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Abstract

This paper examines the motivations to consume agroecological foods in Quito, Ecuador. Using data from a survey
(n=254) conducted among the customers of farmers' markets, the results reveal that agroecological consumers are
substantially different from the rest of the population in terms of education, income and life style. The perceived
healthiness of agroecological food is by far the main motivation to buy at farmers' markets, with environmental
concern as the least important motivation. In terms of who spends the most on agroecol ogical produce, the results of a
multilevel regression model indicatethat these are single, educated, wealthy individualswho exerciseregularly and are
part of a social/environmental organisation. These results reflect that agroecological produceis mainly consumed by a
segment of wealthy and educated individuals who are not really concerned of the positive effects for the environment
that agroecological production involves, so that, additional efforts are needed to make agroecol ogical food accessible

to the general population.
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1 Introduction

In many parts of Latin America, socia movements
and farmers’ organisations have established agroecol ogical
farmers' markets (ferias agroecoldgicas) as a space where
producers can showcase and sell the produce and consumers
can access healthy food at reasonable prices (McKay &
Nehring 2014). These initiatives have been supported by
governmental (principally at local and regional level) and
non-governmental organisations, as a suitable strategy to
reach social equity, food security, food sovereignty and en-
vironmental awareness among subsistence and small-scale
family farms (McKay & Nehring, 2014; Gomeset al., 2015;
Heifer International, 2015). Agroecological farmers mar-
kets also arose as a criticism to the organic movement which
according to some (Nelson et al., 2010; Buck et al., 1997;
Guthman, 2002) has done little to limit the participation
of large companies in the organic market, protect small-
scale farmers (principally in the developing world), protect
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the rights of agricultural labourers and restrict monocrop-
ping. This has resulted in a “conventionalized organic sec-
tor” (Nelson et al., 2010), the “dlitization of healthy pro-
duce’, and the distinction between “markets for the rich or
for the poor” (Intriago et al., 2017), with costs of organic
certification being prohibiting for small-scale family farms
and the prices of certified products being unaffordable for
most consumersin the devel oping world.

Since the future of ecological production depends, to a
large extent, on its ability to satisfy consumers' motivations,
preferences, needs and desires (Lockie et al., 2002), a sig-
nificant body of research has examined peoples’ motivations
to consume organic foods. In this vein, anumber of studies
have been conducted in more devel oped countriesincluding
Germany (Bravo et al., 2013), Switzerland (Tanner & Wolf-
ing Kast, 2003), Norway (Kvakkestad et al., 2018), Ireland
(O’'Donovan & McCarthy, 2002), the Netherlands (Schif-
ferstein & Ophuis, 1998), Italy (Pino et al., 2012), Spain
(L6pez Galan et al., 2013), the United States (Lee & Yun,
2015), and Australia (Lockie et al., 2004). Nevertheless,

Open access article licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License CC BY

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0


http://nbn-resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:hebis:34-2018040955214

2 C. Vascoet al./J. Agr. Rural Develop. Trop. Subtrop. 119-2 (2018) 1-10

to the best of our knowledge, no previous empirical study
has been conducted to establish the determinants of agro-
ecological consumption in less developed countries.

Prior literature on organic food consumption classifies
motivations to consume organic food into “personal good”
and “public good” factors (Bravo et al., 2013; OECD,
2014). The first term, personal good, refers to individu-
als who consume organic food mainly motivated by the
persona benefits associated to the consumption of organic
food. Theseinclude, for instance, the perceived healthiness,
safety and better taste associated to organic products. In
the case of public good or altruistic motivations, individu-
als consume organic foods because they are perceived as
environmentally friendly, respectful of animal welfare, and,
to a lesser extent, socially fair (Kvakkestad et al., 2018).
Overall, health is found to be the principal motivation for
consumersto buy organic food, with environmental concern
as the second most important motivation (Gracia& De Ma-
gistris, 2008; Shepherd et al., 2005; Lockie et al., 2002).

