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Abstract

Farmers'markets, as a short food supply chain system, are considered schemes that can
contribute to local development, producing economic, environmental, and social
value. These three facets of value can set the stage for building up the farmers' market
value proposition. In the present study, we use the theoretical concept of the territorial
staging system to identify farmers’ markets as sociotechnical contexts where producers
and consumers interact to provide experiential resources and experiential engage-
ment. This paper focused on the supply side of the proposed framework: by interview-
ing farmers markets’ directors and producers, an empirical analysis has been carried
out with the purpose of identifying how these actors evaluate the three facets of value
(economic, social, and environmental). The results show that, while directors empha-
size economic value, farmers attribute higher importance to the environmental and,
especially, social facet of value. These findings, which represent a primary research step
that includes the consumers’ contribution to the stage setting, highlight the diverging
views of the actors involved. Results suggest that developing a stage that enhances
consumer experience is a complex process and requires understanding different
viewpoints.

Keywords: Territorial staging system, Short food supply chains, Farmers markets,
Business model, Perceptions

Introduction

Transitioning towards sustainable food systems is a crucial challenge for European agri-
culture, boosted by recent policy initiatives, like the European Green Deal and the last
reform of the Common Agricultural Policy. These policy trends call for implementing
adaptation strategies at either the farm or territorial level that can open up new routes
for localized and alternative food systems. The alternativeness of such food systems,
which aims to support local productions and related relational configurations, has been
gaining increasing attention in recent decades as a response to the challenge of transi-
tioning towards more sustainable food systems (Torok et al. 2024; Mengoni et al. 2024).
Different paths of rural development and localized agri-food systems have been identi-
fied as the outcome of a “territory game” (De Rosa et al. 2017; Lardon et al. 2020) based
on a different capability to promote collective action and alternative business models
grounded on localized modes of food provisioning. It is within this characterization that
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farmer markets (FMs) are recognized. Therefore, FMs are frequently analysed through
the lens of the localized agri-food systems (LASs), which are defined as “production and
service organizations (agricultural and agri-food production units, marketing, services,
and gastronomic enterprises) linked by their characteristics and operational ways to a
specific territory. The environment, products, people and their institutions, know-how,
feeding behaviour, and relationships networks combine within a territory to produce a
type of agricultural and food organization in a given spatial scale” (Muchnik 1996). As
a matter of fact, FMs are embedded in territorial contexts, and local products represent
the variety and uniqueness of the local natural and human resources.

Schoolman et al. (2022, p.137) pointed out that “local food systems are networks of food
supply chains structured to minimize physical and relational distance between farm-
ers, who grow food and people who eat it”. Set against the background of the LAS, four
dimensions typify FMs: the first one concerns the need for a collective action involving
producers adhering to a new business model based on a reconnection perspective. As
widely recognized in literature, collective action cannot be taken for granted, consider-
ing the difficulties in getting things done collectively (Tisenkopfs et al. 2008). The second
dimension deals with voluntary qualification schemes aimed to grant the authenticity
of products through a quality turn (Goodman 2003), which identifies new institutional
arrangements among participants in the FMs. The third dimension is related to the type
of knowledge, identified as significant knowledge whose valorization is realized via diffu-
sion and sharing through human interactions (Crevoisier 2016; Jeannerat 2013) and fos-
tered through a domestic convention based on direct relationships between consumers
and producers boosting the exchange of local food cultures (Belletti, Marescotti, 2009).
Finally, the fourth dimension concerns the management of local natural resources: FMs
provide consumers with unique products drawn on agronomically sound and sustainable
farming practices. Accordingly, FMs are expressions of new business models grounded
on biodiversity and agroecological transition (Scaramuzzi et al. 2019; Begiristain et al.
2013). Moreover, thanks to the food miles, the reduced environmental impact of trans-
port offers an additional contribution to building up a multifunctional and sustainable
food system (Corsi et al. 2018; Schnell, 2013).

As widely emphasized in the literature, the localized mode of food provisioning is
illustrative of the alternative to a placeless economy organized around a reconnection
perspective. As underlined by Fonte (2008, p.202), “the reconnection perspective takes
into account grass roots initiatives for relocalizing the food system that aims at rebuilding
the link among producers and consumers in an interpersonal world of production”. Fur-
thermore, alternative food networks reveal a high attitude towards addressing health-
related social problems, for instance, through securing healthy food for local citizens
(Schoolman et al., 2022). Also, recent studies have emphasized that alternative food net-
works are boosted by the growing demand for goods and services with symbolic attrib-
utes, which contributes to preserving the biocultural heritage (Scaramuzzi et al. 2023).

In this paper, we point out that short food supply chains (SFSCs), especially FMs, may
represent winning localized modes of food provisioning where access to food is iden-
tified as an “experiential journey” Accordingly, this paper aims to provide an original
contribution by analysing farmers’ markets as a new type of territorial agri-food system,
identified as a territorial staging system (TSS). More precisely, by following Jeannerat
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(2013), we conceptualize FMs not as market points, in the conventional sense attributed
to the term, but as a stage in which sellers (farmers) and consumers interact reciprocally,
interpreting products into value. In this vein, FMs represent social contexts based on
direct (through communication between producers and consumers) and indirect inter-
actions (through exchanging foods and money). This engagement is possible because
specific attributes define product value in the short supply chain. The value proposition
of such food distribution schemes involves three facets: economic, environmental, and
social (Charatsari et al. 2023; Belletti et al., 2020).

Focusing on Italian FMs, the present study aims to answer the following research ques-
tion: To what extent do the actors involved in designing and operating FMs believe that
these marketing channels can produce these types of value?

The article is articulated as follows: first, the authors offer a synthetic literature review
focused on the dynamic processes characterizing a staging system, where producers and
consumers contribute to the relational architecture of the stage setting. Then, the pro-
posed methodology and empirical analysis aim to stress the stage-setting process, with
a specific focus on the perspective of the production side. In the final section, discussion
and policy implications are reported.

