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Abstract 
Farmers markets have been promoted as an avenue 

to improve access to food in neighborhoods that 

have been traditionally underserved by other 

outlets. Residents of these neighborhoods are 

encouraged to attend market sessions because the 

foods available are thought to increase access to 

foods that are healthier and of more variety. While 

previous studies have shown that farmers markets 

are choosing to locate in underserved areas, little 

research has examined how often this is occurring 

and what these markets offer to customers. Using 

survey data from 560 farmers markets across nine 

U.S. states and demographic data from the 

American Community Survey, this analysis 

contributes to this understanding by comparing 

and contrasting the founding years, number of 

vendors, and types of goods available at markets by 

neighborhood socio-economic status and 

racial/ethnic composition. Results show a more 

recent growth of farmers markets in low-income 

neighborhoods when compared to more affluent 

neighborhoods and a relative similarity of growth 

when looking at racial and ethnic composition. 

However, the types of goods available and number 

of vendors are significantly lower in low socio-

economic status and high racial and ethnic minority 

neighborhoods when compared to more affluent 

and whiter neighborhoods. This suggests that there 

is continued and increasing farmers market 

presence in areas traditionally underrepresented, 

but that there is more work to be done to increase 
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the number of vendors present and the diversity of 

offerings at these markets. 

Keywords 
Farmers Markets, Race and Ethnicity, Socio-

Economic Status, Inequality, Food Access 

Introduction and Literature Review 
Issues of disproportionately low access to food in 

neighborhoods with high proportions of low-

income and racial and ethnic minorities have been 

well documented (Eisenhauser, 2001; Jones & 

Bhatia, 2011; Larsen & Gilliland, 2009; Lowrey et 

al., 2016; Morland et al., 2002; United States 

Congress, 1992). Chief among these issues has 

been the diminishing access to affordable healthy 

foods, especially for children and those utilizing 

social support programs, and the documented loss 

of traditional food purchasing outlets, such as gro-

cery stores (Freedman et al., 2018; Morales, 2011; 

Ogden et al., 2012; Slocum, 2007). Numerous 

organizational and policy initiatives have been pro-

posed as solutions to fill this gap, including modi-

fying food distribution systems and increasing and 

diversifying the outlets found in these neighbor-

hoods (Markowitz, 2010; Wiskerke, 2009). Among 

the proposed solutions of increasing food purchas-

ing points has been the development of direct pro-

ducer-to-consumer markets (Feenstra, 2002; Hin-

richs, 2000). Farmers markets have been suggested 

as a promising method of direct marketing to con-

tribute to increasing food access (Gillespie et al., 

2008). This promise is based upon farmers mar-

kets’ documented ability to provide diversified and 

healthy foods options and the low start-up and 

operational costs needed for market sessions, com-

pared to brick-and-mortar alternatives (Govinda-

samy et al., 1998; Leiper & Clarke-Sather, 2017; 

Schupp, 2017).  

 In absolute numbers, the number of farmers 

markets in the U.S. has increased significantly in 

recent decades (Archambault et al., 2020). For 

example, the number of markets registered in the 

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) farmers 

market directory increased from about 2,000 in 

1994 to more than 8,600 in 2019--a 330% increase 

in 25 years (USDA, n.d.-a, n.d.-b). In addition to 

fulfilling some demand for healthy foods, this 

growth has been attributed to farmers markets 

contributions to building stronger neighborhood 

communities and putting a larger proportion of 

food dollars into the pockets of farmers (Freedman 

et al., 2018; Hergesheimer & Kennedy Huddart, 

2010; Hinrichs, 2000; Kirwan, 2004). During this 

time of unprecedented growth, research has looked 

into the attempts of farmers markets to spread to 

neighborhoods that have traditionally been under-

served by food outlets, such as low-income and 

more racially and ethnically diverse neighborhoods 

(Dimitri et al., 2015; Evans et al., 2012; Jilcott Pitts 

et al., 2015; Lowery et al., 2016; Roubal et al., 

2016). Results have been mixed, but the movement 

of farmers markets into these neighborhoods has 

been hailed as a victory by many, including resi-

dents, food justice proponents, and academics 

(Markowitz, 2010; Ruelas et al., 2012).  