Environmental motivations are associated with higher
levels of buying (Gracia & De Magistris, 2008; Durham &
Andrade, 2005; OECD, 2014). Concerning the determin-
ants of expenditures on organic food, several studies have
analysed the role of individual and household characteris-
tics. To illustrate, prior research has reported mixed ef-
fects of income on expenditures on organic food, with some
studies reporting a positive effect (Bellows et al., 2008; Al-
lender & Richards, 2010) and others finding no effect (Ze-
peda & Li, 2007). Education is reported to have a posi-
tive effect on expenditures on organic foods (Zepeda & Li,
2007; Bellows et al., 2008). Mixed effects are al so reported
for the presence of children in a household. Some studies
(Loureiro et al., 2001; Thompson & Kidwell, 1998) found
that householdswith children are more likely to buy organic
food while others (Riefer & Hamm, 2011) reported that or-
ganic food consumption decreases when children become
adolescent. But do these findings apply for agroecological
food and the concept of agroecological farmers' marketsin
developing countries? Furthermore, have farmers’ markets
achieved the goal of making healthy food available to those
unable to afford certified organic food? These and related
questions are addressed in this study.

With data from a survey conducted among consumers of
farmers’ markets in Quito, the capital of Ecuador, this pa-
per examines the motivations of agroecological consump-
tion and the determinants of the expenditures on agroeco-
logical foods. Therest of this paper is structured as follows:
the next section describes the context of agroecological pro-
duction and farmers' markets in Ecuador, the subsequent
section defines the data collection process and the statistical

methods utilised. Next, the most salient results are presen-
ted and discussed, while the final section concludes.

1.1 The context: agroecology and agroecological farm-
ers marketsin Ecuador

As in most Latin American countries, agroecology in
Ecuador arose in the 1980s as a response to the environ-
mental degradation resulting from the green revolution. In
this context, several NGOs and farmers' associations have
emerged to rescue local farmers' knowledge focusing not
only on the technical and economic dimensions but also in-
corporating the social, cultural, and environmental dimen-
sions of agricultural production (Macas & Echarry, 2009;
Heifer International, 2015). While the definition of agro-
ecology may change from one organisation to another, most
of them are focused on: mitigating environmental problems
resulting from the use of pesticides and chemical fertilisers
in conventional agriculture; integrating the social, economic
and cultural dimensions of agriculture; and recognizing and
recovering local/indigenous knowledge (Macas & Echarry,
2009; Intriago et al., 2017; Heifer International, 2015).

Since most agroecological producers have little land and
have no access to supermarkets, commercialisation of agro-
ecological produce normally occurs in the framework of
alternative commercialisation schemes, including farmers
markets, food basket programs, barter markets and agro-
ecological shops, with farmers markets accounting for
most (78%) agroecological trade in Ecuador (Intriago et
al., 2017; Heifer International, 2015). The direct contact
between producer and customer drives middlemen out of the
business and allows farmersto keep alarger profit. Another
advantage of farmers’ markets is that they are normally or-
ganised by farmers associations so that all members can
participate regardless the amounts they are able to supply.
Since this form of commerciaisation is more flexible than
conventional markets in terms of stability of supply and
product characteristics, it allows the participation of those
farmers unable to maintain a permanent supply of produce
throughout the year (Macas & Echarry, 2009).

In 2002, the Municipality of Quito started the project
AGRUPAR (standing for Participative Urban Agriculture).
This initiative focuses on reducing poverty and improving
food security among the poor residents of urban, peri-urban
and rural neighbourhoods of the city of Quito, prioritising
the participation of marginalized groups(i.e., women, single
mothers, the elderly, recently arrived migrants, indigenous
people, the jobless) (Rodriguez Duefias & Proafio Rivera,
2016; Anguelovski, 2009), with most of the farmers being
women (84 %) with farms smaller than 600m? (Rodriguez
Duefias & Proafio Rivera, 2016). As a part of the project,
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AGRUPAR trained farmers in agroecological production,
entrepreneurship, and management and commercialisation.
Whileinitially the project aimed at enhancing food security,
promoting environmental consciousness and the production
and consumption of healthy food among poor residents of
Quito, the surpluses are marketed in fourteen farmers’ mar-
kets, locally labelled as Bioferias, which are organised by
AGRUPAR on a weekly basis (Quinga Guallichico, 2016;
Mena Pérez, 2012). Thetransparency of the production pro-
cess and the quality of the produce marketed on Bioferias
are guaranteed by a Participative Guarantee System (PGS),
based upon relationships of trust between producers and
consumers (Rodriguez Duefias & Proafio Rivera, 2016).

