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1. INTRODUCTION 

Today’s food system affects and is affected by multiple global and local challenges. The climate 

crisis, international wars and conflicts, social injustice, as well as societal change and increased 

urbanisation are all impacting the way we buy, sell, produce, consume and value food (Cohen et al., 

2023; Vermeulen et al., 2012). The food system itself also creates sustainability issues. Globalisation 

and market economies have led to long and unjust value chains, high CO2 emissions, high reliance on 

fertilisers and pesticides, and intrusive land management, such as deforestation (Howard, 2022; Tubiello 

et al., 2022). In addition, there is a large social and economic divide between producers, retailers and 

consumers, often to the disadvantage of producers and consumers alike (Fuchs et al., 2009; Howard, 

2021).  

Solving these multifaceted issues is difficult and a seemingly endless process requiring the 

cooperation of governments, companies and populations. Nevertheless, alternative agricultural 

production systems could play a crucial role in taking the right steps in the right direction. These systems 

can strengthen local value chains, help reduce CO2 emissions, lower the overall impact of food 

production on climate change, and create good and just livelihoods for farmers (Jacobi et al., 2021; 

Webb et al., 2020). On a local level, the growing disconnect between the population of modern urban 

societies and the sources of their food can also be addressed by the introduction of alternative food 

networks (AFNs) (Barbera & Dagnes, 2016; Bazzani & Canavari, 2013; Opitz, Zoll, et al., 2017). AFNs 

have the potential to change the value and situation of food in society through direct links between the 

actors of the food system, thus leading to a just and more sustainable food system transformation 

(Dornelles et al., 2022). Many of these initiatives (such as subscription boxes) revolve around the 

producer. However, private and direct food production by consumers themselves has become 

increasingly popular as well. This trend became visible for example during the Covid-19 pandemic, 

when many people tried their hand at producing food in their garden or on their balcony (Bieri, 2021; 

Busby, 2020; Meister, 2020; Shirvell, 2021; Winkler et al., 2019). Now and even before the pandemic, 
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space to produce food is not always available. Those who did not have access to their own gardening 

spaces turned towards collective gardening associations (Winkler et al., 2019). In Switzerland, allotment 

gardens (AG), community gardens (CG) and community supported agriculture (CSA) have been 

prominent outlets to reconnect to agriculture and food production, especially for urban populations. 

These initiatives enable their members as consumers to take part in the production process, thus 

becoming agricultural prosumers (Palmioli et al., 2020; Podda et al., 2021; Ritzer & Jurgenson, 2010; 

Toffler, 1980; Veen et al., 2020).  

Central to these communal agricultural prosumption (CAP) activities is the communal production 

of food for a group’s own consumption. Additionally, these organisations recognise food not only as 

sustenance, but as a medium for individual benefits, community building and social change.  

Regardless of their potential, CAP initiatives are not as widespread in Switzerland as their 

multifaceted benefits seem to suggest. AGs are under constant threat due to urban densification. CGs 

face similar problems, and in addition suffer from an ongoing privatisation of public spaces. Regulations 

for CSAs are often unspecific and difficult to interpret, creating complications in establishing new 

organisations as well as in their daily operations. CSAs and AGs are traditionally milieu specific, which 

means that their membership is largely homogeneous in regard to income, education, and especially 

cultural background. Through their history, AGs are heavily influenced by working-class ideas but have 

also built up the reputation of being bourgeois. CSAs are often seen as dominated by left-leaning, green 

upper-class members, often with a high-education background. As these preconceptions are partly true, 

they hinder the spread of CAP organisations and activities to a wider range of people (Egli et al., 2023; 

Galley, Mann, & Bottazzi, 2025). A lack of knowledge and experience in gardening, financial 

restrictions, and time constraints are significant barriers for adoption as well, especially in the work-

orientated society in Switzerland. 

The central goal of this dissertation is to improve the situation of CAP initiatives in Switzerland, by 

generating knowledge on their specific characteristics, benefits, and struggles. It then aims to gain 

deeper insight into how CAP organisations retain their members as well as generate a wider membership 
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base. An increase in CAP, with more organisations and more active members, would have the potential 

to reduce the impact of agriculture on climate change, increase the societal value of food and help bridge 

the gap between consumers and producers, and thus also the urban-rural divide. In addition, CAP would 

help to achieve the United Nations’ sustainable development goals (SDGs), SDG 11 and SDG 12 (UN, 

2015). While there are studies on effects, benefits and motivations in urban agriculture and AFNs 

(Brehm & Eisenhauer, 2008; Clayton, 2007; Fiedler & Madsen, 2015; Göttl & Penker, 2020; Kingsley 

et al., 2019; Kirby et al., 2021; McVey et al., 2018), multiple social and organisational aspects of CAP 

organisations and how these aspects shape member experiences are missing from the literature. The 

broader comparative, prosumption-orientated scope of this dissertation seeks to change this. Further 

details on the specific research gaps are outlined within each of the three included studies. 

To understand how CAP can be improved, it was necessary to divide the research process into three 

steps, represented by the three studies included in this dissertation (see Table 1 for an overview of the 

three articles).  

The first study used a broad exploratory approach to better understand the similarities and 

differences of the three major CAP types, allotment gardens (AGs), community gardens (CGs), and 

community supported agriculture (CSAs). Comparing the organisational structures, operational 

dynamics, and factors that hinder or support the uptake and continuity of these activities, we identify 

institutional barriers and facilitators of CAP, as well as different societal outcomes related to AGs, CGs, 

and CSAs.  

Based upon these findings, the second study focuses on the experiences of individual members 

within CAP. A survey among CSA and AG members allowed for a comparison of the experiences of 

participants within two different types of CAP. The comparative perspective provides a deeper 

understanding of the factors that sustain engagement in different CAP models and provide the basis for 

a theoretical discussion on CAP’s position in the current literature of prosumption and alternative 

economies. In addition, the study sheds light upon the relevance of CAP related individual benefits, and 

how these experienced benefits impact the members’ willingness to continue.  



 

4 
 
 

 

While the first two studies focused on the internal perspective of CAP, the third study aims to clarify 

external perception of CAP. Using an experimental survey design, it explores how different ways of 

communicating CSA benefits influence non-members’ perceptions and willingness to join, providing 

practical insights for increasing and diversifying CSA membership. 

Together, these three studies provide a comprehensive view of CAP in Switzerland. They identified 

institutional structures and their respective benefits and limitations, revealing members’ experiences and 

motivations, especially with regard to continuation. The studies also show which benefits of CAP and 

communication strategies are important for non-members and which are useful for a broader adoption. 

By addressing these aspects, this dissertation aims to strengthen CAP’s role as AFNs in Switzerland, 

and to help understand the concept of prosumption within the realm of food production. 

 

Table i: Overview of articles, authorship, publication status, research design and research questions 

Article Title Article 1 

Growing together – How 
institutional structures 
influence communal 
agricultural prosumption 
types and their potential for 
continuity 

Article 2 

Contrasting Prosumption 
Models: Experiences, Benefits 
and Continuation in Allotment 
Gardens and Community-
Supported Agriculture in 
Switzerland 

Article 3 

Benefit perceptions and their 
influence on the willingness 
to join community supported 
agriculture (CSA) 

Authorship Stefan Galley, Rita Saleh, 
Patrick Bottazzi 

Stefan Galley, Stefan Mann, 
Patrick Bottazzi 

Stefan Galley, Rita Saleh, 
Patrick Bottazzi 

Status Published in 2025 in:  
Journal of Rural Studies, 
116, 103625. (IF:5.7) 

Published in 2025 in:  
Societies, 15(5), 126. (IF:1.9) 

Published in 2025 in: 

Cleaner and Responsible 
Consumption, 17, 100263. 
(IF:5.3) 

Research 

Design 

Grounded Theory-driven, 
qualitative organisational 
analysis 

Quantitative survey amongst 
prosumer 

Online experiment and 
quantitative survey among 
non-members 

Research 

Questions 

1.1 What are the key 
institutional structures of the 
three CAP types and how do 
they differ from each other? 
1.2 How do the institutional 
structures of the three CAP 
types impact their ability to 
adapt to internal and external 
challenges? 

2.1 How do the experienced 
benefits and the experienced 
organisational and community 
involvement in AGs and CSAs 
differ along the prosumption 
continuum? 
2.2 How do these pragmatic 
experiences, the involvement 
and activism shape the long-
term commitment to 
prosumption? 

3.1 How does information 
provision regarding the 
different benefits of CSA 
impact non-members’ 
benefit perceptions of CSA 
for individuals, farmers and 
society?  
3.2 Which benefits of CSAs 
are most important for non-
members?  
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2.3 How important are 
individual-centred, 
community-centred and 
society-centred effects of 
prosumption for members of 
AGs and CSAs? 

3.3 How do factors, 
including perceived benefits, 
subjective knowledge, trust 
in farmers and in food labels, 
sustainable food shopping 
behaviour, and 
sociodemographic variables 
influence the willingness 
to join (WTJ)? 

 

1.1 Theoretical Foundations: Prosumption, Alternative Food Networks and Alternative 

Economies 

1.1.1 Understanding Prosumption  

The term prosumer, as a neologism combining producer and consumer, was first established by 

Alvin Toffler in his book “The Third Wave” (1980), where he described a shift beyond industrial mass 

production towards a decentralised and knowledge-driven economy. The strict division between 

producers and consumers established during the industrialisation is changing in the post-industrialised 

world. He argued that individuals would regain agency by once becoming producers and consumers 

again, as it was generally the case in pre-industrial societies where households were responsible for 

many of their own goods and services. Toffler did not see the return to prosumption as a regression, but 

rather as part of an evolutionary societal transformation enabled by new technologies and a flexible, 

post-industrial society. While visionary, Toffler’s vision is open for criticism, especially due to its overly 

optimistic and somewhat technocratic outlook that does not take structural inequalities and power 

asymmetries within capitalist modes of production into consideration.  

The term itself did not gain much traction in the thirty years after Toffler’s book, but was re-

established in 2010 by George Ritzer and Nathan Jurgenson (2010). The authors reintroduced and 

redefined the concept of prosumption within the framework of critical sociology, arguing that the 

boundaries between production and consumption had not merely blurred but become systematically 

exploited under advanced capitalism. Ritzer in particular (2015) offers a sceptical assessment of 

prosumption. Rather than empowering individuals, prosumption in contemporary contexts, such as user-
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generated content on social media or self-service in fast-food restaurants, has become a mechanism 

through which corporations externalise labour costs onto consumers. What appears as participation is 

often unpaid labour disguised as convenience or empowerment. Ritzer and Jurgenson argue that the 

digital economy thrives on this form of prosumption, with users producing vast amounts of content, 

data, and value without compensation (Ritzer & Jurgenson, 2010). In this perspective, the rise of 

prosumption does not herald a return to communal self-sufficiency or emancipation but rather intensifies 

capitalist structures by exploiting labourers and consumers. Article 2 gives a detailed report and 

discussion on Ritzer’s and Jurgenson’s prosumption theory and its link to exploitation and capitalism. 

This critical turn in the conceptualisation of prosumption is central to understanding its political 

ambivalence. While Toffler viewed the prosumer as a post-industrial citizen reclaiming autonomy, 

Ritzer exposes the risk that prosumption can reproduce new forms of unpaid labour and deepen 

economic inequalities. These contrasting viewpoints are particularly relevant when examining 

agricultural prosumption, where questions of autonomy, labour, participation, and ownership are 

negotiated in everyday activities and experiences. This dissertation does not adopt one over the other 

theory, but rather applies them to illuminate the problems and possibilities within CAP. 

 

1.1.2 Prosumption in Alternative Food Networks and Alternative Economies 

While early literature on prosumption mainly highlighted the context of digital capitalism and 

immaterial labour (Beer & Burrows, 2010; Comor, 2010; Fuchs, 2014), the concept has also been 

applied within the food sector. The idea of a prosumption-based food system has been articulated 

prominently in 1986 by the Slow Food founder Carlo Petrini, who argued for active and participatory 

consumers as co-producers (Petrini, 2003). While the term prosumption required the work of Ritzer to 

re-establish itself in social and food related sciences, other terms were, and are still used, to research 

various practices centred around localised and participatory production and distribution of food. Among 

others, food sovereignty, food justice, food security, resilience, self-sufficiency, agroecology, urban 

farming, green infrastructure, community food systems, and commons-based approaches are commonly 
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used concepts. While these terms highlight distinct dimensions, such as political, ecological, economic, 

spatial, or social characteristics, they are often overlapping, similar or even interchangeable with the 

agricultural prosumption label.  

A framework that aims to capture most of these practices is Alternative Food Networks (AFNs) 

(Barbera & Dagnes, 2016). AFNs typically aim to shorten value chains and restore local food 

production, either through direct participation in growing food or through closer, trust-based 

relationships between producers and consumers. In this sense, agricultural prosumption is clearly part 

of these AFNs (Podda et al., 2021), but it is rarely used explicitly in the context of food systems (Espelt, 

2020; Hellmann, 2016; Palmioli et al., 2020; Veen et al., 2020), where more established labels, such as 

AFNs, agroecology, or food sovereignty, are preferred (Bazzani & Canavari, 2013; Gori & Castellini, 

2023; Hunter et al., 2022; Opitz, Zoll, et al., 2017; Savarese et al., 2020; Zoll et al., 2018).  

This conceptual unclarity leads to a highly fragmented terminology, despite a shared interest in 

researching and building alternatives to the conventional food system. In this dissertation, the term 

“Alternative Food Networks (AFNs)” is used as an overarching framework to describe initiatives and 

practices that aim to shorten food value chains, reconnect producers and consumers, and propose 

alternatives to the dominant food system. Within this framework, “communal agricultural prosumption 

(CAP)” refers specifically to those AFN initiatives in which individuals actively participate in food 

production through their own labour. CAP thus captures the more engaged and hands-on forms of 

prosumption found in practices such as community-supported agriculture, community gardens, and 

allotment gardens. 

 

While concepts such as CAP and AFNs describe specific practices and organisational forms within 

the food system, they are often situated within broader visions of societal and economic transformation. 

These higher-level theoretical frameworks, such as alternative or diverse economies, solidarity 

economy, degrowth, postgrowth, the commons, and contributive economy, offer different perspectives 

on the underlying logics that shape and support food prosumption. The framework of diverse economies 
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(Gibson-Graham, 2008) challenges the conventional classifications of capitalism as the only viable 

economic system, by highlighting diverse, non-capitalist, and hybrid economic practices based on 

cooperation, reciprocity, and shared values (Cameron, 2015; Veen & Dagevos, 2019).  

Similarly, contributive economy positions itself on the margins of market economy (Bottazzi, 2019). 

It repositions actors not as passive recipients or consumers, but as active contributors whose labour, 

engagement, and knowledge generate collective value and aim to fulfil societal needs, rather than 

creating profit (Stiegler, 2018). A deeper characterisation and comparison of contributive economy and 

diverse economies is discussed in the second article of this dissertation (Galley, Mann, & Bottazzi, 

2025). Closely associated with these concepts are solidarity economies, which emphasises democratic 

control of the market, collective ownership of initiatives and mutual aid (Laville, 2010). Lastly, 

degrowth and postgrowth perspectives aim to critique the seemingly fundamental need of economic 

growth as a measure of progress (Kallis et al., 2018). Instead, they call for a new orientation of 

production and consumption focusing on sufficiency, ecological balance and social care (Cosme et al., 

2017). The roots of this theory for change can be traced back at least to the early 1970s, most prominently 

through the Club of Rome’s Limits to Growth report (Meadows et al., 1972). 

Commons theory conceptualises shared resources as collectively governed goods that are managed 

by a community according to established rules, norms, and mutual responsibilities (Ostrom, 1990). The 

commons rely on democratic self-organisation and long-term stewardship, often rooted in local 

knowledge and community accountability. While commons theory aligns well with the participatory 

and decentralised ethos of some CAP forms, such as CGs, it can be a difficult fit in more structured or 

state-mediated CAP contexts like AGs or CSAs. These often operate within clearly defined legal, 

administrative, or market structures, which may limit the applicability of a commons framework in 

practice. Additionally, the ideal of self-managed commons can obscure unequal access to time, 

knowledge, or capital required for meaningful participation, thus potentially reinforcing social exclusion 

rather than overcoming it. 
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Similar to the multiple overlapping and similar terms regarding agricultural prosumption and AFNs, 

these higher-level theories often share multiple aspects but differ in their viewpoints and goals. 

Nevertheless, CAP initiatives can be seen as local enactments of these broader visions (Ponstingel, 2023; 

Timmermann & Félix, 2015). They reorganise relationships between producers and consumers, create 

shared forms of responsibility, and foster participation in systems of value creation that are not primarily 

market driven. In this way, food prosumption becomes not only a practical intervention in food systems 

but also an expression of a deeper desire to transform the way we live, produce, and relate to one another. 

 

1.1.3 Theory in Practice: Motivation for CAP 

Building on the theoretical framing of CAP and AFNs, it becomes necessary to understand how 

these ideas are enacted in practice. While concepts such as co-production, solidarity, and contributive 

participation are useful analytical tools, they acquire concrete meaning through the lived experiences 

and motivations of CAP participants. By examining tangible benefits and personal drivers, the social 

relevance, transformative potential, and practical implications of communal agricultural prosumption 

can be better understood. 

Existing research identifies a range of motivations in CAP activities linked to numerous benefits, 

especially regarding physical and mental health. Being active through gardening or fieldwork raises 

exposure to fresh air and sunlight as well as providing exercise and a sense of achievement, thereby 

directly contributing a positive impact on physical and mental health (Van den Berg et al., 2010; Wood 

et al., 2016). CAP, as urban green infrastructure, offers green spaces for leisure which help to reduce 

stress and increase mindfulness (Amsden & McEntee, 2011; Farmer et al., 2011; Farmer et al., 2017). 

Additionally, growing plants can foster a sense of biophilia (Grinde & Patil, 2009; Wilson, 2021). While 

these activities in themselves can have a positive impact, the regular intake of diverse produce enriches 

CAP members’ diets and increases their consumption of high-quality vegetables and fruits (Alaimo et 

al., 2008; Vasquez et al., 2017). CAPs are also linked to an increase in knowledge and skills related to 

food production and the food system, thus creating places of teaching and learning, while also fostering 
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self-reliance, agency and empowering individuals through knowledge (Bendt et al., 2013; Bergan et al., 

2023; Corkery, 2015; Krasny & Doyle, 2002). Through their community focused organisational 

structure, AGs, CGs and CSAs can build social cohesion and create different forms of communities, 

based on the common interest of food prosumption (Christensen et al., 2018; Hvitsand, 2016; Kirby et 

al., 2021; Lake et al., 2012; Nettle, 2016; Porter & McIlvaine-Newsad, 2013; Scott et al., 2020). 

Characteristics such as shared labour, organisational exchange and involvement, or spatial proximity 

can lead to strong interpersonal bonds.  

Beyond personal and community benefits, CAP can also serve as a vehicle for socio-political 

engagement. Particularly in community-supported and activist-led contexts, participation is frequently 

motivated by a desire to challenge dominant agri-food systems, promote food sovereignty, and support 

more just, sustainable, and democratic models of production and consumption (Brehm & Eisenhauer, 

2008; Degens & Lapschieß, 2023; Takagi et al., 2025; Winkler et al., 2019). In particular, CAP members 

often base their engagement on a broader political or ethical commitments, whether to sustainability, 

solidarity with farmers, or a critique of the industrial food system. 

On a broader scale, CAP organisations can connect people across national and international 

networks through their shared activity in AFNs. This shared engagement has the potential to contribute 

to social change by changing consumption patterns and attitudes towards food systems (Brehm & 

Eisenhauer, 2008; Degens & Lapschieß, 2023; Haack et al., 2020; Hvitsand, 2016; Wells et al., 1999). 

In Switzerland, where a strong urban-rural divide influences food related politics, a deeper 

understanding of food production and a greater appreciation of high-quality produce might also lead to 

a better understanding of the challenges farmers are facing on a daily basis. This in turn could generate 

a higher willingness to support fairer prices for conventionally produced food products.  

In addition to the social and economic potential for change, CAP offers unique ecological benefits, 

including urban green infrastructure, ecosystem services, and nature-based solutions for their 

surroundings. By creating useable urban green spaces, as well as ecological and organic farmland, CAP 

organisations can enhance biodiversity, mitigate urban heat islands and contribute to climate adaptation 
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strategies (Breuste, 2010; Breuste & Artmann, 2015; Camps-Calvet et al., 2016; Sowińska-Świerkosz 

et al., 2021). All in all, the benefits of CAP reach beyond individual well-being to support community 

resilience and ecological sustainability, core concerns of AFNs and alternative economic models. 

However, as the three research articles of this dissertation show, access to these benefits is not universal 

and depends heavily on institutional design, member involvement, and how values and responsibilities 

are communicated both internally and externally. 

 

1.2 Communal Agricultural Prosumption 

Toffler’s historic lens (Toffler, 1980) lends itself to an interesting view on agricultural prosumption. 

Historically speaking, gardening and food production have always been an informal and subsistence-

focused activity to increase the food security of a specific group. This individualised or family-focused 

form of prosumption presupposes one condition: access to appropriate space to grow produce or rear 

livestock.  

Although a lack of space was typically not an issue in rural, pre-industrial Europe, access rights 

often were. One of the earliest institutionalised solutions to this problem was the commons (German: 

Allmende), land made available by the nobility or the Church for collective use by the local population. 

These areas could be used for grazing livestock, collecting firewood, or gathering herbs and wild food, 

and were self-organised by those who depended on them. The cultivation of crops and produce on 

commons were generally difficult, as arable farmland was typically under individual ownership or 

management. 

Urbanisation and industrialisation during the 18th and 19th century changed the situation again. 

Common land was privatised and green spaces were taken away from the urban population, while rural 

families were often forced to move from their homesteads to the city in order to make a living (Acton, 

2011). In Switzerland, the pre-existing gardens outside the city walls were often claimed by new housing 

and the rapidly growing cities of the 19th century (Schwerzmann, 2013). AGs were one of the first 

institutionalised and organised structures to combat this problem on a larger scale and introduce forms 
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of CAP. These gardens provided not only a means of subsistence but also recreational and social 

opportunities, marking a significant evolution from the traditional commons. Unlike the commons, 

which were primarily focused on shared resource use, AGs introduced a more structured and 

individualized approach to communal land use, reflecting the changing needs and circumstances of 

urban populations. 

 

While allotments were highly important for the poor urban population, private subsistence gardens 

were mainly a rural phenomenon, but were mostly important for those who could not afford to buy 

produce. Today, private gardens and other forms of individual agricultural prosumption remain highly 

prominent and can be found in most, if not all societal milieus. Individual gardening practices offer 

numerous benefits for the participats, such as improved health and nutrition (Schmutz et al., 2014; Soga 

et al., 2017), economic benefits (Legesse et al., 2016) and increased food security (Galhena et al., 2013).  

Nevertheless, the societal effects of CAP types go beyond the individual focus on subsistence and 

personal benefits. Communal forms are able to create shared spaces where people negotiate access, 

organise labour, and collectively define goals. These social processes foster cooperation, democratic 

engagement, and social learning, which allow CAP to exert a broader cultural and political influence. 

Importantly, neither individual nor communal prosumption can replace conventional agriculture as 

a primary food supply or subsistence. However, their potential lies less in replacing production systems 

and more in transforming the attitudes and values underpinning them. By embedding food production 

within social structures, communal forms can catalyse reflection, experimentation, and norm change, 

thus offering a pathway toward more sustainable and sufficiency-oriented food practices. 

Against this backdrop, it is useful to differentiate between the various forms of CAP found today. 

In the context of Switzerland, the three main types (AG, CG and CSA) embody specific features and 

meanings, often based on their historical developments. They coexist with other, less formal but 

significant food-related prosumption activities, such as home gardens, foraging, hunting and fishing. 
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While highly individualised, these remain important subsistence practices in some regions and carry 

historic and social meaning. 

 

1.2.1 Allotment Gardens 

Allotment Gardens (AGs) are small plots of land, provided for individuals or families to grow food and 

flowers, and use for recreational purposes (Poniży et al., 2021). In general, city-owned land is given to 

organisations for administration and distribution to their members. Those who want to rent an allotment 

for personal use need to become a member of the respective organisations first (Szczepańska et al., 

2021).  

In Western Europe, the concept of cultivating plots of land outside the city gates dates back to the 

middle ages and was found in writings of the 15th century (Schwerzmann, 2013). The first allotment-

type structures developed in response to urban pressure in 18th-century England (Thorpe, 1975), but it 

was the industrial revolution that drove the widespread institutionalisation of AGs. A massive population 

shift towards urban centres, for instance the doubling of Winterthur’s population between 1860 and 1880 

(Schwerzmann, 2013), inevitably created severe housing shortages. Cities responded with dense 

tenement houses, often characterised by poor hygiene and cramped living conditions. To give these 

families a place to retreat, save money and bolster their nutrition, AGs were created on the edges of the 

city or dense neighbourhoods (Acton, 2011; Schwerzmann, 2013). This idea of establishing gardens to 

promote a healthier lifestyle of the poor was an important driver in the early stages of the AG movement. 

In Germany, health and social reforms linked these “Schrebergärten” with the teachings of Dr. Moritz 

Schreber whose writings on public health inspired a whole movement (Kononowicz & Gryniewicz-

Balińska, 2016). In several other countries, religious and charitable organisations played a pivotal role, 

such as the Catholic Church which for example supplied land for allotments in Belgium (Heyrman, 

2022). 

While AGs were initially established to mitigate the social and nutritional consequences of rapid 

urbanisation, their function expanded significantly during times of crisis in the early 20th century 
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(Acton, 2011; Burchardt, 2002). During the two World Wars and the Great Depression, allotment 

gardens gained political and social significance as a response to food scarcity and economic hardship. 