 Although this increase in farmers markets may 

be a positive sign of progress, there are several 

gaps in our understanding of how farmers markets 

in these underrepresented neighborhoods compare 

to markets in traditionally served neighborhoods. 

Specifically, we do not have data on the number of 

farmers markets in these underserved neighbor-

hoods, how long they have been operating, the 

number of vendors present on market days, and 

the diversity of goods for sale at these markets, 

beyond examining an individual farmers market or 

a cluster of markets within one city or county 

(Alkon, 2012; Lowery et al., 2016). Missing thus far 

is research that uses a sample that incorporates a 

variety of neighborhood demographic types and 

geographic areas. These are important facets to 

understand because the existing research has sug-

gested that the length of time a market has been 

present in a neighborhood, the number of vendors 

present, and the diversity of goods for sale all sig-

nificantly influence how well it can address con-

sumer demand and issues of food access (Alkon & 

McCullen, 2011; Dimitri et al., 2015; Gillespie et 

al., 2007). According to the existing research, farm-

ers markets with fewer vendors and offerings are 

unlikely to address food demand and food access 

in the same way that a market with many vendors 

and offerings can (Hergesheimer & Kennedy, 

2010; Larsen & Gilliand, 2009; Lowerty et al., 

2016).  
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 This study explores this argument by examin-

ing the relationship between neighborhood 

demographics and the number of vendors present 

and types of goods available at farmers markets. 

The study collected data via surveys of key agents 

of farmers markets (n=561) in nine U.S. states and 

combined it with demographic data from the 

American Community Survey (ACS) at the census-

tract level. Descriptive and bivariate statistics were 

performed to compare and contrast the number of 

vendors present at market day, the types of goods 

for sale, and founding dates of farmers markets by 

a neighborhood’s socioeconomic status (SES) and 

racial/ethnic composition. The results suggest a 

continued and increasing farmers market presence 

in areas underrepresented by other outlets, but that 

the markets lack in their depth of vendors and 

robustness of types of goods when compared to 

neighborhoods that have traditionally hosted 

markets. 

Applied Research Materials 
An invitation to participate in an online survey was 

sent to key agents of farmers markets in Colorado, 

Connecticut, Iowa, Kentucky, Massachusetts, New 

Hampshire, Oregon, Rhode Island, and Vermont 

(N=1,026) via email beginning in the summer of 

2018. The data were collected in two waves. The 

first wave included several states in the New Eng-

land region, including Connecticut, Massachusetts, 

New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont. 

Given the robust response rate seen during the ini-

tial data collection and upon securing more fund-

ing, a second wave was sent to Iowa, Kentucky, 

Colorado, and Oregon. These states were selected 

to see if the results seen in the initial wave re-

mained consistent in other parts of the U.S. The 

authors recognize that this sample is not repre-

sentative of all of the U.S. and, as noted in the con-

clusion, the results of this work only directly apply 

to the states sampled.  

 The sample was built from the USDA Agricul-

tural Marketing Service’s National Farmers Market 

Directory available at the time of this research, lists 

of markets maintained by states and food organiza-

 
1 Duplicate responses for a market occurred infrequently (less than 5% of the sample) and the information provided by the 

respondents only differed significantly a handful of times. 

tions in the sample, and farmers markets found by 

the authors from internet searches. Multiple da-

tasets were used to generate a more accurate and 

comprehensive sample of farmers markets than 

using one data source, especially given the known 

undercount by the USDA list because it relies on 

farmer markets self-reporting their existence. 

Farmers markets that appeared in more than one 

source were inspected for accuracy to see if the 

contact information was the same. If the contact(s) 

information was different, the survey was sent to 

the most up-to-date contact(s). An individual was 

considered to be a key agent if they were listed as 

the farmers market manager, a member of the 

board of directors, or if listed as the person to 

contact with questions about the market.  