Income from the surpluses marketed on Bioferias helps
to balance household income of agroecological producers,
with an average monthly income from sales of US$130,
an amount that accounts for 36% of Ecuador’s minimum
wage! (Oviatt, 2016). Another objective of the project
AGRUPAR is promoting the consumption of agroecological
food at affordable prices among the urban population, prin-
cipally among those who, otherwise, would not be able to
buy healthy produce (Rodriguez Duefias & Proafio Rivera,
2016; Mena Pérez, 2012).

2 Methods

2.1 Thesurvey

Data came from a survey conducted among buyers of the
farmers' markets as organised by AGRUPAR in the Met-
ropolitan District of Quito, the capital of Ecuador, a city
of 2.2 million inhabitants (INEC, 2010). The questionnaire
included information on buyers' demographic characteris-
tics (age, sex, schooling-level, persona income, type of
occupation), household characteristics (household composi-
tion, household total income, home ownership, zone of resi-
dence), personal habits (physical activity, membership in
an organisation). Another section asked respondents about
the principal reason to consume agroecological products,
with health, characteristics of the product (appearance and
taste), environmental concern and support to small-scale
farmersasthe response choices. Finally, the survey included
questions concerning the monthly expenditures and the fre-
guency of buying of agroecological produce.

The survey was conducted in April-May 2017 in farm-
ers’ markets organised by AGRUPAR. Undergraduate stu-
dents were trained to administer the questionnaire to 254
customers of Bioferias. Interviewees were selected using a
two-stage sampling method. First, in order to ensure abroad

1 Note that since 2000, Ecuador adopted the US Dollar as its official
currency.

diversity of customers, nine out of fourteenfarmers' markets
were included in the sample. While initially we intended to
include all the farmers’ markets organised by AGRUPAR,
we had to drop five of them from the final sample because
of several reasons. In two cases we did not find any farmer
showecasing agroecological produce in the places advertised
in the webpage of AGRUPAR. In two other cases, we no-
ticed that conventional produce was being sold next to agro-
ecological producewithout clear distinction. Finally, in one
case we noted that almost al the buyers were employees of
the municipality of Quitowhich could have becomeasource
of bias. Nevertheless, we were able to obtain a balanced
sample in terms of income, schooling-level and ethnicity of
the customers.

Since markets are scattered throughout the city, including
wealthy and poor neighbourhoods, at the centre and the out-
skirts of the city, variability in terms of income, schooling-
level and the ethnicity of the customers was ensured. Next,
the survey was randomly administered to customers within
each selected market, that is, all adult customers had the
same probability to be part of the sample, which ensured
variability in terms of age, schooling-level and gender. We
defined customers as those persons who declared having
bought agroecol ogical produceinthefarmers’ market where
they were approached. Clearly thisis not a strictly random
sample, i.e., interviewees were approached directly in the
farmers markets. Although there is no way of knowing if
the individuals in the sample are representative for the gen-
eral population, the survey is expected to provide important
insights on the motivations to consume agroecological pro-
ducein Quito.