Across Europe, national and municipal authorities promoted urban gardening to reduce reliance on 

disrupted supply chains and to bolster civilian morale (Acton, 2011; Poniży et al., 2021). In Switzerland, 

the government strongly supported allotment cultivation as part of broader self-sufficiency efforts. 

Urban green spaces, such as city parks in Zürich and Basel, were repurposed for gardening, and citizens 

were encouraged to participate in food production, either directly for themselves or, under the term 

“Anbauschlacht”, for the population (Schwerzmann, 2013). A similar dynamic occurred in the United 

Kingdom and the United States, where Victory Gardens were promoted as a civic duty and became 

widespread on public and private land during both world wars (Acton, 2011). In all cases, these 

initiatives served not only to alleviate hunger but also to empower populations during times of 

uncertainty. The success of these programs during crises helped establish AGs’ place in Europe’s post-

war planning and policy, where their role in urban food security and social cohesion was increasingly 

recognised (Poniży et al., 2021). 

While the original idea of allotment was aimed at working classes, the crises of the 20th century saw an 

influx of people from all societal milieus, many of whom stayed in the cities. In the 1920s, middle-class 

citizens discovered the social capacities of AGs for themselves. As Acton puts it: ‘Being a member of 

an allotment society offered opportunities to network, both on and off-site, through events such as 

dinners, concerts and charitable giving.’ (Acton, 2011). Today, the aspect of a social club is less 

prevalent, since most members concentrate on the more individualistic benefits of recreation and food 

prosumption. Still, allotment associations have the potential for social interaction and networking, 

especially between classes and milieus. Today, the Swiss umbrella organisation for AGs counts 

approximately 23.000 members all over Switzerland (Familiengärtner-Verband, 2023). The Covid-19 

pandemic led to a rise in interest in allotments, which has since gone down slightly, but many AGs still 

have full waiting lists. A generational change is also happening within these institutions. The strong 

allotment generation of migrant workers who came to Switzerland and Germany in the 60s and 70s are 
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now retiring their gardening tools, and new families or younger generations have discovered allotments 

for themselves.  

AGs offer many benefits to individuals and the surrounding neighbourhood (Gómez-Baggethun & 

Barton, 2013; Van den Berg et al., 2010; Wood et al., 2016), but are often overlooked in modern city 

planning. While new CGs are incorporated into developing neighbourhoods due to their small footprint 

and social agenda, AGs are frequently demolished and their sites reclassified as building land (Jahrl et 

al., 2022). Technological advancements, such as better insulated windows, enable houses to be built in 

formerly uninhabitable spaces, where gardens once thrive.  

 

1.2.2 Community Gardens 

CGs can be defined as ‘organized initiative(s) whereby sections of land are used to produce food or 

flowers in an urban environment for the personal or collective benefit of their members who, by virtue 

of their participation, share certain resources such as space, tools and water’ (Glover et al., 2007). This 

broad definition shows the variances of CGs that can be found around the world. While in the New 

World, CGs and AGs are often used synonymously, it is important to distinguish these types, due to 

their history, their democracy-based organisational forms, different plot sizes, shared knowledge, strong 

communal interaction, and shared spaces, tools, and labour. In general, especially in Europe and 

Switzerland, CGs are organised through communal associations, NGOs or governmental organisations 

(Göttl & Penker, 2020, p. 33). There are significant differences between CGs and their internal 

organisation. Some have an allotment style approach where members are able to have their own raised 

bed, where they are able to choose what do grow themselves. In other initiatives the garden is a 

collectively shared space, with shared workload, and communal decision-making. These two forms are 

generally extremes, and the actual form is often somewhere in between, for example with small raised-

beds and a larger communal area. 

The origins of CGs can be traced back to the idea of the commons in medieval Europe. Nevertheless, 

the first gardens as we know them today have been established as relief gardens during the world wars. 
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Indeed, they also share similarities with school or hospital gardens, which could also be seen as 

precursors. While these war gardens were generally only temporary and had the main goal of 

subsistence, modern variants of CGs have, next to food security, social goals such as neighbourhood 

cohesion, education, and integration. These urban gardens gained popularity in the US in the 1970s as 

a reaction to the urban crisis (Lawson, 2005). In Switzerland, CGs started to appear later, but became 

prominent in the late 1990s and 2000s, due to the rise in environmental awareness and the need for social 

integration and urban regeneration. CGs are often seen as possibilities to improve a neighbourhood 

through increased social contact between the population, as well as to beautify and create green space 

within an urban landscape. For this reason, they are often used as integrative projects, either for 

immigrants or other marginalised groups (Christensen et al., 2018; Porter & McIlvaine-Newsad, 2013; 

Scott et al., 2020; Tidball et al., 2010). In the USA community gardens have also become popular to 

combat the surge of so-called food deserts, areas where the population has no or limited access to fresh 

and healthy food (Wang et al., 2014). Their close relationship to school gardens can be seen in CGs 

potential as places of education, where participants not only profit from social interactions but also learn 

about gardening, science, nutrition and environmental diversity (Corkery, 2015; Krasny & Doyle, 2002). 

As for the other types of CAP, interest in CGs spiked during COVID-19, as places for safe social 

interaction and local resilience (Joshi & Wende, 2022). The exact number of CGs in Switzerland is 

unclear, so their impact is hard to guess, but there are plenty initiatives that organise a number of gardens. 

such as the church-led organisation HEKS with more than 27 projects (HEKS, 2025). 

Despite their small size and multiple positive effects, CGs struggle with long term planning, since 

spaces provided by the municipality are generally only temporary. This inhibits the possibilities for 

larger scale food production, for example, through fruit-bearing trees or soil restoration techniques. 

Additionally, if funding for NGOs or other organising bodies is reduced, CGs are often the first projects 

to be cut.  
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1.2.3 Community Supported Agriculture 

The core concept of CSA was first established in the 1960s in Japan (Van En, 1995). Around 

the same time, similar ideas emerged in biodynamic farming circles in Switzerland and Germany, and 

the concept gained traction in the US in the 1980s, where Indian Line Farm and Temple-Wilton 

Community Farm are regarded as the first modern CSAs (Groh & McFadden, 1998). In Switzerland, 

early initiatives such as Les Jardins de Cocagne near Geneva played a pioneering role, promoting 

organic, locally rooted food production within cooperative structures (Fédération Romande 

d'Agriculture Contractuelle de Proximité, 2023). In its basic form a CSA revolves around a cooperation 

between consumers and producers. They share labour, organisational responsibilities, financial burdens, 

and risks in exchange for a regular delivery of produce or share of the harvest (Hashimoto et al., 2019; 

Medici et al., 2021; Opitz, Zoll, et al., 2017; Savarese et al., 2020). Although the core concept remains 

similar, CSA initiatives are highly heterogeneous in their organisational forms. Harmon (2014) identifies 

three main archetypes of CSA: in shareholder CSAs a core group of members is responsible for the 

organisation and hire farmers to do the labour or instruct other members. A subscription CSA is farmer 

led in administration as well as production related issues, members pay upfront for a share of the harvest. 

A volunteer CSA is led by a board of directing members and relies on volunteers for production related 

work. The boundaries between these archetypes are not always clear, and there can be mixed forms as 

well. Therefore, it is important to differentiate CSAs from similar alternative food networks, such as 

food corporations. Wellner and Theuvsen (Wellner & Theuvsen, 2016) differentiate CSA from other 

alternative food networks through a high degree of consumer integration and consumer-based financing 

of the whole production process, rather than specific products, as it would be in a subscription service. 

This is directly related to the differences in other regulatory aspects, such as the amount of work each 

member has to do in a specific timeframe (e.g., required labour typically varies between zero and twenty 

hours per member per year).  

In addition to their alternative food supply function, CSAs offer a range of benefits including 

economic advantages, especially for farmers (Bazzani & Canavari, 2013), transformative potential 
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towards better consumer-farmer relations and sustainable food sources (Brehm & Eisenhauer, 2008; 

Wells et al., 1999), and fostering political agency, food sovereignty and civic participation (Degens & 

Lapschieß, 2023; Sharp et al., 2002).  

The impact of CSA membership in the Swiss food system is difficult to judge, but in 2015 

approximately 60 CSAs were growing food for 10.800 to 26.000 people (Volz et al., 2016). There are 

no concrete membership numbers today, but in 2025 46 initiatives are listed by the two main Swiss 

umbrella foundations (Fédération Romande d'Agriculture Contractuelle de Proximité, 2023; RVL, 

2022). While some initiatives had to close down, others have grown significantly; therefore, overall 

membership numbers may have remained stable. 

 

1.2.4 Other Forms of Agricultural and Food Prosumption 

While CAP strives towards reclaiming food production agency in a communal structure, there are 

plenty of individual forms of food prosumption, although some are not agricultural in a strict sense of 

the word. These forms range from passive subscription boxes or solidarity purchasing groups to more 

active practices including home gardening, foraging, fishing, hunting, or even near self-sufficiency.  

Hunting and fishing, though legally regulated and seasonal, play a role in Swiss rural and alpine 

food cultures, where wild game and fish supplement personal diets with seasonal protein sources and 

generate income as local specialities. Other practices, often closely linked to traditional seasonal 

activities, such as berry and mushroom gathering in alpine or forested regions continue to have cultural 

and culinary significance in Switzerland (Egli et al., 2006). These diverse practices reflect a broader 

societal trend towards re-establishing individual food procurement into everyday life, often motivated 

by ecological awareness, health concerns, or a desire to re-establish a connection to seasonal and local 

food systems (Fonte, 2013; Kneafsey et al., 2013). This is embodied by those who take prosumption to 

the extreme and try to live completely self-sufficiently. While individual prosumption may lack the 

collective and political potential of CAP initiatives, it plays an important role in shaping more resilient 

and reflexive food cultures. 
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However, it is crucial to recognise and acknowledge that prosumption practices such as self-

sufficiency, hunting, fishing, or foraging are not niche lifestyle choice in many parts of the world, but 

constitute essential, everyday subsistence strategies. Unlike in post-industrial contexts, where such 

practices often carry cultural or political meaning, in many regions of the Global South they remain 

fundamental means of survival, shaped by necessity rather than choice. 
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2. METHODS 

This dissertation employs a mixed-methods research design to address the overall research questions 

and to explore the organisational structures, experiences, benefits, outcomes, and perceptions of 

different types of CAP in Switzerland. The overall research was initiated based on a Grounded Theory 

(GT) driven explorative approach (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss et al., 1996). Theoretical input and 

ethnographic field visits formed the underlying framework regarding the phenomenon of agricultural 

prosumption as a whole and the specific characteristics of AGs, CGs and CSAs. This approach shaped 

the analysis of the organisational structures of CAP types and served as a foundational groundwork for 

the subsequent quantitative and experimental studies.  

The first study and corresponding research article (Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 2025b) pairs the GT 

framework with institutional and organisational theory to inductively analyse organisational 

characteristics and their impact on the continuity of AG, CG, and CSA membership. This approach was 

chosen not to test a hypothesis but to develop new, empirically grounded conceptual insights into a field 

that remains under-theorised. Given the diversity and complexity of CAP initiatives, GT enabled an 

iterative, flexible research process that followed emerging theoretical signals rather than pre-set 

assumptions. Qualitative methods such as in-depth interviews and participant observation were essential 

for capturing the knowledge and embedded organisational practices that define CAP. The goal was to 

understand how specific organisational and institutionalised conditions shape participation and 

sustainability in CAP types.  

The second study and corresponding research article (Galley, Mann, & Bottazzi, 2025) employs a 

quantitative cross-sectional survey to examine how participants in AGs and CSAs perceive and 

experience their involvement and how this influences their willingness to continue. This pragmatic 

design was chosen to map and quantify the relevance of different perceived outcomes and structural 

features, such as health benefits, food quality, or community ties, across a broader sample. Building on 

the categories developed in the first study, the second study translates qualitative insights into variables 
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and measurable constructs. In doing so, it connects individual-level experiences with a theoretical 

discussion on prosumption theory and its place in alternative economies. 

The third study and corresponding research article (Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 2025a) uses a 

between-subject experiment and a short quantitative survey to test how informational interventions 

regarding different CSA benefits influence public benefit perception and willingness to join. The use of 

an experimental design enables the analysis of CAP’s broader societal relevance by exploring how non-

members respond to prosumption values when introduced via targeted communication. This method 

allows for causal interpretation and helps clarify how external actors might come to recognise the value 

in CAP participation, which has implications for outreach and public policy. 

Together, these approaches establish a methodologically triangulated multi-perspective 

understanding of CAP in the Swiss context. The second study builds directly on the inductive insights 

generated by the first study, complementing and, to a degree, completing its findings by testing them 

quantitatively across a broader population of members. The third study, in turn, draws on both earlier 

findings but shifts the focus outward, offering an experimental look at how CAP benefits are perceived 

by non-members. This combination of qualitative exploration, quantitative generalisation, and 

experimental testing allows the dissertation to address the phenomenon from within, across, and outside 

existing CAP settings. It enabled a structured yet open-ended investigation into how CAP types function, 

how they are perceived by those involved, and how their potential can be communicated to wider 

society. The methodical triangulation analysed the field qualitatively, establishing realities for members 

quantitatively, and explored an outside perspective of non-members experimentally.  
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3. RESEARCH ARTICLES 

3.1 Article 1 – Growing Together – How Institutional Structures Influence Communal 

Agricultural Prosumption Types and their Potential for Continuity 

 

Stefan Galley, Rita Saleh, Patrick Bottazzi 

Published in: Journal or Rural Studies 116, (2025) 103625. Impact Factor: 5.7 (2024) 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2025.103625 

 

Abstract: 

 

Communal agricultural prosumption (CAP), the practice of producing food for one’s own consumption 

within a communal organisation is becoming more prominent in everyday life. Although there has been 

ample descriptive research on specific CAP types, there is a lack of a comprehensive overview of the 

similarities and differences in terms of the structures, rules and continuity of CAP types. Therefore, we 

exploratively compare three Swiss CAP types: allotment gardens (AGs), community gardens (CGs) and 

community supported agriculture (CSA). We collect data using qualitative Grounded Theory approach 

and rely on institutional theory to characterise the CAP types’ institutional structures, rules and their 

potential in terms of continuity, as well as their perceived outcome on society. The results show 

similarities and differences in the perceived outcomes of these types, as well as in their individual 

requirements, institutional structures and socio-political agendas. Community-centred types, such as 

CSAs and CGs, successfully generate political agency and collective structures, yet financial barriers 

limit broader participation. In contrast, individual-centred types, such as AGs, provide autonomy, but 

impose high knowledge requirements and lack strong political leverage, which poses crucial challenges 

for long-term viability. To ensure the continuity of all three CAP types, we propose targeted policy and 

institutional strategies that enhance accessibility, reinforce inter-institutional networks, and align CAP 

governance with broader sustainability goals. 

 

Keywords: Agricultural Prosumption, Community Supported Agriculture, Community Garden, 

Allotment Garden, Institutional Theory  
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1. Introduction  

Public demand for shorter production chains and easy access to regional and organic produce has 

been on the rise in the 21st century (Ilbery & Maye, 2005; Jensen et al., 2011). In fact, some people turn 

their gardens or balconies into greenhouses and vegetable plots to produce and consume their own food 

as a way to contribute to sustainability (Mullins et al., 2021; Music et al., 2021). Individuals without 

access to gardening space often find the solution in gardening organisations such as community-driven 

gardens (Kingsley et al., 2022; Schoen et al., 2021). These individuals, whether in private or communal 

gardens, are producers and consumers of their own goods, which is known as prosumption (Ritzer & 

Jurgenson, 2010; Toffler, 1980). More specifically, their activity is considered agricultural or food 

prosumption (Palmioli et al., 2020; Veen et al., 2020), which is deemed crucial for building resilient, 

local, sustainable and community-oriented food systems.  

In developed countries, including Switzerland, there has been an increased interest in the communal 

types of agricultural prosumption, especially after the COVID-19 pandemic, leading to a rise in the 

popularity of gardening institutions, manifesting in successful new foundations, waiting lists, or less 

membership rotation (Bieri, 2021; Busby, 2020; Meister, 2020; Shirvell, 2021). These communal 

institutions focus on food production and community building and empowerment (Ghose & Pettygrove, 

2014; McVey et al., 2018; Ostrom, 2007). There are three major types of communal agricultural 

prosumption (CAP) in Switzerland: 1) community gardens (CGs) are small plots of land often adjacent 

to living quarters and neighbourhoods; 2) allotment gardens (AGs) are located on city-owned land, 

rented and administered by an association, which sublets smaller plots for individual use; and 3) 

community-supported agriculture (CSA) are institutions where members pay a yearly fee and might 

even engage in farm labour in exchange for regular produce deliveries from farmers (Hashimoto et al., 

2019; Savarese et al., 2020). In Switzerland, around 10800 people are fed by CSA farmed produce in 

2015 (Volz et al., 2016), whereas allotment gardens have around 20000 members (Familiengärtner-

Verband, 2023). There are no official numbers for CGs in Switzerland. Additionally, the precise impact 

of these CAP institutions is hard to judge since members often provide produce for their family or 
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friends. While an individual CSA, AG, or CG functions as an organisation, each CAP type (CSA, CG, 

AG) is considered in this paper as an institution given their distinct structure, rules, goals and resources. 

However, all types operate within a broader institutional framework of CAP shaped by shared social 

and cultural norms, such as local food production and community engagement, which define their role 

and continuity potential. 

Overall, these institutions give their members the opportunity to grow their own produce and build 

social cohesion. They are also considered important leisure activities and are beneficial in leading to 

healthier and more sustainable lifestyles (Farmer et al., 2017). In fact, there is ample literature from 

many countries that highlights the significant health, social, economic, political and sustainability-

related potentials of these CAP types, such as improving the life of their members and their communities, 

and leading to socioeconomic change (Bendt et al., 2013; Drescher et al., 2006; Gerodetti & Foster, 

2015; Medici et al., 2021; Okvat & Zautra, 2011). Additionally, some literature focuses on describing 

the origins and establishment of each of these CAP types (Acton, 2011; Ghose & Pettygrove, 2014; 

Ostrom, 2007), while other studies examine prosumers’ motivations to engage in CAP (Brehm & 

Eisenhauer, 2008; Kingsley et al., 2019; Kirby et al., 2021; Veen et al., 2020; Winkler et al., 2019). 

However, these diverse CAP types have not been explicitly compared in terms of their institutional 

structures, such as rules, requirements, hierarchies and organisational aspects that can be found in every 

CAP type. Literature has primarily focused on comparisons between singular organisations of one CAP 

type (Göttl & Penker, 2020; Jacob & Rocha, 2021; Lass et al., 2003; Poniży et al., 2021). An 

understanding of the differences and similarities between the three CAP types in terms of institutional 

structures and their respective functionalities and outcomes on individuals and societies is lacking. Such 

a comparison can help determine how the different structures of the CAP types gain legitimacy as 

institutions and in turn influence their expansion and continuity potential. 

Thus, we aim to compare the three CAP types (CSAs, CGs and AGs) in Switzerland in terms of 

their institutional structures. We follow institutional theory to compare their respective organisation, 

structures and rulesets and how these can act as barriers or facilitators for their continuity. Additionally, 



 

25 
 
 

 

we explore their perceived outcomes for individuals and society. We collect data inductively using a 

Grounded Theory–driven qualitative approach based on interviews and participant observation from 

multiple sites in the German-speaking part of Switzerland. Our findings show that institutional theory 

provides a suitable framework to categorise the institutional structures of the three CAP types and show 

their (in)ability to align with broader institutional pressures (e.g., social and communal expectations) 

shaping their continuity potential as agricultural prosumption institutions. On one hand, this framework 

uncovers how the different CAP types exist nowadays in societies. On the other hand, it determines how 

the structures, rules, norms and beliefs of the investigated CAP types shape their ability to address 

internal as well as external challenges and influence their continuity potential. 

 

2.Background and Aims 

2.1. Overview of the CAP Types in Switzerland 

Historically, gardening was an informal, subsistence-based activity, which has become increasingly 

organised during the industrialisation, for example due to the loss of access to gardening space for the 

increasing urban population (Acton, 2011). Nowadays there exist three main types of CAP institutions 

that are important for building a long-term sustainable food system and fostering a communal 

responsibility for food production and consumption. Ensuring their continuity contributes to providing 

a reliable source for locally produced food and maintaining communal stability. 

Firstly, AGs are one of the CAPs which are closest to private agricultural prosumption (e.g., home 

gardens). AGs are usually city-owned spaces given to associations to organise their use as allotments. 

The associations then split up the area into individual allotments and hand them to their members on a 

lease with specific rules on what they can grow (Acton, 2011). Research shows that AGs provide health 

and social benefits such as reduced stress and increased social contact (Van den Berg et al., 2010; Wood 

et al., 2016). However, AGs existence nowadays is threatened by urban densification. The areas that 

AGs occupy (e.g., close to the train tracks) are becoming more suitable and attractive for construction 

which threatens their existence (Jahrl et al., 2022). Another problem that AGs face for their continuity 
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is that their plots are usually fenced off and restricted to members only, which limits their ability to 

provide communities with access to greenspaces (Speak et al., 2015). Interestingly, most known rules 

of AGs focus primarily on members’ social conduct and the types of produce and plants that are allowed 

to be cultivated (Breuste, 2010; McVey et al., 2018). There is little literature on how AGs’ structures 

can facilitate or hinder their continuity. 

Secondly, there are two community-focused CAP types: CG and CSA. Glover et al. (2007) define 

CGs as ‘organized initiative(s) whereby sections of land are used to produce food or flowers in an urban 

environment for the personal or collective benefit of their members who, by virtue of their participation, 

share certain recourses such as space, tools and water’ (Glover et al., 2007). These initiatives can be 

organized through a communal association, NGOs or governmental organisations (Göttl & Penker, 

2020, p. 33). In CGs, members can either manage and cultivate the garden together or adopt an 

allotment-style approach with individual raised beds or small plots. However, in contrast to AGs, CGs 

still tend to manage these semi-private plots collectively relying on shared knowledge, tools, material 

and labour. Extensive literature shows the benefits of CGs in helping their members interact with each 

other and integrating themselves within a community or neighbourhood (Christensen et al., 2018; Porter 

& McIlvaine-Newsad, 2013; Scott et al., 2020; Tidball et al., 2010). Researchers also found that CGs 

have an impact on members’ knowledge of science, nutrition, gardening and the environment, which 

motivates many educational organisations (e.g., schools) to have CGs of their own (Corkery, 2015; 

Krasny & Doyle, 2002). However, their continuity is heavily reliant on the support and interest of their 

neighbourhoods. 

For CSA, a community-focused type, its core principle is the democratic and cooperative 

relationship between farmers and its members, who share work responsibilities or financial burden 

(Medici et al., 2021). A CSA membership entails a subscription service for food grown with the help of 

professionals and delivered to the members. The food delivered encompasses a wide range of food 

products from fruits and vegetables to eggs and meat (Volz et al., 2016). Most CSAs follow organic 

rulesets in their food production, enabling positive health and environmental impacts (Volz et al., 2016). 
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Literature further highlights positively the economic value (Bazzani & Canavari, 2013), transformative 

characteristics (Brehm & Eisenhauer, 2008; Wells et al., 1999) and political role of CSAs (Degens & 

Lapschieß, 2023; Sharp et al., 2002). However, there are many differences in the regulatory aspects 

between the existing CSAs such as in their membership rulesets (e.g., labour requirement from none to 

up to 18 h per year) and characteristics of CSAs. Therefore, general assumptions and understanding of 

their rules are very rare (Volz et al., 2016) but they remain similar in their goals and social norms (e.g., 

solidarity towards farmers, high quality produce and communal risk distribution). 

Overall, the three CAP institutions share the same idea – the communal production of food – but 

they are different in their institutional goals and rules related to this food production, with even more 

variation in how they are organised. Knowledge of what their rules and requirements beyond food 

production are, is lacking. Understanding their institutional structures is crucial for assessing their 

impact on continuity. 

 

2.2. Institutional Perspectives on CAP 

Institutional theory examines how rules, norms, and structures shape social, economic, and political 

behaviour. It explains why organisations and individuals conform to established frameworks, how 

institutions evolve and how they influence long-term societal transformations. Institutions can be formal 

(laws, policies, regulations) or informal (customs, cultural norms, collective beliefs) and they provide 

stability and predictability to human interactions (North, 1990; Scott, 2005). In sustainability science, 

institutional theory helps explain the persistence of unsustainable practices and the challenges of 

transitioning to alternative systems, such as sustainable and equitable food systems. It highlights how 

institutions enable or constrain change, whether through policy frameworks, market mechanisms, or 

social norms (Ostrom, 1990; Young, 2002). 

Through institutional theory we are able to categorise the structures, norms and rules of each CAP 

type and explain how they exist in their current form and how these structures influence the CAP 

institutions’ behaviour, adaptability and thus its continuity. In this paper, institutional theory provides a 
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framework to analyse how CAP institutions adapt to challenges, and navigate isomorphic pressures 

(Powell & DiMaggio, 2012). In order to survive, the CAP institutions need to meet specific institutional 

expectations, which are not related to their (economic) performance, but rather characterised by social 

norms and cultural specificities. These institutional expectations lead to the adoption of “templates for 

organising” (Powell & DiMaggio, 2012), socially accepted forms of organising, and to the process of 

“isomorphism”, where similar institutions take up similar organisational forms in order to meet these 

institutional expectations (Powell & DiMaggio, 2012). Normative isomorphism for example arises from 

professionalisation of knowledge and shared values, leading institutions to adopt similar structures based 

on sector-wide expectations, while mimetic isomorphism occurs when institutions or even singular 

organisations are facing uncertainty imitate established models perceived as successful (Powell & 

DiMaggio, 2012). 

