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Abstract

The study examines the theoretical and practical dimensions of Community-Supported
Agriculture (CSA). Its objective is to assess whether social capital theory explains food
producers’ engagement in CSA and whether this is reflected in practice. The research
is based on a critical review of the relevant literature and on empirical investigations
conducted in Poland among CSA producers using the CAWI method in 2024. The findings
indicate that social capital theory plays a fundamental role in explaining the mechanisms
underpinning CSA, with significant implications for the development of local food systems
and for policies supporting small farms. This suggests the need for stronger institutional
support aimed at enhancing trust and cooperation between food producers and consumers.
Unfortunately, due to the low level of social capital in Poland, the CSA model remains
only a niche complement to traditional forms of agriculture, functioning primarily as an
alternative for a narrow group of socially and environmentally conscious consumers and
small clusters of producers.

Keywords: Community-Supported Agriculture (CSA); social capital theory; short food
supply chain (SFSC); Poland

1. Introduction

In recent years, the European Union has faced numerous challenges arising from
climate change, the pandemic, and armed conflicts, including the war in Ukraine, which
has disrupted agri-food supply chains and generated significant market pressures in
neighbouring countries. These factors have significantly affected food security [1] and
underscored the need to build food systems resilient to external shocks, based on short
supply chains that directly connect producers with consumers.

Short food supply chains (SFSCs) and Community-Supported Agriculture (CSA) have
their conceptual origins in Japan, where the first consumer-producer partnerships (teiker)
emerged in the 1960s in response to food safety concerns and environmental risks [2,3]. The
model subsequently diffused to Europe and North America, where it evolved into diverse
institutional forms adapted to local socio-economic contexts [4].

CSA represents one specific organisational form within this broader category of SFSCs,
alongside other arrangements such as direct farm sales, farmers’ markets, box schemes,
and on-farm processing and sales, which currently constitute the dominant forms of short
food supply chains in Poland [5-7].

Sustainability 2026, 18, 501

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18010501


https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog?doi=10.3390/su18010501&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2026-01-04
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3022-6946
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1438-2025
https://doi.org/10.3390/su18010501

Sustainability 2026, 18, 501

2 of 20

CSA is primarily a model designed for small-scale farms, aimed at ensuring stable
and secure sources of food while strengthening social relations [8-11]. Its core principle
consists of establishing a partnership agreement with a local farmer (or farmers) for the
regular delivery of agricultural and food products [12]. As a result, producers gain stable
income, while consumers receive fresh, high-quality products [13-15]. A key advantage of
CSA is the sharing of risk between farmers and consumers [16]. Farmers receive part of the
payment in advance (as a subscription), which enables necessary investments. At the same
time, they are guaranteed an outlet for their products, which they supply to consumers at
mutually agreed dates and through agreed delivery formats [8].

The classical CSA model is built upon four fundamental principles [8,17-21]:

1.  Partnership: The price is determined on the basis of transparently calculated food
production costs and reflects both farmers” labour and consumers’ financial capacities.

2. Solidarity: Risks associated with food production are borne by both parties—
consumers support farmers in difficult periods (e.g., during crop failures), while
benefiting from surplus yields in abundant seasons.

3. Proximity: Shortening supply chains and supporting the local economy; consumers
have the opportunity to engage directly with farmers and understand the realities of
food production.

4. Diversity: Support for sustainable agricultural practices such as crop rotation, which
promotes soil health and biodiversity.

CSA can therefore be viewed as an economic activity that goes beyond a sim-
ple profit-maximisation model, aiming instead to strengthen local interactions be-
tween food producers and consumers [22], thus forming the foundation for Alternative
Food Networks [23,24].

The growing academic and policy interest in short food supply chains is also reflected
in several European research and innovation projects, including FoodSHIFT 2030 [25]
SKIN [26] or COREnet [27]. These initiatives focus on knowledge exchange, innovation
diffusion, and network-building within SFSCs, including in Central and Eastern European
countries, and highlight both the development potential of short food supply chains and
the institutional and social barriers limiting their wider diffusion.

However, the development of this model of cooperation requires trust, which in turn
stems from a high level of social capital. The main objective of this article is to determine
whether social capital theory explains food producers’ engagement in CSA and whether
this is reflected in practice. Social capital theory is also used to identify potential barriers
that prevent the wider implementation of this model, particularly in Poland.

The importance of this inquiry extends beyond academic interest. The findings align
with the priorities of European public policies, including the Common Agricultural Policy,
the Farm to Fork Strategy, and the EU’s broader food policy framework, all of which stress
the need to support short supply chains, sustainable production, and the strengthening
of small farms. In this context, an in-depth analysis of the factors shaping producers’
engagement in CSA provides valuable insights for designing support instruments and
public interventions at local and national levels.

Based on the theoretical premises and the relevance of the topic for European public
policies, three research questions were formulated:

1.  Does CSA have development potential, particularly in countries characterised by
fragmented family farm structures?

2. Is social capital a key determinant of CSA development, and does its low level
constitute a fundamental barrier to the expansion of this cooperation model in Poland?

3. Does the insufficient level of social capital necessitate the involvement of local gov-
ernments and non-governmental organisations (NGOs) in the CSA model?
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In light of these questions, this article also attempts to contrast the assumptions of the
classical, ideal CSA model with the real practices observed in Poland. This comparison
makes it possible to highlight the differences between the “ideal” CSA—based on high
levels of trust, partnership, and solidarity—and the socio-institutional “reality” in which
the model is implemented. Such an approach enables a more comprehensive understanding
of the sources of both the successes and limitations of CSA and provides a basis for a sound
assessment of its development potential.

The article addresses a significant knowledge gap regarding the theoretical and em-
pirical foundations of food producers’ engagement in Community-Supported Agriculture.
The existing literature has focused primarily on consumers’ motivations and expecta-
tions [11,28-30], especially in Western Europe and the United States, where CSA is most
developed [17,31,32]. As a result, the producers” perspective remains insufficiently ex-
plored [33-36], particularly in Central and Eastern Europe, where CSA operates under
markedly different social, economic, and institutional conditions. There is a shortage
of in-depth analyses of the factors influencing farmers” decisions to join CSA, barriers
to participation, organisational capacities, and the institutional environment affecting
their activities [8]. This study addresses these issues, emphasising the crucial yet thus far
marginalised role of producers in the functioning of CSA. The analysis of their motivations,
constraints, and enabling factors constitutes an important contribution to research on local
food systems and the socio-economic dynamics of short supply chains in the context of
Central and Eastern Europe.

2. Literature Review

In the scholarly literature, no single, universally accepted definition of social capital
has emerged. Researchers interpret this concept from the perspectives of various disciplines
and analytical levels—from the micro level (interpersonal relations), through the meso
level (organisations, local communities), to the macro level (institutions and culture).
Depending on the adopted approach, social capital may be conceptualised either as a
private good available to specific individuals or groups, or as a public good generating
benefits for entire communities. The literature highlights that the construct comprises
three complementary dimensions: (1) structural—the networks of relationships among
individuals and institutions; (2) regulatory—norms, values, patterns of cooperation, trust,
and solidarity; and (3) behavioural—actual cooperative practices, information exchange,
and mutual assistance.

The foundations of contemporary understandings of social capital are rooted in the
definitions proposed by Bourdieu [37], Coleman [38], Fukuyama [39], and Putnam [40].
In Bourdieu’s view [37], social capital represents the aggregate of actual and potential
resources arising from an individual’s membership in a durable network of relationships
based on mutual recognition. Coleman [38] identifies social capital through its functions,
treating it as those elements of the social structure that enable individuals to achieve goals
that would be unattainable in its absence. For Fukuyama [39], the essence of social capital
lies in the presence of informal norms conducive to cooperation, whereas Putnam [40]
emphasises trust, norms, and social linkages that enhance the efficiency of collective action.