2.2 Satistical methods

In order to find the determinants of the expenditures on
agroecological produce, we used a multivariate regression
approach in which the monthly amount spent on fruits and
vegetables® agroecologically produced was a function of a
number of individual and household characteristics. Be-
fore proceeding though, a methodological issue must be
addressed. As mentioned earlier in the text, Bioferias are
scattered throughout the city, so the sample includes indi-
vidual swith different endowments of education and income.
Such differences may be distinctive to individuals residing
in a specific neighbourhood/ part of the city. Failing to con-
trol for the hierarchical nature of the data, that is the effect
that the place of residence may exert on expenditure pat-
terns, may lead to misleading interpretations. An aterna-
tive to cope with these kinds of datais the use of multilevel

2While we inquired about expenditures on other products (e.g., meat
and dairy products, candies, jams, among others), these values were negli-
gible compared to the expenditures on vegetables and fruits.
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models, which, in this case, control for the effect of the mar-
ketplace where the survey was conducted. Thus, we used a
multilevel regression model of the following form:

Yij =B Xij +&ij +v, D

whereY isthe natural logarithm of the monthly expenditures
on agroecological produce? by individual i in market j, X is
a vector of individual and household characteristics to be
described later on, 8 is a vector of coefficients the direction
and magnitude of which are of interest in this study, ¢;; is
the error term, and v; is the market-level error term.

In terms of the explanatory variables, we included sets
of individual and household characteristics. Thefirst group
comprised demographic characteristics including the age,
gender, schooling-level and marital status of the buyer. We
also included the squared age of the buyer in order to capture
any possible non-linearity between age and the expenditure
on agroecological products. The natural logarithm of the
individual’sincomeis used as a proxy of wealth. Addition-
ally, three dichotomous variables taking the value of 1if the
interviewee declares: exercising regularly, being member of
an organisation and being vegetarian, respectively, control
for the effect of the buyer’s life style on the expenditure on
agroecological products. At household-level, we included
the household size and the number of children (individuals
younger than 15). Finally, three dichotomous variables tak-
ing the value of 1 if the individual bought agroecological
food principally motivated by either the characteristics of
the product (appearance and taste), wish to support small-
scale producers or environmental concern, respectively, are
included in the model. The group of individuals who buy
agroecological produce becauseit is associated with healthy
produce -the most numerous in the sample- are left as the
comparison group.

Most of these variables have been found to shape de-
cisions concerning the consumption of organic produce
(OECD, 2014; Thompson & Kidwell, 1998; Loureiro et
al., 2001; Zhang et al., 2008) in more devel oped countries.
Thus, we expected that these predictors also have a signifi-
cant effect on the expenditures on agroecological producein
Ecuador.

3 Results

3.1 Characteristics of agroecological consumers

In Table 1 we compare some demographic and socioeco-
nomic characteristics of the consumers of agroecological
produce to those of the general population. We use data

3 We took natural logarithms in order to avoid the effect of outliers.

from the National Census-2010 (INEC, 2010), the Em-
ployment and Unemployment Survey—2016 (INEC, 2016),
the Time Use Survey—2012 (INEC, 2012), and the Living
Standards Survey 2013-2014 (INEC, 2014) to produce fig-
ures for the general population of Quito.

Table 1: Comparison between agroecological consumers and the
general population of Quito.

Individuals General population

Variable in the sample of Quito
Schooling level (%)
Illiterate 0.0 252
Primary education 5.0 2294
Secondary education 32.8 23.72
University education 48.9 32.12
Postgraduate education 13.3 348
Household size 32 352
Number of children 0.6 0.32
Income 1081 381°
Organisation (%) 19 11°¢
Exercise (%) 29 16.5¢

a Computed with data from the National Census-2011

b Computed with data from the Employment and
Unemployment Survey—2016

¢ Computed with data from the Living Standards Survey—2013

d Computed with data from the Time Use Survey—2011

On average, the customers of Bioferias are better edu-
cated than the rest of the population of Quito, with the
share of agroecological consumers holding a university de-
gree (48.9%) substantially higher than that estimated for the
general population of Quito (32.1%). Similarly, thefraction
of consumers holding a postgraduate degree (13.3%) isfour
times as high asthat of the average population of Quito. The
average household of an agroecological buyer is dlightly
smaller than the average household in Quito. Neverthe-
less, households consuming agroecological products have
twice as many children (individuals younger than 15) as the
typical household in Quito. The average monthly income
of agroecological consumers (US$1081) is three times as
high as that of an average citizen of Quito in age to work
(US$381), as estimated from the Employment and Unem-
ployment Survey—2016. The share of agroecological buyers
that are part of a social organisation is considerably higher
(19%) than that of the general population (1%). Finally, in
terms of life style, the fraction of the customers of farmers
marketsthat exerciseregularly istwice as high as that of the
average citizen of Quito.