Theoretical background: farmers’ markets as territorial staging systems
Localized modes of food provisioning represent a place-based answer to the globalized
agri-food supply chains, depicting placeless foodscapes in the last decades (Morgan et al.
2008). These are characterized by disconnection between consumers and producers
and a progressive displacement of production (Fonte 2008; Wiskerke 2009), leading to
a reterritorializing agri-food system. Relocalization processes are boosted by territorial
anchoring, which fosters embedding mechanisms (Hess 2004; Methorst et al. 2017). The
embedding process relies not only on the “simple” anchoring of a product to its terri-
tory (through both natural and human linkages) but also involves social and networking
mechanisms.

Territorial anchoring has been characterizing many rural areas and agri-food sys-
tems in recent years, thanks to an effective action carried out by the so-called anchoring
milieus, which are identified as “a set of local players (firms, individuals, public authori-
ties, research and training organizations, local entrepreneurs, media, cultural institu-
tions, NGO,...) who interact locally and with distant and/or mobile players in order to
develop ever more advanced (efficient or meaningful) knowledge on the basis of competi-
tion/cooperation rules” (Crevoisier, 2011, p.13). Drawn on this definition, various actors
are involved in the anchoring process, with the purpose of boosting not a simple “moor-
ing” but a real embedding process (De Propris, Crevoisier, 2011): single farmers, farm-
ers’ associations, innovation advisors and actors from the agricultural knowledge and
innovation system whose purpose is to address the relocalized modes of food provision-
ing, policy makers, etc. As pointed out by Mulder (2022), this contributes to building up
proximity mechanisms centred around two main logics: the logics of belonging, through
strengthening local networks, relationships and relational capital; and, the logics of
similitude, through sharing similar values, expectations, social, and economic resources.
Moreover, the anchoring process triggered by territorial proximity encourages stronger
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levels of local embeddedness, which includes social and cultural values (Torre, Gallaud,
2022; Methorst et al. 2017).

A significant result of these territorialization processes is a growing reconnection of
the production-consumption networks through shortening the food supply chains.
SFSCs consist of a limited number of actors, usually two, a farmer and a consumer, for
instance in the direct selling typology (Charatsari et al. 2018), or three when a third actor
mediates between consumers and producers, for instance in the FMs typology (Chiffo-
leau 2008). Such systems include FMs, on-farm sales, box delivery schemes, or direct
selling to local schools (Kneafsey et al. 2013). As said before, distinctive characteristics
of FMs rely on linking consumers and producers and on the idea of building up shared
territorial proximity (Rallet, Torre, 2004; Torre, Wallet, 2014; Torre, Gallaud, 2022),
grounded on geographical and organizational contexts. Geographical proximity is not
to be considered as a simple metric perspective of space but a place-based approach
aiming to shorten distances between places of production and consumption. Through
geographical proximity, consumers are provided with fresh and local products. Beyond
geographical proximity, organizational proximity is fundamental in boosting territo-
rial proximity as it refers to the variety of ways actors are close to each other through
the two logics of belonging and similarity. The logic of belonging is evident when actors
participate in the same relational network, where direct or intermediate relationships
may emerge (for instance, between consumers and producers). The logic of similar-
ity involves sharing the same values, the same system of representation, and the same
objectives (Torre, Gallaud, 2022; Filippi et al. 2011).

Set against this perspective, consumers play an active role in addressing a reconfig-
uration of rural resources and an innovation aiming to reposition the farming activity
within the root of strong multifunctionality (Wilson 2008), in account of the three eco-
nomic, social and environmental functions (van Huylenbroek et al., 2007; Masi et al.
2021), targeted towards the production of both commodity and non-commodity outputs
(Belletti et al. 2002). Consequently, new business models and value creation strategies
are implemented through alternative marketing channels supported by untraded inter-
dependencies (Storper 1997). In such a reconnection perspective, converging interests
among different actors emerge, and value creation is drawn on the contribution of vari-
ous stakeholders involving communication, shared knowledge, and experience staging
(Crevoisier 2016; Pine, Gilmore, 1999; 2013). Therefore, within a constituent perspec-
tive of rural embeddedness (Uzzi 1996), the rural context and development are recon-
figured through innovms of "stage se mechanisms, which involve the agri-food system’s
actorssystem. More precisely, “territorial innovation could be comprehended as a local-
ized ability to stage valuable activities and artefacts rather than as a localized capacity to
produce competitive goods and services” (Jeannerat 2015, p.27).

Valorization processes through the stage setting have been explored in the literature
on the new frontiers in territorial development, such as the research on the Swiss watch-
making industry (Guex, Crevoisier, 2015; Crevoisier 2016). These studies have looked
beyond the production side and technology-driven perspective adopted by traditional
territorial innovation models (Moulaert, Sekia, 2003). Scholars are emphasizing that
the mechanisms of “stage setting” complement territorial innovation models, which
continue to serve as a foundational pillar for policy approaches and applied theories by
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picking up new influences. New frontiers on territorial innovation linked to the stage-
setting approach (Cooke, Lazzeretti, 2008; Kebir and Crevoisier 2008; Jeannerat 2015)
highlight the role of non-technological innovation, cultural resources, creativity, and
knowledge dynamics for territorial development. Finally, the experience economy strand
lays the foundation for rethinking territorial value creation processes, conceptualizing
the importance of consumer engagement (Pine, Gilmore, 1999). The aforementioned
dynamics bring about rethinking cognitive profiles involved in value creation, with a
growing replacement of substantial knowledge with significant knowledge (Crevoisier
2016). The significant knowledge becomes embedded in personal interdependencies
activated in the stage-setting process, where symbolic meanings gain ground in the rela-
tionships between consumers and producers (Crevoisier 2016).

By conceptualizing FMs as TSS (Fig. 1), where the experiences of production and con-
sumption converge, it becomes clearer how value arises from the interactions of actors
inside the short supply chain (Guex, Crevoisier, 2015). From the production side, the
stage setting entails the provision of a composite basket of territorial gods and services;
as far as the consumption side is concerned, consumers are involved in the stage setting
through an experiential engagement which provides them access to local food cultures.