In a synthetic formulation, social capital serves as a mechanism sustaining trust
among participants in economic life. Such trust is considered a prerequisite for economic
exchange and cooperation, and thus one of the key determinants of market function-
ing. The regulations and “rules of the game” governing economic activity depend on
the strength of institutions and the credibility of their participants, which means that
social capital performs a role superior to other forms of capital—natural, human, phys-
ical, and financial [41,42]. It is perceived as a set of characteristics of social structures—
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networks, relationships, norms, and values—that generate positive externalities for the
broader community. Within the institutional approach, social capital is shaped by three
fundamental determinants [43]:

1. Social trust, which constitutes the primary resource enabling cooperation [44,45],

2. Formal and informal institutions regulating relations among individuals and access
to resources; these include legal rules as well as customs and social conventions [46],

3. Norms of reciprocity and reliability, which strengthen actors’ capacity for
cooperation [47].

The most important function of social capital is the coordination of economic and
social actors. A high level of trust and strong norms of cooperation foster the develop-
ment of stable organisations and economic initiatives. According to Fukuyama’s con-
cept [45], the most effective organisations develop where community members share a
similar ethical value system. A higher level of social capital also enhances the adaptabil-
ity of the economy—trust reduces fears associated with organisational innovations and
restructuring processes [43].

Contemporary scholarship draws a clear distinction between three types of social
capital: bonding, bridging, and linking social capital [48,49]. Bonding capital refers to strong
ties within homogeneous groups, fostering support and solidarity but sometimes leading
to closure and exclusion. Bridging capital facilitates relationships between groups with
different resources and identities, promoting knowledge exchange and innovation. Linking
capital concerns relationships with public institutions and power structures, increasing
access to formal resources. In the context of CSA, bridging and linking social capital are
particularly important, as the model creates a space for cooperation among producers,
consumers, and local institutions, reducing the fragmentation of social environments.

The concept of social capital also has a controversial dimension, as emphasised by
numerous authors. Critics argue that the term is ambiguous, overly broad, and susceptible
to conceptual overstretching [50,51]. Moreover, social capital may generate negative effects
such as clientelism, nepotism, conformity pressure, or the exclusion of outsiders [52].
Critics further highlight that overestimating the role of social capital shifts responsibility
for development onto local communities, disregarding the importance of public policies
and structural conditions. Social capital should therefore be viewed not as an inherently
positive resource but as a complex relational structure that can both support cooperation
and reproduce inequalities.

In post-socialist countries, analyses of social capital often emphasise the long-term
effects of systemic and institutional discontinuities. Scholars point out that decades of
centralised governance, limited civic autonomy, and the prevalence of informal coping
strategies have contributed to a specific pattern of social relations characterised by low
generalised trust, weak civic participation, and a fragmented public sphere, as widely
discussed in the literature on post-socialist societies [53-55].

Within Central and Eastern Europe, researchers further note that past experiences with
forced collectivisation and state-controlled cooperation have left a long-lasting imprint on
social capital formation, often resulting in low levels of generalised trust and reluctance
towards collective action [56,57]. Importantly, while CSA and socialist collective farms may
appear superficially similar as collective arrangements, there is no direct institutional or
cultural continuity between them. On the contrary, CSA initiatives are based on voluntary
participation, horizontal relations, and trust-based cooperation, which fundamentally
differentiates them from the hierarchical and coercive structures of socialist agriculture and
helps explain both the limited diffusion and the fragile social embeddedness of CSA in
post-socialist contexts.
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In this context, rebuilding social capital requires sustained efforts aimed at strengthen-
ing transparent institutions, stabilising norms of cooperation, and creating environments in
which repeated interactions can generate trust. Community-supported food initiatives can
act as practical platforms for such processes: by fostering regular contact between farmers
and consumers, they help overcome social distance, increase predictability of exchange,
and gradually enable more open forms of collaboration. These initiatives, therefore, offer
an opportunity to mitigate the relational legacies of the previous system, creating locally
embedded spaces where cooperative practices can be tested, adapted, and internalised.

Viewed through this lens, CSA can be interpreted not only as an economic arrangement
but also as a mechanism supporting the reconstitution of social capital. Stable producer—
consumer partnerships, clear expectations, and shared responsibilities may contribute
to strengthening civic competencies and trust-based governance structures at the local
level—although the extent to which such effects occur depends on the broader institutional
context and the willingness of actors to engage beyond transactional relations.

Within such a framework, social capital theory provides a valuable analytical lens
for explaining stakeholders’ engagement in Community-Supported Agriculture. Three
mechanisms are particularly important:

1. Social trust: Farmers” willingness to cooperate increases when relationships with
consumers are characterised by high trust. Production diversity and transparency in
cultivation practices foster partnership and solidarity [58].

2. Norms of cooperation and reciprocity: The CSA model is built on shared responsibility
and long-term commitments. Regular interaction among participants—including con-
sumer participation in farm work—strengthens social ties and transforms consumers
into prosumers. At the same time, consumer involvement can alleviate pressure
arising from shortages of seasonal labour.

3. Institutions and organisational structures: Local organisations, formal agreements,
and mechanisms securing exchange relations reduce transaction costs. However,
in countries with low social capital, cooperation among small producers is often
hindered, partly due to concerns about free-riding on collective efforts [59].

Based on the theoretical literature, social capital—understood as trust, norms of
cooperation, and institutions regulating collaboration—plays a crucial role in shaping
producer—consumer relations within CSA models. Consequently, social capital theory
provides a particularly useful framework for explaining the varying levels of engagement
of both producers and consumers in such initiatives.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Data Sources

The research area is Poland—the largest agricultural country among the new member
states of the European Union. Poland ranks third in the EU in terms of agricultural land
area, following France and Spain. The structure of Polish farms is highly fragmented: as
much as 74% of all farms have an area of less than 10 hectares, as illustrated in Table 1.

Table 1. Number and percentage share of agricultural holdings in Poland in 2020.

Farm Size Category Number of Agricultural Holdings [in Thousands] Share of Agricultural Holdings [%]
Total 1317 100.0
Up to 10 ha 976 74.0
10-30 ha 285 19.6
30-50 ha 44 33
50-100 ha 26 2.0
Above 100 ha 13 1.0

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on [60].
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Additionally, the specific historical context makes Poland a particularly compelling
research area. Poland is a post-communist country that, moreover, remained under partition
for more than 120 years. As a result, different informal institutions developed across regions.
To date, the adaptation of CSA to Polish conditions has not been comprehensively examined,
which underscores the importance of the present study.

The empirical research was conducted among CSA producers. In Poland, there is
no official register of farms operating within the CSA model. Based on the only publicly
available source—the wspierajrolnictwo.pl list [61]—10 farms declaring participation in
this model were identified. These farms were included in the survey.

Ultimately, the empirical study was carried out between March and May 2024 in 6 out
of the 10 CSA farms. Despite repeated attempts, the remaining four farms did not respond
to the questionnaire. The surveyed farms were located in the voivodeships of Lédzkie,
Mazowieckie, Wielkopolskie and Zachodniopomorskie. In total, Poland is divided into
16 voivodeships, meaning that the farms participating in the study represented four of
these regions.

In each of these voivodeships, the farm structure is dominated by holdings of up to
10 hectares, as illustrated in Table 2.

Table 2. Number of agricultural holdings in Poland in 2020 in the surveyed voivodeships.

Number of Agricultural Holdings [in Thousands] Share of Agricultural Holdings [%]
Voivodeship Total Up to 10 10-30 30-50 50-100  Above 100 Up to 10 10-30 30-50 50-100  Above 100
ha ha ha ha ha ha ha ha ha ha
Lodzkie 117 90 23 2 1 0 76.8 17.7 21 0.9 0.3
Mazowieckie 208 152 48 6 2 1 729 20.0 27 1.2 0.4
Wielkopolskie 116 71 33 6 3 2 62.2 10.9 5.1 2.7 14
Zachodniopomorskie 29 16 7 2 2 2 54.5 33.8 7.1 8.1 6.6

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on [60].