3.2 Motivationsto buy agroecological produce

Figure 1 showsthe motivationsto buy agroecol ogical pro-
duce as estimated from a sample of 254 buyers of agroeco-
logical farmers' markets in Quito. The results show that
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Fig. 1: Motivations to consume agroecological produce by category of income.

personal good motivations appear to be moreimportant than
public good onesin shaping consumption decisions. Health
is the principal motivation to buy in Bioferias, with most
respondents (90 %) buying agroecol ogical products because
they are perceived as healthy if compared to conventional
produce. A small share of the respondents (5.6 %) buy agro-
ecological produce because of its characteristics (taste and
appearance). Moving on to altruistic motivations, a very
small fraction (4.6 %) of the interviewees consume agroeco-
logical food because of public good (support to producers
and environmental concern) reasons.

Although health continues to be the main motivation to
eat agroecological foods, when analysing motivations by
income category, there are some changes that warrant to
be mentioned. Altruistic reasons seem to be more import-
ant for the group of buyers with high incomes (more than
US$ 2000 a month), with 10.7% of respondents answer-
ing that “support to producers’ is their principal motiva-
tion to buy in agroecological farmers' markets. In contrast,
almost all respondents with medium incomes (US$ 1000—
2000 a month) buy agroecological foods because they are
perceived as healthy. In the case of buyerswith low incomes
(< US$ 1000 a month), they are more concerned about the
characteristics of the product than their peers with medium
and high incomes, with 8.7 % of the respondentsin this cat-
egory buying agroecological products due to their appear-
ance and taste.

Figure 2 shows the motivations to buy in farmers’ mar-
kets by the monthly expenditure on agroecological produce.
Respondents with low expenditures (< US$ 100 a month)
seem to be the most concerned about the harmlessness of

the food they consume, with 94 % of the individualsin this
group buying agroecological products because they are as-
sociated with healthy food. In contrast, 8.3% of the indi-
viduals with medium expenditures (US$ 100-300 a month)
eat agroecological food because of its appearance and taste.

3.3 Determinants of expenditure on agroecological
products

The definitions and descriptive statistics used for the an-
alysis are presented in Table 2. As referred to earlier in the
text, we used the natural logarithm of the overall monthly
expenditure on agroecol ogical products as the outcome vari-
able.

Table 3 presentsthe results of the multilevel linear regres-
sion model, with the natural logarithm of the monthly ex-
penditures on agroecological products as the outcome vari-
able. The intra-class correlation, which is the proportion
of the error variance due to differences across marketplaces
is of 42% and highly significant, which proves that using
random-effects was a sensible decision. The results show
that, on average, women spend 27 % less on agroecol ogical
produce than men*. Education has a positive effect on the
consumption of agroecological food. Every additional year
of formal education increases the expenditures on agroeco-
logical produce by 4.9%. Everything else held equal, mar-
ried individuals spend 43% less than their single counter-
parts. On average, respondents who are part of a socia or-
ganisation spend 37 % more than those that are not.

4 The percent change of a coefficient ¢ multiplying a dummy variable
in asemi logarithmic model is given by 100[exp(c) — 1] (see Halvorsen &
Palmquist, 1980).
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Fig. 2: Motivationsto buy in agroecological farmers’ markets by monthly expenditure on agroecological produce.

Table 2: Descriptive statistics and definitions of variables.