As pointed out by Jeannerat (2015, p.27): “an experiential stage could economically be
defined as a sociotechnical context where specific production resources are turned into
experiential resources through a particular stage setting, and where particular consump-
tion resources are turned into economic resources through experiential engagement”. The
building process of a TSS is drawn on two steps (Guex, Crevoisier, 2015): the first one
concerns the setting of a symbolic stage, drawn on a symbolic capital which consumers
perceive through notoriety, reputation, and trust (Brunori 2006); the second step is a
physical stage where products are exchanged through presential transactions named ter-
ritorial economic transactions. The TSS definition is different from the "classic approach”

How are stage settings and consumption
resources turned into territorial experiences?
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How are production resources turned
into a territorial stage setting?

Fig.1 Farmers markets as territorial staging systems. Source: Adapted from the framework proposed by
Jeannerat (2013)
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to the territorial agri-food system in that it foresees the active role of consumers in set-
ting up the stage. Hence, a staging system deals with how the production process meets
the praxis of consumption, generating a stage in which producers and consumers inter-
pret products into value-releasing goods. By adapting Jeannerat and Crevoisier’s (2011)
proposal to FMs, four interactive dimensions contribute to the identification of a staging
system:

a) stage setting, through valorizing local rural resources, like typical local food, artisan,
and cultural resources. Valorizing local rural resources, meant as both natural and
human resources, is the outcome of an entrepreneurial process identified in the lit-
erature as rural entrepreneurship, as an activity “embedded” in rural contexts, which
is different from entrepreneurship in the rural area, where a mobile logic of the rural
space emerges (Korsgaard et al. 2015). Local resources set on the stage synthesize
either the physical (natural resources, such as climate, quality of the soil, biodiversity,
etc.) or the human (indigenous local knowledge, cultural traditions, etc.) dimensions
of the territorial anchoring, by providing products with specific quality depicting the
"identity card" of the rural context. As a consequence, an “intimate relation between
the entrepreneurial activity and the place where it occurs” (Korsgaard et al. 2015, p.7)
emerges.

b) market resources, where consumers’ preferences for local products bring about a
recombination of rural resources organized to comply with cultural, health, environ-
mental, and social instances addressed through experiential consumer engagement;

) stage identity, based on community resources, like natural resources and rural land-
scape, which may be identified, specified and valorized by empowering social capital
and collective action;

&

stage governance through the mediation of farmers’ organizations, which set up the
rules of engagement and quality criteria to be part of the network.

By looking at the FMs through the lens of a stage setting, one can argue that farm-
ers and the markets as social units, offer products that are evaluated by consumers not
only based on their physical attributes (like taste, appearance, maturity, and so on), but
also based on their symbolic representations arising from the economic, environmen-
tal, and social facets of value attributed to these products. Accordingly, farmers and the
organizers of FMs are “stagers” (Jeannerat 2013), who dedicate and leverage resources to
create not only products but social contexts within which they interact with consumers
through the distinctive attributes of their products.

The theoretical approach shapes new models of value creation at the farmer/consump-
tion level, jointly with renewed territorial rural development through the spatial organi-
zation of production and the contextual spatialization of consumption. The analysis of
stage-setting processes sheds light on how farmers-entrepreneurs anchor themselves
into rural spaces and contribute to boosting community and local development pro-
cesses (Redhead, Bika, 2022).

Nonetheless, how actors involved in the SFSC contribute to designing and setting the
stage must be explored through in-depth analyses considering various stakeholders’ per-
ceptions when addressing economic, environmental, and social aspects. To the best of
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our knowledge, this issue has yet to be investigated in the literature and deserves atten-
tion to avoid misalignment when setting up the TSS.

Despite the recent references to the TSS as a conceptual framework for explaining
proximity relations in rural development (Marotta, Nazzaro, 2023), empirical analysis
still needs to be conducted. This paper focuses on the food provision side of the pro-
posed conceptual framework, where FMs are conceptualized as TSS. An empirical
analysis is proposed, aimed at verifying eventually different perceptions in the stage
setting design between farmers and managers of FMs, beginning with considering the
three essential functions (economic, social, and environmental) of a sustainable business
model. The specific research questions are: to what extent do the actors of the supply
side involved in the design and operation of FMs believe that these marketing channels
can produce these types of value? Which values should be staged first concerning the
three main pillars: economic, environmental, and social?

Methodology

The empirical analysis here carried out provides a first step which is concentrated on
the food provision side. To determine how a TSS creates value from the supply side, we
developed a framework dealing with three facets of value (economic, environmental, and
social), referring to a recent study by Charatsari et al. (2023). Table 1 reports the state-
ments considered in our survey per each domain (economic, environmental, and social).

— Concerning the economic facet, we conceived value proposition as offering high-
quality food, cultivated and directly sold by local farmers through short and efficient
distribution channels. In this process, tangible and intangible resources are involved,
particularly contextual farmers’ knowledge and relational assets to set up rooted rela-
tionships with final consumers (Charatsari et al. 2020).

— The environmental dimension considers the positive externalities provided by the
farmers’ markets, such as reducing food miles and food waste (Warsaw et al. 2021).
Moreover, products sold at the farmer’s markets are usually produced according to
sustainable farming practices and, in many cases, through organic production meth-
ods.

— Finally, the social dimension considers the activation of relational assets through pro-
moting social capital, a positive impact on local communities, and the preservation

of local cultural traditions (Renting et al. 2003).

The three dimensions have been excavated using a questionnaire submitted to the
regional directors of the FMs adhering to the Campagna Amica Foundation of Coldiretti
in Italy and associated producers. Therefore, 21 questionnaires have been submitted to
all directors of the Italian regions. Out of 21 requests, 17 directors have correctly pro-
vided feedback. The answering producers are homogenously distributed across Italy.

