables in the Empirical Model group of customers who are the major group of respondents. They declared “Not at all somewhat different across market channels.
EfllaVeSUgalzegolzn Qaﬂ}’ St:ldlle& {;g;‘)mg 1h§59t5t‘:ld}§dtfam?2dzfe P“Cg Variable | Definition ey National important, slightly important or neutral” importance of local food to their customer
rown, ; Kezis et al., , product attributes ms ang i N R .
L . > Finally, our data has some limitations. We need more national samples to
Adams, 2011), and consumers characteristics like age, gender, . . y
> > Mean  Variance | Mean  Variance : :
income, education (Arsil etal., etal, 2018). - . . . - be c.onﬁdenl abou} comparing Nat{onal anq Kentucky data. Furlhermorg,
Ui (o e (ot of fed G gruds »>We estimated three Tobit models for each dependent variable : Local food purchase from the income mean in National data is well higher than Kentucky data, this
. . H Local food |Farmers market purchases within the Farmers market, purchase from grocers, and purchase from local restaurants. :
could be of interest to grocers, restaurants, and policymakers involved  purchase |last 12 months EEZ 2 =z &0 e ——— P en Detem;ﬂnams h’ Meret suggests our sample might not adequately represent purchases by low
in local food value chain. Table7. Purchase Frequency Determinants by Income consumers group.
R PP Grocery purchase within the last 12| < o 270 St Farmers market Grocers Restaurants
»The main objective of this study is to measure the determinants o o : - : : Model (1) Model 2) Model (3)
purchase frequency of local products and compare them across market Restaurant purchase within the last 12 |, A5 340 435 ) i ) ) m
channels where local foods are typically distributed in National data months - ) N REtoner Ky Rational LA Rationsl Y Rational
vs. Kentucky data. b =1 if a respondent is Male, and 0 05 s 05 050 ! Ph.D. Student, Department of Agricultural Economics, University of
otherwise Mid-level 3.52%% 2.79%%% 3.41%%x B 2.98%*+ 2.72%% Kentucky, Lexington, K, mahla.zare@uky.edu
Data and Methodo |OgY Eee) 2 gclofthelcusionier(ycary) SIS 65) 7240, 16:61 (0.255) (0.503) (0.270) (0.505) (0.284) (0.554) 2 Extension Professor, Agricultural Economics, University of Kentucky,
" " f ; @ 44geer 6.64%%% 4.70%%* 4.72%%% 4.45%%x 345%%s . q ~
This study examines customer preference toward local food purchase ~ Education MBI e 1394 223 1537 1.92 o Lexington, KY,tim.woods@uky.edu
by using alternative questions on survey ranging from "not at all — Mal (0633:)) (3';3553 (%165%) (0(')635) (003;? (0(']772;))
4 ) : ! 1 . Total income before taxes during the | N 5699 ale 0. 0. g -0 -0.05 -0
important" to "very important" along with other questions that mcome past 12 months ($55) 792 482 7397 369 0257 0.471) 0.273) (0.475) (0.283) 0.519) Refe rences
measure the number of times customers purchased local food within Age 0.08* 007 -0.03 0.02 0014 -0.04 . L .
N . Table 3. Purchase Frequency by Income (events/12 months) « Carpio, Carlos E., and Olga Isengildina-Massa. "Consumer willingness to pay for
the last 12 months. Based on their responses, we categorized them as (0.044) (0.084) (0.047) (0.085) (0.051) (0.095) loclz-ﬁl rown products: thf case ogf South Carolina." Agribusiness 2g5n 3 (zoogp).y“z_
. : EArEiers Groters Restaurant Ager2 -0.0007 -0.0008 -0.0007 -0.0002 -0.0006 -0.0003 v e p : - Al -2 :
the periphery, mid-level, and core customers. The purchase of local % in Sample market LCcery Sstau 426.
food was also considered from three different sources; purchase of S (g ?‘,’92‘ (060 ggx) (%033;) (0'00328) (%01020*5) (00'00071) * Carrillo-Rodriguez, Lilian, et al. "Consumer preferences for apple quality traits."
- 3 ) ) 2013 Annual Meeting, August. 2013.
retaants. Othe ipontint Bt o ot e degragize == B o B B « B e | Sz @ | oom o |00 01 o, Pt Dapine Comfor and v il A case sty o ol s
> b e OSTAPTIC  <520,000 2687 2190 [ 318 397 | 601 654 | 344 325 neome - - i - 03 i routes to market in the UK." British Food Journal 106.4 (2004): 328-335.
characteristics of local food buyers including gender, education, age,  g0,000.549,000 | 1857 23.04 | 346 591 | 645 800 | 405  3.10 0.006) 0.010) 0.006) ©0011) ©0.006) ©0.012) +  Local Food Marketing Practices Survey , USDA Census of Agriculture, (2015)
and earnings. y y . ! : Incomer2 L0.0001%%*  -0.00009%* 0.00006**  -0.00007** | -0.00008*** -0.00004 « Malhotra, Naresh K. "An approach to the measurement of consumer preferences
This stud " data gathered fi f feedback through t 350,000 559,000 | 4006 REGHEY 837 REECR 665 MRS 422 303 (0.00002) (0.00003) (0.00002) (0.00003) 0.00002 (0.00003) using Jimited information.” .lop\fmal of Marketing Research (1986): 33-40. i
is study uses data gathered from customer feedbac! ough two o2 ; ; ¥ : ; . : 33-40.
surveys from a sample of the U.S. and Kentucky food consumer :100’00()( 1405 BEAR :;g 2:; 222 33(1) g?i :;i Urbai 025 05 U708 065 Oes =l * National Grocery Association. 2015 National Grocery Association-SupermarketGuru
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One of the common approaches is Tobit model. In this study, we used  “Femate | 7151 s1.80 398 524 | 672 771 | a7 328 _ — prondassociz o sodnalitjend e el 200020 S )
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* “Periphery’and ‘Rural’ are reference groups for ‘Customer preferencesand ‘Residency type. in order
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