Variable Description Mean  &. Dev.
Dependent variable

Expenditure Overall monthly expenditures on agroecological products (US$) 196.2 182.6
Independent variables

Age Age of theindividual (years) 453 14.8
Woman (0/1) Individual iswoman 0.6 -
Education Completed years of formal education of individual (years) 16.5 39
Married (0/1) Individua is married 0.46 -
Income Monthly income (US$) 1081.8 1027.5
Exercise (0/1) Individual exercisesregularly 0.33 -
Vegetarian (0/1) Individua isvegetarian 011 -
Association (0/1) Individual is member of an organisation 0.22 -
Household size Household size (n) 3.15 135
Children Number of children in the household (n) 0.54 0.80
Hedlth (0/1) Health is the main motivation to consume agroecological food 0.90 -
Characteristics (0/1) Product characteristics are the main motivation to consume agroecol ogical food 0.06 -
Support (0/1) Supporting farmers is the main motivation to consume agroecological food 0.03 -
Environment (0/1) Environmental concern isthe main motivation to consume agroecological food 0.01 -

Note: (0/1) identifies dummy variables.

Moving on to household variables, individuals from principal motivation to buy agroecological food is support-
households with more children spend more on agroeco- ing farmers spend 60% more on agroecological food than
logical food. Each new child increases expenditures by those who have health as their principal motivation.

26%. In terms of the motivations to buy in agroecological
farmers markets, only the dummy accounting for support
to farmers has a significant effect. On average, those whose
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Table 3: Determinants of the expenditures on agroecological
products.

Cogfficients p-values
Age 0.003 0.890
Age squared 0.000 0.595
Gender (0/1) -0.244 0.046
Education 0.049 0.001
Married (0/1) -0.356 0.004
Income 0.068 0.044
Exercise (0/1) —-0.060 0.624
Vegetarian (0/1) 0.324 0.115
Organisation (0/1) 0.316 0.045
Household size -0.001 0.978
Children 0.262 0.000
Characteristics (0/1) 0.060 0.784
Support (0/1) 0.468 0.050
Environment (0/1) 0.081 0.851
Intra-class correlation 0.423 0.000
Prob>F 69 0.000
Number of observations 254
R? 0.38

Notes: (0/1) identifies dummy variables. The model is estimated with
robust standard errors.

4 Discussion

Although agroecol ogical farmers’ marketsin Latin Amer-
ica have emerged to widespread healthy consumption
among the local population, that is, among those who oth-
erwise would not be able to afford healthy produce (Intri-
ago et al., 2017; Heifer, International 2015), our results
indicate that agroecological consumers belong to a group
of individuals that are substantialy different from the aver-
age population in terms of socioeconomic characteristics.
They are wealthier, better educated, and come from smal-
ler households with more children than the average person
in Quito. Additionally, as distinct from the average resident
of Quito, many individuals in this group belong to a social
organisation and exercise regularly.

That agroecological consumers are better educated than
the average population of Quito may reflect that they are
more aware of the dangers of eating conventional produce
and the benefits associated with the consumption of agro-
ecological food (Zepeda & Li, 2007). Similarly, that agro-
ecological consumers have higher incomes than the aver-
age inhabitant of Quito may indicate that they can afford
the price premium of agroecological produce (Bellows et
al., 2008; Allender & Richards 2010). While these results
are fairly consistent with those found for organic consump-

tion (OECD, 2014), they reflect that far from being available
for the general population, agroecological produceis mostly
consumed by a segment of the population with special char-
acteristics in terms of income, education and life style.

Our results indicate that the main motivation for con-
sumers to buy agroecological produce is that it is associ-
ated with healthy produce. Thisfindingis not at al surpris-
ing since health has been found to be the principal motiva-
tion to consume organic food in devel oped countries as well
(Lockie et al., 2002; Schifferstein & Ophuis, 1998; Gra-
cia& De Magistris, 2008; O’ Donovan & McCarthy, 2002;
Tregear et al., 1994; Kvakkestad et al., 2018; Squireset al.,
2001; Durham & Andrade, 2005). Nevertheless, the share
of respondents buying agroecological produce becauseit is
considered healthier than conventional produce (90 % of our
sample) is substantially higher than that reported for organic
consumers in OECD countries (50%) (OECD, 2014; Boc-
caletti, 2009). In distinction from OECD countries, where
preserving the environment is the second most important
motivation to buy organic produce, environmenta concern
appears not to beinfluential in the decisions of buying agro-
ecological produce in Quito, with only a small fraction
(1.7 %) of the respondents having environmental concern as
their main motivation to consume agroecol ogical food.