3.2. Methods of Analysis

The study applied a qualitative research design. Data were collected using the CAWI
method (Computer-Assisted Web Interviewing), which allowed respondents to complete
the questionnaire online. The survey consisted of 22 questions (Appendix A), including
both open- and closed-ended items. For the closed-ended items, a Likert-type scale was
employed to capture farmers’ attitudes and perceptions related to the examined issues.

The open-ended questions focused on:

e key farm characteristics (e.g., agricultural land area, number of consumers,
labour input),

e  Dbenefits farmers perceive from participating in CSA,

e challenges associated with operating within the CSA model.

The closed-ended questions addressed:

e motivations for engaging in CSA,

e  expectations regarding consumer involvement in farm work,
e perceived development prospects of the farms,

e  Dbarriers limiting the expansion of CSA in Poland,

e preferred forms of institutional support.

Prior to distribution, the questionnaire underwent a pilot test to assess its clarity and
content validity, which resulted in adjustments to several items. The final response rate
was 60% (6 out of 10 farms), which aligns with typical participation levels in studies of
small-scale farms engaged in alternative food networks.
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The collected data were analysed using descriptive statistical methods and qualitative
content analysis of the open-ended responses. Inferential statistical tests were not conducted
due to the small sample size and the exploratory nature of the study.

The study involved anonymous adult participants and did not collect sensitive per-
sonal data. In accordance with institutional and national regulations, formal approval from
an ethics committee was not required. Nevertheless, the research was conducted in line
with ethical research principles, and informed consent was obtained from all participants.
Participation in the study was voluntary, and anonymity was fully ensured.

3.3. Study Limitations

An unquestionable limitation of the study was the small number of surveyed farms
(six entities located in six municipalities across four voivodeships), which restricts the
ability to formulate generalisations for the entire CSA population in Poland. Despite
repeated attempts to contact the remaining producers—by both email and telephone—no
responses were obtained. This further confirms the difficulties associated with conducting
research among farmers operating within alternative food models. The findings should
therefore be regarded as exploratory and as a starting point for further research employing
more advanced analytical methods.

The study also revealed a socio-cultural barrier. Similar to research on carp producers
in Poland [62], farmers often display distrust toward external research institutions and
reluctance to share knowledge. In the Polish agricultural sector, there remains a strong
fear of potential external control, which may reduce respondents’ openness and affect data
accessibility. This is reflected in the fact that only 3.1% of farmers in Poland are registered
within formal short food supply chain schemes [63].

Another limitation concerns the absence of an official register of CSA farms in Poland.
The identification of entities relies on informal lists and producers’ self-descriptions, which
may result in the omission of some farms operating in a model close to CSA.

It should also be noted that CAWI surveys are vulnerable to self-report bias, partic-
ularly regarding assessments of cooperation, trust, and barriers to participation. The use
of a single research method, without triangulation through in-depth interviews or field
observations, limits the depth of analysis and the ability to verify respondents’ declarations.

Moreover, CSA initiatives in Poland are characterised by significant organisational
heterogeneity, the absence of a standardised definition, and considerable variation in coop-
eration practices between producers and consumers, which complicates the comparability
of responses across farms.

Finally, the research timeframe (March-May 2024) coincided with a period of intensive
agricultural work, which may have affected producers’ availability and their willingness to
participate in the study.

4. Results

As previously noted, the study covered six CSA farms operating in four voivode-
ships. The total area of the surveyed farms amounted to 103 hectares, of which approx-
imately 75% was concentrated in the two largest farms. The areas of these farms were
41.0 ha and 36.0 ha, respectively. Among the remaining farms, the agricultural area ranged
from 4.0 to 13.0 hectares. All CSA farms were engaged in vegetable cultivation, while
individual farms additionally offered fruits, eggs, processed foods, groats, flour, dairy
products, and meat. Details are presented in Table 3.
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Table 3. Profile of farms operating CSA in Poland.
Share of CSA Potential Maximum
Name of the CSA Production Profile Activities in Total CSA Area (ha) Total Farm Number of CSA Size of the
Farm Area (ha) Consumers
Farm Income Consumer Group
Vegetables, fruits, eggs,
Nad Bugiem processed foods, groats and Additional 2.0 4.0 30 60
flours
Zielone Zagrody Vegetables, fruits, eggs, dairy Additional 40 410 60 80
janintinintehidbontia - s’ & products, meat, processed foods . .
Zielona Rzodkiewka Vegetables’ﬁ’erf;:ssed foods, Additional 0.2 48 20 40
. Vegetables, fruits, eggs, L.
Farma Stary Jesion processed foods, herbs Additional 2.0 36.0 30 60
Marianka Vegetables Primary 12 42 120 120
% Vegetables, eggs, meat, herbs Primary 1.0 13.0 70 80

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on survey data.

However, it is important to emphasise that not all agricultural land owned by the farms
was used for CSA purposes. According to the survey, the total area allocated specifically
to CSA activities amounted to only 10.4 hectares. It may therefore be concluded that,
on average, farmers dedicated approximately 1.7 hectares to CSA production (ranging
from 0.2 to 4.0 ha).

The situation described above may result from the fact that only in two cases did CSA
constitute the sole source of farm income. This leads to the conclusion that CSA initiatives
tend to represent an extension of existing agricultural activity rather than a standalone
model. This, in turn, challenges the frequently cited claim in the literature that CSA is
primarily adopted by small farms (up to 10 ha). Consequently, doubts arise as to whether
the fragmented agrarian structure observed in Poland indeed facilitates the development
of this type of cooperation model. Based on the conducted research, it may be equally
justified to state that CSA initiatives are more likely to become part of larger farms, as an
element of production diversification and market (consumer) segmentation. While such
CSAs meet the basic criteria outlined earlier, they contradict the idea of CSA as a model
supporting small-scale farming.

From an economic perspective, the effective functioning of a CSA depends on its
production capacity and the number of participating consumers. To estimate the theoretical
number of consumers required for a CSA to operate sustainably, a simplified alternative
cost simulation can be applied. For this purpose, statutory wage indicators in Poland
were used as reference points, namely the minimum gross wage and the average gross
monthly wage in the enterprise sector. At the end of 2025, the monthly gross minimum
wage amounted to 1091 euros, corresponding to an annual gross income of 13,092 euros
(12 months). Over the same period, the average monthly gross wage in the enterprise sector
(excluding profit-sharing bonuses) reached 2070 euros, resulting in an annual gross income
of 24,840 euros [64,65].

Assuming that the price of a single weekly produce box offered to consumers is
19 euros (wspierajrolnictwo.pl; rwsmarianka.pl) and that the CSA season lasts 23 weeks
(i.e., 23 deliveries per consumer), one participating consumer generates an annual rev-
enue of 437 euros for the farmer (19 x 23) [66]. On this basis, revenue equivalent to
the annual minimum wage is generated by approximately 28 consumers, while around
55 consumers are required to reach revenue corresponding to the average annual wage in
the enterprise sector.

It must be emphasised, however, that these figures refer exclusively to gross revenue
and do not take into account production costs, labour inputs, or capital depreciation.
Moreover, farmers’ income should ensure not only current subsistence but also the ability
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to maintain and replace fixed assets. As a result, the actual number of consumers required
for economically sustainable, long-term CSA operation is likely to be higher than suggested
by these estimates.

The research findings indicate that the six surveyed farms supply agricultural products
to a total of 330 consumers. The highest numbers of consumers cooperate with the farms for
which CSA constitutes the sole source of income. These CSAs serve 120 and 70 consumers,
respectively. Importantly, supplying 120 consumers with vegetables (CSA Marianka) and
70 consumers with vegetables, eggs, meat, and herbs (CSA Green Leaf GR Kakolewice)
required allocating only 1.2 ha and 1.0 ha of land for CSA purposes. This leads to the
conclusion that economically efficient CSAs do not require large cultivation areas, meaning
that small farms can successfully participate in such models. Consequently, from a financial
perspective, the CSA model may be an attractive solution for small-scale farms.

For the remaining CSAs, the number of consumers ranges from 20 to 60. Based on the
earlier simulations, it should be assumed that CSAs serving 20-30 members operate at the
threshold of profitability. Making CSA the sole source of income would require increasing
the number of consumers, which, as shown in Table 3, is feasible.