Moreover, a restricted sample of farmers adhering to Campagna Amica was invited to
participate in a focus group. They were first asked to answer the same questionnaire to
identify eventual differences in stage setting and then discuss possible developments of
the model in the Italian context.
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Table 1 - The variables considered for each dimension. Source: Own elaboration

Economic dimension Environmental dimension Social dimension

Are able to offer high-quality agri- ~ Reduce the food miles (the distance Promote local consumption

food products, produced by local between producers and consum-

farmers ers), with positive environmental
effects

Have low transportation costs for Have a low environmental footprint  Help preserve local traditions and

the products’delivery to farmers’ per unit of product sold in farmers’  cultures

markets markets

Exploit authentic farmers’knowl- Contribute to the reduction of food  Enhance intra-community relation-

edge waste ships

Use effective selling strategies Reduce food waste through better  Strengthen the sense of community
production planning in farmers and consumers

Offer high revenues to producers Are based on small-scale (local) Provide consumers with information

transportation that does not harm  on the production methods
the environment

Distribute products effectively Have a low environmental burden  Create social capital

through food boxes due to the farm machinery used

Effectively distribute products Are based on efficient energy use at  Offer significant benefits to local
through local stores the farm level communities

Effectively distribute products Facilitate the development of trust
through online direct sales between community members
Effectively target schools/old age Promote a culture of belongingness
homes

Effectively distribute products Contribute to the development of
through farmers’markets sustainable communities

Attract consumer interest Offer farmers independence from

mainstream market channels

Offer customers the opportunity to Offer extra services to consumers
visit the farm

Promote intra-community collabora-
tion

Items endorse the statement “short food supply chains in my region ..."

These farmers have been characterized by choosing farmer’s markets as a marketing
channel for almost 10 years. This constraint has limited the answer rate by reducing the
sample to 10 farmers available to participate in the survey. The decision to conduct this
experiment with a focus group limited the possible number of respondents (Stewart,
Shamdasani, 2014), who were in any case chosen to represent different areas of Italy.

Table 1 reports the statements considered in our survey per each domain (economic,
environmental, and social). Interviewees were invited to answer the following question:
"farmers markets in my region..., followed by items concerning economic, environmen-
tal, and social aspects. We used a one (strongly disagree) to five (strongly agree) Likert
scale to measure items:. Seventeen directors from different regions and the 10 selected

farms participated in the study. To analyse data, we used descriptive statistics.

Results
The descriptive analysis’s results show how the social, environmental, and economic
spheres play distinct roles in stage setting and value creation through experiential
engagement.

The comparison between directors of FMs and local producers revealed different
perceptions of the three facets of value, especially for the environmental and economic

Page 8 of 15
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dimensions. Regarding the economic aspect (Table 2), the directors of Campagna Amica
attribute higher scores to the dimensions associated with the economic value of FMs.
Among the benefits emerging through the operation of these markets, they highlight
the direct sale of high-quality fresh products. Furthermore, they qualify these marketing
schemes as attractive for consumers, as they directly express culture, local knowledge,
and social and relational capital. Nevertheless, directors are sceptical of the effectiveness
of online/box scheme sales. Another interesting observation relates to the low mean
score of the item “have low transportation costs for the products’ delivery to farmers’
markets’, suggesting that the stage setting may also entail prohibitive costs that nega-
tively impact farmers’ revenues.

On the other hand, the producers of Campagna Amica perceive a lower value offered
by the economic resource in experiential staging than directors. Although with lower
scores, producers highlight the possibility of producing high-quality products, a more
effective distribution in farmers’ markets, the ability of such supply chain schemes to
link consumers with farmers (for instance, by visiting farms), and important levels of
interest that consumers show towards the products distributed through FMs. Similarly
to directors, producers recognize critical issues related to the effectiveness of online/box
sales and the cost of transporting the products from farms to markets.

The environmental facet is the least emphasized by directors in the stage setting, as
the relatively low mean scores of the relevant items confirm (Table 3). However, most
respondents consider the environmental impact per unit of product to be low, thus
stressing the fundamental environmental function held by the FMs. The variable with
the highest mean score in the set of items presented in Table 3 concerns the reduc-
tion of food miles, which feed the direct externalities of farmers’ markets. Among the
emphasized strengths, there is the possibility of reducing food waste through produc-
tion planning. Alongside these advantages, directors recognize that the machinery used
in production and vehicles of transportation have environmental impacts.

Table 2 Mean scores and standard deviations of the items used to assess the economic value of
farmers' markets. Source: Own elaboration

Item Directors Producers

Farmers markets... Mean Std.Dev Mean Std.Dev Diff
Effectively Distribute products through farmers'markets 453 0514 43 0.823 0.23
Offer customers the opportunity to visit the farm 429 0588 42 1.033 0.09
Attract consumer interest 465 0702 4.2 1.033 045
Are able to offer high-quality agri-food products produced by local 4.94  0.243 4.1 0.994 0.84
farmers

Exploit authentic farmers'knowledge 465 0493 40 1.155 0.65
Use effective selling strategies 353 0624 30 1.054 0.53
Have low transportation costs for the products'delivery to farmers’  3.12  1.111 29 1.101 0.22
markets

Offer high revenues to producers 359  0.795 28 1.033 0.79
Effectively distribute products through food boxes 324 097 28 0919 044
Effectively distribute products through local stores 329 0849 2.7 0.949 0.59
Effectively distribute products through online direct sales 247 0717 2.7 1.16 -0.23

Effectively target schools/old age homes 276 0903 26 143 0.16
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Table 3 Mean scores and standard deviations of the items used to assess the environmental value
of farmers'markets. Source: Own elaboration

Item Directors Producers

Farmers markets... Mean Std.Dev Mean Std.Dev Diff
Reduce the food miles (the distance between producers and 4.65 0.862 49 0316 —0.25
consumers), with positive environmental effects

Have a low environmental footprint per unit of product sold in 412 06 4.6 0.699 —-048
farmers' markets

Contribute to the reduction of food waste 435 0786 4.4 0.699 —0.05
Reduce food waste through better production planning 429 092 4.4 0.699 -0.11
Are based on small-scale (local) transportation that does not harm  2.76 ~ 0.831 36 1.174 -0.84
the environment

