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Questions, please call me
?
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Consumer survey: design and aim
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Vertical Farming (VF)

Familiarity and evaluation
of vertical farming

Generic and specific

> Production method and
product

Context

Buying motives and
context/alternatives

> vegetables

> VF, greenhouse and
outdoors

Communication

Points of attention and for
development considering
the future

➢ Knowledge, 
understanding and
labelling

Insights and points 
of interest to tell, 
design and accept the 
story of VF even 
better.

Online survey | 874 respondents | Dutch representative sample | Scale 1 to 7 (as such, average is 4)
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VF: mostly unknown and easily misunderstood

▪ Most consumers are not familiar with

vertical farming (3,0)

● Production systems in general: 4,3

● Knowledge food production: 4,2

● Food involvement: 6,0 
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▪ Buying intention: 4,8

▪ Trust: 5,0 

▪ Attitude: 5,7

Will consumers buy VF products?
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▪ Personal motives more important 

(ego > eco) like taste and healthiness

▪ VF not distinctive on top-3 buying

motives (lower or equal)

▪ VF is positive on ecological values,   

use of pesticides and local

▪ Year-round availability not

important (straggler)
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Why would consumers buy VF products?
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VF compared to other production methods
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3,0

4,0

5,0

6,0

7,0

VF OG KAS

Alle verschillen vanuit VF-perspectief zijn significant verschillend, uitgezonderd twee > VF met OG, zowel milieuvriendelijk als iets voor NL
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▪ Most attractive: less pesticide, 

less space use and less water 

use

▪ Less attractive: no sunlight,  

LED-light (dominant), controlled

production (at a distance)

▪ CO2-footprint is attractive for

some of the consumers but not

relevant for others

8

Vertical farming: most and least attractive
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Information: labelling as a tool to inform about

Vertical Farming?
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* ∑ biologisch, bio, eco, bio+, bio AH, EU biologisch, SKAL

14%

86%

14% knows vegetable labels: 

¶ Most mentioned: organic*, fairtrade, Demeter en 

On the way to PlanetProof. 

¶ Also mentioned: ready to eat, local, less space

needed, voedingscentrum, vitamines, FSC, MSC, 

healthy, Westland, klasse 1

Most of them don’t know food labels (86%): 

¶ 90% doesn’t know labels for vegetables

¶ 6% knows labels, but isn’t positive

¶ 4% different idea



Shared in: Vertical Farming Conference, 6th edition

Consumers have no pre-

knowledge so the story about VF 

can be built from scratch on:

▪ 71% of consumers not or not

really familiar with VF

▪ Perception VF low positive

(attitude, trust and buying

intention)

▪ Key assets VF ask for further

explanation

Conclusions
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▪ VF not distinctive on – for now –

most important buying motives

▪ Attractiveness VF: eco > ego, 

(less) use of pesticides, space

needed, water; local

Conclusions (2)
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But flip side of the coin:

▪ No natural light/LED lights

▪ Controllable character and 

energy use 

▪ Year-round availability not (yet) 

an issue for consumers

Conclusions (3)
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Conclusions (4)
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Information and direction/guidance

▪ More information needed (example of daylight)

▪ Key assets VF are not recognised

by consumers or not valued

▪ Interesting labels are more easily

mentioned than assets of 

products
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Recommendations (1)
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▪ Products should have distinctive

key assets: consumers buy

vegetables and VF-products on 

characteristics (ego > eco)

▪ Provide context because basic 

knowledge is low and help 

consumers in defining key assets 

and strengths VF so they can 

value them

▪ VF: positive and don’t hide less

positive valued characteristics
(light, controllability)
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Start with the knowledge of consumers and align with their perceptions: 

▪ Consumers are not familiar with origin of food and production systems 

▪ VF-products relatively less valued for taste and freshness, but more on 

affordability and as environmental acceptable as OG

● How can VF engage on these points? 

▪ Key assets vertical farming are sometimes recognised by consumers

but not necessarily valued (Year round available not (yet) important | Controlled

production for consumers not attractive)

Recommendations (2)
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Thank you

for your attention  
and

have a good time 
at the

6th Vertical Farming
Congress
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Comparison of buying motives

Coloured is significantly 

different; grey not3,5 4,5 5,5 6,5

Available all year round

Familiar to me

Quick to prepare

Nice appearance

Country of origin

Organically produced

Food miles

Intensity of smell

Easy to clean

CO2 footprint

Locally grown

Wide range

Always constant quality

Produced climate friendly

Future proof

Produced environmentally friendly

Readily available

Use of pesticides

Shelf life

Safety

Affordable

Contains good nutrients

Freshness

Healthy

Taste

Vegetables

Vertical farming