The study also indicates that small land areas dedicated to CSA are not, in themselves,
a barrier to development. However, it should be noted that CSAs rely on traditional
cultivation methods, which are labour-intensive. At the same time, the small scale of
operations makes it impossible to employ additional workers; thus, most of the labour is
provided by farmers and their family members. Theoretically, consumers are also expected
to participate in farm work. Unfortunately, the study shows that consumers contribute
to fieldwork in only one CSA. This is the farm where, on average, only one person is
employed full-time throughout the year. In another CSA, farmers recognised the need
for consumer support, although consumers currently do not participate in fieldwork. The
remaining farmers are not interested in involving consumers in agricultural labour. These
findings reveal a cognitive dissonance: on the one hand, farmers face labour shortages that
hinder the functioning of CSAs; on the other hand, most are not interested in engaging
consumers in fieldwork. The literature emphasises that CSAs generate benefits for farmers,
consumers, and the natural environment. These claims were confronted with the actual
motivations of Polish farmers to engage in CSA, as illustrated in Table 4.

Table 4. Factors motivating producers to participate in the CSA model.

. . . Access to Preservation of
Opportunity to R.ed'uced Strong Lower Financial External Commitment to Cultural
Access Logistical and Consumer Exposure Due to . . .
. . . Assistance Environmental Heritage and
Premium-Price Delivery Demand and Upfront .
Markets Expenses Engagement Payments (e.8,, Grants, Stewardship Agro-
Subsidies) Biodiversity
Nad Bugiem YES NO NO YES NO NO YES
Zielone Zagrody NO NO YES YES NO YES NO
Zielona
Rrodkiewka NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
Farma Stary NO NO YES YES NO NO YES
Jesion
Marianka NO YES NO YES NO YES YES
Green leaf GR NO NO NO NO NO YES YES
Kakolewice

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on survey data.

The findings indicate that the most common reasons for establishing a CSA were
farmers’ desire to reduce financial risk through advance payments and their concern
for preserving traditions and biodiversity. These motivations were indicated by four
respondents. Environmental protection was also an important factor (three responses). It
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may therefore be concluded that, when deciding to operate within the CSA model, farmers
were primarily guided by financial and environmental considerations.

It is also noteworthy that in three cases the establishment of a CSA resulted, among
other factors, from consumer interest. This demonstrates the significant influence of
conscious consumers in shaping the direction of contemporary agricultural development.

Interestingly, only one farm indicated that identifying a market niche—and the result-
ing ability to obtain higher prices—was among the reasons for joining a CSA. A similar
situation was observed with respect to another factor, namely reduced distribution costs.

The responses suggest that farmers do not consider higher prices or lower distribution
costs to be key drivers of their activity. This may lead to the conclusion that, from the
farmers’ perspective, the predictability and stability of income are more important than the
price level itself.

It is equally significant that none of the respondents identified the possibility of
obtaining external support as a factor influencing their decision to join a CSA. This may be
attributed to the limited interest of public institutions in supporting CSA initiatives. As a
result, farmers do not perceive potential benefits that such institutions could offer.

In summary, the survey results allow for the identification of several key benefits
obtained by farmers participating in CSAs, including;:

income predictability,
guaranteed market outlets for products,

[ ]
[ ]
e time savings related to product sales and the ability to focus on cultivation,
e  building cooperative networks,

[ ]

direct contact with consumers.

These findings suggest that farmers appreciate the advantages associated with short
food supply chains, market stability, and predictable income streams.

Despite the potentially favourable conditions for CSA development in Poland—arising,
among other factors, from the fragmented farm structure (according to the 2020 Agricultural
Census, farms of up to 10 hectares accounted for 74% of all holdings)—the model is
developing very slowly, and its overall impact remains limited. The reasons for this
situation can be traced to barriers that hinder CSA functioning.

The survey results confirmed the existence of numerous barriers, varying in nature—
from mental and cultural barriers, through regulatory and legal barriers, to constraints
related to labour availability.

The most frequently cited difficulty was the challenge of building cooperation net-
works. The roots of these problems lie in persistently low levels of social capital, which
translate into a lack of trust. Trust is crucial because the CSA model relies on advance
payments made by consumers. One may even argue that the lack of trust and the reluctance
to cooperate constitute a critical barrier to CSA development.

Another identified obstacle involves legal and regulatory barriers. Farmers pointed to
difficulties in meeting sanitary and veterinary standards, which are particularly stringent
for products of animal origin. The persistence of such barriers may lead to the reduction in
CSA offerings to vegetables and fruits only.

An additional challenge is the limited access to labour, mentioned earlier. In this
context, greater involvement of consumers in fieldwork would, in principle, be desirable.
Paradoxically, environmental concerns and the desire to maintain biodiversity can also act
as barriers, as meeting these requirements is highly labour-intensive and time-consuming.

In one of the surveyed farms, attention was also drawn to the lack of suitable collection
points for CSA boxes in urban areas.

At the same time, farmers assessed the future prospects for CSA development in
Poland generally positively. They see opportunities for growth arising from actions under-
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taken by both farmers and consumers. Respondents emphasised the need for strengthening
social capital and improving society’s eating habits. Education was also considered essen-
tial, with educational activities needed for both farmers and consumers. Farmers addition-
ally expect support in the form of improved online sales platforms and the development of
marketing services.

Valuable insights also emerge from the analysis of responses concerning the institu-
tions that currently support CSAs and those that, in the farmers’ view, should be involved.
According to the survey, CSA initiatives are mainly supported by non-governmental
organisations—both those representing farmers/producers and those representing con-
sumers. Respondents indicated a lack of involvement from local and national authorities.
At the same time, farmers expect local governments (municipalities), Agricultural Advisory
Centres, and County Veterinary Inspectorates to take a more active role in supporting
CSA development.

5. Discussion

In the international literature, Community-Supported Agriculture is most often anal-
ysed in contexts where the model has reached a relatively high level of institutional maturity,
particularly in Western Europe, North America, and parts of East Asia. In these settings,
CSA is commonly framed as a community-based food provisioning system grounded in
solidarity, risk-sharing, and strong producer-consumer relationships [2—4]. This established
understanding provides an important reference point for interpreting the Polish case, where
CSA operates under markedly different social, institutional, and historical conditions.

A distinct form of CSA developed in Europe, particularly in France (the AMAP
system), driven by the need to safeguard non-industrial agricultural models. By 2015, more
than 2000 AMAPs were operating across all French regions, serving over 250,000 consumers
who received weekly food baskets from local producers with whom they had established
formal agreements. A similar situation can be observed in Italy—with approximately
1000 initiatives—and in Switzerland, where around 300 CSA groups operate [67]. In
Germany, only five CSAs were founded between 1988 and 2010, yet today more than
400 CSA farms are registered [68]. In China, the first CSA farm was established as late as
2009, but by 2016 the number had already risen to 254 [69].

However, scholars note that the vast majority of CSA-related research concerns West-
ern European countries, with nearly 90% of quantitative studies focusing on the social
dimensions of sustainable development [70].

The situation is markedly different in Central and Eastern European countries [26,30],
including Poland, as evidenced by the limited number of CSA initiatives. In this region,
the scale of CSA activity is significantly smaller than in Western Europe, reflecting the
specific characteristics of local agricultural systems and the nature of producer-consumer
relations. In 2016, the number of registered CSA initiatives amounted to 8 in Poland,
23 in the Czech Republic, and 5 in Romania; by 2020, these figures were 8 in Poland,
80 in the Czech Republic, and 10 in Romania [67,71].