 The survey was designed to collect information 

on several different themes about farmers markets, 

including market demographics, organizational 

strategy, financial health of the market, vendor type 

and prevalence, and types of goods sold. The sur-

vey consisted of 56 questions that inquired both 

about farmers markets generally and about the spe-

cific market that the individual was a key agent for. 

Utilizing Dillman’s (1978) suggestions for effective 

survey design, non-respondents received up to four 

reminder emails over the course of a few weeks. 

Any remaining non-respondents were then sent a 

paper copy of the survey. Since there was a poten-

tial to hear from more than one agent of the mar-

ket, anytime a key agent responded, the market was 

marked as being surveyed and all other key agents 

would not receive further reminders to take the 

survey. If an individual market responded more 

than once, each survey’s answers were inspected 

for congruency. If answers differed significantly, 

the research team selected the survey that was cate-

gorized as the most reliable and comprehensive 

representation of the market.1 The response rate 

over the course of data collection for the whole 

sample was 54.68% (n=561). Table 1 includes a 

breakdown of sample size and response rates by 

state.  

 Using previous work by Jilcott Pitts et al. 

(2015), Larsen and Gilliland (2009), and Lowery et 
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al. (2016), the questions in the survey about types 

of goods available were crafted to assess the 

breadth and depth of goods available at the market: 

types of goods, number of vendors, and founding 

dates. The survey included questions that asked key 

agents to respond “yes” or  “no” if any vendor sold 

any goods within that category at their market dur-

ing the height of the selling season. For example, 

respondents were asked to select “yes” for the egg 

question if any type of egg (e.g. chicken, duck) was 

for sale at the market. There were 12 dichotomous 

questions in the survey that asked respondents 

about the following types of goods: fruits, vegeta-

bles, cheeses, meats, eggs, prepared goods, canned 

goods, mushrooms, flowers, plants, beverages, and 

“other,” in case there were goods that did not fall 

into these categories. Respondents were asked if a 

type of good was available at the height of the sell-

ing season in an effort to standardize data collec-

tion. The researchers believed that the height of 

the selling season would be when the most goods 

would be available during a season. If a respondent 

noted that their market sold a particular type of 

good, it was coded 1; if not, it was coded 0. The 

scores for all 12 questions were then summarized. 

The scores ranged from 1 to 12 (mean 8.06/stand-

ard deviation 2.70). To assess the number of ven-

dors at the market, respond-

ents were asked how many 

vendors were present during 

the height of the selling 

season (mean 17.89/standard 

deviation 15.17). Answers 

from six respondents were re-

moved from the analysis 

because the number of 

vendors at each were outliers 

(i.e., more than 5 standard 

deviations above the mean). 

Lastly, to assess the founding 

dates of farmers markets, the 

survey asked respondents for 

the year that the market came 

into existence. Since the study 

was interested in where recent 

markets emerged, markets 

that were founded within the 

past 5 years (2013–2018) were 

coded 1 to indicate they were recent and all others 

(2012 or earlier) were coded as 0.  

 Data from the ACS 2013-2017 five-year esti-

mates at the census-tract level were used to 

approximate the boundaries of a neighborhood for 

the analysis. While there are many different con-

ceptualizations in the literature as to how to meas-

ure a neighborhood, using census tracts as a proxy 

of a neighborhood has been shown to be an effec-

tive way to do this (Apparicio et al., 2007; Coulton 

et al., 2013; Hillier et al., 2011; Schupp, 2017). Two 

variables were created from the ACS. First, using 

factor analysis, an unobservable latent variable 

measuring SES was created from five observable 

manifest variables in the ACS. Figure 1 shows a 

visual representation of the construction of SES. 

Three of the manifest variables were median 

household income, median house value, and 

median rent. The ACS provided each in U.S. dol-

lars. The fourth manifest variable, education rates, 

was created by aggregating individual scores within 

the neighborhood. Possible scores were 1 (did not 

graduate from high school), 2 (high school gradu-

ate), 3 (some college), and 4 (undergraduate degree 

and above). An average was calculated by taking 

the sum of all individual scores divided by the 

number of individuals in the neighborhood. The 

Table 1. Sample Sizes and Response Rates Information 

State 

# of Farmers 

Markets in State 

(i.e. Known 

Population) 

# of Markets 

responding to 

survey (i.e. 