Interestingly, Scott (Scott, 1995, p. 59) identifies a regulative, a normative, and a cultural-cognitive 

pillars as a base of every institution. These pillars define if rules, norms or common belief systems are 

the main influence on institutional behaviour, structure and continuity. While his concept is regarded as 

one of the classic works within institutional theory, it is paramount to acknowledge that institutional 

structures are not static but rather influenced through ongoing interactions between formal rules and 

informal practices (Greenwood et al., 2017). 

To understand the continuity potential of institutions, it is important to analyse their ability to adapt 

their structures in response to external challenges or internal dynamics (Greenwood & Hinings, 1996). 

Battilana and Lee (2014) found that hybrid institutions, which are understood as social enterprises 

incorporating economic or environmental aspects, face continuity challenges as they often do not fit the 

established expectations for regular institutions (Ruef & Patterson, 2009; Zuckerman, 1999). Similarly, 

CAP institutions are hybrid, and they need to find different ways to gain the approval of certain actors 

who could give them access to important resources (Kraatz & Block, 2008). In addition to these external 

struggles, these institutions face internal challenges which threaten their continuity, such as the creation 

of a common identity and finding a balanced path between social and economic interests in everyday 
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business as well as in the long term (Battilana & Lee, 2014). Furthermore, literature shows that an 

organisation flexibility and hierarchical systems (Battilana & Lee, 2014), networks (Powell & 

DiMaggio, 2012), resources and even formal and informal rules (Battilana & Lee, 2014; Greenwood et 

al., 2017) can help address the external and internal challenges which impact their continuity. These 

findings imply that understanding the hybrid structure of CAP institutions is paramount to understand 

their potential for continuity. 

All in all, institutional theory can be adapted to specific contexts and questions within diverse 

organisational settings. It helps to gain insights into how institutional structure supports organisations 

in adapting to external and internal challenges. It has been prominently applied to investigate how 

regulations influence the organisation of industries (Peters, 2019), shape structures in educational 

institutions (Cummings, 2003) and in collaborations between non-profits and governmental bodies 

(Mintzberg, 1989). Within the topic of agricultural prosumption, this theory has not been operationalised 

before, although an institutional perspective can be relevant, especially in understanding the rural areas 

which are characterised by enduring agricultural structures (e.g., historic land use patterns, traditional 

agricultural practices, well-established governance systems). However, they can still struggle to adapt 

to economic or political challenges (Atia et al., 2023; Battilana & Lee, 2014; Mesek et al., 2024) and 

are often highly dependent on a network of linked organisations for resource access and visibility 

(Bonfert, 2022b; Powell & DiMaggio, 2012). Institutional theory showcases these issues when analysing 

a rural or urban CAP organisation and helps to understand the problems and struggles CAP faces and 

how institutional structure impacts an organisation’s continuity potential. 

 

2.3. Research Objectives 

It is unclear what the rules, requirements and structures are within each CAP type. With the present 

study, we want to identify, understand and compare the institutional structures of the most common 

Swiss CAP types (i.e., CSAs, AGs and CGs) and to discuss the problems and opportunities for their 

continuity. More specifically, we examine the following questions.  
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• What are the key institutional structures of the three CAP types and how do they differ from 

each other? 

• How do the institutional structures of the three CAP types impact their ability to adapt to 

internal and external challenges? 

 

Our first objective was to identify and compare the norms, rulesets, socio-political agenda, as well 

as the perceived outcomes of the three CAP types, which we consider as institutions. Examining how 

their institutional structures shape membership requirements, engagement, the decision-making 

processes and other institutional aspects, allows us to analyse how they exist in their current form and 

which structures act as barriers or facilitators to the uptake and the continuity of every CAP type. Our 

last objective was to give recommendations to improve the continuity potential and resilience of CAP 

institutions in Switzerland. Solidifying the position of CAP in our society has positive implications for 

ensuring food security and fostering a more sustainable mindset towards food production and 

consumption in adjacent communities and societies. 

 

3.Methods 

3.1. General Approach 

We chose a qualitative approach to address our research questions to ensure a contextualised 

understanding of the different agricultural prosumption types in Switzerland. We relied on Grounded 

Theory (GT) (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) since it allows examining a new social phenomenon both 

systematically and thoroughly. Another advantage of GT was that it allowed us to derive new theories 

about the phenomenon in question inductively (Strauss in Legewie, 2004, p. 58). Therefore, we 

employed GT to first identify the key elements of the different agricultural prosumption types in 

Switzerland, and second, to categorise the relationships between the found elements based on the context 

and processes of the CAP types. Based on Strauss’s (Strauss in Legewie, 2004) GT approach, we focused 

on theoretical sampling, theoretical coding and comparisons (Strauss in Legewie, 2004, p. 59). 
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3.2. Sampling and Data Collection 

Theoretical sampling refers to choosing data sources based on the theory and the elements that 

emerge after each round of fieldwork, preliminary analysis of data and theoretical reflection (Legewie, 

2004, p. 59). First, we selected the CAP sites to visit based on the aims of the study. We examined the 

main features (e.g., organisational characteristics, administration requirements, relationships and 

interactions between members) of the CAP type. After the first two field visits, we evaluated our initial 

data (i.e., observations and informal conversations) and found relevant elements of CAP emerging such 

as organisation size (small, medium and large) and location (urban, semi-urban and rural). Following 

these elements, we then chose our subsequent sites to visit. We repeated the process of evaluation for 

every filed visit and adjusted the sampling accordingly. This technique enabled us to examine the 

complexity of the CAP types while accounting for spatial and establishment differences of the CAP 

organisations. Our final sample consisted of eight organisations under the CAP institutions. More 

specifically, there were two CGs, four CSAs and two AGs from the German-speaking part of 

Switzerland (cf. Table 1). 

 

Table 1: Main characteristics of the investigated CAP types 

CAP 

organisations 

Main characteristics Approximate number of 

members 

Number of in-depth 

interview (IDI) and 

participatory 

observation (PO)  

AG1 Large, traditional, historically 
grown, fenced off plots 

2,100 members distributed 
between multiple sites in the city 

3 IDI  

AG2 Midsized, plots without fences, 
relatively new 

1,800 members distributed 
between multiple sites in the city 

3 IDI  

CG1 Focus on neighbourhood 
improvement, community led 

60 members 1 PO, 3 IDI 

CG2 Focus on integration, backed 
by church-organisation  

30 members 1 PO, 3 IDI 

CSA1 Urban, well established, 
successful, large 

400 members 2 PO, 3 IDI 

CSA2 Semi-urban, well established, 
successful, large, old 

400 members 1 PO, 3 IDI 
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CSA3 Rural, well-established, 
midsized 

180 members 1 PO, 3 IDI 

CSA4 Rural, new, small 80 members 1 PO, 2 IDI 

 

We primarily conducted semi-structured, open-ended interviews with presidents or members of the 

organisational committees of CSAs, CGs and AGs, as they would provide us with accurate information 

on their organisational structure, membership requirements and rules. The interviews started with 

general questions about the organisation, such as its history or size, in order to start a conversation. We 

made sure to include the following topics, in case they were not raised naturally: the internal structure 

of the organisation, the membership requirements, the rules of gardening and continuity difficulties 

faced by the organisation. To ensure comparability of the results between the three types of agricultural 

prosumption, we examined the same aspects of interest in terms of structure and perceived outcome with 

the interviews. To avoid confusion, well-known terms like ‘gardening’ were used in the interviews 

instead of ‘agricultural prosumption’. 

In addition, we complemented the interviews with participant observations (Aktinson & 

Hammersley, 1998) at CSAs and CGs, including informal conversations with the members on site. 

During the first author’s observations at CGs and CSAs, he participated in the organisations’ workdays 

and members’ assignments. He observed the way the work tasks were explained, distributed and carried 

out, how knowledge was transmitted from experts to newcomers and how communal aspects came into 

play. Observations were noted through field notes and voice memos and then completed in observation 

reports. As for AGs, we did not conduct participatory observation because the spatial separation of plots 

and different gardening times made it difficult to observe any interactions within AGs. 

The first author carried out all the interviews and observations. The role of the researcher was openly 

communicated, and oral consent was given by all participants. The impact of the researcher’s presence 

on prosumers’ behaviours was minimised through participating in the gardening work. To limit biased 

interpretation of the data, the researcher reflected on his attitudes and thought processes on a regular 

basis through three main techniques (Breuer, 2009). A research diary was maintained through the entire 
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research process, in order to document reflections on the data. Retrospective self-confrontation and 

reflexion was used to identify personal biases and assumptions. Lastly, regular discussion with 

colleagues and co-authors provided external feedback to foster critical insight into the data 

interpretations. 

First, we investigated CGs. We chose CG1 for its aim of improving the local neighbourhood 

community. We then chose another CG with a different objective to obtain a bigger scope of the existing 

CGs in Switzerland. Therefore, we selected CG2 that focused on integrating refugee women into Swiss 

society. At both CGs, we participated in a full workday and conducted an in-depth interview with the 

organiser, as well as informal conversations with three members. Both CGs were situated in midsized 

Swiss cities (cf. Table 1). 

Second, we examined CSAs in both urban and rural settings. We participated in two initial work 

assignments in two urban (CSA1, CSA2), large (around 400 members) and well-established CSAs. We 

visited CSA1 first, which is located close to a thriving quarter with many projects, schools, retirement 

homes and new residential buildings. Additionally, to evaluate the possible influence of geographical 

location, we visited CSA2, one of the oldest CSAs in Switzerland, situated on the edge of a large city’s 

suburb and reachable by public transport. As for the rural setting, we visited two CSAs situated between 

two midsized cities and held interviews with leading figures, such as the presidents as well as board 

members and involved farmers. CSA3 is well-established, accessible by car and had roughly 120 

members, while CSA4 is newly founded in a rural area surrounded by small villages. In addition to the 

informal conversations, we held interviews with three members of each CSA, except CSA 4 where only 

two members were present due to external circumstances (cf. Table 1). 

Lastly, for AGs, we started by interviewing two AG presidents from different city-wide allotments 

gardens. We interviewed the president of AG1 which is a large traditional Swiss allotment garden in a 

midsized city (2600 members in 12 locations). It displays individual, clearly separated and mostly 

fenced-off plots. Given that some AGs have no fences between the plots, we decided to conduct a second 

interview with the president of AG2, which a less traditional and smaller AG in a second mid-sized city 
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(1100 members in 17 locations). This AG has low paths separating the allotments and is open to the 

public and contains communal areas. We then conducted four additional interviews with members of 

AG1 and AG2. In total we interviewed six AG members (cf. Table 1). All of them possessed extensive 

experience in managing AGs and gave insights into other AGs’ structures. 

Overall, we note that within the sample we had, we covered all elements of the major themes 

relevant to the purpose of our present study and no new elements emerged, indicating that we reached 

saturation with our data regarding the rules and structures of the CAP. Table 1summarises the basic 

characteristics of the three examined CAP types and includes information on the respective data 

collection methods. 

 

3.3. Data Analysis 

Our data consists of transcripts of audio recordings, field notes, vocal memos and observation 

reports. We used MAXQDA (VERBI, 2022) to code, visualise and compare the data collected from the 

observations and interviews. In accordance with our GT approach, we achieved theoretical coding 

through open, axial and selective coding. 

During open coding, we identified major concepts and compared the similarities and differences 

among the investigated CAP types (Strauss et al., 1996, p. 54f). Subsequently, during the axial coding, 

we connected the already developed concepts and built categories and sub-categories given their 

contexts (Strauss et al., 1996, p. 76). Lastly, in the selective coding, we built two key categories (i.e., 

“barriers and facilitators” and “perceived outcomes”) within our theoretical framework, after identifying 

the relationships between the different categories (Strauss et al., 1996, p. 95). 

 

4. Empirical Results and Key Findings 

“Barriers and facilitators” category (cf. Table 2) refers to factors related to the structures and 

requirements of the CAP institutions. These factors are identified on the individual, institutional and 

socio-political level. At each level, the factors can act as either a barrier or a facilitator of continuity of 
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the CAP institution, depending on the context, the CAP type or even the personal preferences of 

individual members. The second key category is “perceived outcomes” (cf. Table 3), which refers to the 

impacts of the CAP type’s structure on the individual and social levels. 

 

4.1. Barriers and Facilitators 

4.1.1. Individual Level 

On the individual level, we identified membership requirements which can act either as a facilitator 

or a barrier for the CAP continuity, since ensuring a stable membership is vital for every institution type 

(cf. Table 2). Within these, there are strict requirements which have to be met by interested actors to 

join an institution such as membership costs, knowledge, time and workload. 

For the AGs and CGs we examined, the membership fees are low, and active members can produce 

food for the invested money (rent and membership cost range from 100 to 300 Swiss francs per year). 

AG2’s president stated that particularly migrants benefit from AGs in putting food ‘on the plate’ for 

themselves and their extended family. In CSAs, the cost factor can act as a barrier. CSA memberships 

consist of one or more share certificates (around 250 Swiss francs each) and a subscription fee for 

different sizes of produce shipments, averaging around 800 Swiss francs a year. We found that all CSAs 

in the sample indicate that the costs deter some people from joining and often restrict CSA membership 

to financially well-situated families. Nevertheless, we observed that all CSAs try to tackle these issues. 

‘We want solidarity also in the price – we support low-income earners with funds’ (Founder of CSA4). 

These funds are raised through higher voluntary fees for high-income earners. CSAs also require low 

time commitments and workloads (around 18–20 h per year), unlike AGs and CGs, which are time-

consuming, as one has to take care of the cultivated plots nearly every day, as a member of AG2 told 

us. While specific workloads in CSAs are part of the membership contract, the time spent in AGs and 

CGs is not regulated formally. AGs rather regulate workloads through the visual expectations they have 

for individual allotments, often fixed within the membership contract and controlled by the 

organisational board. The CGs we visited do not have such contracts but rely on social coherence for 
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upholding their norms and rules. The different time and workload requirements can therefore act as a 

barrier, due to potential time constraints, but also as facilitators, by creating a regular activity for their 

members. The last requirement for joining a CAP activity is knowledge. We observed that prosumers 

need the least knowledge in CSAs, while more specific knowledge is needed to be successful in CGs 

and AGs. 

 

4.1.2. Institutional Level 

On the institutional level, the CAP types have different institutional characteristics, regulations and 

structures (cf. Table 2). The first factor we identified is the location of the organisation and the available 

public transport around it, which we refer to as geographic accessibility. The AGs and CGs we visited 

are located in urban to semi-urban spaces making them easily accessible, which is paramount since both 

types require regular care. Since CSAs are managed by professionals, their members experience flexible 

workdays in which they sign up for specific work assignments. This system enables CSAs to function 

in rural areas with limited accessibility. Nevertheless, some CSAs also operate in urban areas, which 

allows for more community interaction and shorter supply chains. CSA1, for example, was adjacent to 

large living quarters and was able to deliver their produce to pick up stations by cargo bikes. CSA3 was 

situated between two cities without a good connection to public transport. Members only came together 

regularly for workdays and did not use the CSA as a community space. The members were aware of this 

disadvantage and were trying to find a space closer to the city. In all three types we observed that easy 

access was valued by the members, who could then spend more time in the garden or with the 

community. 

Visibility is also important for an organisation to find new members. It is closely linked to the 

geographic accessibility but also refers to social aspects that ease access to such institutions. CGs are 

highly visible within their neighbourhoods. We experienced CGs to be open, welcoming and 

communicative, especially with potential new members through providing informational boards and 

being easily approachable for questions. Both CGs we visited had multiple informational boards and 
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members expressed that they regularly interact with interested pedestrians passing by: ‘There are many 

conversations over the garden fence’ (CG1). The CSAs we looked at are also highly visible but often 

rely on digital marketing strategies such as social media and well-developed and appealing websites, 

created and managed by professional IT personnel, as in CSA1. However, the fenced-off AGs we visited 

lacked the openness of CGs’ and CSAs’ advertisement schemes. They had outdated websites focused 

on the needs of their existing members as the president of AG2 informed us: ‘We get the base structure 

[of the website] from the federation, but we have to fill it ourselves […] that is [the website] not as 

important for us so far, it works, so it should be okay’. 

The organisational structure of a CAP (i.e., how the CAP types are organised) is the third factor 

identified, and it differs between the three types as they have varying structures and hierarchies. CSAs 

are transparent, flexible and democratic. Regular members vote on important issues at a yearly assembly 

and those elected to be in the leadership make everyday decisions. This generates a flat hierarchy. 

Hierarchies in the investigated CSAs are structured through the organisation and are based on the various 

available skills (gardening, organisational, technological, etc.) and motivational levels making them 

highly flexible. At the work assignment in CSA1, the person who should explain what to do was late, 

therefore the member with the most experience took over to delegate what to do, portraying a flexible 

hierarchy based on experience. CGs share some of the organisational aspects of CSAs (e.g., democratic 

assemblies and leading administrative figures) but differ from their economic requirements since CGs 

are not required to generate a profit. Participation in organisational progress is possible for every 

member and most decisions are made democratically, although the leadership will make some decisions 

on their own, as the leader of CG2 informed us. Hierarchies are flat and based on gardening skills. AG 

leadership, although democratically elected, often consists of retired persons, senior citizens or older 

long-time members. Through our interviews we found out that the tendency for older administrators is 

mainly due to the time demands of these positions and possibly routed in the shared cultural values 

within this age group. The president of AG2 admitted that the managing committee is not always ‘ideally 

staffed’, because for example they lack IT skills or are even prejudiced towards minority groups. A 
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member of the organisational board in AG1 told us ‘Getting new people in it is always difficult, we ask 

around every year, and include information in our newsletter which jobs are open, but there are nearly 

no replies. You have to be happy to get someone to look over the books, which are two nights per year 

– no one wants to offer up their free time anymore […]’. New members can hardly get involved in these 

processes or change the structure of the organisation mostly due to the time constraints. AGs have 

therefore an inflexible, steep hierarchy, which is mostly based on experience or membership duration. 

The fourth factor, institutional monitoring, can be found in all three types. AGs have restrictions on 

gardening and often govern the social aspects of their members through rules. For example, the 

“Mittagsruhe” (a noise restriction during noon) or guidelines for the tidiness of allotment are part of the 

official regulations. These restrictions are controlled by a specific member of the executive board who 

walks through the allotment and can talk to the deviant gardener or even issue citations. If gardeners 

follow the rulesets, they can garden to their liking, regardless of the agreement or disagreement of their 

neighbours, as we have heard in AG1: ‘The overseer can try and talk to the guy to be neater, sometimes 

it works, sometimes not’. In CSAs, we observed that the professionals monitored every produce-related 

activity the other members did. In addition, they gave out specific orders on how the work must be 

carried out. One professional in CSA2 even stated, ‘Trust is good, monitoring is better’. In CGs, we had 

not observed such close monitoring, neither through peer-to-peer, nor through the experts. The members 

had the possibility to ask for help but were free to experiment for example with the choice of crops or 

different cultivation methods. CGs often attract gardeners who express themselves freely, creatively and 

individualistically. A female, long-time member of CG2 expressed herself creatively in her plot by 

expanding her raised bed and repurposing old plastic bags as pots, to the dislike of the other members 

who saw her plot as a mess. Since there were no rules against her behaviour, she carried on her style of 

gardening without hesitance. This self-expression could also be seen in AGs but was not tolerated in 

CSAs due to the importance of every work step for a successful harvest. 

The fifth institutional factor we found was labour-related. The CSAs in our sample employed two 

main measures to ensure good working conditions. First, they had a high division of labour, lightning 
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the workload for the members and encouraging them to partake in social activities (e.g., communal 

lunches, on-farm meetups). Second, this division was based on the available skills to profit from every 

member’s specific talent. A pensioner in CSA2, with extensive knowledge of fruit- bearing trees, spends 

all his required work hours and some voluntary ones, pruning and cultivating the CSA’s trees. Although 

CGs also tried to source their talents, they had a low division of labour and were not as successful as 

CSAs. At AGs, there is nearly no institutionalised division of labour or talent sourcing. Therefore, 

members needed to complete their work on their own or organise help for themselves, similar to the 

president of AG1 who has ‘some close friends who take care of my garden while I am away’. 

The sixth factor is the differences on the inter-institutional networks of the CAP types. The 

investigated CSAs were well-connected to other CSAs and to like-minded institutions and even city 

administrators. At an organisational meeting of CSA1, the importance of such networks became 

apparent as the city administration handed over a new patch of land to CSA1 to turn into farmland. The 

visited CGs were well- established within their quarters and could rely on their organisational bodies, 

which are NGOs or the church. We also found that CGs try to stay connected. For example, CG1 

regularly visited other CGs in Switzerland to connect, get new perspectives and best learn practice 

approaches: ‘Every year we have an excursion […] to see how other [gardens] do it and how they solve 

problems’ (CG1). AGs rarely have local agricultural prosumption-related networks. Instead, they are 

found to be organised through the national organisation, which they rely mostly upon for organisational 

assistance (e.g., membership contracts, administrative help). The president of AG2 admitted that ‘it is 

already hard to find volunteers for the work [at the organisation], it is even harder to find people who 

do networking’. 

 

4.1.3. Socio-Political Level 

On the socio-political level (cf. Table 2), we categorised the three CAP types on a scale between 

traditional and non-traditional institutions. The AGs in our sample are traditional in their institutional 

structure with their main purpose being to grow vegetables and flowers. Accordingly, plots or 
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membership in an AG are often passed on within the family, as was the case for the president of AG1. 

In comparison, we observed that in CGs and CSAs, politics play a large role. CG1 and CG2 are linked 

with a local political agenda, aiming to improve a neighbourhood or foster refugees’ integration within 

a community respectively. CSA members are rather engaged in a more global political agenda focusing 

on agricultural change, urban food sovereignty and sustainable transformation. This engagement became 

apparent when we found stickers, leaflets and other informational material regarding agricultural change 

and just transition in CSA1 and CSA2. In addition, these CSAs offer regular talks or presentations 

regarding these topics and use their premises for cultural events, which are open to members and the 

public. We also observed that prosumers in CSAs were often highly educated, left leaning and 

ecologically conscious individuals, which was reflected in the institution’s agendas. It was, however, 

unclear whether the members’ characteristics presupposes the political agenda of the CSA or vice versa. 

 

Table 2: Barriers and facilitators to the continuity of the different types of CAP on the individual, institutional and socio-

political levels 

 
Factors AGs CGs CSAs Relevant for 

all 

In
di

vi
du

al
 L

ev
el

 Membership 

requirements 
(cost/ time/ 
workload/ 
knowledge 
requirements)  

Mid-cost/high 
time/high 
workload/high 
knowledge 

Low-cost/high 
time/mid 
workload/mid 
knowledge 

High-cost/ low time/ 
low workload/ no 
knowledge 

General 
interest in 
gardening and 
community 

In
st

it
ut

io
na

l L
ev

el
 

Accessibility 

and Visibility 
Easy access 
within city  

Easy access within 
neighbourhood/inf
o signs/inviting 

Easy access within 
region/ online 
visibility 

Prosumers 
need to know 
of 
organisation 
and how to 
join 

Organisation Traditional/ 
closed/ inflexible 
rules 

Community-
centred/flexible 
rules/mostly 
democratic 

Flexible/ transparent/ 
fully democratic/ 
professionally 
organised garden 

Administratio
n done by 
members on 
voluntary 
basis  
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Hierarchy  Highly 
hierarchical/(exp
erience-based) 

Flat (skill- and 
position-based) 

Flat (skill- and 
motivation-based)  

 

Rules Formal for 
gardening and 
social context 

Mostly informal 
rulesets 

Formal for 
organisational/ 
informal for social 
contexts 

Formal rules 
can be 
sanctioned by 
organisation. 

Monitoring 

(Gardening/ 
social) 

Social monitoring No strict 
monitoring 

Professional 
monitoring 

 

Labour 

(Division/ 
sourcing of 
talents) 

No division/ no 
sourcing of 
talents 

Low division/ 
some sourcing of 
talents 

High division/ 
extensive sourcing of 
talents 

 

 

Inter-

institutional 

networking 

Country-wide 
network – only 
organisational 

Well-embedded 
locally and 
through NGO 

Well-connected to 
other CSAs and 
similar institutions, 
often city 
administration 

 

S
oc

io
-p

ol
it

ic
al

 L
ev

el
 

Socio political 

factors 

(Tradition/ 
political 
agenda) 

Highly 
traditional/ no 
political agenda 

Not traditional/ 
communal local 
political agenda 

Not traditional/ 
global and local 
political agenda 

 

 

4.2. Perceived Outcomes 

4.2.1. Individual Level 

One individual perceived outcome found in every activity is the high level of knowledge and 

competence (cf. Table 3). The prosumers we talked to are knowledgeable with gardening, ecology, 

biodiversity, resourcefulness and the usage of technologies (mainly in CSAs) but also in regard to their 

social skills. A striking example of this was the president of AG1 who over the years had collected 

extensive knowledge on how to build up a functioning ecosystem within his allotment to reduce the use 

of pesticides though beneficial organisms. An experienced member of CG2, who helps with supervising 

newcomers, informed us that she had learned all her knowledge within the organisation. In addition, we 

have met multiple members of CSAs who had no connection to agriculture or gardening and are now 
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able to tend to a full balcony garden as well. The differences among the CAP types can be found in the 

way the institutions pass down knowledge. Although all AG locations we visited offer courses on 

specific topics, five out of six interviewees noted that members do not to access this help. The 

interviewees told us that most members use the internet and gardening books to educate themselves, if 

necessary. In CGs, we have observed that highly experienced members will support newcomers, thus 

lowering the knowledge requirements and emphasising community interactions and teachings. For 

example, in CG2, an older Swiss lady taught Somalian women her gardening techniques. At CSAs, we 

observed how members got an accurate explanation of every task before they started their work. They 

encouraged self-teaching and group learning activities through regular talks, courses, openly accessible 

bookshelves and informative websites. A characteristic of CSAs is the transmission of knowledge 

through a snowball-like system, where the professionals taught the regular members, who in turn could 

educate newer members. We have also seen this type of teaching in CGs, but all visited CSAs have 

institutionalised these systems. In addition, we observed that CSAs were raising awareness about 

moving away from large-scale agriculture towards sustainable, small-scale and community-driven 

systems through their pamphlets, thematic presentations and cultural events. 