At the same time, a recent study [72] shows that the scale of CSA in Poland remains
marginal in operational terms as well. The authors identified 13 farms cooperating with
35 consumer groups and serving approximately 1200 households; however, it is important
to note that their sample also included a CSA initiative operated by the University of Life
Sciences, which is not a privately managed farm. This means that the actual number of
market-based CSAs is even smaller, which is consistent with the findings of the present
study that identified 10 initiatives. These results confirm that CSA in Poland remains a
niche phenomenon and that the number of active initiatives is significantly lower than in
Western European countries or even in the Czech Republic.
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The Community-Supported Agriculture model is a relatively new phenomenon in
Polish agriculture and has been developing slowly despite potentially favourable condi-
tions, such as the fragmented farm structure and growing environmental awareness among
consumers. Against this backdrop, a clear tension emerges between the “idea” and the
“reality” of CSA functioning in Poland. On the one hand, the classical CSA model assumes a
high level of community embeddedness, solidarity-based risk-sharing, intensive consumer
involvement, and strong social capital. On the other hand, empirical findings point to the
small scale of the phenomenon, the dominance of instrumental motivations, and limited
institutional support. This discrepancy demonstrates that the transfer of the normative
CSA concept into the Polish context takes place under conditions markedly different from
those in which the model originally evolved.

The same research also suggests that most Polish CSA farms are organic with a high
degree of production diversification and agroecological orientation. The present study
partially confirms these observations, although a lower share of processed products and a
lower level of organisational sophistication were noted among the analysed farms. This
may indicate the existence of several distinct CSA models in Poland—ranging from fully
professionalised operations to initiatives still in the development phase.

The development of CSA in Poland appears to be constrained by several factors,
most notably the low levels of social capital. This issue, particularly acute in rural areas,
has been confirmed in previous studies [73,74] and is rooted in broader historical experi-
ences that have shaped a persistent reluctance to cooperate—a finding also corroborated
by the farmer survey conducted for this study. A lack of trust in consumers may addi-
tionally explain farmers’” unwillingness to involve them in on-farm work. It should be
emphasised that social capital reduces transaction costs and facilitates advance payments,
which constitute the core of the CSA model. As shown by the survey results, advance
payments made by consumers are among the most important factors influencing farmers’
participation. Trust is therefore a sine qua non condition for the functioning of this model.
Interestingly, once such a model is established, it contributes to building trust between local
farmers and consumers [75].

Although farmers tend to be relatively optimistic regarding the future prospects of
CSA, this optimism does not appear to be reflected in the actual scale of the movement.
Earlier literature suggested that support for sustainable rural development in Poland
would stimulate the growth of small farms and encourage them to seek new organisational
models to strengthen their competitiveness relative to large commercial operations [76,77].
It was also assumed that the fragmented structure of Polish agriculture would favour CSA
expansion, especially for farms up to 10 hectares [8]. The findings of the present study do
not confirm these predictions. Within CSA, not only small farms but also larger farms are
represented, and for most surveyed entities CSA was not the sole source of income. These
findings suggest that fragmented farm structures are not, in themselves, conducive to CSA
development. On the contrary, CSA initiatives in Poland seem more likely to emerge within
larger farms adopting market segmentation strategies and targeting consumers who value
traditional and eco-friendly food products.

The referenced research further notes considerable variation in the level of profession-
alisation among Polish CSA farms. Some treat CSA as their main source of income, whereas
others operate within hybrid economic models—an observation also reflected in the present
study. While such diversity may support the broader diffusion of CSA, it remains at odds
with the founding principles of the CSA model, which emphasise community-building and
shared responsibility.

In practice, however, the social dimension of CSA seems to play a limited role. Al-
though farmers acknowledge its importance, the primary objective of CSA operations
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currently appears to be the production of organic agricultural goods rather than the cultiva-
tion of relationships and shared responsibility for the survival of small farms. This pattern
is consistent with findings from other countries, where access to local, high-quality food
tends to outweigh community-based motivations [78-81]. Ostrom [82] likewise argued that
CSA participants are often not interested in the community-building aspects of the model.

Similar dynamics have been reported among Polish CSA members, who demonstrate
limited engagement in community-building activities and only incidental involvement in
on-farm work or educational events. When considered alongside the results of the present
study, this suggests that Polish CSA initiatives primarily perform an instrumental function,
while the community dimension remains underdeveloped.

These observations are consistent with research conducted among CSA members in
New York State [83], which showed that most consumers join CSA mainly to obtain fresh,
local, and organic food. Only a small share reported joining to build community, meet
like-minded people, or share production risks. This parallel reinforces the argument that
Polish CSA initiatives may be following an American-style, functional trajectory, distinct
from Western European models in which community-building plays a central role [84,85].

Finally, the referenced study highlights the absence of a national umbrella organisa-
tion capable of integrating CSA stakeholders, representing their interests before public
institutions, and facilitating knowledge exchange. Farmers participating in the present
study likewise reported a lack of external support and the absence of a cooperation plat-
form, suggesting that weak networking structures constitute a key systemic barrier to
CSA development in Poland. Additional challenges include deficits in financial planning,
distribution logistics, and communication with CSA members. Without targeted training
and advisory support tailored to the specifics of short food supply chains—and without
strengthening both managerial competencies and social capital—the further development
of CSA in Poland is likely to remain constrained.

6. Conclusions

Based on the conducted research, it can be concluded that Community-Supported
Agriculture represents a model of alternative food networks that promotes direct relation-
ships between producers and consumers, supports local economies, minimises negative
environmental impacts, and responds to contemporary challenges related to food security
and sustainable development.

However, the findings reveal a clear discrepancy between the “idea” of the classical CSA
model—founded on solidarity, partnership, and shared responsibility—and the “reality” of
CSA functioning in Poland. While the theoretical model assumes a high level of consumer
involvement, shared production risks, and strong social ties, practice shows that many of
these elements are implemented only partially or in a fragmented manner. This divergence
indicates that transferring the CSA concept into the Polish socio-institutional context
requires adaptation to local conditions, which provides an important interpretive frame for
understanding the empirical results.

The study further demonstrates that social capital theory offers an appropriate frame-
work for explaining the mechanisms shaping farmers’ engagement in CSA. Trust and
cooperation emerged as key factors enabling the development of this model. Three com-
ponents of social capital proved particularly significant: (1) trust between producers and
consumers, which allows for the conclusion of pre-season contracts; (2) norms of reci-
procity and shared responsibility, which facilitate the distribution of production risks;
and (3) limited institutional infrastructure, which—rather than supporting—often con-
strains the development of cooperation. At the same time, the findings indicate that the
generally low level of social capital in Poland constitutes a major obstacle to CSA devel-
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opment. These deficits should be compensated by public-sector engagement, particularly
by local governments. Unfortunately, this engagement remains limited, and there is little
understanding of the essence and potential of the CSA model. As a result, neither local
authorities nor agricultural advisory services have developed institutional mechanisms
that could support the establishment and functioning of CSA initiatives.

The research also shows that medium-sized and large farms participate in CSA and
treat this model as an additional source of income. This challenges previous assumptions
about the adaptation of CSA in the Polish context and raises questions about the role and
future of small farms in Poland. The limited interest of small farms in participating in CSA
may indicate that they are not inclined to develop long-term relationships with consumers
or improve their economic viability. There is also no evidence to suggest that such farms
perform environmental functions. Consequently, their role may in practice be limited to
satisfying the needs of the farm household.

Overall, the findings highlight the potential of CSA as a cooperative model linking
farmers and consumers, particularly in serving niche markets. Strengthening social capital,
expanding educational initiatives, and ensuring stable institutional support will be crucial
for the future development of this model in Poland.

This analysis helps fill an important knowledge gap concerning the theoretical and
practical foundations of farmer engagement in CSA in Poland. It considers key deter-
minants such as social capital, farm structure, and institutional barriers that shape the
development of the model in the national context.

Importantly, the results do not support the claim that CSA has specific development
potential in countries characterised by fragmented agrarian structures. Although such
structures may, in principle, facilitate CSA adoption, the low levels of social capital and
limited institutional support significantly reduce this potential.

The conclusions should be interpreted with due consideration of the study’s lim-
itations, including the small number of surveyed farms, difficulties in data collection,
respondents’” mistrust, the absence of an official CSA register, and the organisational diver-
sity of the analysed initiatives.