Study’s sample) Response Rate 

Colorado 86 15 17.44% 

Connecticut  125 76 60.80% 

Iowa 155 97 62.58% 

Kentucky 135 85 62.96% 

Massachusetts 231 145 62.77% 

New Hampshire 65 24 36.92% 

Oregon 132 67 50.76% 

Rhode Island  39 19 48.72% 

Vermont 58 33 56.90% 

Total 1,026 561 54.68% 
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outcome was used as the neighborhood education 

rate. The last manifest variable was the proportion 

of households “doing okay” according to the ACS 

income-to-poverty level ratio. The ACS categorizes 

U.S. households into one of three economic sta-

tuses based on a ratio calculated by a household’s 

income to the poverty level for a given household 

size. Ratios under 1 categorized a household as 

“doing poorly,” ratios from 1 to 1.99 categorized a 

household as “struggling,” and ratios 2 and above 

categorized a household as “doing okay.” To get 

the proportion used in the analysis, the number of 

households coded as “doing okay” was divided by 

the number of households in a neighborhood 

boundary. Both Cronbach‘s alpha (⍺=.8975) and 

principal component factor (eigenvalue 3.08) anal-

yses showed a high interrelationship among the 

manifest variables, suggesting the suitability for 

combining them into one latent variable. Since the 

variable was created through factor analysis, the 

latent variable was standardized so that the mean 

was 0 and standard deviation was 1 to allow for 

easier interpretation of individual neighborhood 

scores. Presented in this way, individual scores for 

a neighborhood SES revealed how far away that 

case was from the mean in standard deviation 

units. For example, an individual score of +1.25 

would mean that case was 1.25 standard deviations 

above the mean, whereas –1.25 would mean that 

the case was 1.25 below the mean. Four neighbor-

hoods with markets were removed from the analy-

sis because their SES scores were more than three 

standard deviations above the mean and were 

found to skew the data substantially.  

 The second variable created from the ACS 

measured one aspect of the racial and ethnic com-

position of a neighborhood. Since the literature has 

argued about the important role that whiteness 

plays in farmers markets, a variable that measured 

the proportion of people in a neighborhood that 

identified as white was created. To do this, the 

number of residents who identified as white was 

divided by the total number of residents in a given 

tract. The result gave us the proportion of self-

identified white residents in a neighborhood. The 

researchers recognize there are limitations to this 

Figure 1. Socio-Economic Status Variable Construction 
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conceptualization as it does not unpack the role 

that individual racial and ethnic identities play and 

instead focuses on the effect that average neighbor-

hood whiteness plays on increasing or decreasing 

the types of goods available and the number of 

vendors present.  

 STATA version 14.2 was used to join the sur-

vey data with the ACS data. Since the study was 

unable to collect data from all of the known farm-

ers markets in the nine states examined, the re-

searchers assessed the generalizability of the farm-

ers market sample data to the population of farm-

ers markets. In particular, the researchers wanted 

to know if the neighborhood characteristics of the 

sample represented the neighborhood characteris-

tics of the known population of farmers markets. 

To do this, an independent sample mean t-test was 

created to test if the sample mean differed from 

the population mean for all of the manifest varia-

bles included in the SES variable and the race and 

ethnicity variable. The results suggested that the 

sample data did not differ statistically from the 

population.2 As such, the sample data were consid-

ered representative of the demographics of neigh-

borhoods known to have a farmers markets in the 

nine states surveyed.  