All the interviewees stressed the impact of their engagement in agricultural prosumption on the 

sustainability of their lives. A young mother of two children in CSA2, for example, mentioned that she 

joined the organisation to gain access to regional, organic vegetables to live a more healthy and 

sustainable life. The leader of CG1, said: ‘[Gardening] is also about health, psychological and physical, 

you spend a lot of time outdoors, you move and have more contact to others’. The president of AG1 also 

stated that he regularly ‘recognises how much better your own vegetables are compared to the grocery 

shops or large-scale farmers’. We noticed this positive evaluation of the self-grown produce even when 

vegetables were damaged or oddly shaped, particularly in CSAs, and even when pesticides and fertilisers 

were used, as is the case in some AGs. CSA and CG members indicated that they try to increase resource 

efficiency for example by repurposing one-use plastics. 
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Self-expression is another important perceived outcome highlighted by the interviewees. While the 

institutional structure of CSAs enables self-organised projects (e.g., beekeeping in CSA2), AGs and 

CGs with individual plots allowed their members to express themselves directly and creatively through 

their gardening. They could choose what to plant, customise their plots and find their own gardening 

practices. Multiple members of CG2 expressed their enjoyment of having their own raised bed where 

they could focus on the aesthetics of their gardens, select crops to cultivate and even grow crops from 

their countries of origin (CG2). This self-expression was only limited by the varying levels of regulation 

of each organisation. The president of AG2 stated, ‘Some only want to plant vegetables, but flowers 

need to be done as well […] sometimes we [the administrators] need to fight for it to look a little more 

friendly from the outside, that has to be a part of it.’ She stressed that their members are free to choose 

how and what to grow, as long as it is within their rulesets of having a percentage of flowers to keep up 

a friendly appearance in the city. 

 

4.2.2. Societal Level 

Community building was one important societal perceived outcome. AGs produce spontaneous 

communities often based on established connections between members. Groups consisting of mostly 

homogeneous members are formed, for example concerning their ethnicity and age. ‘They [the 

members] have a lot of contact between each other, we can say the Italians for example, or the 

Portuguese have more contact within their groups […] this did not start in the allotment, but because 

they know each other, and can talk to each other in their language’ (President AG2). A similar 

experience was mentioned by AG1: ‘There are these clans, with maybe 4 or 5 allotments close to each 

other, on one occasion they sit in one garden, then in another and so on, that is a nice thing, the social 

part exists here’. This phenomenon was also present in the other AG locations. CGs aim to expand their 

network outside the institution by improving the local community where the groups mirror the 

characteristics of the neighbourhood. CSAs manage to establish a strong community locally and 

nationally by working together and sharing experiences. The members of these communities are very 
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homogenous throughout the different organisations regarding their political stances and attitudes 

towards food and sustainability. One similar way of building a community we observed is the sharing 

of food. For example, African specificalities are shared at CG2 and fresh produce is shared at lunch 

break with other workers at CSA2.  

 

Table 3: Perceived outcomes of the structures of the CAP types on the individual and societal levels.  

 Factors AGs CGs CSAs Relevant for all 

In
di

vi
du

al
 L

ev
el

 

Knowledge and 

Competence 

(learning effects) 

individual 
learning  

group learning 
and 
mentoring/social 
competence 

mandatory 
mentoring/ group 
and individual 
learning 
encouraged/ 
agricultural change 

Gardening, 
ecology, 
biodiversity, 
technologies and 
resourcefulness 

Promoting 

sustainability 

and healthy 

lifestyle 

Not 
institutionalised 

Partly 
institutionalised 

Highly 
institutionalised 

All give 
individual 
chance to 
become more 
sustainable and 
healthier 

Chance for self-

expression 

Highly 
institutionalised 

Partly 
institutionalised  

Little 
institutionalised 

The more 
individual focus, 
the higher the 
self-expression 

S
oc

ie
ta

l L
ev

el
 Building 

Community 
Spontaneous, 
local, in-groups 
or “clans” 
formation  
Generational 
change  

Local, mixed 
groups, 
impacting 
neighbourhood 

Strong, local, 
mixed, but also on a 
global scale 

Community 
building through 
sharing food 

 

5. Discussion 

In the present study, we aimed to determine and compare the institutional structures and perceived 

outcomes for the three CAP types (i.e., CSAs, AGs and CGs) to explore their ability to adapt to 

challenges and understand how their structures impact their continuity. The data shows that all three 

types have positive perceived implications for community building and promoting sustainable and 
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healthy living, which is in line with literature (Alaimo et al., 2008; Amsden & McEntee, 2011; Lake et 

al., 2012). However, the comparison revealed that these agricultural prosumption types, despite having 

the same goal of producing food for their members’ own consumption, differ greatly within their 

individual requirements, institutional structures and political agendas. These differences are rooted in 

each CAP type’s purpose, main function and expectation. They highlight how the types’ organisational 

adaptability and institutional resilience respond to internal and external challenges (Greenwood & 

Hinings, 1996). 

AGs are characterised by well-regulated frameworks regulating the usage of the allotment and 

members’ social conduct, and can be considered a regulative institution (Scott, 1995). Results show that 

these rules are sanctioned through official channels and are enforced through internal processes or, in 

certain cases, by external actors such as city authorities. The implementation of the rules is rooted in 

AGs’ historical background as an administrative top-down response to offer greenspaces to the urban 

working class. The longevity of this type coupled with coercive isomorphic pressure has reinforced the 

formalised rulesets, reflecting their legacy as 19th century public welfare projects (Acton, 2011). While 

these frameworks establish stability and structure in AGs, they introduce certain limitations. Fixed 

rulesets, as well as the high knowledge and workload requirements inhibit the ability of AGs to react to 

change (Palthe, 2014). Nevertheless, the high level of self-expression and individual gardening practices 

within AGs enhance the individual’s engagement, thus fostering continuity. Because of this 

individuality and without adherence to specific cultural norms, AGs could be places for the integration 

of migrants and disadvantaged groups, enabling them to grow food, to support their livelihood and stay 

connected to their cultural origin. However, the institutional focus can also lead to the formation of 

“clans” or language-based groups instead of an inclusive community. AGs’ lack of an embedded, larger 

political agenda within their rulesets, limits their ability to adapt to wider community needs and advocate 

their role in society. Without a collective political voice, AGs may struggle to find external political 

support, impacting their visibility, resilience and long-term continuity. AGs rigidity is fortified through 

the isomorphic pressure and history, reflected in their organisational similarity to other structured civic 
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foundations such as sport clubs. This emphasises their inflexible, regulated institutional structure which 

creates barriers for younger members who struggle to get access to the administrational roles. The 

hierarchical structures further impact AGs’ adaptability in the quickly evolving urban context. 

CGs tend to be primarily a normative institution. Their ruleset relies heavily on normative principles 

and values enforced through meeting expectations of other members. Social pressure is used to achieve 

the appropriate behaviour of members, which is in line with a normatively legitimate institution (Scott, 

1995, p. 64). The normative structure leads to a more flexible hierarchy and open structure of 

organisation, especially in comparison to AGs, making it easier form members to influence decisions 

and adapt to changing group dynamics. Furthermore, the low financial, time and knowledge 

requirements, paired with their high accessibility and visibility within a neighbourhood, lead to 

membership diversification (Göttl & Penker, 2020). The inclusive environment and high membership 

engagement promote their continuity. In addition, CGs exhibit an institutionalised political agenda, 

focused on creating local communities, which resonates with members who share similar values. While 

we have seen that specific agendas can differ (e.g., integration of refugees, enriching the 

neighbourhood), they remain a unifying element, portrayed outside the institution as well as internally 

to members, for example through informational boards. The flexible organisational and institutional 

shape allows CGs to react and adapt to local and socio-political changes, which in turn improves their 

continuity. 

CSAs exhibit multiple traits of cultural-cognitive institutions, such as the core values of solidarity 

and sustainability. Previous findings show that they are highly constitutive as they ground their rules in 

common beliefs of solidarity and food quality (Medici et al., 2021; Volz et al., 2016). Although CSAs 

have the highest financial barrier of the three types, therefore excluding certain disadvantaged groups 

(Cotter et al., 2017; Galt et al., 2016), their low time and knowledge requirements in combination with 

the snowball-teaching system make CSAs more accessible to potential prosumers. This inclusivity 

contributes to CSA’s continuity potential, especially towards those who might face barriers in AGs and 

CGs. CSAs’ democratic and flexible structures enhance their adaptability (Battilana & Lee, 2014). 
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Members have multiple institutionalised processes to participate in decision-making and administration, 

making CSA adaptable to internal and external challenges. CSAs are also successful in rallying their 

members behind a common cause (Bonfert, 2022b; Nettle, 2016), thus giving them political agency and 

a unifying sense of purpose. Membership engagement is strengthened through these shared goals and 

values, which in turn reinforces the institutions’ resilience. The flexibility and adaptability to challenges, 

paired with the high membership engagement and low time, knowledge and workload requirements 

enable CSAs to react quickly and efficiently to external changes or internal dynamic shifts. 

Due to the threat of urban densification on green spaces available for urban agriculture (Haaland & 

van Den Bosch, 2015), all CAP types need to be involved in political decision-making to ensure their 

continuity (Hashimoto et al., 2019; Hofmann et al., 2016). Our explorative comparison reveals that the 

problem of continuity is specifically relevant for AGs. Jahrl et al. (2022) revealed that CGs are favoured 

by Swiss city planners over AGs due to the formers’ smaller space requirements, higher membership 

potential and social cohesion possibilities. AGs thus can struggle to keep their relevance for 

policymakers if the space they occupy is needed and if they are judged to have fewer positive 

contributions to the city than their alternatives (Jahrl et al., 2022). In addition, AGs seem to lack the 

inter-institutional connections of CGs and CSAs. The latter are linked to different local and global 

institutions (e.g., city administrators, NGOs, other CAP institutions) which help them find political allies 

in the region to effectively communicate their potential to local governments and ensure thus their 

resilience and continuity (Bonfert, 2022a). Furthermore, this networking allows CSA and CG to grow 

following normative or mimetic isomorphism, which leads them to imitate existing successful value-

driven models and their response system to challenges (Powell & DiMaggio, 2012). 

Similar effects can be seen if we look at the community building within the three types. Whereas 

AGs establish small internal communities, CSAs and CGs establish them inside and outside the 

institution to different degrees. They can therefore be considered as being more inclusive and open to 

outsiders. It is important to examine how and if AGs could adopt some of the adaptive strategies of CGs 
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and CSAs to react to external and internal challenges in order to ensure their continuity, whilst 

maintaining their characteristics and identity. 

 

6. Limitations and Future Research 

The present study has three important limitations. First, we investigated CAP in the German-

speaking part of Switzerland. Future research should investigate whether the geographical and cultural 

differences between the French-, Italian- and German-speaking parts affects the continuity of CAP. 

Second, we examined only CAP types and excluded private agricultural prosumption activities, namely 

home gardening, which has gained momentum since the COVID-19 pandemic (Kingsley et al., 2022). 

By identifying which and why prosumers are engaging in either home gardening or CAP, we can 

determine other individual or situational barriers that need to be addressed to ensure the continuity of 

the CAP types. Lastly, we experienced saturation within our sample in terms of identification of the 

rules and requirements of the three CAP types. However, our data does not allow for a comparison 

between the perceptions of the interviewees on aspects such as their motivations and experiences as 

these aspects are subjective and prone to changing from one individual to another. Future research 

should identify the most important motivational factors and experiences of prosumers across the 

different agricultural prosumption types to gain a holistic understanding of what impacts their continuity. 

Further consideration could also be given to the commonalities between the types, focusing on the 

question why these three distinct types evolved in the first place. 

 

7. Conclusion 

Our analysis shows that while all three CAP types share common goals, their different individual 

requirements, institutional structures and their socio-political agendas seem to impact their potential to 

adapt to challenges and consequently their continuity in different ways. AGs, with their fixed and 

regulative structures, foster individuality but limit flexibility, additionally they are at risk when they lack 

networks and fail to secure external political support. Whereas CGs and CSAs, are successful in 
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generating community engagement and involving their members within their political goals. Their 

democratic processes lead to a high adaptability to external and internal dynamics. Their shared political 

goals and values, paired with their networks enhance their resilience as well. 

Our findings underscore the importance of institutional adaptability in CAP continuity. To 

strengthen resilience, we propose three key interventions: 

First, inter-institutional CAP networks are crucial in fostering mimetic and normative isomorphism 

and need to be supported in their establishment and their continuous operation. This would enable an 

exchange of best practices, specific knowledge and institutional structures. Through mimicking specific 

aspects of CSAs and CGs, AGs could strengthen their societal presence and thus gain more political 

agency. They could then demonstrate their unique strengths more effectively such as their high potential 

for self-expression, their integrating capacities and low economic barriers (Speak et al., 2015). 

Second, urban planning policies need to provide accessible and visible spaces for CAP as a vital 

part of urban green infrastructure to ensure their continuity as well as improve on their strengths such 

as the high community building potential of urban CSAs. 

Third, policy mechanisms such as tax benefits or state-supported payments could help make CSAs 

more accessible to low-income households. While most CSAs try to lower membership costs for low-

income earners using voluntary solidarity payments by high-income earners, these payments are not 

sufficient. 
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Abstract:  

 

Agricultural prosumption is a transformative pathway, enabling individuals to reconnect to nature whilst 

producing food for their own consumption. Allotment gardens (AGs) and community-supported 

agriculture (CSA) are two main types of this practice, forming opposing sides on a continuous 

prosumption scale, ranging from prosumption-as-consumption (p-a-c), as in consumption focused CSA 

initiatives, to prosumption-as-production (p-a-p), as in the production-orientated AGs. Using a survey 

completed by Swiss CSA (n = 250) and AG members (n = 201), this study shows how prosumers 

perceive the benefits of their activity, how these experiences shape their likeliness to continue and how 

differently they rate the effects of prosumption on individuals, communities and society. In addition, it 

provides an outlook on associated societal developments, regarding these activities as forms of 

contributive economy. Although the two groups differed in their socio-demographics, their attitudes and 

experiences were similar. P-a-p organisations (AGs) enhance production-related individual benefits, 

while p-a-c organisations foster positive experiences around consumption activities. AG continuation is 

driven by the experienced health and food-related benefits, while CSAs rely on the communal and 

organisational involvement of their members. While AG members focus on individual benefits, CSA 

members strive to be part of a food system change, using their communal structures to create a social 

movement. This demonstrates the wide range and potential of food prosumption in fostering diverse 

forms of engagement, offering insights into its potential for sustaining participation and contributing to 

alternative economic models. 

 

Keywords: Allotment Gardens; Community Supported Agriculture; Personal Experiences; Contributive 

Economy 
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1. Introduction 

Changing the significance and value of food in our society is crucial for a just and sustainable food 

system transformation (Dornelles et al., 2022). Agricultural prosumption, where prosumers co-produce 

food for their own consumption, plays a key role in this transition by fostering sustainable food 

production and consumption. In addition to providing local, organic and seasonal food, agricultural 

prosumption practices contribute to the UN’s Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 11 (Sustainable 

Cities and Communities) and SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production) (UN, 2015). By 

strengthening local food systems, promoting short value chains, and fostering community resilience, 

communal agricultural prosumption contributes to more sustainable urban environments and responsible 

food consumption (Amsden & McEntee, 2011; Farmer et al., 2011). 

In Switzerland, allotment gardens (AG) and community-supported agriculture (CSA) are leading 

enablers of communal agricultural prosumption (CAP). Both involve members in food production for 

their own consumption while offering community engagement and recreational opportunities, an aspect 

that gained importance during the Covid-19 pandemic (Bieri, 2021; Busby, 2020; Meister, 2020; 

Shirvell, 2021; Winkler et al., 2019). 

The main body of literature regarding CAP has focused on the motivations and the willingness to 

join (Brehm & Eisenhauer, 2008; Kingsley et al., 2019; Kirby et al., 2021; Winkler et al., 2019), either 

framing these practices as activism (Christensen et al., 2018; Degens & Lapschieß, 2023; Sharp et al., 

2002) or part of a broader social movement (Bonfert, 2022b; Hvitsand, 2016; Zoll et al., 2018). A smaller 

part of research has taken a pragmatic approach, highlighting emotional and practical motivations for 

participation (Veen et al., 2020). However, both perspectives lack research on how members actually 

experience CAP over time and which experiences lead to their continuous participation in these 

activities. 

This study addressed this gap by adopting a mixed approach, analysing both pragmatic experiences 

and activist factors on different societal levels. We conducted an online survey amongst active CAP 

members to understand their experiences, benefits and other factors influencing continued participation. 
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We also explore CAP’s role in broader societal developments, particularly its contribution to sustainable 

food systems and its positioning within different models of prosumption. To provide a differentiated 

view of CAP, we compare experiences, benefits and the importance of social factors in two CAP types: 

AG and CSA.  

Grounding our analysis in prosumption theory (Ritzer & Jurgenson, 2010), we explore two potential 

societal developments. The first, “prosumption capitalism” (Ritzer, 2015) suggests the (self-) 

exploitation of prosumers through various social, digital and material capitalist infrastructures that 

progressively occupy the consumption dimension of a production process. The second, “contributive 

economy” is rooted in the individual and collective motivations of human activities, at the margin of 

commodification (Bottazzi, 2019; Timmermann & Félix, 2015; Volken & Bottazzi, 2024). 

This approach allows us to analyse prosumers’ pragmatic experiences and characteristics and the 

factors influencing their continued participation, whilst framing these results within CAP’s broader 

societal potential. 

 

2. Background and Aims 

2.1. Overview of Allotment Gardens and Community Supported Agriculture in Switzerland  

Originating mostly during the industrialisation, AGs are the oldest type of CAP, traditionally 

providing inexpensive food to their members (Acton, 2011; Poniży et al., 2021). In Switzerland, AGs 

are established on city-owned land, but managed by local AG organisations, which rent out singular 

plots of up to 100 square meters to members (Acton, 2011; Familiengärtner-Verband, 2023). Members 

have to adhere to allotment-specific usage rules, such as the required usage percentage for produce 

versus recreational use (Szczepańska et al., 2021). In Switzerland, there are more than 23.000 official 

members (Familiengärtner-Verband, 2023), but estimates project up to 58.000 AG adjacent households 

nationwide (Dudda, 2015). In addition, AGs positively impact the environment by contributing to urban 

ecosystem services and green infrastructure (Breuste, 2010; Breuste & Artmann, 2015; Camps-Calvet 

et al., 2016; McVey et al., 2018; Sowińska-Świerkosz et al., 2021) as well as improving urban climate 



 

54 
 
 

 

(Gómez-Baggethun & Barton, 2013). For their members, AGs offer numerous health and social benefits, 

including stress reduction, increased physical exercise and additional social contacts (Van den Berg et 

al., 2010; Wood et al., 2016; Young et al., 2020). 

CSA, originating in 1960s Japan (Van En, 1995), has become a worldwide trend. Members finance 

professional farmers through membership fees and subscription costs, receiving a regular delivery of 

produce in return (Medici et al., 2021). Most CSAs required their members to contribute a set number 

of hours of labour to production, logistics or administration (Volz et al., 2016). In 2015, Switzerland 

had approximately 60 CSAs, feeding up to 26.000 people (Volz et al., 2016). Today, the two major 

Swiss CSA umbrella organisations list 46 initiatives (Fédération Romande d'Agriculture Contractuelle 

de Proximité, 2023; RVL, 2022). Most CSAs follow organic production principles, making them 

sustainable with positive health and environmental benefits (Volz et al., 2016). Research on CSAs 

covers their economic advantages, such as short value chains (Bazzani & Canavari, 2013) and 

transformative potential (Brehm & Eisenhauer, 2008; Wells et al., 1999), as well the motivation of 

members (Hvitsand, 2016; Kirby et al., 2021; Winkler et al., 2019) and CSAs’ political engagement 

(Degens & Lapschieß, 2023; Sharp et al., 2002). CSA’s advantages are generally seen from two 

perspectives: First, farmers achieve higher income compared to traditional farming, as well as 

ecological, economic and social benefits (Paul, 2019), such as providing quality food to a tight knit 

community as well a positive impact on soil and water quality (Samoggia et al., 2019). Second, members 

profit from the high nutritional value and overall quality of the food and participate in communal 

activities as well as in CSA’s democratic structures (Haack et al., 2020; Zoll et al., 2018). 

Communal agricultural prosumption (CAP) types offer a wide range of individual and social 

experiences that may influence participants’ long-term engagement, especially if those experiences are 

perceived to be beneficial. Previous research has shown that outdoor activities, including gardening, 

contribute to physical and mental well-being through mechanisms such as increased physical activity, 

exposure to fresh air and biophilia (Van den Berg et al., 2010; Volz et al., 2016; Wilson, 2021; Wood et 

al., 2016). Similarly, active participation in organisational processes and transparent decision-making 
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can strengthen members' sense of involvement, potentially increasing their commitment (Brehm & 

Eisenhauer, 2008; Medici et al., 2021). Economic benefits, such as lower grocery costs or improved 

food security (Bazzani & Canavari, 2013; Cotter et al., 2017; Galt et al., 2016), as well as opportunities 

for social interaction and community building (Hvitsand, 2016; Kirby et al., 2021; Lake et al., 2012; 

Nettle, 2016), may further encourage sustained participation. Finally, engaging in sustainable practices 

and perceiving self-produced food as healthier and higher quality than store-bought food could reinforce 

members’ motivation to continue prosuming (Alaimo et al., 2008; Egli et al., 2023; Haack et al., 2020). 

 

2.2. Prosumption, Agriculture and Capitalism  

The term “prosumption”, first used by Alvin Toffler (1980) and later established in social sciences 

by George Ritzer (2010), captures the connectedness of production and consumption. While widely 

applied to digital and commercial contexts, such as Wikipedia or user generated content (Cova et al., 

2011; Von Hippel, 2005) , prosumption also provides a useful lens for understanding contemporary 

community-based agriculture. 

Ritzer conceptualises prosumption as a continuum, with production and consumption forming two 

poles, or ‘moments in the overarching process of prosumption’ (Ritzer, 2015, p. 414). Ritzer argues that 

production always includes elements of consumption and vice versa, framing these as prosumption-as-

production (p-a-p), where production dominates but includes consumption aspects such as in factory 

work, and prosumption-as-consumption (p-a-c), where consumption dominates but includes production 

elements, as it is the case with self-checkouts in supermarkets (Ritzer, 2015, p. 415).  

In agriculture, industrial farms exemplify p-a-p, as they primarily focus on production but still 

engage in consumption-related activities such as fodder or seeds use. Conversely, consumer-driven food 

initiatives, such as produce subscription boxes or farmer-initiated projects such as direct marketing 

vending machines, represent p-a-c, as they are consumption-orientated yet involve production-related 

tasks, such as logistics and self-service. This contextualisation aligns with Ritzer’s thoughts on the 
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historic development of p-a-c, where labour once performed by paid employees is now increasingly 

performed by prosumers (Ritzer, 2015, p. 417). 

Within CAP, CSAs emphasise food provision and limited labour for their members, thus aligning 

themselves more closely with p-a-c, whereas AGs, through their members’ focus on active cultivation 

and harvest, are production dominated, and therefore p-a-p. The historic development from professional 

farming towards CSAs aligns with Ritzer’s proposition, as voluntary CSA work replaced paid farm 

labour. According to Ritzer, this replacement of paid labour suggests a pessimistic outlook, linking 

prosumption inevitably to capitalism. He argues that a shift towards a consumer-based prosumption 

regime will increase the exploitation of consumers, often without them realising their disadvantage 

(Ritzer & Jurgenson, 2010).  

 

While Ritzer’s theory captures important aspects of prosumption, it does not fully account for CAP’s 

non-profit and non-commodified nature. Unlike prosumption in commercial contexts, which often 

benefits corporations at the expense of consumers, CAP operates at the margins of the market economy, 

prioritising social and ecological goals over profit. To better understand this alternative economic model, 

we turn to the concept of contributive economy.  

Contributive economy is orientated toward the creation of collective value at the margin of the 

market economy and commodification (Bottazzi, 2019). The concept emphasises collective 

management and production of goods and services to meet societal needs rather than generating private 

profit. Unlike traditional market economies, which operate on exchange-driven and profit-maximising 

principles, contributive economy incorporates gifting, reciprocity, and redistribution (Laville, 2010). 

Contributive economy involves a wide range of social entities as economic actors, such as communities, 

non-profit organizations, and cooperatives, leading to a complex economic landscape (Bottazzi, 2019; 

Stiegler, 2018). This approach creates opportunities for sharing knowledge and resources, as well as 

generating a sense of community and mutual support (Bottazzi, 2024). CAP initiatives, such as AGs and 

CSAs, embody these principles: members contribute labour and resources not for direct financial gain, 
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but to sustain shared agricultural projects that benefit or establish a community. Rather than being a tool 

of capitalist exploitation, CAP represents a form of economic organisation that might resist market 

pressures and lays the foundation for a sustainable and resilient food system. 

Recent research has associated alternative food systems and agroecology with the features of a 

contributive economy, highlighting their potential to create more sustainable and resilient food networks 

(Timmermann & Félix, 2015). By embedding CAP within this framework, we move beyond Ritzer’s 

critique of prosumption as an extension of capitalism and instead conceptualise it as a transformative 

economic practice that challenges conventional market dependencies and fosters long-term 

sustainability. 