Future research on CSA in Poland should include larger and more diverse samples,
the application of quantitative research methods, and comparative studies (e.g., Poland,
Czech Republic, France, Italy) to better understand the conditions enabling stable CSA
functioning in different institutional settings. Longitudinal research capturing changes over
time and methodological triangulation (surveys, in-depth interviews, and case studies) are
also recommended.
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Appendix A

CSA SURVEY for Farmers:

1.  Voivodeship:

a. Dolnoslaskie

b. Kujawsko-pomorskie

c. Lubelskie

d. Lubuskie

e. Lodzkie

f. Malopolskie

g. Mazowieckie

h. Opolskie

i. Podkarpackie

j- Podlaskie

k. Pomorskie

1. Slaskie

m. Swi@tokrzyskie

n. Warminsko-mazurskie

o. Wielkopolskie

p- Zachodniopomorskie

2. Name of the municipality

3. CSA area (in hectares)

4. Total farm area (in hectares)

5. Is CSA your only source of income?

a. Yes

b. No

6. Is CSA the main focus of your agricultural activity?

a. Yes

b. No

7. What percentage of your farmland is allocated to CSA?

a. Please specify: ____ %

8. How many consumers participate in your CSA?

a. Please specify the number: ____

9.  What is the maximum number of consumers that could participate in your CSA?

a. Please specify the number: ____

10. How many people (on average per year) work on your farm (including family
members and seasonal workers)?

a. Please specify the number: ____

11. Do consumers help you with fieldwork?

a. Yes

b. No
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12. Do you see a need to involve consumers in fieldwork?

a. Yes

b. Rather yes

c. Rather no

d. No

13. Did you operate a farm before establishing the CSA?

a. Yes

b. No

14. What factors motivated you to operate within a CSA model?
(multiple answers possible)

Opportunity to access premium-price markets

Reduced logistical and delivery expenses

Strong consumer demand and engagement

Lower financial exposure due to upfront payments

Access to external assistance (e.g., grants, subsidies)
Commitment to environmental stewardship

Preservation of cultural heritage and agro-biodiversity

Please indicate the most important benefits you gain from participating in CSA:

e TR5000000O0

16. Please indicate the key challenges associated with operating within the CSA
model:

a0 o

17. How do you assess the development prospects of your CSA?

a. Good

b. Rather good

c. Hard to say

d. Rather poor

e. Poor

18. How do you assess the development potential of CSA in Poland?
a. Good

b. Rather good

c¢. Hard to say

d. Rather poor

e. Poor

19. What factors could support the development of CSA in Poland?

an o
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20. What type of support is needed to improve the effectiveness of CSA in Poland?
(multiple answers possible)

O  Legal (regulatory compliance)

Sanitary (compliance with sanitary and veterinary standards)

Financial (development grants)

Accounting (tax regulations and settlements)

IT support (digital sales platforms)

Organisational (coordination of joint sales initiatives)

Marketing

Other (please specify):

OO O0OO0OO0O0OO0O0

No additional support is needed

N
=

What, in your opinion, are the main barriers to the development of CSA?

Barrier Impact on the development of CSA
Strong Rather strong Neutral Rather weak Weak

Production (including production costs)

Processing

Logistics / Distribution

Financial Issues (Investments, Liquidity)

Legal Issues (Regulations)

Certifications

Cooperation Difficulties

Consulting

Market Competition

Combating Unfair Competition

Consumers and Their Habits

Lack of Sufficient Funds for Promotion/Sales Development

Lack of Promotion and Sales Knowledge and Skills

Other, Specify?

22.  Which institution provides the strongest SUPPORT for the development of CSA
(left column), and which three SHOULD be more involved (right column)?

Those that provide support (current situation) Public Administration and Regulatory Institutions Those that should provide support (desired situation)

Voivodeship (Marshal’s Office)

County (Starostwo)

Municipality

Village

Agricultural Advisory Centre (ARIMR)

Agricultural Advisory Centre in Brwinéw

Provincial Agricultural Advisory Centre (ODR)

County Agricultural Advisory Teams

Provincial Chamber of Agriculture

County Councils of Agricultural Chambers

Other producer associations/cooperatives

Other consumer associations/cooperatives

Local Action Group (LGD)

Associations, foundations (NGOs)

County Sanitary Inspection (SANEPiD)

County Veterinary Inspection

Tax Office

Oo0oOgoooooooooogo oo
OooOoogooooooooooogooog

Other (specify)

References

1.

European Commission. Proofing the EU Food Supply Chain Against Crises: New Set of Recommendations Published. Avail-
able online: https:/ /agriculture.ec.europa.eu/news/ proofing-eu-food-supply-chain-against-crises-new-set-recommendations-
published-2024-07-23_en (accessed on 25 January 2025).

Kondo, C. Re-Energizing Japan’s Movement: Understanding Intergenerational Transitions of Diverse Economies. |. Agric. Food
Syst. Community Dev. 2021, 10, 4. [CrossRef]

Kondoh, K. The Alternative Food Movement in Japan: Challenges, Limits, and Resilience of the Teikei System. Agric. Hum. Values
2015, 32, 143-153. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18010501


https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/news/proofing-eu-food-supply-chain-against-crises-new-set-recommendations-published-2024-07-23_en
https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/news/proofing-eu-food-supply-chain-against-crises-new-set-recommendations-published-2024-07-23_en
https://doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2021.104.031
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-014-9539-x
https://doi.org/10.3390/su18010501

Sustainability 2026, 18, 501 18 of 20

10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.
31.

Devere, C.; Lamine, C. Les Systemes Agroalimentaires Alternatifs: Une Revue de Travaux Anglophones en Sciences Sociales.
Econ. Rurale 2010, 317, 57-73. [CrossRef]

Goszcezyniski, W.; Wréblewski, M. Beyond rural idyll? Social imaginaries, motivations and relations in Polish alternative food
networks. J. Rural Stud. 2020, 76, 254-263. [CrossRef]

Sobczak-Malitka, W.; Drejerska, N. Integrating Short Supply Chains and Smart Village Initiatives: Strategies for Sustainable Rural
Development. Sustainability 2024, 16, 10529. [CrossRef]

Drejerska, N.; Sobczak-Malitka, W. Nurturing Sustainability and Health: Exploring the Role of Short Supply Chains in the
Evolution of Food Systems—The Case of Poland. Foods 2023, 12, 4171. [CrossRef]

Strus, M.; Kalisiak-Medelska, M.; Nadolny, M.; Kachniarz, M.; Raftowicz, M. Community-Supported Agriculture as a Perspective
Model for the Development of Small Agricultural Holding in the Region. Sustainability 2020, 12, 2656. [CrossRef]

Cone, C.A.; Myhre, A. Community-Supported Agriculture: A Sustainable Alternative to Industrial Agriculture? Hum. Organ.
2000, 59, 187-197. [CrossRef]

Fomina, Y.; Glifiska-Newes, A.; Ignasiak-Szulc, A. Community Supported Agriculture: Setting the Research Agenda Through a
Bibliometric Analysis. J. Rural Stud. 2022, 92, 294-305. [CrossRef]

Espelt, R. Agroecology Prosumption: The Role of CSA Networks. J. Rural Stud. 2020, 79, 269-275. [CrossRef]

Chen, W. Perceived Value of a Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) Working Share: The Construct and Its Dimensions.
Appetite 2013, 62, 37-49. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Milford, A.B.; Keech, D.; Muiruri, S.W. Community Supported Agriculture’s Perceived Positive Impacts on Mental Health and
Vegetable Consumption in Norway and the UK. Agric. Econ. 2025, 13, 2. [CrossRef]

Witzling, L.; Shaw, B.R; Strader, C.; Sedlak, C.; Jones, E. The Role of Community: CSA Member Retention. Br. Food ]. 2020,
122,2289-2302. [CrossRef]

Zepeda, L.; Reznickova, A.; Russell, W.S. CSA Membership and Psychological Needs Fulfillment: An Application of Self-
Determination Theory. Agric. Hum. Values 2013, 30, 605-614. [CrossRef]

Bernard, K.; Bonein, A.; Bougherara, D. Consumer Inequality Aversion and Risk Preferences in Community Supported Agriculture.
Ecol. Econ. 2020, 175, 106684. [CrossRef]

Gorman, R. Human-Livestock Relationships and Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) in the UK. J. Rural Stud. 2018,
61,175-183. [CrossRef]

Henderson, E.; Van En, R. Sharing the Harvest: A Citizen’s Guide to Community Supported Agriculture; Chelsea Green Publishing:
White River Junction, VT, USA, 2007.