 Multiple descriptive statistics were calculated 

to compare and contrast markets by neighborhood 

SES and racial and ethnic composition, including 

the number of vendors present, the types of goods 

present, and founding dates. These analyses were 

performed separately for SES and racial and ethnic 

composition because of the aforementioned outli-

ers and missing data in the survey. To assess if the 

types of goods or the number of vendors differed 

by SES and racial/ethnic composition, the neigh-

borhoods were separated into deciles, meaning that 

the markets were separated into roughly 10 equally 

numbered groups by SES scores and then again by 

the proportion of white residents in a neighbor-

hood. Deciles were used as a way to test and dis-

play the results in an efficient way. Deciles, similar 

and related to percentiles, group data into 10 equal 

groupings, meaning that the lowest decile (0–10%) 

contains the lowest one-tenth of all cases for a vari-

able, whereas the highest decile (91–100%) con-

 
2 The researchers do not provide the results of these tests here, but would be happy to provide them upon request. 

tains the highest one-tenth of all cases for a varia-

ble. After separating the farmers markets into dec-

iles, the average types of goods, average number of 

vendors, and percent of the newly established mar-

kets were calculated within each decile, so it could 

be compared to the overall sample and to the other 

deciles. 

 Several bivariate statistics were calculated to 

further compare and contrast the number of 

vendors and the types of goods by neighborhood 

SES and racial/ethnic composition scores. While 

descriptive statistics allowed us to visually inspect 

similarities and differences, bivariate statistics were 

calculated to understand if these differences were 

statistically significant. Four bivariate statistical 

tests were run. First, t-tests were performed to 

assess if farmers market neighborhood mean SES 

and mean racial/ethnic composition differed 

significantly from non-farmers market neigh-

borhood mean and from the states as a whole 

mean. Second, Pearson chi-squared tests were run 

to assess if the decile means of a type of goods 

available differed statistically from one another for 

both SES and racial/ethnic composition. Statistical 

significance in these tests would suggest that there 

is an association between the two variables; how-

ever, it does not suggest a direction or strength of 

this association. Third, analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) tests were run within the SES deciles 

and racial/ethnic composition deciles to see if the 

variation of the number of vendors present 

differed significantly. A statically significant result 

would suggest the explanatory variables (SES or 

racial/ethnic composition) influence the response 

variable (number of vendors or the types of 

goods). However, a statistically significant result for 

this test does not indicate the direction of that 

effect. Last, any test outcome found to be sta-

tistically significant in the first three tests was run 

through bivariate regression tests run to see how 

the explanatory variables affect the response vari-

ables to ascertain information about the strength 

and direction of these relationships. To show the 

effect and strength of these associations, a 

scatterplot with a fitted regression line was 

constructed to visualize the prediction for the 
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response variables on top of the data collected for 

this study. 

Results 
Two interesting patterns were found in the data. 

First, the analysis shows that the growth in farmers 

markets over the last five years has concentrated in 

neighborhoods with lower-than-average SES, 

whereas the growth of farmers markets was found 

to be more dispersed across neighborhood race 

and ethnicity. Second, the analysis found SES and 

the number of white residents in the neighborhood 

to be positively associated with the types of goods 

available for sale. The results also show a positive 

association between both SES and the number of 

white residents in the neighborhood and the 

number of vendors present. 

Population and Neighborhood Demographics 
Table 2 shows descriptive statistics for nine of the 

variables of interest at the population level and by 

if a farmers market is located in the neighborhood 

or not. In looking at SES, the table shows that 

neighborhoods with farmers markets had slightly 

lower SES scores (–.147/1.01) than the states as a 

whole (0/1). SES in neighborhoods without farm-

ers markets (.013/.99) were also slightly higher 

than both farmers market neighborhoods and the 

states as a whole. Table 2 also shows that farmers 

market neighborhoods were found to have lower 

means on all five variables used to construct SES 

when compared to both non-farmers market and 

state means. When looking at the proportion of 

white residents in a neighborhood, Table 2 shows 

the population average/standard deviation to 

be .84/.17. Farmers market neighborhoods were 

found to have slightly more white residents on 

average (.86/.15), and non-farmers market neigh-

borhoods were found to have slightly fewer white 

residents on average (.83/.17) when compared to 

the state mean. Collectively these two results show 

that farmers market neighborhoods tend to be 

slightly less affluent than neighborhoods without 

farmers markets, yet they tend to have slightly 

higher proportions of white residents. 