Have a low environmental burden due to farm machinery used 324 0664 34 1.174 -0.16
Are based on efficient energy use at the farm level 353 0514 34 0.966 0.13

Table 4 Mean scores and standard deviations of the items used to assess the social value of farmers’
markets. Source: Own elaboration

Item Directors Producers

Farmers markets... Mean Std.Dev Mean Std.Dev Diff
Promote local consumption 488 0332 48 0422 0.08
Help preserve local traditions and cultures 494 0243 4.7 0483 0.24
Enhance intracommunity relationships 488 0332 4.7 0483 0.18
Strengthen the sense of community in farmers and consumers ~ 4.88  0.332 46 0.699 0.28
Provide consumers with information on the production methods 4.71 047 46 0.699 0.1
Create social capital 465 0493 45 0.707 0.15
Offer significant benefits to local communities, Facilitate the 465 0493 4.5 0.707 0.15
development of trust

Between community members 494 0243 44 0.699 0.54
Promote a culture of belongingness 476 0437 43 0.675 046
Contribute to the development of sustainable communities 465 0493 4.2 0.632 045
Offer farmers independence from mainstream market channels 459  0.618 4.2 1.033 0.39
Offer extra services to consumers 382 0636 4.2 0.632 -0.38
Promote intracommunity collaboration 376 0831 37 1.059 0.06

The environmental dimension is of primary importance for producers since it registers
higher values than directors for all the statements used to depict the environmental facet
of value. For example, they perceive that the products distributed through FMs have a
limited impact on the environment and reduce the distance between farmers and con-
sumers. Another relevant point is related to the possibility of reducing food waste.

Finally, social aspects (Table 4) play a key role for directors and producers, particu-
larly regarding disseminating contextual knowledge and preserving historical and local
culture. The involvement of consumers in the stage setting is realized through rela-
tional capital and empowered by cultural assets. Several social factors catalyse the social
value produced through FMs. These include the building of social capital, the promo-
tion of local consumption, and the formation of a local community of citizens-con-
sumers and producers reinforcing the sense of belonging to a local community. Stage
setting provides essential benefits to final consumers in terms of reducing information
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asymmetries. On the other hand, points of weakness are related to the reduced ability to
offer extra services to consumers and to favour intracommunity collaboration, aspects

on which directors and producers agree.

Discussion and conclusions

The present work aimed to identify how farmers who sell their products in Italian FMs,
and the related directors evaluate the three facets of value emerging through the opera-
tion of these marketing channels. Following a stage-setting approach, these three facets
are crucial preconditions for defining the intangible attributes of products (and mar-
kets). Through a stage-setting lens, the capacity to trigger these types of value plays a
pivotal role in developing successful localized modes of food provisioning (Jeannerat
2013; Van Herck et al. 2012).

Our analysis indicates that the stage-setting strategy, developed within a rural
entrepreneurship approach (Korsgaard et al. 2015), is grounded on strong social val-
ues, such as community building, preservation of contextual knowledge, and local
culture sharing. Indeed, the relevance of social and cultural aspects has been pointed
out by both directors and producers, which is in line with the idea of broadening the
perspective of innovation to sociocultural values (Jeannerat, Crevoisier, 2022). There-
fore, our analysis confirms previous research which assimilates farmers’ market to an
example of social innovation from a dual perspective (Murray et al. 2010): the first
one implies a sociotechnical transition involving a change of the shared cognitive
routines of production towards localized agri-food systems (Geels, Schot, 2007). The
second one activates value creation processes through a reconnection between con-
sumers and producers mediated by social capital and localized food cultures. As a
consequence, a virtuous combination of composite territorial resources is the engine
for the FMs success (Mazzocchi, Marino, 2018) and creates the conditions for a com-
munity-based rural entrepreneurship, a process of community engagement in the dis-
covering and exploiting opportunities (Peredo, Chrisman, 2006; McElwee et al. 2018).
This process is realized through a mechanism of “stage-setting’, which requires dedi-
cated resources positively impacting the territorial performance of the FMs (Corade
et al. 2022), such as material resources, human, natural, organizational, and patrimo-
nial resources related to shared common values. The extent of the impact cannot be
taken for granted, depending on how actors are engaged in the stage setting. Despite
the generally positive results, the empirical analysis also revealed a non-symmetric
view of the values to be staged. Our research shows how the process of stage-setting
involves actors with different perceptions. In the long term, it could limit the potential
development of these alternative food networks, so previous research on the role of
collective action in boosting collective FMs initiatives is confirmed (Tisenkopfs et al.
2011). For instance, producers attribute great importance to environmental issues and
to the contribution to building sustainable agricultural systems through FMs. Direc-
tors, on the other hand, emphasize the economic facet of value. These different per-
ceptions can be an obstacle in drawing effective strategies and policies to strengthen
the stage setting and, consequently, enhance the potential of farmers’ markets. Set
against the background of the aforementioned proximity perspective (Mulder 2022),
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this means that similitude logic does not emerge due to the asymmetries in the shared
values, which may represent a barrier to boosting a full collective action, as pointed
out in other analyses (Crespo et al. 2014).

Although the results make a novel contribution to the literature, the paper is not
without limitations. The first is that the study used the stage-setting approach, focus-
ing only on the production and local governance stages. This represents a limit of the
paper because, as pointed out in the previous paragraphs, the role of the consumer is
paramount in the process. The decision to limit the study was made to focus on the
relational choices between producers and governance without using consumer influ-
ence. This second step represents a possible and necessary development of the study.
Future studies may also focus on delving into the production side, how they do busi-
ness and what innovations they adopt, which at the same time shape farms’ relational
architectures and new territorial proximities, as emphasized by De Rosa et al., (2024).
This could become interesting to understand the value produced by short supply
chains and the role of the production fabric of small and medium-sized enterprises,
which as Vecchio et al., (2021) argued is the mainstay of Italian agriculture.

The second concerns using a qualitative approach, such as the focus group, which
does not allow us to generalize the results. This result, therefore, represents a first
step to be able to limit the size of surveys in a possible study that wishes to capture
the representativeness of farmers’ markets.