Medici, M.; Canavari, M.; Castellini, A. An Analytical Framework to Measure the Social Return of Community-Supported
Agriculture. Agroecol. Sustain. Food Syst. 2023, 47, 1319-1340. [CrossRef]

Milford, A.B.; Reed, M. Fresh Vegetables with a Story: Market Gardening for a Sustainable Food Transition. In Plant-Based Food
Consumption; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2024; pp. 277-295.

Petruzzelli, M.; Ihle, R.; Colitti, S.; Vittuari, M. The Role of Short Food Supply Chains in Advancing the Global Agenda for
Sustainable Food Systems Transitions. Cities 2023, 141, 104496. [CrossRef]

KraiB3, K.; van Elsen, T. Landwirtschaftliche Wirtschaftsgemeinschaften (Community Supported Agriculture, CSA)—Ein Weg zur
Revitalisierung des Landlichen Raumes? In Nachhaltige Entwicklung Lindlicher Riume; Friedel, R., Spindler, E.A., Eds.; VS Verlag:
Wiesbaden, Germany, 2009; pp. 183-194.

Opitz, I; Zoll, E; Zasada, I.; Doernberg, A.; Siebert, R.; Piorr, A. Consumer-Producer Interactions in Community-Supported
Agriculture and Their Relevance for Economic Stability of the Farm: An Empirical Study Using an Analytic Hierarchy Process. J.
Rural Stud. 2019, 68, 22-32. [CrossRef]

Renting, H.; Marsden, T.K,; Banks, J. Understanding Alternative Food Networks: Exploring the Role of Short Food Supply Chains
in Rural Development. Environ. Plan. A 2003, 35, 393—411. [CrossRef]

FoodSHIFT 2030. Available online: https:/ /foodshift2030.eu/ (accessed on 16 December 2025).

SKIN. Short Food Supply Chain Knowledge and Innovation Network. Available online:  https://eu-cap-
network.ec.europa.eu/projects/skin-short-supply-chains-knowledge-innovation-network_en (accessed on 16 December 2025).
COREnet. Connecting Consumer and Producer Networks. Available online: https://shortfoodchain.eu/ (accessed on
16 December 2025).

DeMuth, S. Community Supported Agriculture (CSA): An Annotated Bibliography and Resource Guide; National Agricultural Library:
Beltsville, MD, USA, 1993.

Ertmanska, K. Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) as a Form of Sustainable Consumption. Acta Sci. Polonorum. Oeconomia
2015, 14, 51-59.

Vassalos, M.; Gao, Z.; Zhang, L. Factors Affecting Current and Future CSA Participation. Sustainability 2017, 9, 478. [CrossRef]
Groh, T.; McFadden, S. Farms of Tomorrow: Community Supported Farms—Farm Supported Communities; Biodynamic Farming and
Gardening Association: Milwaukee, WI, USA, 1990.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18010501


https://doi.org/10.4000/economierurale.2676
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2020.04.031
https://doi.org/10.3390/su162310529
https://doi.org/10.3390/foods12224171
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12072656
https://doi.org/10.17730/humo.59.2.715203t206g2j153
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2022.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2020.08.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2012.11.014
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23201285
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40100-024-00343-5
https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-09-2019-0727
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-013-9432-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2020.106684
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.04.013
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2023.2236989
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2023.104496
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2019.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1068/a3510
https://foodshift2030.eu/
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/projects/skin-short-supply-chains-knowledge-innovation-network_en
https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/projects/skin-short-supply-chains-knowledge-innovation-network_en
https://shortfoodchain.eu/
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9030478
https://doi.org/10.3390/su18010501

Sustainability 2026, 18, 501 19 of 20

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.
39.
40.
41.
42.

43.
44.
45.
46.
47.

48.
49.

50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.

60.
61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

Rossi, A.; Piccoli, A.; Feola, G. Transforming Labour around Food? The Experience of Community Supported Agriculture in Italy.
Agric. Hum. Values 2024, 41, 1667-1686. [CrossRef]

Mollers, J.; Birhald, B. Community Supported Agriculture: A Promising Pathway for Small Family Farms in Eastern Europe? A
Case Study from Romania. Landbauforsch. Appl. Agric. For. Res. 2014, 64, 139-150.

Mollers, J.; Traikova, D.; Birhala, B.A.M.; Wolz, A. Why (Not) Cooperate? A Cognitive Model of Farmers’ Intention to Join
Producer Groups in Romania. Post-Communist Econ. 2018, 30, 56-77. [CrossRef]

Bobulescu, R.; Tuyen Le, N.; Vitari, C.; Whittingham, E. Socio-Economic and Ecological Transition in Community Supported
Agriculture: From the “Transitional” to the ‘Ideal” CSA. Int. ]. Agric. Resour. Gov. Ecol. 2018, 14, 122-137. [CrossRef]

Brown, C.; Miller, S. The Impacts of Local Markets: A Review of Research on Farmers Markets and Community Supported
Agriculture (CSA). Am. J. Agric. Econ. 2008, 90, 1296-1302. [CrossRef]

Bourdieu, P. The Forms of Capital. In Handbook of Theory and Research for the Sociology of Education; Richardson, ].G., Ed.; Greenwood
Press: New York, NY, USA, 1986; pp. 241-258.

Coleman, J. Foundations of Social Theory; Belknap Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1990.

Fukuyama, F. Social Capital, Civil Society and Development. Third World Q. 2001, 22, 7-20. [CrossRef]

Putnam, R.D. Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy; Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ, USA, 1993.
Matysiak, A.; Raftowicz, M. Poliformizm Systemu Gospodarczego. Studia Ekon. 2019, 378, 7-18.

Serageldin, I.; Grootaert, C. Defining Social Capital: An Integrating View. In Social Capital: A Multifaceted Perspective; Dasgupta, P,
Serageldin, L., Eds.; World Bank: Washington, DC, USA, 2000; pp. 40-58.

Matysiak, A. Zrédta Kapitatu Spotecznego; Wydawnictwo Akademii Ekonomicznej We Wroctawiu: Wroctaw, Poland, 1999.
Putnam, R.D. Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community; Simon & Schuster: New York, NY, USA, 2000.
Fukuyama, F. Trust: The Social Virtues and the Creation of Prosperity; The Free Press: New York, NY, USA, 1995.

North, D. Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1994.

Six, B.; van Zimmeren, E.; Popa, F.; Frison, C. Trust and Social Capital in the Design and Evolution of Institutions for Collective
Action. Int. ]. Commons 2015, 9, 151-176. [CrossRef]

Woolcock, M. The Place of Social Capital in Understanding Social and Economic Outcomes. Can. J. Policy Res. 2001, 2, 11-17.
Szreter, S.; Woolcock, M. Health by Association? Social Capital, Social Theory, and the Political Economy of Public Health. Int. J.
Epidemiol. 2004, 33, 650-667. [CrossRef]

Portes, A. Social Capital: Its Origins and Applications in Modern Sociology. Annu. Rev. Sociol. 1998, 24, 1-24. [CrossRef]

Fine, B. Social Capital Versus Social Theory; Routledge: London, UK, 2001.

Field, J. Social Capital; Routledge: London, UK, 2003.

Sztompka, P. Trust: A Sociological Theory; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1999.

Sztompka, P. Zaufanie. Fundament Spofeczeristwa; Znak: Warszawa, Poland, 2007.

Howard, M.M. The Weakness of Civil Society in Post-Communist Europe; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2003.
Swain, N. Collective Farms Which Work? Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1985.