 Table 2 also shows the results of the t-tests 

described above that compared SES and the pro-

portion of white residents by farmers market status 

and the entire population. The second column 

from the right shows the results of t-tests between 

the mean of farmers market neighborhoods to the 

mean of the population. The last column on the 

right shows the results of the t-test between the 

mean of farmers market neighborhoods and the 

mean of non-farmers market neighborhoods. The 

results in Table 2 show that farmers market neigh-

borhoods have significantly lower SES scores, but 

a significantly higher proportion of white residents 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Population and Neighborhoods With and Without Farmers Markets 

 

All 9 states 

(mean/standard 

deviation) 

Neighborhoods with 

FM (mean/standard 

deviation) 

Neighborhoods 

without FM 

(mean/standard 

deviation) 

t-test population  

vs. FM 

t-test FM vs. non-

FM neighbor- 

hoods 

Socio-eeconomic Status 0/1 –.147/1.01 .013/.99 12.23*** –3.47*** 

 Median Household Income (US$) 
66191/ 

31175 

60352/ 

30682 

66693/ 

31168 
  

 Average Education 2.85/.43 2.82/.42 2.85/.43   

 Median House Value (US$) 
264239/ 

183200 

256544/ 

203133 

264900/ 

181387 
  

 Median Rent (US$) 1054/413 952/352.02 1062/417   

 Proportion Doing Okay .70/.17 .67/.17 .70/.17   

Proportion White Residents .84/.17 .86/.15 .83/.17 –9.47*** 4.93*** 

Types of Goods   8.01/2.7    

Number of Vendors  17.89/15.18    

Note: p-value: * <.05, ** <.01, *** <.001 
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when compared to both the entire population and 

to non-farmers market neighborhoods at the .001 

significance level. 

Effect of SES and Proportion of White 
Residents in Neighborhood on Types of 
Goods and Number of Vendors 
 Table 3 shows descriptive statistics of the mean 

types of goods and mean number of vendors by 

SES neighborhood deciles and by the proportion 

of white residents in neighborhood deciles. Results 

in Table 3 show a positive relationship between the 

mean types of goods by both SES decile and pro-

portion of white residents decile. Though the mean 

types of goods ebb and flow somewhat, the overall 

trend is that as SES and proportion of white resi-

dents deciles increase, so do the mean types of 

goods. Pearson chi-squared tests show the relation-

ship to be statistically significant for both SES 

(p<0.001) and the proportion of white residents in 

a neighborhood (p<0.01). Table 3 shows similar 

results when considering the mean number of ven-

dors. The mean number of vendors trends upward 

as both SES decile and proportion of white resi-

dents decile increase. Results of the ANOVA tests 

show the relationship to be statistically significant 

between SES and vendors (p<0.001), although not 

between the proportion of white residents and ven-

dors. Collectively, this suggests that as SES and the 

number of white residents increases in a neighbor-

hood, so do the types of goods for sale and the 

number of vendors at a farmers market. 

 Figure 2 presents scatterplots with regressions 

lines to illustrate the direction and strength of asso-

ciation between the independent variables (SES 

and proportion of white residents in each neigh-

borhood) and the dependent variables (types of 

goods and number of vendors). The four scatter-

plots show positive relationships between their 

respective variables. Additionally, the regression 

coefficients, found in the second to last row of 

Table 3, for mean types of goods and SES (β=.25) 

Table 3. Descriptive and Bivariate Statistics of Mean Types of Goods and Vendors by SES of Neighborhoods 

and Proportion of White Residents in Neighborhoods 

 Socio-economic Status Deciles Proportion of White Residents in Neighborhood Deciles 

 

Mean Types of 

Goods 

Mean Number of 

Vendors 

% Newly 

Established 

Markets (n=119) 

Mean Types of 

Goods 

Mean Number of 

Vendors 

% Newly 

Established 

Markets (n=140) 