This study examined FMs as contexts wherein the perceptions of various stakehold-
ers play a significant role in shaping the stage setting. In future research, gathering
insights from the consumers’ point of view on the contribution to the stage setting
will also be helpful. Gaining insight into different viewpoints can facilitate the com-
prehension and improvement of the processes through which environmental, social,
and economic value is generated within specific agri-food supply chains. Understand-
ing these dynamics is crucial to stimulate the sustainable transition paths supply
chains are called upon to undertake in the upcoming years.

From a normative point of view, spatial-based policies are required, to boost both
geographical and organizational proximities. In particular, bottom-up, participa-
tive, and multi-actor policy approaches should be addressed (Bryden 2019) to raise
awareness about the potential of the FMs to strengthen the biocultural identity of the
rural territories (Scaramuzzi et al. 2023). Concerning the stage setting, the territo-
rial embeddedness of the stage setting process calls for “directional policies” targeted
towards new disruptive modes of production (alternative to the globalized mode of
food provisioning), consumption and living aimed at societal change. As Jeannerat
and Crevoisier (2022) pointed out, this policy should focus on the “entrepreneurship
ecosystem” shaping social conditions for exploiting the opportunities provided by the
localized modes of food provisioning.

The stage-setting mechanisms analysed in this paper represent an example of set-
ting up an entrepreneurship ecosystem where a diversified set of values is at stake
and to which a dedicated policy mix (Magro, Wilson, 2019) is required. Multi-goals,
multi-policies, and multi-level governance are necessary for a wide inclusion of values

involved in the stage-setting process.



De Rosa et al. Agricultural and Food Economics (2024) 12:47 Page 13 of 15

Abbreviations

TSS Territorial staging system
LAS Localized Agri-food system
SFSC  Short food supply chain

Author contributions
The presented research was conjointly designed and elaborated. All authors participated in the discussion, and all
authors contributed to the writing of this paper. All authors have read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding

This study has been realized in the framework of the project “Data-enabled Business Models and Market Linkages
Enhancing Value Creation and Distribution in Mediterranean Fruit and Vegetable Supply Chains — MED-LINKS"(ID 1591),
Financial support to the project has been provided by PRIMA. a program supported by the European Union. and co-
funding has been provided by the Italian Ministry for University and Research (Decreto Dirigenziale n.1366.14-06-2021),
the Egyptian Academy of Scientific Research and Technology (ASRT), the French National Research Agency (ANR-21-
PRIM-0009-07), the Greek General Secretariat for Research and Technology (TTPRM-0362988. TTPRM-0352264), and the
Moroccan Ministry of Higher Education, Scientific Research and Professional Training (Convention n. 5 and n.6).

Availability of data and materials
The authors declare data availability under request.

Declarations

Competing interests
The authors declare no conflict of interests.

Received: 17 April 2024 Revised: 24 September 2024 Accepted: 15 December 2024
Published online: 23 December 2024

References

Begiristain M, Malagén-Zaldua E, Aldaz J, Ofiederra A (2013). Farmers markets in the basque country: economic and
social impact assessment, in Rytkonen P, Hard U. (eds.): Challenges for the new rurality in a changing world, Pro-
ceedings of the 7th International Conference on Localized Agri-Food Systems.

Belletti G, Marescotti A (2009). Supporting local qualification processes of Origin products in the perspective of sustain-
ability: legitimacy and role of public policies, Colloque international Localiser les produits: une voie durable au
service de la diversité naturelle et culturelle des Suds?", Paris les 9, 10 et 11 juin 2009, UNESCO.

Belletti G, Marescotti A (2020). Short food supply chains for promoting local food on local markets, Department of Trade,
Investment, and Innovation (Tll) of the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO), Wien. ISBN:
978-88-945991-0-7.

Belletti G, Brunori G, Marescotti A, Rossi A (2002). Individual and collective levels in multifunctional agriculture, SYAL Col-
loquium “Les systémes agroalimentaires localisés: produits, entreprises et dynamiques locales’, Montpellier, France,
16-18 October.

Brunori G (2006) Post-rural processes in wealthy rural areas: hybrid networks and symbolic capital. Res Rural Soc Dev
12:121-145. https://doi.org/10.1016/5S1057-1922(06)12006-5

Bryden JM (2019). Rural policy in Europe, in Vittuari M, Icon, Devlin J, Pagani M, Johnson TG. (Eds.): The Routledge Hand-
book of Comparative Rural Policy, London.

Charatsari C, Kitsios F, Stafyla A, Aidonis D, Lioutas ED (2018) Antecedents of farmers'willingness to participate in short
food supply chains. British Food J 120(10):2317-2333

Charatsari C, Kitsios F, Lioutas ED (2020) Short food supply chains: the link between participation and farmers competen-
cies. Renew Agric Food Syst 6:643-652

Charatsari C, Lioutas ED, Michailidis A, Aidonis D, De Rosa M, Partalidou M, Achillas C, Nastis S, Camanzi L (2023) Facets of
value emerging through the operation of short food supply chains. NJAS: Impact Agric Life Sci. https://doi.org/10.
1080/27685241.2023.2236961

Chiffoleau Y (2008) Les circuits courts de commercialization en agriculture: Diversité et enjeux pour le développement
durable. In: Maréchal G (ed) Les Circuits Courts Alimentaires: Bien Manger Dans les Territoires. Educagri Editions,
Paris, pp 21-30

Cooke PN, Lazzeretti L (eds) (2008) Creative cities, cultural clusters and local economic development. Edward Elgar
Publishing

Corade N, Ugaglia A, Lemarié-Boutry M, Smith A, Carayon D, Chamard C, Del'Homme B, Gomez A, Peres S, Zahm F (2022)
La performance des circuits courts de proximité: une approche compréhensive des attentes des acteurs. Innov
Agron 86:375-389

Corsi A, Barbera F, Dansero E, Peano C (eds) (2018) Alternative Food Networks: An Interdisciplinary Assessment. Springer
International Publishing, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-90409-2