In terms of who spends the most on agroecol ogical farm-
ers’ markets, this is a single, well-educated man with high
income, who has more children. This individual is more
likely to exercise regularly, to be part of a social or envir-
onmental organisation and to buy agroecological produce
due to the desire of supporting small-scale farmers. That
wealthier and educated individuals spend more on agroeco-
logical produce may reflect that these persons know more
about the risks of the use of pesticidesin conventional food
production and have the resources to buy more agroeco-
logical food compared to poorer persons (Andrade & Flores
2008). The positive and significant effect of the dichotom-
ous variable accounting for “exercise regularly” may indi-
cate that people who strive a healthy life style are willing to
spend more on food that they perceive as healthy. Similarly,
membership in a social/environmental organisation may be
associated with higher concern about socia and environ-
mental issues and so with higher willingness to pay a price
premium for what is considered environmentally friendly
and socialy fair (OECD, 2014). Our results show that in-
dividuals from households with more children spend more
on agroecological produce. This is consistent with prior
research on the determinants of organic food consumption
(Loureiroet al., 2001; Kiesel & Villas-Boas, 2007) and may
reflect that buyers with children pay more attention to the
healthiness and harmlessness of the food they give to their
children. Another interesting finding is that those whose
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principal motivation to consume agroecological produceis
the support to small-scale farmers spend more than those
whose main mativation is the perceived healthiness of agro-
ecological produce.

Do our results support the statement that promoting farm-
ers markets may be an effective strategy to widespread
healthy food consumption among the local population un-
ableto afford certified organic food? Well, they do not. With
only a selective group of educated and wealthy individu-
als buying agroecological produce, farmers' markets are far
from reaching the goal of wide spreading healthy food con-
sumption. Inthis sense, policy makersintending to increase
the production and consumption of healthy food should fo-
cus on making agroecol ogical produce accessibleto alarger
segment of the population.

Policies should be oriented at advertising more the bene-
fits of consuming agroecological food among the popula
tion, principally among those with low levels of educa
tion and income. The findings presented here should be
a source of concern to policy makers aimed at raising en-
vironmental awareness among citizens, since environmental
concern ranks as the least important motivation to buy agro-
ecological food. In this sense, campaigns promoting agro-
ecological consumption should go beyond the health attrib-
ute of agroecological produce. Instead, potential consumers
should also be informed that by buying agroecological pro-
duce (in farmers' markets) they are also contributing to pro-
mote the sustainable use of natural resourcesand to enhance
the living condition of small-scale farmers.

5 Conclusion

This paper has examined the motivations to consume
agroecological produce in Quito, the capital of Ecuador.
Consumers of agroecological produce differ substantially
from the rest of the population of Quito in terms of edu-
cation, income and life style. Among those buying agroeco-
logical produce, the perceived healthiness of agroecological
foodsis by far the main motivation to buy in farmer’s mar-
kets. In contrast, environmental concerns appear not to be
influential in agroecological consumption decisions. Con-
cerning who spends more on agroecological produce, these
are single, educated and wealthy individuals who exercise
regularly, are members of a social/environmental organisa-
tion and whose principal motivation to buy is supporting
small-scale farmers.

Some argue that farmers markets have the potential to
promote healthy food consumption while improving the liv-
ing conditions of farmers with little land, and promoting
sustainable agriculture. Our findingsindicate, however, that
far from being accessible to all, agroecological productsare

principally bought by a group of educated and wealthy in-
dividuals who are not really concerned about the potential
benefits for the environment that agroecological production
entails. So, additional efforts are necessary to make agro-
ecological production accessibleto all.
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