The concept of contributive prosumption aligns with broader discussions in economic geography 

and political economy that explore alternative and diverse economic practices. The diverse economies 

framework (Gibson-Graham, 2008) challenges conventional economic classifications by making visible 

hybrid and non-capitalist practices that emerge in spaces of collective economic organisation. Studies 

on meal-sharing platforms and community gardens, as well as on CSAs, have demonstrated how these 

initiatives blend capitalist, alternative-capitalist, and non-capitalist elements, creating economic 

relationships based on care, reciprocity, and ethical commitments rather than pure market exchange 

(Cameron, 2015; Veen & Dagevos, 2019). Similarly, research on community gardens as commons  

highlights how these spaces function not only as sites of food production but also as social and cultural 

commons, reinforcing non-monetary forms of value creation (Ponstingel, 2023). These insights 

complement the notion of contributive prosumption by illustrating how CAP organisations foster 

economic diversity through their organisational structures, balancing individual and collective benefits. 

While CAP initiatives often integrate elements of market exchange (e.g., membership fees in CSAs), 

their embeddedness in community-oriented practices suggests that they operate beyond the conventional 

prosumer model, contributing to a reconfiguration of economic relations towards more participatory and 

ethically guided frameworks. 
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By situating CAP within the framework of contributive prosumption, we highlight its potential to 

cultivate resilient, community-driven food systems that challenge market dependencies. Understanding 

these organisational forms is crucial for developing sustainable agricultural models that prioritise social 

and ecological well-being over profit. 

 

2.3. Aims 

After examining communal agricultural prosumption’s (CAP) theoretical foundations and its 

capitalist and contributive features, we turn to the pragmatic experiences within these organisations. By 

contrasting allotment gardens (AG) and community supported agriculture (CSA) as opposites on the 

prosumption continuum, we highlight how differences in the organisational structure can influence 

participants' experiences and engagement, ultimately shaping the sustainability and continuity of these 

CAP types. This allows us to better understand how different organisational structures shape 

participants’ roles, responsibilities, and motivations. While AGs operate with a more individualised 

approach to food production, CSAs incorporate varying degrees of collective organisation, shared 

labour, and decision-making. By situating them along this continuum, we can formulate three research 

questions. 

 

• RQ1: How do experienced benefits (e.g., health, nature connectedness) and the experienced 

organisational and community involvement in AGs and CSAs differ along the prosumption 

continuum? 

• RQ2: How do these pragmatic experiences, the involvement and activism shape the long-

term commitment to prosumption? 

• RQ3: How important are individual-centred (connection to nature), community-centred 

(community involvement) and society-centred effects (social change/activism) of 

prosumption for members of AGs and CSAs? 
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Hypotheses: We expect to see that the experiences and the continuity of the activity are closely 

linked to the position of each type on the prosumption continuum. We hypothesise that AGs will show 

a focus on individual experiences and benefits, connected to production-related activities, while CSAs 

will be influenced by communal experiences and are driven through these social and consumption-

related aspects. We believe that individual centred effects will have the highest significance for AG 

members, while CSA members rate community- and society-centred effects as the most important 

factors. 

 

3. Methods 

3.1. Survey Design 

In early 2023, we conducted an online survey with active prosumers in the German-speaking regions 

of Switzerland. To start, respondents indicated their consent and were informed about data management. 

Then they were asked to specify their type of prosumption organisation, which allowed us to group them 

into AG and CSA members. Respondents indicated the duration of their involvement and their likeliness 

to continue their CAP activity. Additionally, they responded to questions assessing their perceived 

benefits of prosuming related to health, food quality, and biophilia, as well as their level of involvement 

in their organisation in terms of decision-making and community participation. We controlled for a 

perceived economic impact of the activity.  

Respondents then indicated their general perceptions of environmental issues, especially in relation 

to food. Additionally, we assessed the importance attributed to community interaction, social change 

and biophilia. Finally, their socio-demographic data (i.e., age, gender, education level, employment 

status, living environment) were recorded, as well as information on respondents’ political orientation, 

citizenship status, living environment (urban or rural), and whether they had access to a garden in their 

childhood. 
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3.2. Data Sampling  

To sample active prosumers, we selected three AGs as well as nine CSAs in the German-speaking 

part of Switzerland. The AG organisations, as city-wide consolidation of allotments, ranged from having 

1100 to 2600 members in total. Swiss CSAs vary heavily in their size, we therefore included three small 

CSAs (50 to 100 members), three mid-sized organisations (150 to 250 members), and three large CSAs 

(350 to 400 members). To account for different environments, we selected five rural, two semi-urban 

and two urban CSAs, along with two AGs in mid-sized cities and one in a large city. We only focused 

on CSAs which require physical labour as part of their membership. Using a snowball sampling method 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2017), the surveys were then send to the organisations, which used their email 

lists to distribute them to their members. The sampling took place between December 2022 and January 

2023. Participants were incentivised with a railway voucher draw.  

 

3.3. Participants 

The overall sample consisted of N = 451 participants, with n = 201 participants from AGs and n = 

250 from CSAs. With 3800 potential participants the response rate was estimated at 12.6%. All the 

information about the sample can be found in Table 1. 

 

Table 1: Mean and standard deviation (SD) of sociodemographic characteristics of total sample and CAP types 

  
Total 

(n = 451) 
AG 

(n = 201) 
CSA 

(n = 250) 

 [unit] Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 

Age  [Years] 49.75 (14.15) 54.23 (14.87) 45.70 (12.29) 

Gender 
Male [%] 37.8 48.8 (98) 28.8 (70) 

Female [%] 58.7 48.8 (98) 68.4 (170) 

Education 

Basic [%] 21.3 37.3 (75) 8.8 (22) 

Intermediate [%] 19.4 24.4 (49) 15.2 (38) 

High [%] 59.3 38.3 (77) 76.0 (190) 

Left-Right Scale 
(0 = left, 100 = right) 

Slider Scalea) [0-100] 30.66 (21.64) 40.75 (21.96) 21.83 (17.65) 

Living Environment 
Urban (>20k) [%] 66.4 83 (172) 56.4 (141) 

Rural [%] 33.6 17 (34) 43.6 (109) 

Access to garden in 
childhood 

Yes [%] 80.4 83.5 (178) 79.6 (199) 

No [%] 19.6 16.5 (33) 20.4 (51) 
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Employment 

(Self-) Employment [%] 70.4 56.2 (113) 81.2 (203) 

Retired [%] 19.2 31.8 (64) 8.4 (21) 

School, study, 
vocational training 

[%] 10.4 3 (6) 5.6 (14) 

Citizenship 
Swiss [%] 91 92 (185) 90.8 (227) 

Non-Swiss [%] 9 8 (16) 8.8 (23) 

Duration of 
Prosumption 

< 1 year [%] 8.6 4.0 (8) 11.6 (29) 
1-3 years [%] 34.4 21.9 (44) 42.4 (106) 
3-6 years [%] 25.5 25.4 (51) 26.85 (67) 
> 6 years [%] 31.5 48.8 (98) 19.2 (48) 

a) description of scale 
 

3.4. Socio-Demographics of Sample 

The analysis of the demographics revealed notable differences between the two types. AG members 

were significantly older (M = 54.2, SD = 14.9) than CSA members (M = 47.7, SD = 12.3), t (386.49) = 

6.53, p<.001, which suggests distinct demographic profiles, also found regarding their employment 

status. While among AG members, 56.2% were employed, 31.8% were retired and 3% were in school, 

undergoing vocational training or studying, CSA membership mainly consists of employed or self-

employed individuals (81.2%). Only 8.4% were retired and 5.6% were in vocational training. 48.8% of 

AG members had been involved in their activity for more than six years. While the majority of CSA 

members (42.4%) had been active for one to three years or less than a year (11.6%).  

48.8% of AG members identified as male and 48.8% as female. CSAs exhibited a larger number of 

members identifying as female with 68.4% and only 28.8% as male. 

Whilst our study confirmed the trend (Diekmann & Theuvsen, 2022; Lu et al., 2021) that CSA 

members’ educational background is predominantly high (76%), AG members exhibited a varying 

distribution between low (37.3%), intermediate (24.4%) and high educational backgrounds (38.3%). 

These numbers reflect AG members’ traditional working-class backgrounds (Acton, 2011; Nilsen & 

Barnes, 2014), as well as the modern generational shift towards highly educated members (Ye & 

Yosshida, 2019). 

Regarding the political orientation on a scale from 0 (completely left) to 100 (completely right), 

CSA members displayed a significantly stronger left-leaning tendency (M=21.83, SD=17.65) than AG 
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members (M=40.75, SD=21.96), t (379.52) = 9.91, p<0.001. 92% of our respondents were Swiss 

citizens. The majority of our sample reported having had regular access to a garden in their childhood 

(83.5% in AGs and 79.6% in CSAs).  

 

3.5. Measurement Scales 

In order to depict the variances of participants’ experiences and attitudes, we used slider scales (0-

100), and five-point Likert scales. The latter measured agreement assessments, while the slider scales 

captured nuanced differentiations in respondents’ responses to CAP-specific questions. Additionally, to 

maximise participation, the survey was designed to be as concise as possible while still capturing key 

aspects influencing continued engagement. 

From the Likert and slider scale items, several measurement scales were constructed to assess key 

dimensions of the CAP experience, such as perceived health benefits, perceived food quality, the 

involvement in communal and organisational structures, as well as the economic impact a member felt 

from their activity. These scales were designed to directly reflect participants’ subjective experiences. 

To assess the internal consistency, we calculated Cronbach’s alpha, a statistical measure that indicates 

how closely related a set of items are as a group. Each multi-item scale demonstrated at least good 

reliability (α > 0.7). 

The Health Benefit Perception scale assessed the perceived mental and physical health benefits 

experienced by agricultural prosumers. Research has shown that gardening and similar outdoor activities 

increase physical activity and help individuals to de-stress (Van den Berg et al., 2010; Wood et al., 

2016). Participants were asked to rate two items focused on the perceived physical and mental health 

benefits on a scale from 0 (not beneficial at all) to 100 (completely beneficial). The internal consistency 

exhibited a good Cronbach’s alpha of α =.80.  

Similarly, the Food Quality Perception scale measured how members perceive the healthiness and 

environmental friendliness of their self-produced food, factors that may reinforce motivation to continue 

engaging in prosumption (Alaimo et al., 2008). The scale exhibited an acceptable Cronbach’s alpha of 
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α =.71. It contained two items concerning the participants’ perception of the healthiness and 

environmental friendliness of the self-produced food on a scale from 0 (not beneficial at all) to 100 

(completely beneficial). 

The Community Involvement, the Organisational Involvement and Economic Impact scales were 

based on 5-point Likert scale agreement statements, ranging from 1 (do not agree at all) to 5 (completely 

agree). We created these scales after conducting principal component analysis (PCA) and reliability 

analysis. 

The Community Involvement scale assessed the social experiences within CAP organisations, as 

social interaction and a sense of community may enhance long-term engagement (Lake et al., 2012; 

Nettle, 2016). The scale exhibited a good Cronbach’s alpha of α =.84. The survey contained eight items 

in relation to the participant’s interactions with other members and the impact of the organisation on 

their social life. PCA revealed that two items related to how welcome the participants felt in their 

organisation and if other members taught them new ways to produce food had a low correlation with the 

overall scale (r < .2), hence they were not considered in the scale. The final scale was built with the six 

remaining items (cf. Table 2). A high score on the community involvement scale indicated experiencing 

a strong involvement in the organisation’s community.  

The scale for Organisational Involvement captured the extent to which members feel engaged in the 

decision-making process of their organisation. Research has suggested that active participation and 

transparent decision making can enhance members’ sense of involvement and commitment (Brehm & 

Eisenhauer, 2008; Medici et al., 2021). It exhibited a Cronbach’s alpha of α = 0.73. It was constructed 

using three Likert-scaled agreement items regarding the members’ active participation in the 

organisation, especially in the decision-making process and the transparency of decisions for members 

on a scale from 1 (do not agree at all) to 5 (completely agree). PCA revealed that all items have a strong 

correlation with the overall scale, and they exhibit a good total-item correlation. The higher the rating 

on this scale, the more the members were and the easier it was for them to get involved in organisation 

processes of their respective organisation. 
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The Economic Impact scale evaluated whether active membership provides financial benefits, such 

as reduced grocery prices or improved food security, which is often cited as an important benefit in CAP 

(Bazzani & Canavari, 2013; Cotter et al., 2017; Galt et al., 2016; Rahmatika et al., 2024). The scale was 

constructed through three agreement items on statements whether the activity saves the members money 

on groceries, if it helped them afford food they otherwise could not, and if it had a positive impact on 

their livelihood scaled from 1 (do not agree at all) to 5 (completely agree). PCA revealed a good 

correlation for the three items and the overall scale (r>.8). The scale exhibited a good Cronbach’s alpha 

of α =.73. The higher the rating, the more positive the economic impact of the activity on the participants.  

Participants’ connection to nature was measured using the Nature Connectedness scale, as biophilic 

experiences are known to enhance well-being and engagement in agricultural activities (Grinde & Patil, 

2009; Wilson, 2021). Respondents were asked to indicate how connected to nature they felt during their 

activity on a scale ranging from 0 (not connected at all) to 100 (completely connected).  

Similarly, the Continuation scale used the introductory question on the upkeep of prosumption to 

measure the participants’ likeliness to continue their activity on a slider scale from 0 (not likely at all) 

to 100 (completely likely).  

The General Environmental Concern captured how environmental values may influence members’ 

motivation to engage in prosumption (Vassalos et al., 2017). The scale consists of four agreement 

statements regarding the participants’ general concern about environmental problems and climate 

change in the decision-making process and the transparency of decisions for members on a scale from 

1 (do not agree at all) to 5 (completely agree). PCA showed that the items fit well with the overall scale, 

which additionally exhibits a solid Cronbach’s alpha of α = .68. 
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Table 2: Comparison of mean and standard deviation (SD) of scales across total sample and CAP types 

  
Total 

(n = 451) 
AG 

(n = 201) 
CSA 

(n = 250) 
t-Test 

 [unit] Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) p-value 
Health Benefit Perception [0-100b] 81.31 

(17.82) 
88.21 

(12.14) 
76.77 

(19.14) 
0.000 

Level of benefit from activity 

regarding: 
“Physical health benefit perception (SLI)” 

“Mental health benefit perception (SLI)” 

Food Quality Perception [0-100b] 90.53 
(11.44) 

86.94 
(13.83) 

93.48 
(8.01) 

0.000 

Level of benefit from activity 

regarding: 
“Environmental friendliness of food perception”  

Healthiness of food perception (SLI) 

Community Involvement [1-5a] 3.37 (0.86) 3.43 (0.86) 3.36 (0.86) 0.344 

Total level of agreement with 

the following statements: 

“I regularly talk to other members” 

“I meet members outside the organisation” 

“I regularly share food with other members” 

“I made new friends in the organisation” 

“Activity had positive impact on my social life” 

“Other members appreciate my work” 
Organisational Involvement [0-5a] 3.85 (0.82) 3.63 (0.93) 4.01 (0.67) 0.000 

Total level of agreement with 

the following statements: 

“I can easily participate in decision making process within the 
“organisation” 

“I actively participate in decision making processes” 

“My organisation’s decisions are transparent” 
Economic Impact [0-5a] 2.81 (0.80) 2.86 (0.88) 2.78 (0.74) 0.228 
Total level of agreement with 

the following statements: 
“Activity saves money on groceries” 

“Access to food I otherwise could not afford” 

“Activity supports my livelihood” 

Nature Connectedness Perception [0-100b] 86.34 
(15.48)  

90.18 
(11.83) 

 83.24 
(16.02) 

0.000 

Level of connectedness 

towards nature during 

activity: 

 

Continuation [0-100b] 88.92 
(17.45) 

87.89 
(20.25) 

90.26 
(14.27) 

0.477 

Level of likeliness of the 

following statement: 

“Continuation of activity in next 3 years” 

a) 5-point Lickert scale (disagree, mostly disagree, neither agree nor disagree, mostly agree, agree) 
b) Slider scale ranging from 0 to 100 
 

Lastly, respondents indicated how important biophilia (Wilson, 2021), being part of a community 

and taking part in social change (food systems transformation) (Degens & Lapschieß, 2023; Nettle, 

2016) was for them, as these broader motivations may influence their continued engagement in CAP. 

The importance of these aspects was recorded on a scale from 0 (not important at all) to 100 (highly 

important). In addition, they indicated their political orientation. This was relevant since alternative food 
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systems tend to incorporate left-leaning ideologies and are therefore often sought out by those who share 

these attitudes (Diekmann & Theuvsen, 2022).These general measurements were used directly as scales. 

 

3.6. Analysis 

To determine if there were significant differences between the two CAP types, we ran t-tests for 

continuous variables (age, left-right scale, as well as all general and specific scales), and used on Chi-

Square tests for categorical variables (gender, education, living environment, access to garden during 

childhood, employment, citizenship, duration of prosumption). 

Multiple linear ordinary least square regression analyses were conducted to examine which factors 

(i.e., age, gender, education, political orientation, living environment, access to garden in childhood, 

health benefit perceptions, food quality perceptions, community involvement, organisational 

involvement, economic impacts) were important for the prolonged commitment to prosuming in CSAs 

and AGs. Prior to that, we ran Pearson’s correlations to check the relationships between the independent 

variables and to identify potential issues with multicollinearity for the subsequent regression analysis. 

Data were analysed using SPSS version 28, (IBM, 2021). 

In order to assess the relative importance of biophilia, community involvement and engagement in 

social change, we conducted a comparative analysis between the two CAP types. The results were 

processed visually to clarify the different ratings.  

 

4. Results  

4.1. Experienced Benefits and Experienced Involvement 

In order to answer the first RQ and to test our hypotheses, we compared the results of the 

prosumption experience-specific scales between AGs and CSAs. On the Nature Connectedness 

perception scale (cf. Table 2), AG members ranked significantly higher (M = 90.18, SD = 11.83) 

compared to CSA members (M = 83.24, SD = 16.02), t (449) = 4.82, p < 0.001. This could partly be 

explained due to CSA members experiencing reduced physical labour which meant they did not feel as 
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close to nature as AG members, who spend more time in their allotments and use them as green spaces 

to retreat. AG members therefore feel highly connected to nature whilst performing their activity. 

Nevertheless, all participants perceived a strong connection to nature even though both activities were 

in highly cultivated surroundings and not in a natural outdoor area. 

In regard to the experienced benefits of their activity we continued to see significant differences. 

Whilst still experiencing a large benefit for their physical and mental health, CSA members (M = 76.77, 

SD = 19.14) seemed to perceive this significantly less than AG members (M = 88.21, SD = 12.14), t 

(427.39) = -6.40, p < 0.001. While CSAs and AGs both share the goal of producing fresh vegetables, 

AGs require regular physical work and therefore regular exercise, whilst CSAs demand only a few 

working days from each member per year.  

The distinction between production and consumption could be seen on the food benefit perception 

scale as well. CSA members rated the environmental and health benefits of the produced food highly 

positive (M = 93.48, SD = 8.01). Although this was also the case for AG members (M = 86.94, 

SD=13.83), CSA members perceive food-related benefits as significantly higher, t (304.54) = -5.95, p < 

0.001. Here, it is important to mention that CSA members receive regular boxes of produce throughout 

the year, whereas the harvest of an allotment is heavily dependent on the choices and skills of the single 

gardener and can be quite sparse. 

While there was no significant difference between the two types of CAP in terms of their community 

involvement, t (428.61) = 0.88, p = 0.379, CSA members reported significantly easier involvement in 

the organisational structure (M = 4.01, SD = 0.67) of their activity, compared to AG members (M = 

3.63, SD = 0.93), t (353.74) = -4.86, p < 0.001. This result confirms the effectiveness of the democratic 

and open concepts employed by CSAs (Volz et al., 2016). Overall, we saw that both types are highly 

social, and members of both perceive them as having positive social benefits for themselves.  

No significant difference was found between the two types in regard to their economic impact on 

the individual, t (390.46) = 1.00, p = 0.317 While both groups of members perceive a slight positive 
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economic impact (MAG = 2.86, SD = 0.88; MCSA = 2.78, SD = 0.74), saving money seemed not to be as 

important as the other social and individual benefits.  

 

4.2. Factors Influencing the Continuation of Communal Agricultural Prosumption 

To identify potential issues with multicollinearity for the subsequent regression analysis, Pearson’s 

correlation analysis was performed to test for correlations between the likeliness to continue, as the 

dependent variable, and the specific activity-based measurements as independent variables (health and 

food benefit perception, economic impacts, organisational and community involvement, nature 

connectedness and the duration of prosumption (cf. Table 3). 

Table 3: Pearson’s correlations of predictors for continuation in CAP types 

 Variables – AG  1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 

1. 
 

Likelihood of continuing with 
current prosumption activity 

-  
      

2. Health Benefit Perception 0.30*** - 
      

3. Food Benefit Perception 0.35*** 0.42*** - 
     

4. Economic Impact  0.17* 0.21*** 0.24*** - 
    

5. Organisational Involvement 0.11 0.23*** 0.24*** 0.18** - 
   

6. Community Involvement 0.10 0.42*** 0.25*** 0.23*** 0.56*** - 
  

7. Nature Connectedness Perception 0.21*** 0.53*** 0.49*** 0.21** 0.18** 0.26*** -  

8. Duration of Prosumption 0.05 0.22*** 0.16* 0.06 0.27*** 0.29*** 0.21** - 

 Variables – CSA  1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 

1. 
 

Likelihood of continuing with 
current prosumption activity 

-  
      

2. Health Benefit Perception 0.29*** - 
      

3. Food Benefit Perception 0.25*** 0.34*** - 
     

4. Economic Impact  0.19*** 0.30*** 0.18** - 
    

5. Organisational Involvement 0.33*** 0.17** 0.22*** 0.26*** - 
   

6. Community Involvement 0.35*** 0.26*** 0.10* 0.28*** 0.51*** - 
  

7. Nature Connectedness Perception 0.19*** 0.44*** 0.43*** 0.24*** 0.21*** 0.21*** -  

8. Duration of Prosumption 0.20*** 0.04 0.08 0.10 0.21*** 0.27*** 0.02*** - 

*: p<0.05, **: p<0.01, ***: p<0.001 
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Table 4 displays the results of the two multiple linear regression models, such as the standardised 

regression coefficients, the p-values and the confidence intervals. The models could explain 16% of the 

variance in the likeliness to continue in AGs and 21% in CSA initiatives. Due to missing values for 

some variables, the n was lowered to 196 for AGs and 243 for CSAs. The regression models were 

significant for AG (F [13,182] = 3.79, p < 0.001) and CSA (F [13,229]) = 5.90, p < 0.001). 

Based on the AG specific estimates, health benefit perceptions had a significant positive influence 

on the continuation of CAP, signifying that members who experienced mental and physical health 

benefits from their activity were more likely to continue in their organisation.  

Food quality perception was found to be a significant positive influence as well. AG members who 

saw their produce as healthy and environmentally friendly were therefore highly likely to continue 

prosuming. In addition to the perception of individual benefits, education exhibited a slightly significant 

positive effect, predicting a higher continuation rate if AG members had a higher level of education.  

Within the CSA model, health benefit perception had a significant positive relationship with the 

continuation as well, albeit not as strong as for AGs. Food benefit perception was not significant in this 

model. The role of social influence was exhibited in the significant positive effects of organisational 

involvement and community involvement. This means that CSA members who were able to actively 

take part in the community and were able to easily participate in the decision-making process were more 

likely to continue their activity, which is in line with the literature (Hvitsand, 2016; Kirby et al., 2021). 

It seems that CSA members motivation to continue is not solely based on pragmatic reasons (Veen et 

al., 2020) but rather through social and communal aspects. In addition to the effect of these communal 

and social experiences, we saw a significant negative impact of the living environment on the 

continuation. Rural CSA members were more likely to continue prosuming than their urban 

counterparts. This difference could in part be rooted in the higher mobility of urban populations, linking 

their engagement in a CSA to their current residence. Additionally, the community in CSA initiatives 

could have a higher significance for rural participants who might have less access to other clubs or social 

institutions. Compared to literature on the differences of urban and rural AGs, we found that rural CSA 
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members valued food-related benefits higher and were therefore more inclined to continue participating 

(Teuber et al., 2019). 

Economic influences did not have a significant effect in either model, nor did nature connectedness 

or the duration of the prosumption activity. Although there were significant differences between the 

groups in terms of their age, political orientation and gender, these factors were not significant in the 

regressions. Despite being similar between the groups in the socio-demographical data, participants 

having access to a garden in their childhood and the subsequent memories made were also found to have 

no significant influence. 

Table 4: Regression analysis summary for predicting continuation of AG and CSA 

  AG (n = 196)  CSA (n = 243) 

Predictors (β) 95% CI  (β) 95% CI  

(Constant)  [-25.60, 36.92]   [22.82, 74.40] 

Health Benefit Perception  0.24** [0.11, 0.70]  0.17* [0.03, 0.23] 

Food Benefit Perception 0.28*** [0.18, 0.65]  0.12 [-0.02, 0.45] 

Economic Impact 0.09 [-1.17, 5.27]  -0.01 [-2.60, 2.27] 

Organisational Involvement  0.05 [-2.36, 4.71]  0.14* [0.13, 6.02] 

Community Involvement  -0.04 [-5.16, 3.24]  0.16* [0.25, 4.99] 

Nature Connectedness Perception -0.03 [-0.28, 0.20]  -0.03 [-0.15, 0.10] 

Duration of Prosumption 0.04 [-2.80, 4.41]  0.12 [-0.08, 3.75] 

Age  -0.09 [-0.34, 0.10]  -0.00 [-0.16, 0.15] 

Education  0.18* [0.32, 3.78]  -0.10 [-2.71, 0.30] 

Left-Right Scale  0.01 [-0.15, 0.16]  -0.06 [-0.15, 0.05] 

Gender 0.09 [-2.39, 9.32]  -0.00 [-3.81, 3.74] 

Living Environment -0.01 [-2.94, 2.72]  -0.13* [-2.95, -0.08] 

Access to Garden in Childhood 0.01 [-2.85, 3.14]  0.10 [-0.17, 3.25] 

F 3.78***  5.90*** 

Adjusted R Squared 0.16  0.21 

*: p<0.05, **: p<0.01, ***: p<0.001 
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4.3. Importance of Individual-Centred, Community-Centred and Society-Centred Factors 

Looking at the descriptive statistics (cf. Figure 1, Table 5) of the importance measurements for the 

individual-centred (biophilia), community-centred (community involvement) and society-centred 

effects (social change), we found that there were differences in the order of importance between the two 

prosumption types. AG members rated ‘Biophilia’ (M = 89.62, SD = 11.83) as the most important aspect, 

‘Being Part of a Social Change’ (M = 74.9, SD = 24.36) as second most important and ‘Community 

Interaction’ (M = 62.39, SD = 25.58) as the least important factor. CSA members perceived ‘Being Part 

of a Social Change’ (M = 87.60, SD = 16.03) as the most important factor, followed closely by 

‘Biophilia’ (M = 84.42, SD = 17.95) and ‘Community Interaction’ (M = 68.97, SD = 21.39). Although 

all scores were relatively high, a trend in AG towards an emphasis on individual-centred factors could 

be seen, while CSAs exhibited a focus on society-centred effects. 