Crespo J, Réquier-Desjardins D, Vicente J (2014) Why can collective action fail in Local Agri-food Systems? A social
network analysis of cheese producers in Aculco, Mexico. Food Policy 46:165-177. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.
2014.03.011

Crevoisier O (2016) The economic value of knowledge: embodied in goods or embedded in cultures? Reg Stud
50(2):189-201. https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2015.1070234


https://doi.org/10.1016/S1057-1922(06)12006-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/27685241.2023.2236961
https://doi.org/10.1080/27685241.2023.2236961
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-90409-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2014.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2014.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2015.1070234

De Rosa et al. Agricultural and Food Economics (2024) 12:47 Page 14 of 15

Crevoisier O, Jeannerat H (2011) Non-technological innovation and multi-local territorial knowledge dynamics in the
Swiss watch industry. Int J Innov Reg Dev 3(1):26-44. https://doi.org/10.1080/09654310902978231

De Propris L, Crevoisier O (2011) From Regional Anchors to Anchoring. In: Cook P (ed) Handbook of Regional Innovation
and Growth, Cheltenham. Elgar Edward Publishing

De Rosa M, Adinolfi F, Vecchio Y (2017) Building up collective actions to qualify Gls. Land Use Policy 66:340-345

De Rosa M, Charatsari C, Lioutas ED, Masi M, Vecchio Y, Francescone M (2024) Contextualising digitalisation through
ambidexterity and new territorial proximities. J Rural Stud 109:103322

Filippi M, Frey O, Torre A (2011) The modalities of territorial embeddedness of French Cooperative Groups. In: Torre A,
Traversac JB (eds) Territorial governance, local development, rural areas and agrofood systems. Springer, New York

Fonte M (2008) Knowledge, food and place. a way of producing, a way of knowing. Soc Ruralis 48(3):200-222. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-9523.2008.00462.x

Geels FW, Schot J (2007) Typology of sociotechnical transition pathways. Res Policy 36(3):399-417. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.respol.2007.01.003

Goodman D (2003) The quality ‘turn’and alternative food practices: reflections and agenda. J Rural Stud 19(1):1-7.
https://doi.org/10.1016/50743-0167(02)00043-8

Guex D, Crevoisier O (2015) A comprehensive socio-economic model of the experience economy: the territorial stage. In:
Lorentzen A, Schrader L, Tops@ Larsen K (eds) Spatial Dynamics in the Experience Economy Abingdon. Routledge,
UK

Hess M (2004) Spatial relationships? Towards a reconceptualization of embeddedness. Prog Hum Geogr 28(2):165-186

Jeannerat H (2013) Staging experience, valuing authenticity: towards a market perspective on territorial development.
Eur Urban Reg Stud 20(4):370-384

Jeannerat H (2015) Towards a staging system approach to territorial innovation. In: Lorentzen A, Topse Larsen K, Schrader
L (eds) Spatial Dynamics in the Experience Economy. Routledge, London and New York, pp 21-38

Jeannerat H, Crevoisier O (2022) From competitiveness to territorial value: transformative territorial innovation policies
and anchoring milieus. Eur Plan Stud 30(11):2157-2177. https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2022.2042208

Kebir LL, Crevoisier O (2008) Cultural resources and regional development: the case of the cultural legacy of watchmak-
ing. Eur Plan Stud 16(9):1189-1205

Kneafsey M, Venn L, Schmutz U, Balazs B, Trenchard L, Eyden-Wood P, Bos E, Sutton G, Blackett M (2013) Short food supply
chains and local food systems in the EU: A state of play of their socio-economic characteristics. European Commis-
sion, Brussels. https://doi.org/10.2791/88784

Korsgaard S, Muller S, Tanvig HW (2015) Rural entrepreneurship or entrepreneurship in the rural — between place and
space. Int J Entrep Behav Res 21(1):5-26. https://doi.org/10.1108/1JEBR-11-2013-0205

Lardon S, Traversac JB, Wallet F (2020) The Territory Game as a smart development tool for food governance in rural and
peri-urban territories. In: Torre A, Corsi S, Steiner M, Wallet F, Westlund H (eds) Smart development for rural areas.
Routledge, UK

Magro E, Wilson JR (2019) Policy-mix evaluation: Governance challenges from new place-based innovation policies. Res
Policy 48(10):103612. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.06.010

Marotta G, Nazzaro C (2023) Proximity economy and local food chains for the regeneration of inner areas. Italian Rev
Agric Econ 78(1):3-15

Masi M, Vecchio Y, Pauselli G, Di Pasquale J, Adinolfi F (2021) A typological classification for assessing farm sustainability in
the Italian bovine dairy sector. Sustainability 13(13):7097

Mazzocchi G, Marino D (2018). The value Of Farmers' Markets for the territory and the community: the case of Campi
Aperti (Italy), Proceedings of the third International Conference on Agriculture and Food in an Urbanizing Society:
Healthy food, socio-biodiversity, and sustainable agri-food systems: innovations from consumption to production.
17 - 21 September 2018 Porto Alegre, Brazil

McElwee G, Smith R, Somerville P (2018) Conceptualizing animation in rural communities: the Village SOS case. Entrep
Reg Dev 30(1-2):173-198. https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2017.1401122

Mengoni M, Marescotti A, Belletti G (2024) Farmers' markets as a sustainable model of producers-consumers relation-
ships: evidence from Tuscany. Italian Rev Agric Econ 79(1):47-62. https://doi.org/10.36253/rea-14895

Methorst R, Roep D, Verstegen J, Wiskerke JSC (2017) Three-fold embedding: farm development in relation to its socio-
material context. Sustainabilit 9(10):1677. https://doi.org/10.3390/5u9101677

Morgan K, Marsden T, Murdoch J (2008) Worlds of Food: Place, Power, and Provenance in the Food Chain. Oxford Aca-
demic Books, Oxford

Moulaert F, Sekia F (2003) Territorial innovation models: a critical survey. Reg Stud 37(3):289-302

Muchnik J (ed.) (1996). Systémes agroalimentaires localisés : organisations, innovations et développement local,
proposition issue de la consultation du Cirad « Stratégies de recherche dans le domaine de la socio-économie de
I'alimentation et des industries agroalimentaires ». doc. Cirad N° 134 / 96.