Sample Size 549 517 493 561 529 504 

Sample Mean/Total 7.86 17.75  7.85 17.89  

Sample Deciles       

 0–10% 6.58 9.35 19.33 6.34 9.79 9.02 

 11–20% 6.75 12.18 10.92 7.98 16.97 12.30 

 21–30% 7.81 19.68 6.72 7.57 19.15 11.48 

 31–40% 7.84 19.15 17.65 8.62 24.52 7.38 

 41–50% 8.20 18.90 7.56 8.26 21.14 10.66 

 51–60% 8.31 19.59 6.72 7.62 18.11 7.38 

 61–70% 8.44 19.41 7.56 7.90 18.70 3.28 

 71–80% 8.98 23.78 8.40 7.51 16.49 9.84 

 81–90% 8.40 19.79 8.40 8.13 16.97 14.75 

 91–100% 8.75 22.03 6.72 8.03 15.62 13.93 

Pearson Chi2 170.61***  45.87*** 137.80**  22.47 

ANOVA  5.78***   2.99*  

Bivariate Regression 

Coefficient (95 CI) 

0.25*** (.18 - 

.32) 

1.26*** (.84-

1.68) 

 2.71*** (1.35 - 

4.07) 

10.64* (2.51 - 

18.76) 

 

Note: p-value: *<.05, **<.01, ***<.001 
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and for the proportion of white residents (β=2.71) 

were both found to be statistically significant at 

the .001 level. Table 3 also shows the relationships 

between SES and the proportion of white residents 

with the mean number of vendors. Regression 

coefficients were found to be statistically signifi-

cant, where SES (β=1.26) was at the .001 level and 

the proportion of white residents (β=10.64) was at 

the .05 level. 

Newly Established Markets 
The fourth and seventh columns of Table 3 show 

the total number of newly established markets and 

the percentage of newly established markets by 

decile. In total, 24.23% of markets (n=119) were 

found to be newly established when analyzing the 

 
3 Differences in sample sizes were because of previously mentioned outliers and missing data in the survey data.  

markets by the SES variable, whereas 27.78% of 

markets (n=140) were newly established when ana-

lyzing by the race and ethnicity variable.3 Overall, 

the results in Table 3 show that newly established 

markets are disproportionately located in the low-

est SES deciles. For example, of the markets 

founded in the last five years, 63.86% were in the 

bottom five deciles, including 19.33% in the first 

decile. In contrast, in looking at the proportion of 

white residents in neighborhood deciles, Table 3 

shows a more variable distribution when compared 

to SES. Table 3 shows a large growth in some of 

the lowest deciles (12.30% in the second decline 

and 11.48% in the third); however, it also shows a 

sizable percentage of newly formed markets in the 

top two deciles of white residents in the neighbor-

Figure 2. Scatterplots of Types of Goods/Number of Vendors by Socioeconomic Status of/Proportion of 

White Residents in Neighborhood 
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hood (14.75% in the ninth decile and 13.93% in 

the tenth decile). 

Discussion and Conclusion 
The desire to increase access to healthy and afford-

able foods in underserved neighborhoods has at-

tracted many solutions, including a variety of 

direct-marketing methods, such as the farmers 

market. While research has found that farmers 

markets are increasingly located in these areas, 

there has been a gap in examining the frequency of 

occurrence and, importantly, the number of ven-

dors present and the range of goods sold. This 

analysis contributes to the literature by comparing 

and contrasting founding years, the number of ven-

dors, and the types of goods available at markets by 

neighborhood SES and racial/ethnic composition. 

The results demonstrated that farmers markets are 

indeed present in neighborhoods with low SES and 

neighborhoods with high racial and ethnic propor-

tions and, in fact, have experienced a dispropor-

tionately higher rate of growth in farmers markets 

over the last five years. However, this study also 

shows that the markets in these neighborhoods 

have significantly fewer vendors and types of 

goods available for purchase. 

 There are some limitations to this research. 