 

Table 5: Importance rating of nature connectedness, community interaction and social change - Means and standard deviation 

(SD) for total sample and CAP types 

  
Total 

(n = 451) 
AG 

(n = 201) 
CSA 

(n = 250) 
t-Test 

 [unit] Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) p-value 

Nature Connectedness Importance [0-
100]a 

86.64 
(15.77) 

89.62 
(11.83) 

84.42 
(17.95) 

0.015 

Level of importance for the 

following: 
“Connection to nature” 

Community Interaction Importance [0-
100]a 

66.12 
(23.56) 

62.39 
(25.58) 

68.97 
(21.39) 

0.008 

Level of importance for the 

following: 
“Being part of a community” 

Social Change Importance [0-
100]a 

81.64 
(21.19) 

74.90 
(24.36) 

 87.60 
(16.03) 

0.000 

Level of importance for the 

following: 
“Being part of food system change” 

a) Slider scale ranging from 0 to 100 
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Figure 1: Means perceived importance of nature connectedness, community interaction and social change for CAP types 

 

5. Discussion 

5.1. Experienced Benefits and Experienced Involvement 

The AG members’ higher physical and mental health benefits can be explained through the 

prolonged time they spend outdoors in their garden in the pursuit of their activity, leading to more 

exercise and exposure and a stronger connection to nature. This was mirrored in the nature 

connectedness perception as well and is also regularly described in literature on AGs and similar forms 

of gardening (Genter et al., 2015; Wood et al., 2016). These benefits are highly production-related and 

are experienced during the active production part of the members’ prosumption activity. 

CSA members, in contrast, tend to emphasise positive experiences regarding the quality and 

sustainability of their food. Unlike AGs, where harvests are concentrated in specific seasons, CSAs 

provide members with a steady supply of food throughout the year, often on a weekly basis (Volz et al., 

2016). While this regularity may contribute to their positive perception of food-related benefits, it is 

important to note that our study did not directly assess whether this was the determining factor. Rather, 
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our findings indicate a general tendency for CSA members to associate their experience with 

consumption-related aspects, such as food diversity and sustainable sourcing (Vasquez et al., 2017).  

Despite the historical aim of AGs to provide people from less wealthy backgrounds with affordable 

and healthy food (Acton, 2011) and the major criticisms of CSAs being their pricing (Forbes & Harmon, 

2008), our analysis did not reveal a significant difference between the two groups in this regard. Both 

AG and CSA members exhibited a slight economic benefit from their activity.  

In terms of community involvement, both CAP types exhibited high levels of social engagement. 

However, CSA members reported significantly greater involvement in organisational processes and 

found it easier to participate in decision-making. This difference likely stems from the distinct 

governance structures of each type: CSAs often include mechanisms for member participation in farm 

planning and financial decisions, while AGs, despite fostering strong social bonds, are typically 

structured around individual plot management with fewer collective decision-making opportunities. 

Our findings confirm our hypothesis that the experienced benefits for each type are linked with their 

position on the prosumption continuum. AGs, which are more production-dominated, offer benefits that 

emerge primarily through direct engagement in cultivation, or prosumption-as-production (p-a-p). 

CSAs, with their emphasis on food distribution and consumption, align more closely with prosumption-

as-consumption (p-a-c), where benefits arise through food access and dietary diversity rather than direct 

involvement in production. This supports Ritzer’s (Ritzer, 2015) conceptualisation of prosumption as a 

spectrum where different organisational forms structure the balance between production and 

consumption in distinct ways. 

 

5.2. Influence on Continuity of Communal Agricultural Prosumption 

The regressions indicate that AG continuation revolves around the experience of individual benefits, 

while CSA continuation is linked to communal and organisational benefits. This reflects the connection 

between experienced benefits, their role in continuity, and each CAP type’s prosumption structure. 
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In AGs, as a p-a-p type, members spend most of the prosumption process in their allotment, their 

individual place of production (Ritzer, 2015). Therefore, the perception of individual benefits directly 

related to the p-a-p activity is enhanced though their prolonged exposure to production. In CSA, a p-a-

c activity, members experience influential benefits through communal interactions and organisational 

engagement. Only a small part of the prosumption process takes place within the community, be it the 

production part on communal workdays in the field or social events with other members, whilst the main 

part of the process, the consumption, takes place at home. Regardless of the spatial segregation, sharing 

the harvest could connect members with each other. While we cannot directly measure the extent to 

which sharing the harvest fosters a sense of connection, it is plausible that the regular distribution of 

produce reinforces members’ identification with the CSA and its community. Receiving food grown 

through a collective effort may serve as a recurring reminder of their involvement, even if much of the 

prosumption process takes place individually at home. This regular exposure to a feeling of belonging 

could further deepen the influence of the experienced communal and organisational benefits.  

These findings confirm our hypothesis: prosumers are mainly influenced to continue their activity 

by factors which align with their organisations’ position on the prosumption continuum—production-

related aspects for AGs and consumption-related aspects for CSAs.  

Although monetary aspects are often seen as a highly important part of joining a CAP organisation, 

economic factors did not influence the likeliness to continue, neither for active AG nor CSA members. 

 

5.3. Importance of Individual-Centred, Community-Centred and Society-Centred Effects 

Regarding the comparison between the general importance of different prosumption related aspects, 

we observed similar tendencies, with AGs exhibiting an individual-centred trend and CSAs a communal 

and societal trend. Nevertheless, we found that communal aspects were the least important aspect for 

members in both CAP types. It is possible that these community interactions are overshadowed due to 

the nature of the two types. While in pragmatist p-a-p organisations, a community exists to enable the 

member to pursue their individualistic, production-related goals, p-a-c organisations need community 
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structures to facilitate a form of consumer-driven grassroot activism, reflected in their importance to be 

part of food system transformation. This suggests that while AGs and CSAs differ in their orientation—

individual production versus collective activism—community aspects may not be the primary motivator 

for prolonged participation in either CAP type. Instead, members may prioritise their personal 

production goals in AGs and broader societal change in CSAs. This does not mean, however, that 

communal aspects, especially in AGs, should be overlooked, as these spaces can foster strong social 

interactions despite their individuality.  

Overall, our data illustrate how different CAP organisations on the prosumption continuum differ 

from each other. Yet, being part of the field of prosumption, we need to discuss how these organisations 

fit into Ritzer’s theory of prosumer capitalism. Contrasting to the positive responses in our survey, Ritzer 

paints a gloomy picture of the ‘defining form of capitalism in the 21st century’ (Ritzer, 2015, p. 422), 

suggesting it opens up new ways to exploit, not only the workers but also the consumers. Nevertheless, 

due to their non-profit characteristics, AGs and CSAs do not take part in a profit-driven economy. We 

therefore argue that CAP can be seen as a blueprint for a transformation towards a contributive economy, 

or as a first point of contact for citizens with an alternative economic model.  

The results of this study and the characterisations of CAP organisations are mirrored in Bernard 

Stiegler’s definition of contributive economy (Stiegler, 2018). Prosumption activities inherently blur the 

boundaries between production and consumption. Beyond monetary value, CAP organisations 

contribute to the creation of social cohesion and community structures, as is reflected in the role of 

communal aspects in organisational continuity. In CSAs, the emphasis on societal benefits suggests the 

potential to foster shared ethical values and social meaning alongside the production of material goods 

(Bottazzi, 2019). Meanwhile, AGs exhibit other aspects of alternative economy approaches, particularly 

through the partial decommodification of work, shifting from profit-orientated labour towards 

pragmatic, individual benefit-orientated labour. 

From the perspective of diverse economies (Gibson-Graham, 2008), CAP organisations exemplify 

the coexistence of multiple economic logics beyond capitalist market exchange. While AGs enable 
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forms of self-provisioning that operate outside dominant wage labour structures, CSAs create alternative 

economic relationships based on solidarity and shared responsibility in food production. Both models 

demonstrate how economic activities can be structured around non-monetary values such as reciprocity, 

collective care and sustainability. By embedding economic activities within social and environmental 

ethics, CAP organisations challenge the notion of a singular capitalist economy, illustrating the 

possibility of economies that prioritise well-being over profit. 

 

5.4. Limitations and Future Research: 

Sampling has been one limitation of this study, since snowball sampling can lead to possible bias. 

We also only offered the questionnaire in English and German, which could have led to the exclusion 

of minority groups within the CAP membership. While the timing of the survey in the beginning of the 

year enabled more people to reply, it could have biased their perception of the actual workload. 

Additionally, the sampling only included participants who have continued their CAP involvement, 

meaning we could not account for individuals who may have left due to economic constraints. Future 

research should explore the reasons for discontinuation to better understand potential economic barriers. 

To control a bias due to a reliance on self-reported intentions, further studies should control the 

actual continuity of CAP members over time. Additionally, studies in other parts of Switzerland could 

show if there are significant cultural differences between regions, as well as focus on non-prosumers 

and check if experienced benefits have any influence on the likeliness to join a CAP organisation.  

The insights obtained in this study should be used to look into other forms of agricultural 

prosumption, such as subscription boxes, home gardening, gathering or even non-agricultural but food-

related prosumption such as hunting or fishing. These approaches could shine a light on currently 

underrepresented forms of food production and could lead to a better understanding of a sustainable 

transformation within the field of food system transformation. In addition, a deeper insight into farmers’ 

experiences within CSAs might lead to further insights into different prosumption types. 



 

77 
 
 

 

Lastly, the apparent overlap of contributive economy and prosumption should be analysed in more 

detail, and the theoretical implications of this development need to be addressed in a separate paper. 

 

6. Conclusion 

In this study, we examined which factors influenced the continuation in CAP organisations. We 

showed how different organisational structures shape members' experiences and engagement.  

Our results indicate that the core activities of CAP organisations—individual production in AGs and 

communal consumption in CSAs—define their position on the prosumption continuum. Strengthening 

the benefits associated with these places of action could enhance CAP organisations’ overall continuity, 

ensuring they remain viable alternatives to dominant food system models. By maintaining stable 

participation, CAPs can act as blueprints for alternative economic models, such as contributive 

prosumption, offering a counterpoint to Ritzer’s vision of the rise of prosumption capitalism. 

Beyond their internal benefits, CAP organisations contribute to broader sustainability goals, 

particularly SDG 11 (Sustainable Cities and Communities) and SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and 

Production). Their role in strengthening local food systems, enhancing community resilience, and 

supporting sustainable food consumption highlights their potential use as policy tools for governments 

aiming to promote sustainable urban and rural development. Given these contributions, policymakers 

should consider incentivising CAP organisations and integrating them into national and regional food 

strategies to ensure long-term viability and impact.  

Our findings suggest that CAP organisations could strengthen membership involvement by aligning 

participation opportunities with the experienced benefits of each type. While most AGs already offer 

optional community events or shared initiatives, they could try to enhance social ties further, without 

interfering with the individual focus of production. For CSAs, fostering and strengthening transparent 

decision-making structures, such as regular feedback mechanisms or participatory budgeting, could 

reinforce the sense of collective ownership and commitment. Additionally, both AGs and CSAs could 
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improve continuity by lowering entry barriers, such as flexible membership models or financial 

accessibility measures, to attract a broader range of participants. 
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Abstract  

 

In this study, we focus on non-members’ benefit perception of Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) 

and their willingness to join. We look into how information impacts the perception of CSA benefits, 

their relevance, and how these benefits and other factors such as trust levels, subjective knowledge, 

sustainable food shopping behaviour, political orientation and socio-demographics, influence the 

willingness to join. We conducted an online between-subject experiment. Respondents (N = 754) were 

divided in six groups, five groups were exposed to one benefit of CSA (i.e., either to the nutritional, 

sustainability, solidarity, transparency or community benefit) each, with the sixth group being the 

control group. Our experiment revealed that regardless of the information given, farmers were perceived 

to benefit the most from CSA, followed by society and lastly by the individual. However, all participants 

ranked individual benefits and environmental sustainability as most important for them, followed by 

solidarity with farmers, transparency and community aspects. Moreover, the results show that the more 

beneficial CSAs are seen, the higher the willingness to join. While information on benefits such as 

solidarity with farmers, nutritional quality and community are effective in reaching young, educated and 

often female members, nutritional benefits are addressing environmentally conscious and conservative 

consumers. Overall, information on nutrition and environmental sustainability led to the highest 

willingness to join. By communicating primarily about the nutritional benefits and environmental 

sustainability of CSAs, and not only about altruistic benefits, a wider spread and integration of CSA 

could be achieved, ultimately fostering a sustainable food production and consumption mindset. 

 

Keywords: Community Supported Agriculture, Willingness to Join, Informational Effect, Benefit 

Perceptions, Switzerland 
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1. Introduction  

In recent years, food systems have been confronted by a multitude of challenges, such as climate 

change, globalisation, price volatility and food safety concerns. Addressing these problems, alternative 

food systems have subsequently become more and more popular. Next to home vegetable gardening or 

farmers’ markets, community supported agriculture (CSA) has emerged as a promising collaborative 

approach between farmers and consumers (Volz et al., 2016; Zoll et al., 2018). While farmers are paid 

in advance through yearly membership costs, members of a CSA get a regular delivery of local, seasonal 

and often organic vegetables for their financial contribution (Schmidt et al., 2025; Volz et al., 2016). In 

addition, both parties share the risk of the harvest. In most CSAs, members additionally work a specific 

number of hours per year, either on the field, in the delivery or the administration. CSA organisations 

vary in their structure, with some of them being farming enterprises led by a professional farmer and 

others being citizen-led initiatives employing vegetable gardeners. Among other benefits, CSAs build 

relationships between farmers and consumers in terms of trust, price stability and quality control. CSAs 

can hence foster likeminded communities (Sharp et al., 2002; Spanier, 2025), while ensuring an 

environmentally-friendly production and establishing alternative economic approaches, for example 

through short value chains (Bazzani & Canavari, 2013; Brehm & Eisenhauer, 2008; Wells et al., 1999). 

Overall, it promotes ecological, social and economic sustainability, thus creating resilient and climate 

friendly food systems (Egli et al., 2023; Paul, 2019; Tay et al., 2024).  

Despite these multifaceted benefits, CSAs have been established mainly as a niche or milieu 

phenomenon as they attract members from similar political (i.e., mostly left-leaning) or economic (i.e., 

mostly high-income earners) backgrounds (Egli et al., 2023), and consequently their widespread 

adoption is still not achieved. Understanding public perceptions of CSA and what influences non-

members’ willingness to join CSA is crucial for the further development and promotion of CSAs in 

general, and for making them more accessible and inclusive towards other social groups.  

It is known that there is a lack of public knowledge of the concept of CSAs (Diekmann & Theuvsen, 

2019). A question arises about how people would react to CSA if they were familiar with its benefits. 
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Literature generally shows that consumer behaviour and perception can be positively influenced through 

different types of information regarding the benefits of food products. For instance, food labels on 

nutritional quality and characteristics influence consumers to switch to a healthier diet (Drichoutis et al., 

2006; Grunert & Wills, 2007; Grunert et al., 2010), while information on the sustainability of a product 

leads to an increase in sales of that product amongst interested consumers (Majer et al., 2022; Meise et 

al., 2014; O'Rourke & Ringer, 2016). Thus, it is plausible that information on CSA benefits, such as 

access to healthy produce (Haack et al., 2020), support for local farmers (Samoggia et al., 2019) and 

contributing to environmental sustainability (Bazzani & Canavari, 2013), could have a similar impact. 

While the motivational influence of these benefits on active CSA members is established (Brehm & 

Eisenhauer, 2008; Fiedler & Madsen, 2015; Hvitsand, 2016; Zoll et al., 2018), their impact on non-

members’ willingness to join has been rarely discussed (Diekmann & Theuvsen, 2019; Thoma et al., 

2023). There is a lack of understanding of how informational inputs on CSA benefits influences non-

members’ benefit perceptions of CSA and subsequently their willingness to join.  

The willingness to join a CSA is driven by various aspects, including prior knowledge of the 

concept, as well as socio-demographic and psychological factors. Prior knowledge of CSA could shape 

preconceptions of the concept and its benefits, either in a positive or a negative direction (Diekmann & 

Theuvsen, 2019). Socio-demographic factors, such as age, gender or the political orientation could 

impact food choices and engagement in alternative food networks through creating different needs and 

interests (Brehm & Eisenhauer, 2008; Diekmann & Theuvsen, 2022; Galt et al., 2016; Vassalos et al., 

2017). Psychological factors, for example the trust in farmers and food systems, could also be relevant 

for people’s perceptions and subsequently their decisions to join a CSA (Bearth & Siegrist, 2016; 

Connor & Siegrist, 2010; Conroy & Lang, 2021; Cook et al., 2023; Fiedler & Madsen, 2015; Zoll et al., 

2023).  

Therefore, we aim to examine the benefits perceptions of non-members regarding CSA by providing 

them with information on the benefits of CSA. We consider different types of benefits on the individual, 

farmer and social level. We also determine what influences their willingness to join CSA. The results of 
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this study can help determine the most relevant benefits for people to join CSA. Overall, it provides 

actionable insights to ensure the spread and integration of CSA in societies and ultimately foster a 

sustainable food production and consumption mindset and ensure the continuity of CSAs.  

 

2. Background and Aims  

2.1. Benefit Perceptions  

The benefit perception construct is defined as one’s belief that a positive outcome will occur due to 

a specific behaviour (Leung, 2013). Perceived benefit is a key psychological factor that can be used to 

explain one’s motives to engage in an activity or accept a technology or innovation (Bearth & Siegrist, 

2016; Frewer et al., 2011; Gupta et al., 2012; Siegrist, 2008). The more beneficial an innovation is 

perceived, the more accepted that innovation will be. However, the role of benefit perceptions in 

peoples’ judgements and decision-making is controversial. Bearth and Siegrist (2016) showed in a meta 

study on public acceptance of food technologies that while benefit perceptions can have a significant 

influence on the acceptance, their impact is complex and varies widely. Next to differences due to 

varying methodologies, or different food technologies, the authors link socio-demographic and cultural 

differences, as well as different food related legislation to mediating and moderating effects on the 

relationship between benefit perception and acceptance. In addition, they noted that risk and benefit 

perceptions are not always sufficiently reflected upon by survey participants, which often are strongly 

influenced by affective reactions towards the food technology. Overall, the concept of benefit 

perceptions seems to be mostly employed to understand public appraisals of food technologies and 

hazards. In the willingness of non-members to join food production organisations such as CSA, it has 

not been employed yet. 

Overall, literature on CSAs, highlights the numerous environmental, economic and social benefits 

of CSA, which are experienced by members of CSAs and act as motivators for their continuous 

membership (Degens & Lapschieß, 2023; Forbes & Harmon, 2008; Galt et al., 2016; Harmon, 2014; 

Lass et al., 2003; Ostrom, 2007). More specifically, CSAs promote farming practices (e.g., low 
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pesticides and mechanisation use) which are valued by members for their environment-friendliness (Egli 

et al., 2023; Medici et al., 2021; Volz et al., 2016). Additionally, CSA establishes short value chains 

between producers and consumers (Bazzani & Canavari, 2013), ensuring that members support (small-

scale) farmers (Fiedler & Madsen, 2015; Paul, 2019; Samoggia et al., 2019) and profit from regular 

access to fresh, seasonal and organic produce (Haack et al., 2020), which are main motivators in CSA 

membership (Brehm & Eisenhauer, 2008; Kirby et al., 2021; Zoll et al., 2018). CSAs also allows for 

greater trust in farmers and transparency in production processes (Fiedler & Madsen, 2015; Zoll et al., 

2023). It fosters a sense of community among members and provides opportunities for socialisation, 

which are well-documented motivators (Hvitsand, 2016; Kirby et al., 2021).  

Members’ perceptions of CSA differ greatly from that of non-members as for the former, their 

perceptions are based on experiences. Despite its importance in ensuring the growth and acceptance of 

CSA within communities, little is known on how non-members perceive CSA. Few studies exist which 

examined non-members benefit perceptions and its impact on their support for or willingness to join a 

CSA. More specifically, Diekmann and Theuvsen (2019) looked into benefits perceptions among other 

factors and their influence on non-members interest in CSA in Germany. They looked at the expected 

benefits of contributing to sustainability, achieving a healthier lifestyle and transparency in the food 

production if one joins CSA. These benefits focused on a combination of individualistic and 

sustainability aspects, and the authors combined them in one scale as “expected performances” of being 

involved in a CSA. Surprisingly, their results reveal that non-members do not necessarily believe in 

these benefits attributed to CSA and rated them negatively, which in turn had a negative impact on the 

willingness to join CSA. Thoma et al. (2023) replicated the study in other parts in Germany and had 

similar findings. A comparable study in Japan found out what type of consumer is most interested in 

CSAs. While they could show that food education and learning opportunities, as well as contributing to 

environmental and societal issues were the main drivers for CSA interest, they also recognised that the 

concept of CSAs in general is not well known enough (Takagi et al., 2025).  
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These studies shed light onto the importance of the expected benefits of CSA for individuals’ interest 

in CSA. However, they mainly focus on the personal benefits expected or desired by the individual from 

joining CSA. They did not look into the non-members’ perception of benefits of CSA more holistically 

beyond the personal level such as the benefits for farmers and society. It is unclear how peoples’ 

perceptions of the benefits of CSA would differ if the benefits were for the individual (i.e., member), 

the farmer or for the society. It is plausible that non-members value these benefits differently and thus 

they have different impact on non-members willingness to join CSA. The studies also do not distinguish 

between the different benefits (transparency, health, sustainability) as they are combined into one scale. 

Therefore, the impacts of these benefits individually could not be assessed. It is worthwhile comparing 

impacting the individual, the farmer and society in general. This comparison could allow determining 

the most important benefits of CSA for non-members to be willing to join CSA.  

 

2.2. Knowledge and Information Provision  

Research shows that non-members are not familiar with the concept of CSA and its benefits 

(Diekmann & Theuvsen, 2019; Rahmatika et al., 2024; Takagi et al., 2025). However, when provided 

with information about the CSA concept, non-members interest in CSA increased (Diekmann & 

Theuvsen, 2019). This potential positive role of information provision is congruent with that of the 

numerous studies which have investigated how generally the provision of information influences 

consumer decisions and behaviours (Barreiro-Hurlé et al., 2010; Drichoutis et al., 2006; Grunert & 

Wills, 2007; Grunert et al., 2010; Ippolito, 1999; Van Der Merwe et al., 2010). For instance, Barreiro-

Hurlé et al. (2010) found that nutrition labels and health claims on packaging guide consumers, who are 

especially well-informed, to more healthy food choices while grocery shopping. Other research on 

sustainable food choices and shopping behaviour has shown that informed consumer are more likely to 

make decisions that align with personal, sustainable and ethical values such as food quality and health, 

regionality of food production and animal welfare (Ran et al., 2022). Arguably, providing similar 
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information on the nutritional, health and sustainability benefits of joining a CSA could also have a 

positive impact on peoples’ decisions and interest with CSA.  

Nevertheless, the role of information provision is generally unclear. For example, in the context of 

public acceptance and evaluations of food-related innovations, knowledge provision can have a positive 

impact, no impact or even a negative one on peoples’ choices and behaviours (Connor & Siegrist, 2010; 

Lee et al., 2016; Walten et al., 2021). It is thus important not to follow the knowledge deficit model 

(Hansen et al., 2003) and assume that providing information will definitely lead to behaviour change 

(i.e., joining a CSA). This model is inadequate as it fails to account for peoples’ perceptions and opinions 

and focuses on their lack of knowledge as ignorance. What is more reliable regarding information 

provision is the type of information being shared with the people (Ou & Ho, 2024). The type of 

information provided should be relevant for people in order to even consider the information they are 

exposed to. In addition, there are differences in how information is received and processed. Regarding 

food choices for example, information about sustainability is of greater importance for highly educated 

consumers who are also willing to pay a premium (Aprile & Punzo, 2022).  

Within the context of willingness to join CSA, which and how information impacts people’s 

perception of CSA and its benefits is not researched. It is important to examine peoples’ reactions to 

information on the different benefits of CSA and determine which CSA benefit is mostly relevant for 

their decisions to support and join CSA.  