Mulder P (2022) The role of proximity in food systems. In: Torre A, Gallaud D (eds) Handbook of proximity relations.
Edward Elgar Publishing, Cheltenham

Murray R, Caulier-Grice J, and Mulgan G (2010). The open book of social innovation. The Young Foundation.

Peredo AM, Chrisman JJ (2006) Toward a theory of community-based enterprise. Acad Manag Rev 31(2):309-328. https://
doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.20208683

Pine BJ, Gilmore JH (1999) The Experience Economy: Work Is Theatre & Every Business a Stage. Harvard Business School
Press, Boston MA

Pine BJ, Gilmore JH (2013) The experience economy: past, present and future. In: Sundbo J, Serensen F (eds) Handbook
on the Experience Economy. Edward Elgar Publishing, Cheltenham

Rallet A, Torre A (2004) Proximité Et Localisation Economie Rurale 280(1):25-41

Redhead G, Bika Z (2022)‘Adopting place’: how an entrepreneurial sense of belonging can help revitalize communities.
Entrep Reg Dev 34(3-4):222-246. https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2022.2049375

Renting H, Marsden T, Banks J (2003) Understanding alternative food networks: exploring the role of short food supply
chains in rural development. Environ Planning a: Econ Space 35(3):393-411. https://doi.org/10.1068/a3510


https://doi.org/10.1080/09654310902978231
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9523.2008.00462.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9523.2008.00462.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2007.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2007.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0743-0167(02)00043-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2022.2042208
https://doi.org/10.2791/88784
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-11-2013-0205
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2017.1401122
https://doi.org/10.36253/rea-14895
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9101677
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.20208683
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.20208683
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2022.2049375
https://doi.org/10.1068/a3510

De Rosa et al. Agricultural and Food Economics (2024) 12:47 Page 15 of 15

Scaramuzzi S, Scarpellini P, Gabellini S, Ranaboldo C, Belletti G (2023) Enhancing territorial development based on biocul-
tural identity capacity building approach. J Rural Stud 104:103161. https://doi.org/10.1016/jjrurstud.2023.103161

Scaramuzzi S, Gabellini S, Arcuri S, Belletti G, Marescotti A (2019) “From protection to valorization of local agro-biodiver-
sity products. Integrating public policies and private strategies” 174th EAAE Seminar “Economics of culture and food
in evolving agri-food systems and rural areas”. Matera, 10-12 October 2019.

Schoolman ED, Tulloch DL, Halprin FR (2022) Organic for everyone? Access to sustainable, locally grown produce at farm-
ers markets in New Jersey. Local Environ 28(2):135-156. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2022.2134322

Shnell SM (2013) Food miles, local eating, and community supported agriculture: putting local food in its place. Agric
Hum Values 30:615-628. https://doi.org/10.1007/510460-013-9436-8

Stewart DW, Shamdasani PN (2014) Focus groups: Theory and practice, vol 20. Sage publications, London

Storper M (1997) Regional Worlds. Guilford, New York

Tisenkopfs T, Kovach |, Lostak M, SGmane S (2011) Rebuilding and Failing Collectivity: specific challenges for collective
farmers marketing initiatives in post-socialist countries. Int J Soc Agric Food 18:70-88

Tisenkopfs T, Lace |, Mierina | (2008) Social capital, in van der Ploeg JD, Marsden T (eds.): Unfolding webs. van Gorcum,
Assen.

Torok A, Kovécs S, Mard G, Mard ZM (2024) Understanding the relevance of farmers’markets from 1955 to 2022: A biblio-
metric review. J Agric Food Res 16:101108. https://doi.org/10.1016/}jafr.2024.101108

Torre A, Gallaud D (2022) Handbook of proximity relations. Edward Elgar Publishing, Cheltenham

Torre A, Wallet F (2014) Introduction: the role of proximity relations in regional and territorial development processes. In:
Torre A, Wallet F (eds) Regional Development and Proximity Relations. Edward Elgar Publishing. https://doi.org/10.
4337/9781781002896.00006

Uzzi B (1996) The sources and consequences of embeddedness for the economic performance of organizations: The
network effect. Am Sociol Rev 61(4):674-698. https://doi.org/10.2307/2096399

Van Herck K, Swinnen J, Vandemoortele T (2012) The experience economy as the future for European agriculture and
food? Bio-Based Appl Econ. 1(1):29-45

Van Huylenbroeck G, Vandermeulen V, Mettepenningen E, Verspecht A (2007) Multifunctionality of agriculture: a review
of definitions, evidence and instruments. Living Rev Landsc Res 1(3):1-43

Vecchio Y, De Castro P, Masi M, Adinolfi F (2021) Do rural development policies really help small farms? Reflect from Italy
Eurochoices 20(3):75-80

Warsaw P, Archambault S, He A, Miller S (2021) The Economic, social, and environmental impacts of farmers markets:
recent evidence from the US. Sustainability 13:3423. https://doi.org/10.3390/5u13063423

Wilson GA (2008) From ‘weak'to ‘strong’ multifunctionality: Conceptualizing farm-level multifunctional transitional path-
ways. J Rural Stud 24(3):367-383. https://doi.org/10.1016/jjrurstud.2007.12.010

Wiskerke H (2009) On places lost and places regained: reflections on the alternative food geography and sustainable
regional development. Int Plan Stud 14(4):369-387. https://doi.org/10.1080/13563471003642803

Publisher’s Note

Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2023.103161
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2022.2134322
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-013-9436-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jafr.2024.101108
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781781002896.00006
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781781002896.00006
https://doi.org/10.2307/2096399
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13063423
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2007.12.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/13563471003642803

	Staging value creation processes in short food supply chains of Italy
	Abstract 
	Introduction
	Theoretical background: farmers’ markets as territorial staging systems
	Methodology
	Results
	Discussion and conclusions
	References