First, this study, though based on a large sample 

size, is limited in that it is cross-sectional data from 

nine states in the U.S. The results presented only 

apply directly to the states in the sample, moder-

ately to the New England region, and at best gener-

ally to the U.S. Specifically, the researchers recog-

nize that the nine states in this study tend to be 

those that are whiter than average when compared 

to the rest of the U.S. (United States Census 

Bureau, 2021). Future work that explores other 

parts of the U.S. could examine whether the results 

seen here remain consistent or reveal different 

trends not seen in this sample. The researchers 

believe that there are likely important variations 

between this sample and the states not included in 

this study that could be the focus of future 

research and could continue to further develop our 

understanding. Second, the researchers also note 

the surprising finding in the univariate analysis that 

farmers market neighborhoods were whiter yet less 

affluent (see Table 2). This was an unexpected 

finding considering the overwhelming evidence in 

other work that shows farmers markets being both 

whiter and more affluent on average. Even so, the 

bivariate analysis showed that the types of goods 

and vendors increase significantly as whiteness and 

affluence increased. Viewed collectively, the 

researchers believe that these results are similar to 

the preceding work in the farmers market litera-

ture. Third, the researchers recognize that our con-

ceptualization of how to put boundaries around a 

neighborhood and how to measure types of goods 

are methodological choices that have benefits and 

drawbacks. The researchers contend that the bene-

fits outweigh the drawbacks, but do not claim that 

this is the only way to measure a “neighborhood” 

and that our artificial conceptualization certainly 

missed out on some of the complexity and varia-

tion of this social phenomenon. Future research 

could further this conversation by using other con-

ceptualizations of a neighborhood. Additionally, 

future research that addresses the quantity of 

goods within our types of goods could prove an 

important facet while considering food access. 

 Even with these data and methodological limi-

tations in mind, this research does suggest that pro-

ponents of increasing food access through farmers 

markets in neighborhoods with low incomes and 

high racial and ethnic concentrations could cele-

brate some success. The results showed that farm-

ers markets are indeed disproportionately locating 

new outlets in areas that have traditionally been 

found to be underserved by conventional food out-

lets, such as grocery stores, and increasingly reliant 

on outlets that tend to have less healthy food 

options, such as convenience stores (Eisenhauser 

2001). However, as suggested by the results shown 

in Table 2, it is also important to recognize that 

these markets are not as well attended by vendors 

and that customers have fewer types of goods to 

pick from when compared to markets in more 

affluent and whiter neighborhoods.  

 Because this research did not explicitly explore 

the mechanisms that cause fewer goods and ven-

dors, understanding why this is the case is a fruitful 

avenue of future research. The work of Alkon and 

McCullen (2011), DeLind (2011), Guthman (2011), 

and Slocum (2007) may prove insightful in identify-

ing areas that one could begin to explore. In partic-
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ular, this work highlights the tendency of emerging 

direct food marketing to build, implement, and 

maintain, whether consciously or not, narratives 

that prioritize white and affluent privileges. These 

researchers highlight this as problematic because 

this contributes to an inflexible understanding of 

how to “correctly” accomplish direct marketing 

and direct-to-consumer sales. Given the results of 

this study, one is left considering that perhaps 

inflexible models of “how” to “best” run a farmers 

market may be causing issues of efficacy to emerge 

in spaces that have not up to this point traditionally 

hosted farmers markets. Both examining and 

encouraging farmers markets that prioritize the 

neighborhood’s input and engagement may be of 

future research interest and practice based on the 

results of this study. While this research was able to 

ascertain when a farmers market was founded, who 

found these markets is an important question that 

remains. Based on these results it would be worth-

while to explore what individuals or entities are 

working toward bringing farmers markets to neigh-

borhoods of color or neighborhoods with low 

SES. For example, Roubal and Morales (2016) 

found that the city of Chicago played an instru-

mental role in facilitating farmers markets’ ability to 

increase access to healthy food in communities of 

color.  

 Lastly, likely contributing to these results are 

the decision-making processes of the vendors as 

they decide which markets to participate in. Ven-

dors, unless provided some incentive, could be less 

motivated to participate in markets that have, on 

average, a less affluent customer base in the case of 

low-income neighborhoods or that are in areas that 

have been shown to have issues in hosting success-

ful markets, as in the case of high racial and ethnic 

minority neighborhoods (Dimitri et al., 2015; 

Evans et al., 2012; Jilcott Pitts et al., 2015; Jones & 

Bhatia, 2011). This should not dissuade others 

from continuing to develop direct-marketing out-

lets in these areas, but these concerns should give 

those doing this work a moment of pause to con-

sider how to best engage community members 

while developing markets and incentivizing pro-

ducer participation. 
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