 

2.3. Psychological Factors and Socio-Demographics  

Knowledge and information on the benefits of CSA can be relevant but are not the sole factors that 

influences acceptance or support. Trust and the individual’s attitudes towards the object are mentioned 

as important factors (Simis et al., 2016), which are also highlighted in the literature on the acceptance 

of food system innovation (Bearth & Siegrist, 2016). When considering the willingness to join CSAs, 

trust could play an important role.  
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Trust is known to be employed by individuals when they do not possess enough knowledge or have 

time to assess the pros and cons of a service or object (Siegrist & Cvetkovich, 2000). They rely on their 

trust in individuals, organisations, labels and certificates to make their decisions (Conroy & Lang, 2021; 

Gupta et al., 2012; Wu et al., 2021). A higher trust in farmers can for example entail a higher acceptance 

of agriculture-related innovations (Saleh et al., 2024). Arguably, trust can thus play a crucial role in the 

adoption of alternative food networks such as CSAs. Within this context, people’ willingness to join 

CSA could be affected by their trust in farmers, especially since farmers are key actors in CSA. In fact, 

Zoll et al. (2023) further highlights the importance of trust in farmers as they found that active CSA 

members exhibit high trust in farmers and are likely to recommend their peers of joining CSA. The 

researchers also found that despite organic certification being an important shopping criterion for CSA 

members, they would not trust such labels to inform them fully of what they need to know. Thus, trust 

in food labels could also be relevant for non-members’ decision in joining CSA especially since food 

labels are shown to impact consumer food purchasing behaviour and choices (Carlsson et al., 2022; 

Conroy & Lang, 2021; Cook et al., 2023). Similarly, those who do not trust food labels could desire 

different sustainable and transparent food sources and therefore could be more interested in joining CSA.  

Furthermore, political orientation is an important factor as the underlying structure of CSA tend to 

incorporate left-leaning tendencies and a desire for a democratic and sustainable food system (Diekmann 

& Theuvsen, 2022). Within CSA, members share these political aspirations and prioritize organic and 

local food production systems (Degens & Lapschieß, 2023; Pole & Gray, 2013; Sharp et al., 2002). They 

rarely diverge in their political views, which possibly makes political orientation a prerequisite to joining 

CSA. Other studies highlight the characteristics of the members of CSA in terms of their socio-

demographics, including age, education, employment status and having children (Brehm & Eisenhauer, 

2008; Galt et al., 2016; Hvitsand, 2016; Pole & Gray, 2013; Vassalos et al., 2017). Predominantly in 

Switzerland, CSA members are well-educated and employed as CSA is considered rather expensive for 

low-income earners (Forbes & Harmon, 2008; Galt et al., 2016). Younger individuals and those with 

higher education levels may be more open to joining CSAs due to greater environmental awareness and 
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health consciousness (Vassalos et al., 2017). Moreover, those with stable employment might have the 

financial and time resources necessary to commit to a CSA. Rahmatika et al. (2024) have shown in their 

study on potential CSA members in Indonesia that well educated, young, urban adults with a high 

income are most likely to show interest in the concept. Therefore, it is worthwhile examining the role 

of these sociodemographic and lifestyle factors in the willingness of non-members to join CSAs in 

Switzerland which has a prosperous economy. Understanding which and how these characteristics 

influence non-members willingness to join CSA can inform communication efforts on how to promote 

and facilitate participation in CSA.  

 

2.4. Aims and Research Questions  

The overall aim of this study is to determine the benefit perceptions and willingness to join CSA 

among non-members in the German-speaking part of Switzerland. Our first objective is to compare non-

members perceptions of different CSA benefits for the individual, farmers and society, in relation to 

different information on benefits provided to the participants. Our second objective is to assess the role 

of benefits perceptions, subjective knowledge, trust in farmers, trust in food labels, shopping behaviour 

and other sociodemographic characteristics on non-members willingness to join. Specifically, this study 

addresses the following research questions.  

• How does information provision regarding the different benefits of CSA impact non-

members’ benefit perceptions of CSA for individuals, farmers and society?  

• Which benefits of CSAs are most important for non-members?  

• How do factors, including perceived benefits, subjective knowledge, trust in farmers and in 

food labels, sustainable food shopping behaviour, and sociodemographic variables 

influence the willingness to join (WTJ)?  

By addressing these questions, the study aims to deepen the understanding of non-members’ 

perceptions of CSAs and to identify key drivers that could ensure their participation in CSA initiatives. 
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3. Methods  

3.1. Survey Experiment Design  

In order to investigate the impact of information related to the benefits of CSA on public perceptions 

and their willingness to join, our study employed a between-subject experimental design (Charness et 

al., 2012). At the start of the experiment, all respondents consented to the questionnaire and were asked 

if they are already engaged in a CSA.  

To ensure a balanced distribution regarding age and gender of the respondents, quota sampling was 

used. The respondents were then randomly assigned to one of six groups: five experimental groups and 

one control group. All five experimental groups received an informational text on the concept of CSAs. 

This text was kept short and descriptive of the most important and common aspects of a CSA, without 

emphasis on price ranges and harvest fluctuations, which change from one organisation to another. 

Subsequently, each group read a concise information on one specific benefit of CSA (cf. Table 1). The 

benefits included the nutritional quality of CSA produced food (Nutrition), the environmental 

sustainability of the practice (Sustainability), the transparent production process (Transparency), the 

solidarity with a farmer (Solidarity) and becoming part of a community (Community). The control group 

(Control) was exposed to a non-CSA related text of similar length and complexity to avoid any bias in 

the following measures. Each group was only given one of the five benefits or the control text; they 

were not exposed to the other benefits until the end of the questionnaire. After the participants read the 

informational texts (cf. Table 1), they had to answer a simple control question ensuring that they read 

and understood the texts. All participants then were asked to indicate their interest to join a CSA, their 

affective response to the concept of CSAs, and how beneficial they perceive CSAs for themselves, 

participating farmers and society in general.  
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Table 1: General information about the concept of CSA and specific benefits by groups 

To all participants Informational text about CSA concept  

 In Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) there are two key actors: consumers and 
farming professionals. While farmers, are paid in advance, members of a CSA get a 
regular delivery of vegetables for their financial contribution. In most CSAs, 
members additionally put in a specific amount of work hours (approximately 10 to 
20 hours) per year, either on the field, the delivery or the administration. 

Groups Benefit information provided 

Nutrition CSA food products are typically of different varieties and are harvested within days 
or hours of delivery. Therefore, the produce has a rich and diverse nutritional quality 
and stays fresh for a long period of time. 

Sustainability CSAs produce organic, seasonal and local vegetables. This actively contributes to a 
sustainable food production system, by lowering CO2 emissions, conserving soil 
quality and fostering biodiversity. 

Transparency CSA members can directly ask farmers about their growing practices and be 
personally involved in the production process and decision-making. Members 
therefore have a direct overview where their food is coming from and how it is 
produced. 

Solidarity CSAs ensure local public support for their farmers, which helps farmers have good 
overall livelihood. The CSA ensures them a stable income stream regardless of the 
harvest, as the members pay upfront at the beginning of the growing season. 

Community CSAs connect likeminded consumers and allow them to participate in on-farm events 
within a CSA’s “community”. These community events vary from sharing meals to 
concerts or cultural happenings. 

Control Agroscope is the Swiss Confederation centre of excellence for agricultural research 
and is affiliated with the federal office for agriculture which is the subordinate to the 
federal department of Economic Affairs, Education and Research. Agroscope 
researches the entire value chain of the agriculture and food sector from production 
through processing to consumption. 

 

Respondents then answered questions on the sustainability of their shopping behaviours and their 

trust in farmers. Additionally, subjective existing knowledge on gardening and vegetable cultivation 

was measured, as well as previous experience with private food production. After a short section on 

their sociodemographic (age, gender, education, employment, number of children) and political 

orientation, all participants read all the benefit texts and were tasked to rank the five benefits according 

to their perceived importance. 
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3.2. Data Sampling and Participants  

The data collection was carried out by a professional consumer panel provider in September 2023. 

From 1580 initial respondents, 303 were filtered out from the survey due to them stating to be active 

CSA members. Additionally, 231 did not finish the survey or were screened out through a quota. In 

total, there were 900 respondents from the German-speaking parts of Switzerland. 146 were removed 

from the analysis due to their participation duration being too short which could bias the results. The 

final number of participants was N = 754, separated into the six groups: “Nutrition” n = 118, 

“Sustainability” n = 125, “Transparency” n = 128, “Solidarity” n = 120, “Community” n = 129 and the 

“Control” group n = 128. The sample consisted of 51.2% females and exhibited a mean age of M = 46 

(SD = 16). The concept of CSAs was rather unknown to the sample, with only 19.8% being somewhat 

familiar and 80.2% were not familiar at all with the concept of CSA. The respondents’ educational 

background ranged from low (6%), medium (47.7%) to high (45.6%). While 69% were employed or 

self-employed, 18.4% were retired, and 11.1% in some form of vocational training, studying or in 

school. 72.3 % of the sample declared to have no children under the age of 18 in their household. While 

69.6% of the sample were either employed or self-employed, 30.4% were retired, studying, in school or 

unemployed. The political orientation of the sample was evenly balanced and exhibited a mean of M = 

50 (SD = 22) on a scale from 0 (completely left) to 100 (completely right). Using a one-way ANOVA 

and Pearson Chi Squared Tests, we determined that there are no significant differences between the six 

groups group regarding these sociodemographic measurements (cf. Table 2). 

 

Table 2: Socio-demographics of the sample 

 Measurement Total (N=754) Difference between Groups: 
ANOVA / Chi Squared 

Age (years) Mean (SD) 46.4 (16.3) F (5, 748) = 0.64; p=.668 

Gender (%) Male 48.8% χ² (5) = 7.80, p = .167 

Female 51.2% 

Education (%) Low 6% χ² (10) = 11.84, p = .296 

Mid 47.% 

High 45.6% 
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Children None 72.3% χ² (5) = 3,48, p = .626 

One or more 27.6% 

Employment (Self-) Employed 69.6% χ² (5) = 3.34, p = .648 

Retired, Study, School or 

unemployed 

30.4% 

Political Orientation Mean (SD) 50.25 (21.67) F (5, 748) =0.98; p=.428 

 

3.3. Questionnaire and Measurement Scales  

To capture the variances of the respondents’ views, we used 0–100 slider scales as well as 5-point 

Likert scales. Likert-scales were employed to measure agreement assessments and were based on 

existing scales. Slider scales were used to capture a more nuanced differentiation in participants’ 

responses to CSA specific questions.  

First, we measured the interest to join on a slider scale ranging from 0 (not likely to join at all) to 

100 (completely likely to join). We also measured how participants felt regarding the concept of CSAs 

a scale ranging from 0 (completely negative) to 100 (completely positive). Due to the high and 

significant correlations found (r > 0.5) between the two variables, we built the Willingness to Join (WTJ) 

scale (cf. Appendices Table A1) (Cronbach’s alpha, α > .6).  

We also measured respondents perceived benefits of CSAs for the individual, for farmers and for 

society on a slider scale ranging from 0 (not beneficial at all) to 100 (completely beneficial). The overall 

benefit perception scale was built by taking the mean of these three benefit perceptions. The scale 

exhibited a good Cronbach’s alpha (α > .7) for each group (cf. Appendices Table A2).  

Subsequently, participants were asked to give their agreement to general statements concerning their 

everyday choice of produce whilst grocery shopping in terms of sustainability, regionality, seasonality 

and organic quality on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 = do not agree at all to 5 = completely agree. These 

six items were used to form the sustainable food shopping behaviour scale, based on Blanke et al. (2022) 

(cf. Table 3). A principal component analysis (PCA) revealed that the second item on the availability of 

sustainable food had a low correlation with the overall scale (r < 0.3) and was therefore dropped. The 
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final components exhibited high item-total correlations (cf. Table 3), demonstrating a strong relationship 

between the items and the underlying construct. The scale exhibited a good Cronbach’s alpha (α = .82).  

 

Table 3: Means, standard deviation and item total correlation: Sustainable food shopping behaviour scale 

Item Mean (SD) Item-Total Correlation 

Sustainable Food Shopping Behaviour Scale 

(α=.82) 

3.84 (0.71)  

Buying sustainable food items is reasonable 4.38 (0.78) .72 

It is important to me that food I usually buy is sustainable 3.65 (0.92) .84 

It is important to me to buy local food 4.03 (0.90) .80 

It is important to me to buy seasonal food 4.07 (0.87) .71 

It is important to me to buy organic food 3.07 (1.17) .75 

 

 

Participants then indicated their trust in farmers on a slider scale ranging from 0 (not trustworthy at 

all) to 100 (completely trustworthy). In addition, we measured participants’ trust towards food labels 

through three agreement items focused on trust in description on labels, in certifications and in origin 

declaration on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = do not agree at all to 5 = completely agree. 

Through a PCA, a one factor solution was found for this scale (cf. Table 4), which in turn exhibited a 

good Cronbach’s alpha of α = .78.  
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Table 4: Means, standard deviation and item total correlation for the trust in food labels and subjective knowledge scales 

Item Mean (SD) Item-Total Correlation 

Trust Food Label Scale 

(α=.78) 

3.45 (0.77)  

You can trust the descriptions on food labels 3.37 (0.91) .82 

You can trust Certifications, such as Bio-Suisse or Demeter 3.51 (0.95) .81 

You can trust the declaration of origin of food 3.48 (0.92) .86 

Subjective Knowledge Scale 

(α=.87) 

2.29 (0.94)  

I understand a lot of vegetable gardening 2.40 (1.05) .87 

I trust in my knowledge of vegetable gardening 2.67 (1.06) .82 

Among friends I am the expert in gardening 2.00 (1.11) .89 

I have a higher knowledge of gardening than others 2.10 (1.12) .87 

 

Lastly, we measured participants’ subjective knowledge with four items focused on their 

understanding of gardening, specifically vegetable gardening, trust in their own knowledge and level of 

knowledge compared to others, based on the scale used by Rombach et al. (2021). Participants were 

asked to indicate their agreement with the four items on a 5-point Likert scale with 1 = do not agree at 

all and 5 = completely agree. PCA revealed a one-factor solution to form the subjective knowledge scale. 

All four items exhibited good item-total correlations and an excellent Cronbach’s alpha of α = .87 (cf. 

Table 4). 

 

3.4. Analysis  

In order to analyse the informational effect on perceptions between the groups, we employed a two-

way mixed analysis of variances ANOVA with one repeated-measure factor (the three perceived 

benefits) and one between-group factor (the six groups). A Bonferroni post-hoc tests was conducted to 

analyse the differences between the groups. We used the Kruskal-Wallis and a subsequent Dunn-
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Bonferroni post-hoc test to examine if there are differences in the rankings of the benefits between the 

groups.  

A one-way ANOVA, with a Games-Howell post-hoc test was used to evaluate differences between 

the groups in the dependent variable: the willingness to join CSAs. Lastly, we used multiple linear 

ordinary least squares regression to determine which factors influence the WTJ for each group. The 

regression model included the following factors: overall benefit perception, trust in farmers, trust in food 

labels, sustainable food shopping behaviour, previous experience, subjective knowledge, age, gender, 

education, having children, employment status and political orientation. The overall benefit perception 

scale was built by taking the mean of the three benefit perceptions. This was done due to the high 

correlations between the three benefit perceptions and to avoid multicollinearity issues (cf. Appendices 

Table A3). Prior to this, we ran Pearson’s correlation analysis to examine the relationship between our 

independent variables and to identify potential multicollinearity issues. All data cleaning, visualisation 

and analysis has been done using SPSS version 28 (IBM, 2021). 

 

4. Results  

4.1. Perceived Benefits of CSAs for Individuals, Farmers and Society  

A two-way repeated measures ANOVA with a Huynh-Feldt adjustment showed that there is a 

significant difference within the three benefit perceptions (F (1.83, 1367.98) = 313.88, p < .001, ηp2 = 

0.27). Farmer benefits were significantly perceived as the highest (M = 69.08, SD = 21.00) followed by 

social benefits (M = 61.86, SD = 21.64) and lastly individual benefits (M = 51.01, SD = 22.08) (cf. Fig. 

1 and Table 5). The mean benefit perception was also significantly different between the six groups (F 

(5, 748) = 7.67, p < .001, ηp2 = 0.05). The “Nutrition” group (M = 65.98, SD = 18.99), “Solidarity” 

group (M = 63.14, SD = 16.68), “Sustainability” group (M = 62.73, SD = 17.66) and “Community” 

group (M = 60.43, SD = 17.78) perceived significantly higher benefits for CSA than the "Control" group 

(M = 53.30, SD = 16.49). Whereas the “Transparency” group (M = 59.15, SD = 18.85) had no significant 
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difference in benefit perception to the “Control” group but exhibited only a significantly lower 

perceptions of benefits of the CSA than the "Nutrition" group.  

 

There is a significant interaction effect between the groups and the individual benefits (F (5,748) = 

2.37, p = .038, ηp2 = .0.2), social benefits (F (5,748) = 7.06, p < .001, ηp2 = 0.05) and farmer benefits 

perception (F (5,748) = 10.93, p < .001, ηp2 = 0.07). Pairwise comparison showed that the experimental 

groups (“Nutrition”, “Sustainability”, “Transparency”, “Solidarity”, “Community”) rated the social 

benefits and farmer benefits significantly higher than the "Control" group (cf. Table 5). In addition, the 

“Solidarity” group perceived higher benefits for farmers than the “Transparency” group. Individual 

benefits perceptions did not significantly differ between the groups. 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Benefit Perceptions for the individual, society and farmers by the six groups 
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Table 5: Benefit perceptions for the individual, farmer and society for the groups with the means (M) and standard deviations 

(SD) 

 Groups 
 

Nutrition 
M (SD) 

Sustainability 
M (SD) 

Transparency 
M (SD) 

Solidarity 
M (SD) 

Community 
M (SD) 

Control 
M (SD) 

Individual 
Benefit 

55.75 
(23.97)a 

53.72 
(23.53)a 

48.76 
(21.82)a 

50.92 
(21.34)a 

49.36 
(22.62)a 

48.06 
(18.42)a 

Social 
Benefit 

68.05 
(22.18)a 

64.17 
(22.04)a 

61.57 
(21.80)a 

62.88 
(21.73)a 

62.43 
(21.48)a 

52.93 
(17.98)b 

Farmer 
Benefit 

74.14 
(20.28)a,c 

70.30 
(20.69)a,c 

67.13 
(22.11)a 

75.62 
(20.20)a 

69.50 
(19.43)a,c 

58.89 
(19.30)b 

a Means in a row with the same subscripts are not significantly different from each other. 

 

4.2. Ranking of CSA Benefits across Informational Groups  

In order to assess the importance of the five different CSA benefits focused on nutrition, 

sustainability, transparency, solidarity and community, participants ranked benefits in order of 

importance. With 1 indicating the most important and 5 the least important benefit, lower mean values 

reflect higher perceived importance. Accordingly, respondents overall ranked the benefit of 

sustainability (M = 2.01, SD = 1.12) as the most important one, followed by that of nutrition (M = 2.6, 

SD = 1.35), solidarity (M = 2.9, SD = 1.17), transparency (M = 3.6, SD = 1.19) and community (M = 

4.0, SD = 1.27).  

To examine if there were potential difference in the benefit rankings across all six groups a Kruskal-

Wallis H test was conducted. The test revealed no significant differences between the groups on the 

rankings of the importance of nutrition (H (5, n = 754) = 5.43, p = .366), sustainability (H (5, n = 754) 

= 6.74, p = .240), solidarity (H (5, n = 754) = 6.10, p = .297) and transparency (H (5, n = 754) = 2.51, p 

= .774) benefits. As for the benefit focused on community, the difference between the groups on its 

ranking was significant (H (5, n = 754) = 16.83, p = .005). A Dunn-Bonferroni-Post-hoc test revealed 

that the differences were between the “Control” Group and the “Nutrition” Group, (z = 3.31, p < .001), 

as well as between the “Control” Group and the “Community” Group (z = 3.46, p < .001). Both 

experimental groups ranked the benefit related to community significantly lower than the “Control” 
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group. However, this community-related benefit remained consistently ranked the least important 

benefit across all the groups. 

 

4.3. Informational Effects on Willingness to Join  

We investigated potential differences in the dependent variable across the experimental and control 

groups using an ANOVA. A Welch’s Test, accounting for violations in the assumption of homogeneity 

of variances showed a significant difference between the six groups (Welch’s F (5, 347.53) = 4.025, p 

= .001). A subsequent Games-Howell post-hoc test, further revealed that the “Nutrition” and the 

“Sustainability” groups significantly differed in the WTJ from the “Control” group, but not from the 

other groups (cf. Table 6). 

 

Table 6: Mean and standard deviation for willingness to join 

Groups Overall Nutrition Sustainability Transparency Solidarity Community Control 

Mean 
(SD) 
WTJ 

52.77 
(20.21) 

56.81 
(21.45) 

55.95 (20.52) 51.84 (21.21) 52.50 
(19.10) 

52.70 
(20.32) 

47.27 
(17.46) 

 

4.4. Factors Influencing Willingness to Join  

We ran Pearson’s correlations with the dependent variable WTJ and the following independent 

variables: Overall benefit perception, trust in farmer, trust in food labels, sustainable food shopping 

behaviour, subjective knowledge (cf. Appendices Tables A4-9). The overall benefit perception and food 

shopping behaviour scales exhibited significant positive and high correlations with the WTJ in every 

group. The trust in farmer scale also showed a weaker yet still significant positive correlation with WTJ 

and the overall benefit perception, except for the “Solidarity” group, where there was no significance 

between WTJ and trust in farmers. Additionally, the trust in farmer scale had a significant positive 

correlation with the trust in food labels scale in all groups, except for “Nutrition” where there was no 

significant correlation. There was no significant correlation between subjective knowledge and WTJ in 
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the “Nutrition”, “Transparency” and “Solidarity” group, but a significant positive relationship within 

the “Sustainability”, “Community” and especially the “Control” group.  

Table 7 shows the results of the six multiple linear regression models, where the standardised 

regression coefficients, p-values and confidence intervals can be found. The models explain 66% 

(Nutrition), 64% (Sustainability), 70% (Transparency), 66% (Solidarity), 65% (Community) and 55% 

(Control) of the variance in the willingness to join a CSA. The six regressions were statistically 

significant for “Nutrition” (F [10,107] = 23.81, p < .001), “Sustainability” (F [10,114] = 23.26, p < 

.001), “Transparency” (F [10,117] = 30.47, p < .001), “Solidarity” (F [10,109] = 24.31, p < .001), 

“Community” (F [10,118] = 24.76, p < .001) and the “Control” groups (F [10,117] = 16.31, p < .001). 

 

Overall benefit perception had a significant positive relation to the WTJ in every model, with this 

relation being the strongest one. In addition, there were model specific differences in the regressions. 

For “Nutrition”, “Solidarity” and “Control” groups, a significant positive influence of sustainable food 

shopping behaviour on the dependent variable was found. Those participants who are more sustainable 

in their shopping behaviour exhibit a higher WTJ.  

Age displayed a negative relationship with WTJ for “Nutrition”, “Solidarity” and “Community” 

groups. The younger the participants, the higher their willingness to join. Similar effects were observed 

for the “Solidarity” group regarding gender and education, which had a significant relationship with the 

WTJ. Political orientation had a significant positive effect in the “Nutrition” group, the more 

conservative the respondents were, the higher their WTJ. While employment had a marginally 

significant positive influence on the dependent in the “Solidarity” group, it had a significant negative 

effect in the “Community” group. Previous experience or subjective knowledge did not have any 

significant impact on the WTJ, neither had the participants’ trust in farmers or in food labels. Children 

within the participants’ household did not lead to a significant change in the WTJ. 
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Table 7: Regression analysis on the dependent variable willingness to join for the six groups 

 

 
 

Groups 

 Nutrition 
(n=118) 

Sustainability 
(n=125) 

Transparency 
(n=128) 

Solidarity 
(n=120) 

Community 
(n=129) 

Control 
(n=128) 

Predictors (β)t 95% CI (β)t 95% CI (β)t 95% CI (β)t 95% CI (β)t 95% CI (β)t 95% CI 

(Constant)  -42.23, 
1.90 

 -45.16, 3.74  -15.60, 29.05  -37.16, 6.46  -20.10, 24.00  -45.51, -
4.14 

Overall Benefit 
Perception 

.73*** 0.69, 0.97 .71*** 0.68, 0.97 .81*** 0.77, 1.06 .73*** 0.70, 0.98 .72*** 0.67, 0.97 .63*** 0.52, 0.82 

Trust  
Farmer 

.02 -0.10, 
0.15 

.01 -0.11, 0.13 .01 -0.12, 0.14 -.06 -0.18, 0.06 .07 -0.06, 0.21 .03 -0.12, 0.18 

Trust  
Foodlabels 

.03 -2.13, 
3.95 

.03 -2.60, 4.63 -.04 -4.22, 2.11 -.06 -3.93, 1.34 .03 -2.60, 4.09 -.04 -4.43, 2.24 

Shopping behaviour .15* 0.61, 8.19 .13 -0.04, 7.60 .03 -3.05, 4.57 .18** 1.42, 7.87 .06 -1.73, 5.48 .20** 1.44, 8.69 

Previous Experience .01 -4.78, 
5.62 

-.11 -9.49, 0.87 -.06 -7.19, 2.23 -.02 -5.30, 3.87 -.08 -8.21, 1.57 -.02 -5.70, 4.22 

Subjective knowledge -.01 -2.86, 
2.33 

.11 -0.34, 5.02 .04 -1.63, 3.58 -.02 -2.47, 1.85 .01 -2.50, 2.87 .07 -1.36, 4.36 

Age -.12* -0.32, -

0.01 

-.09 -0.29, 0.05 -.08 -0.23, 0.04 -.14* -0.33, -0,04 -.13* -0.30, -0.03 .09 -0.05, 0.24 
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Gender -.01 -5.10, 
4.52 

.01 -4.06, 5.15 .08 -1.07, 8.00 -.12* -8.67, -0.12 .01 -4.14, 4.79 .08 -1.79, 7.51 

Education .02 -3.40, 
4.57 

.09 -0.94, 7.62 -.08 -6.28, 1.21 .14* 1.07, 8.48 .00 -3.17, 3.40 .05 -2.30, 5.49 

Children -.02 -6.14, 
5.14 

-.05 -8.10, 3.46 .05 -2.80,7.39 .04 -3.30, 6.37 -.06 -7.66, 2.60 .09 -1.64, 9.03 

Employment -.01 -5.70, 
0.27 

.02 -5.04, 6.69 .02 -4.11, 5.86 .12* 0.09, 10.00 -.11* -10.17, -0.10 .05 -3.06, 6.97 

Political Orientation .18** 0.06, 0.27 -.02 -0.13, 0.10 -.05 -0.17, 0.07 -.02 -0.13, 0.09 .05 -0.06, 0.15 .07 -0.05, 0.17 

Adjusted R Squared .68 .64 .70 .67 .66 .54 

F 22.13*** 19.10*** 25.25*** 21.06*** 21.69*** 13.63*** 

*: p<0.05, **: p<0.01, ***: p<0.001 
Overall benefit perception: 0=no benefit at all, 100=completely beneficial 
Trust in farmers: 1=no trust at all, 100=completely trustworthy 
Trust in food labels: 1=no trust at all, 5=completely trustworthy 
Shopping behaviour: 1=not sustainable, 5=highly sustainable 
Previous experience: 0=previous experience, 1=no previous experience 
Subjective knowledge: 1=no knowledge, 5=high knowledge 
Gender: 0=female, 1=male 
Education: 1=low, 2=mid, 3=high 
Children: 0=no children, 1=children in household 
Employment: 1=employed, 2=not employed (retired, studying or vocational school) 
Political orientation: 0=very left, 100=very right 
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5. Discussion 

This study investigated how information provision regarding the different benefits of CSA impact 

non-members’ benefit perceptions of CSA for individuals, farmers and society and subsequently their 

willingness to join CSA. Our findings show that in general information provision on the benefits of CSA 

had a positive impact on the perceptions of overall benefits (Diekmann & Theuvsen, 2019). More 

specifically, the information provided on the individual, farmer-related and societal benefits of CSA 

seem to impact the perception of social and farmer-related benefits positively, but not the perception of 

benefits related to the individual itself. In addition, regardless of the particular benefit presented to 

participants, they perceived CSA to be most beneficial to farmers, followed by society and lastly for 

their own personal wellbeing.  