Howard, M.M. The weakness of postcommunist civil society. J. Democr. 2002, 13, 157-169. [CrossRef]

Zoll, F,; Kirby, C.K.; Specht, K.; Siebert, R. Exploring Member Trust in German Community-Supported Agriculture: A Multiple
Regression Analysis. Agric. Hum. Values 2023, 40, 709-724. [CrossRef]

Olson, M. The Logic of Collective Action: Public Goods and the Theory of Groups; Harvard University Press: Cambridge,
MA, USA, 1965.

Gléwny Urzad Statystyczny (GUS). Powszechny Spis Rolny 2020. In Raport z Wynikéw; GUS: Warszawa, Poland, 2021.

RWS Wojciechéwka Poszerza Grupe Odbiorcéw. Available online: https:/ /wspierajrolnictwo.pl/rws-wojciechowka-poszerza-
grupe-odbiorcow/ (accessed on 25 January 2025).

Raftowicz, M. Uwarunkowania Rozwoju Krétkich Laricuchéw Dostaw Zywnosci; Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Przyrodniczego We
Wroctawiu: Wroctaw, Poland, 2022.

Raftowicz, M.; Korabiewski, B. Regional Determinants of the Development of Short Food Supply Chains in Poland. Sustainability
2025, 17,9772. [CrossRef]

Rozporzadzenie w Sprawie Minimalnego Wynagrodzenia za Prace oraz Wysokosci Minimalnej Stawki Godzinowej w 2024 r.
Available online: https:/ /www.gov.pl/web/premier/min-stawka-godzinowa-2024 (accessed on 8 May 2024).

Przecietne Wynagrodzenie Miesieczne w Sektorze, September 2025. Available online: https:/ /wskazniki.gofin.pl/8,84,2,przecietne-
wynagrodzenie-miesieczne-w-sektorze.html (accessed on 19 November 2025).

Narodowy Bank Polski. Tabela nr 016/A/NBP/2025 z Dnia 2025-01-24. Available online: https://nbp.pl/archiwum-
kursow /tabela-nr-016-a-nbp-2025-z-dnia-2025-01-24/ (accessed on 24 January 2025).

European CSA Research Group. Overview of Community Supported Agriculture in Europe; European CSA Research Group:
Plattling, Germany, 2016.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18010501


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-024-10572-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2017.1361697
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJARGE.2018.093990
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8276.2008.01220.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/713701144
https://doi.org/10.18352/ijc.435
https://doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyh013
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.24.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2002.0008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-022-10386-3
https://wspierajrolnictwo.pl/rws-wojciechowka-poszerza-grupe-odbiorcow/
https://wspierajrolnictwo.pl/rws-wojciechowka-poszerza-grupe-odbiorcow/
https://doi.org/10.3390/su17219772
https://www.gov.pl/web/premier/min-stawka-godzinowa-2024
https://wskazniki.gofin.pl/8,84,2,przecietne-wynagrodzenie-miesieczne-w-sektorze.html
https://wskazniki.gofin.pl/8,84,2,przecietne-wynagrodzenie-miesieczne-w-sektorze.html
https://nbp.pl/archiwum-kursow/tabela-nr-016-a-nbp-2025-z-dnia-2025-01-24/
https://nbp.pl/archiwum-kursow/tabela-nr-016-a-nbp-2025-z-dnia-2025-01-24/
https://doi.org/10.3390/su18010501

Sustainability 2026, 18, 501 20 of 20

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.
77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

Diekmann, M. Community Supported Agriculture—Innovative Nischenstrategie fiir Landwirtschaftliche Betriebe? Ber. Land-
wirtsch. 2020, 98, 1-21.

Tang, H.; Liu, Y.; Huang, G. Current Status and Development Strategy for Community-Supported Agriculture (CSA) in China.
Sustainability 2019, 11, 3008. [CrossRef]

Egli, L.; Ruschhoff, J.; Priess, ]. A Systematic Review of the Ecological, Social and Economic Sustainability Effects of Community-
Supported Agriculture. Front. Sustain. Food Syst. 2023, 7, 1136866. [CrossRef]

URGENCI—The International Network for Community Supported Agriculture. Enacting Resilience: The Response of Com-
munity Supported Agriculture Movements to the COVID-19 Crisis in Europe; URGENCI: La Rochelle, France, 2021. Available
online: https://urgenci.net/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Urgenci-rapport-Enacting-ResilienceFINAL-FINAL.pdf (accessed on
25 January 2025).

Onyszkiewicz, M.; Sylla, M. Current Status of the Community Supported Agriculture Model in Poland—Exploring Key Areas of
Sustainable Operations. Sustainability 2025, 17, 2965. [CrossRef]

Labedzki, H.; Strus, M. Spoteczne Determinanty Rozwoju Przygranicznych Obszaréw Wiejskich w Potudniowo-Zachodniej
Polsce. Pr. Nauk. UE Wroc. 2014, 341, 136-145. [CrossRef]

Blazejowska, M.; Gostomczyk, W. Warunki Tworzenia i Stan Rozwoju Spétdzielni i Klastréw Energetycznych w Polsce na Tle
Doswiadczen Niemieckich. Zesz. Nauk. SGGW—Probl. Roln. Swiat. 2018, 18, 33. [CrossRef]

Feagan, R.; Henderson, A. Devon Acres CSA: Local Struggles in a Global Food System. Agric. Hum. Values 2009,
26,203-217. [CrossRef]

Matysiak, A.; Strus, M. Paradygmat Rozwoju Zréwnowazonego. Studia Ekon. 2015, 213, 11-21.

Strus, M.; Raftowicz, M. The Sustainable Development Paradigm Versus Land Concentration Processes. Ruch Praw. Ekon. Socjol.
2023, 85, 119-134. [CrossRef]

DeLind, L.B. Close Encounters with a CSA: The Reflections of a Bruised and Somewhat Wiser Anthropologist. Agric. Hum. Values
1999, 16, 3-9. [CrossRef]

Conner, D.S. Community Supported Agriculture Pricing and Promotion Strategies: Lessons from Two Ithaca, NY Area Farms; Cornell
University: Ithaca, NY, USA, 2003.

Lang, K.G. The Changing Face of Community-Supported Agriculture. . Cult. Agric. 2010, 32, 17-26. [CrossRef]

Ostrom, M.R. Community Supported Agriculture as an Agent of Change: Is It Working? In Remaking the North American
Food System: Strategies for Sustainability; Hinrichs, C.C., Lyson, A.T., Eds.; University of Nebraska Press: Lincoln, NE, USA,
2007; pp. 99-120.

Ostrom, ML.R. Toward a Community Supported Agriculture: A Case Study of Resistance and Change in the Modern Food System.
Ph.D. Thesis, University of Wisconsin-Madison, Madison, WI, USA, 1997.

Pole, A.; Gray, S. Farming Alone? What’s Up with the “C” in Community Supported Agriculture? Agric. Hum. Values 2013,
30, 85-100. [CrossRef]

Peterson, H.H.; Taylor, M.R.; Baudoin, Q. Preferences of Locavores Favoring Community Supported Agriculture in the United
States and France. Ecol. Econ. 2015, 119, 64-73. [CrossRef]

Lagane, J. When Students Run AMAPs: Towards a French Model of CSA. Agric. Hum. Values 2015, 32, 133-141. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual

author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to

people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18010501


https://doi.org/10.3390/su11113008
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2023.1136866
https://urgenci.net/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Urgenci-rapport-Enacting-ResilienceFINAL-FINAL.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3390/su17072965
https://doi.org/10.15611/pn.2014.341.11
https://doi.org/10.22630/PRS.2018.18.2.31
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-008-9154-9
https://doi.org/10.14746/rpeis.2023.85.3.08
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007575521309
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1556-486X.2010.01032.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-012-9391-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-014-9534-2
https://doi.org/10.3390/su18010501

	Introduction 
	Literature Review 
	Materials and Methods 
	Data Sources 
	Methods of Analysis 
	Study Limitations 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	References