Our results also indicate that non-members rate individual-focused (i.e., nutrition) and 

sustainability-focused benefits of CSA as most important benefits, followed by more social and altruistic 

benefits such as solidarity with farmers, transparency and lastly community. This importance is also 

depicted in the fact that benefits focused on the nutrition and sustainability aspects of CSA led to the 

highest willingness to join to CSA. However, there seem to be a mismatch between the participants’ 

perception of the benefits of CSA and the importance of its benefits to them. While non-members 

perceive CSAs as mostly social, or farmer-orientated systems, they rated nutrition and sustainability 

benefits as the most important aspect in CSAs. Therefore, the general presentation of CSA as an 

alternative food system focused on solidarity with farmers, transparency and community (Hvitsand, 

2016; Volz et al., 2016) overshadows the interest of potential new members, who strive to become more 

sustainable and get access to healthy and nutritious produce. These findings complement insights from 

Diekmann and Theuvsen (Diekmann & Theuvsen, 2019) who suggested that non-members do not 

perceive individual benefits of nutrition and sustainability as the prominent benefits of CSAs. This 

stands in contrast to the literature on benefits experienced by members, as those already involved in 

CSAs value and experience the benefits of sustainability and the nutritional quality of the produce as a 

main motivator for their engagement in CSA (Bazzani & Canavari, 2013; Brehm & Eisenhauer, 2008; 
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Haack et al., 2020; Hvitsand, 2016). In addition, it differs partly from the findings of Vasallos et al. 

(2017), who found solidarity with farmers and the access to organic produce as the main motivators to 

join CSAs, as well as from Takagi et al. (2025), who characterise educational and activistic motivators 

as most prominent.  

Furthermore, our results highlight that non-members willingness to join CSA could be influenced 

not only by the type of benefit perceived but also by different behavioural and sociodemographic factors. 

Although overall benefit perception had the strongest influence regardless of the type of benefit 

provided, differences between the six groups could be found in the other factors. The respondents, who 

received information on the nutritional and solidarity benefits, were more willing to join if they already 

had a sustainable shopping behaviour (i.e., through shopping for local, organic and sustainable food). 

This shows that non-members with an existing interest in sustainable food systems react well to 

information portraying CSA as a source for good quality food and an option to support local farmers. 

This is in line with the literature of CSA members, who exhibit a preference for organic, nutritious and 

sustainable produce (Rossi et al., 2017; Vassalos et al., 2017). In the “solidarity” group, highly educated 

and young females were even more willing to join a CSA. Within the “community” group, age plays a 

role portraying a young, environmental conscious and female potential membership, highly interested 

in solidarity with farmers and communal structures. These characteristics reinforce the existing 

demographic trends with age, gender, education and sustainability interest in CSA membership (Egli et 

al., 2023). In addition, we found that only for the “Nutrition” group, political orientation became an 

influential factor. This suggests that information on the nutritional benefits of CSAs increases the WTJ 

among conservative participants, promoting greater inclusivity within the generally left-leaning CSA 

initiatives (DeLind & Ferguson, 1999; Egli et al., 2023). It is important to note that while mistrust in the 

food system is often a significant factor driving participation in alternative food networks (Gori & 

Castellini, 2023), our results indicate otherwise, since neither trust in farmers, nor trust in food labels 

had an influence on the WTJ in any of the six groups. This discrepancy may be attributed to 
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Switzerland’s high general trust towards, and positive perception of farmers and agriculture, coupled 

with stringent food quality standards (Mann, 2015).  

The results of our research have significant implications for CSA initiatives, especially in 

Switzerland. The key issue lies in the discrepancy between how CSAs are perceived and what benefits 

potential members value most. While the public sees CSAs as primarily benefiting farmers and society, 

they rate sustainability and individual benefits as most important. However, information provision about 

the individual benefits did not significantly influence perceptions of individual benefits compared to the 

other groups. In order to attract more members, CSA initiatives must go beyond simply providing 

information about individual benefits through different informational channels (Thoma et al., 2023; 

Vassalos et al., 2017). They need to fundamentally shift the narrative and therefore the public perception, 

to highlight how CSAs can meet individual needs and interests. This involves framing CSA membership 

not just as a socially responsible choice but as one that directly benefits the individual’s health and 

lifestyle including, but not limited to, nutrition and environmental sustainability benefits, leading to a 

higher WTJ. Targeted communication strategies can play a crucial role in this process as well (Takagi 

et al., 2025; Thoma et al., 2023). For instance, emphasizing nutritional benefits could attract a more 

diverse membership, including conservative individuals. Given the high trust in farmers and food quality 

in Switzerland, CSAs should leverage this trust by grounding their practices within Swiss agriculture, 

emphasizing the quality and reliability of their produce, instead of presenting an alternative to 

conventional agriculture.  

Communication content is crucial, and it may have a limited impact in the decision making of 

individuals if other factors are not addressed. Increasing the sustainability consciousness of Swiss 

citizens, for example through school and work programs, could lead to an increase in interest in CSA as 

well. Actual experiences could help in bridging the gap between perceived benefits and experienced 

benefits, exemplifying the individual focused advantages of CSAs. Outreach programs targeting 

underrepresented groups and partnerships with community organisations can also help diversify 
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membership, as well as decreasing barriers of participation, such as financial constraints (Cotter et al., 

2017; Galt et al., 2016).  

 

6. Limitations and Future Research 

There are some limitations to this study, which must be considered. The geographic focus of this 

study on the German-speaking part of Switzerland depicts specific cultural characteristics of this region 

and limits the generalisability of the findings. Switzerland is culturally diverse and the French-speaking 

regions for instance have a different gardening and food culture, as well as a stronger tradition of CSA 

initiatives (Volz et al., 2016). Building on this, future research could replicate this study in the French-, 

and Italian-speaking part of Switzerland, to allow for a cross-cultural and cross-language comparison of 

the perception of CSA benefits. Such a study could examine if a different tradition of CSA and other 

alternative food networks lead to different perceived benefits and WTJ. Further, it could show if 

different benefits are more effective in convincing non-members from different cultural backgrounds to 

join. Both insights would enhance the transferability of our findings to other countries and contexts.  

Another limitation of this study is that the experimental design did not allow for a variation of 

characteristics of the concept of CSA. It is known that CSA initiatives are highly heterogenous and differ 

in price, geographical location (Volz et al., 2016). This diversity may impact perceptions and 

subsequently the WTJ of non-members. Especially the price of a CSA membership which restricts the 

access to such organisations (Thoma et al., 2023). Future studies could use a factorial survey approach 

to assess the influence of financial motivators, entry barriers, as well as other initiative specific factors, 

such as the distance to a member’s place of residence, the initiatives political agenda and engagement, 

the amount of food provided per delivery as well as the inclusion of diverse products within the harvest 

share, such as meat, milk, honey, grains, and flour. Additionally, research on factors of abandonment by 

former participants would be promising. 
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7. Conclusion  

Overall, our study shows that there are significant discrepancies between the perception of CSA 

benefits and their importance for non-members, as well as the factors that are most influential on the 

WTJ of potential new members. Information did enhance the perception of the overall benefits, but 

impacted only social and farmer related benefits, with little effect on individual benefit perception. 

Despite recognizing individual benefits as most important, non-members predominantly viewed CSAs 

as benefiting farmers and society. The overall benefit perception was nevertheless the most influential 

factor on the willingness to join, regardless of which benefit was provided to the participants. While 

information on solidarity with farmers and community benefits reaffirms the demographics already 

present in CSAs, nutritional benefits are also influential on non-members from broader backgrounds, 

such as conservatives.  

Our findings highlight a critical challenge for Swiss CSAs: the need to realign their framing to 

emphasise personal advantages of membership, that might need to go beyond nutrition and 

sustainability, to attract a broader audience. A shift in narrative is essential for bridging the gap between 

current perceptions and creates potential for widespread participation. Additionally, targeted 

communication strategies, addressing specific demographic needs and concerns, could make CSA 

initiatives more diverse and inclusive. CSAs in Switzerland might need to adapt a two thronged approach 

to their communication and self-presentation, addressing the challenges described in this paper through 

a focus on individual benefits, whilst still communicating their more traditional altruistic advantages. 

By using different channels of information, as well as practical experiences, such as try-outs, courses in 

schools, or cooperation with companies, this change could be achieved. 
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4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

4.1 Summary of the Research Goal and Approach 

This dissertation aims to provide a comprehensive understanding of CAP in Switzerland. It 

examined how CAP organisations are structured (Article 1), what CAP members experience and 

perceive as important (Article 2), and how non-members perceive the many benefits these organisations 

create for individuals and society (Article 3). The three articles complement each other in their methods 

and foci, and reveal the dynamics of participation, continuity, and outreach. The methodological 

triangulation allowed for a multi-perspective analysis of CAP, weighing inductive organisational 

insights against internal and external perceptions and experiences. The results depict how continuity in 

CAP membership is reliant on the organisational design, membership engagement, and broader societal 

recognition and support. Collectively, the results of the three articles lead to concrete recommendations 

to improve CAP’s resilience, membership retention, engagement, and growth. These recommendations 

refer to actions that can be taken by the organisations themselves as well as by regional administration 

and policy makers.  

The three different yet complementary studies follow a mixed-method approach to generate a multi-

perspective insights into the phenomenon. The first qualitative article (Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 2025b) 

draws on interview and observational data to analyse and compare the key institutionalised structures of 

AGs, CGs, and CSAs as institutions for long-term prosumption activities. In addition, it analysed how 

these structures affect the organisations’ adaptability to external and internal challenges. The results 

showed that the three CAP institutions’ different structures directly impact their capacity to adapt and 

engage with their members. While CSAs exhibit flexible and democratic structures, offering high social 

engagement but not much room for individuality, AGs’ organisational structures foster individual 

expression and decision-making but are rigid and over formalised. CGs tend to be a hybrid between the 

two other types but additionally exhibit a strong community focus. CSAs’ and CGs’ flexibility allows 

them to adapt more easily to changes and challenges. Their strong political agency through shared values 
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helps them to connect to political decision makers. AGs have both structure and potential to be greatly 

impactful in integrational aspects but lack the easily accessible and flexible administrational structures 

of CGs and CSAs, making them vulnerable to change. While their spatial dimension makes them highly 

effective parts of urban green infrastructure and ecosystems (Breuste, 2010; Breuste & Artmann, 2015; 

Camps-Calvet et al., 2016; Gómez-Baggethun & Barton, 2013; Sowińska-Świerkosz et al., 2021), their 

lack of political agency and underrepresented and poorly communicated social value makes them less 

attractive for urban planners (Jahrl et al., 2022). The varying institutional features allow for diverse 

memberships across the three CAP types but can either facilitate or limit the long-term involvement or 

the uptake of the different CAP activities. While AGs’ individual style attracts seasoned gardeners, CGs 

and especially CSAs are focusing on those who seek an alternative food source and community, without 

the knowledge and time requirements of an individually managed allotment. 

The second article used AGs and CSAs as archetypes of prosumption-as-production (p-a-p) and 

prosumption-as-consumption (p-a-c) within CAP (Galley, Mann, & Bottazzi, 2025). It focused on the 

prosumers’ experienced benefits, organisational and community involvement, and how these 

experiences differ between the two types and how important they are to the prosumers. Additionally, it 

connects these experiences to the likeliness to continue their activity. The results of the survey revealed 

that experiences, such as communal and organisational involvement, are highly motivating factors in 

CSAs, while experiences related to the individuals themselves, such as health benefits or food quality, 

are the main motivators in AGs. The study showed that the structural separation of AGs as p-a-p and 

CSAs as p-a-c have an impact on the perceived importance of individual, communal, and societal 

benefits. While members from individualist-centred AGs perceive individual and production-related 

benefits as most important, CSA members show a societal focus, exemplifying the underlying activism-

through-consumption approach of this type.  

We used the insights from both studies regarding the benefits and experiences of CAP to create the 

third and final article, exemplifying the phenomenon of CAP through one type: CSA (Galley, Saleh, & 

Bottazzi, 2025a). Non-members were tested on how information about CSA-related benefits impacts 
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their perception of the concept of CSAs as well as their willingness to join. The survey experiment could 

show that information about the benefits of CSAs can increase non-members’ willingness to join, and 

specific information, such as individual benefits would be able to diversify CSAs membership base. 

Additionally, it showed that while non-members rate individual benefits as most important to them, they 

perceive CSAs as highly beneficial for participating farmers and society as a whole. The clear 

discrepancy between the need for individual benefits and the perception of CSA beneficiaries, in 

conjunction with the informational effects, showed that tailored communication would be highly 

important in increasing CSAs’ potential as an AFN. 

 

4.2 Cultural Changes for CAP Growth 

This dissertation revealed where Swiss CAP organisations are innovative and successful, but also 

where they struggle. The results identify key elements that can help to grow and diversify CAP 

memberships and support new initiatives, both for existing CAP types and for CAP-related types, such 

as school-gardens or edible city concepts. While some key elements can be addressed either by policy 

makers or the initiatives directly, some require larger bottom-up societal shifts that can only be 

encouraged or supported but not imposed from the top down. These issues mainly concern barriers to 

the initial uptake of the activity. 

One of the most prominent identified barriers to a wider uptake of CAP in Switzerland is time. With 

one of the highest average working hours in Europe, Swiss society leaves limited space for voluntary 

commitments beyond family and employment obligations (Winkler & Axhausen, 2024). This presents 

a substantial challenge for CAP organisations that rely on regular high individual workloads and regular 

maintenance such as in AGs, where watering, harvesting or cultivation require daily labour (Galley, 

Saleh, & Bottazzi, 2025b). Research shows that work-time reduction concepts, such as six-hour days or 

four-day weeks could alleviate the time restrictions and lead to more sustainable lifestyles (Hanbury et 

al., 2019; Sahakian & Rossier, 2022). Singular companies could combat this by integrating CG concepts 

for their employees, as the large factories of the industrialisation did with allotments, and redirect work 
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time to gardening activities. While this could lead to the already discussed benefits of CAP activities, as 

well as a higher workplace satisfaction and reduced work stress (Christie et al., 2020; Lee & Koo, 2019; 

McFarland, 2017) these changes would require a broader shift in politics and national attitudes. 

A second core issue lies in the lack of food literacy in the general population, especially regarding 

food cultivation, production and gardening. The concept of food literacy can be defined as: “A collection 

of interrelated knowledge, skills and behaviours required to plan, manage, select, prepare and eat food 

to meet needs and determine intake” (Vidgen & Gallegos, 2014). While research has shown that food 

literacy can be increased through CAP activities (Grubb & Vogl, 2019), which is also reflected in the 

results of Article 1 (Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 2025b), they only enable the educational growth within 

the active membership. Without systems to better educate the population on food literacy and gardening, 

the knowledge barrier will keep large parts of the population from participating in CAP or other food-

related prosumption activities. 

To increase food consciousness and healthy habits in the long run, which are mainly developed in 

early childhood (Storksdiek et al., 2014), food literacy education needs to be targeted toward children. 

Implementing more school gardens, as well as more school subjects and courses on food, food 

production, and cultivation would lead to an increase in potential prosumers (Holloway et al., 2023). 

While these issues are theoretically discussed within the Swiss school system (D-EDK, 2015), food 

literacy and gardening skills are heavily influenced and taught through an individual’s household, 

primarily through parents, grandparents or other relatives (Sharp et al., 2024; Spahiu et al., 2022; Xu et 

al., 2024). General food literacy therefore needs to be addressed as well, also to raise awareness of the 

struggles professional farmers endure to grow food, which in turn can encourage more conscious 

consumption patterns (Grebitus et al., 2017). Regulatory possibilities, such as high taxes on CO2 

emissions of imported food might lead to people looking for more regional alternatives but would also 

increase income disparities. Campaigns on sustainable food, farmers’ struggles and similar educational 

efforts are already underway but often seem to reach only those who are already interested in the topic 
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(Hanbury et al., 2019). An increase in gardening- and food-related childhood education therefore seems 

to be the best way to raise awareness and increase knowledge and skills in the long run.  

As shown in this chapter, there are ways to foster changes in work-life balance, food literacy and 

citizen-farmer relations but the societal change required will take time. Nevertheless, there are other 

aspects to improve CAP that can be addressed directly through either external policy intervention or 

internal organisational reform. 

 

4.3 Recommendations for Organisations 

Despite the many benefits and long history of CAP, its potential remains underutilised in Swiss 

society. While an underlying cultural change is needed to solve crucial issues on a larger scale, 

improving CAP in Switzerland could enable the organisations to directly address key issues, such as 

food security, climate change, and urban decay. The results of this dissertation lead to clear 

recommendations for organisations to improve their resilience, visibility, and accessibility, and to 

diversify and expand their membership base.  

 

4.3.1 Organisational Best Practice Approaches 

As this dissertation has established, CAP initiatives vary immensely in their organisational 

structures and in their response to internal and external challenges. While CSAs’ flexible structures seem 

to be more resilient to changes, AGs’ traditional organisational form might pose problems in an ever-

changing society but shows great potential for integration of marginalised groups. The flexibility of CGs 

allows them to produce not only a lot of food in a small space but also to have a strong social impact on 

the lives of their members.  

These organisational differences must be critically examined, and CAP organisations should adopt 

organisational characteristics that have proven effective in fostering long-term membership retention. 

This approach parallels the concept of mimetic isomorphism, whereby organisations emulate successful 

models in response to perceived uncertainty or normative pressure (Powell & DiMaggio, 2012). 
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Findings from both the first and second study (Galley, Mann, & Bottazzi, 2025; Galley, Saleh, & 

Bottazzi, 2025b) show that the degree to which members can engage with organisational and decision-

making processes has a significant impact on their willingness to remain active. When people felt needed 

and their opinions were valued, they tended to remain committed to the initiative. Organisations, such 

as many CSAs, strengthen members' sense of ownership and attachment by offering low-threshold, time-

efficient, and meaningful opportunities for administrative involvement. Early integration of members 

into the administration can additionally increase personal identification with the group and contribute to 

a shared sense of purpose and a stronger collective identity.  

AGs in particular could mimic CGs’ and CSAs’ adaptive best practices by reducing administrative 

complexity and implementing more democratic and flexible forms of organisation. This would include 

low-threshold forms of organisational integration, such as small and relatively independent working 

groups.  All CAPs, but CSA in particular, should enhance participatory governance through tools like 

feedback rounds, transparent decision-making, or participatory budgeting to reinforce member 

commitment and collective ownership. Although a heavier workload for administrators, regular internal 

reflections, such as member feedback or evaluations, could help to identify problems early and adapt to 

internal challenges democratically. 

Another organisational best practice approach is related to the topic of political agency. When goals and 

values are co-developed with members rather than set top-down, organisations become more cohesive 

and resilient, as emphasised in relevant literature and shown in the first article (Battilana & Lee, 2014; 

Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 2025b; Greenwood et al., 2017). They are subsequently more likely to be 

perceived as legitimate actors by external institutions. In this way, internal democracy is not merely a 

procedural ideal but a strategic asset in gaining public relevance and funding. Whether through task-

specific working groups, rotating committees, or open planning meetings, CAP institutions can develop 

structures that strengthen both their internal cohesion, their public visibility and their political agency 

(Certomà & Tornaghi, 2015). While CSAs and CGs with their underlying political agenda have an 

inherent connection to shared values and ideas, AG membership is much more diverse and often stems 
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from completely different political and social backgrounds. To find common ground and values as well 

as to build social cohesion in their diverse membership, AGs should embrace optional community events 

and knowledge sharing platforms. For example, shared meals or other commensality events (Fischler, 

2011; Jönsson et al., 2021), could serve as a low-threshold space for community building where political 

ideas can emerge organically in a relaxed and low-conflict setting (Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 2025b). 

In this context, AGs’ particularly diverse membership could lead to the emergence of unique 

perspectives and integrative solutions. The informal, convivial atmosphere fostered by shared meals and 

social interactions allows individuals from different backgrounds to engage in dialogue, exchange 

knowledge, and collaboratively develop approaches that are both locally grounded and socially 

inclusive. These approaches could then be used to develop long term-strategies on how to deal with 

governmental administrators and increase AGs’ political agency, strengthening their position in urban 

planning and local politics. 

 

4.3.2 Inter-Institutional Networks 

Even with a shared, value-driven political agenda, a single organisation might struggle when faced 

with challenges such as land access, urban densification, visibility or knowledge management. Inter-

institutional networks are a key organisational characteristic identified by the first article, which help to 

connect CAP types, thus increasing their resilience and broader impact (Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 

2025b). Additionally, it revealed that CSAs benefit from broader and more diversified connections to 

like-minded initiatives, such as other AFNs or political actors, while AGs and CGs generally rely on 

networks built around organisations of the same type (Bonfert, 2022a, 2022b; Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 

2025b). Borrowing from classical sociological theory, one could argue that CSAs maintain weak tie 

relationships, which are characterised by loose, cross-cutting connections that facilitate the flow of new 

ideas, practices, and resources from outside the immediate organisational field (Granovetter, 1973). 

These weak ties are, for example, connections with other AFNs, trans-local food initiatives, or 

environmental protection agencies. In contrast, AGs and CGs predominantly rely on strong tie 



 

115 
 
 

 

relationships, which entail frequent interaction, mutual trust, and shared norms within a close-knit 

organisational environment. While these ties offer stability, reliability, and internal cohesion, they tend 

to reinforce existing routines and limit exposure to diverse perspectives, making innovation and strategic 

adaptation more difficult (Granovetter, 1973). A more open, outward-looking networking approach, 

focused on weak ties, could help CGs and AGs access new resources and reach broader audiences, but 

even CSAs stand to benefit from further expanding their alliances. Strengthening these networks, both 

within and beyond CAP circles, can significantly enhance organisational adaptability and resilience. 

Cross-organisational cooperation (weak tie relationships) offers access to best practice models, 

facilitates shared learning, and enables faster responses to external or internal challenges. It also fosters 

trans-local learning opportunities. As discussed in the first article, adopting innovations in organisational 

governance, member engagement, or communication strategies becomes easier when supported by peer 

exchanges. Collaborations between CAP types and schools, municipalities, or advocacy groups can 

provide shared infrastructure, amplify public visibility, and ensure that CAP remains part of the public 

conversation on sustainable food systems. Building such networks, especially weak tie relationships, 

should therefore be understood as a strategic priority, not only for securing operational adaptability 

through access to best practice approaches, but also for strengthening the collective voice of CAP in 

Swiss food politics. Trans-local connection to regionally unavailable food cooperatives, such as olive 

oil or fruit producers, would additionally link interested consumers to sustainable and justice-oriented 

AFNs. 

 

4.3.3 Reducing Barriers 

Reducing access barriers remains a crucial step toward broadening participation and attracting new 

members. CAP organisations must proactively work to reduce internal barriers that prevent broader 

participation. Time commitments, financial costs, and knowledge requirements hinder membership 

diversity (Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 2025b). While these barriers are also rooted in wider cultural 
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patterns, as discussed in the chapter on cultural change, organisations are not powerless in addressing 

these issues. 

Addressing these entry barriers is particularly important for AGs and CGs, where autonomous work 

and individual plot management are common (Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 2025b). One effective way to 

address all three dimensions simultaneously is through the implementation of flexible membership 

models, as outlined in the best practice section. Shared or group plots in AGs and CGs, already used 

sporadically in some initiatives, can reduce the time requirements by distributing work among several 

people. They lower individual costs through resource pooling and facilitate mutual learning by 

connecting newcomers with more experienced members. While CSAs have the highest financial burden, 

their solidarity-based payment systems try to alleviate the financial burden for low-income families. 

Although AGs are comparatively cheap, they could adopt similar systems where participants contribute 

based on ability, further lowering the entry barrier. Shared resources, such as tool libraries or seed and 

plant exchanges can further reduce in monetary requirements in AGs and CGs. Knowledge gaps, often 

a deterrent for first-time AG and CG gardeners, can be addressed through these same collaborative 

structures. Although most AGs and CGs offer workshops, printed guides, and seasonal tip sheets to 

provide low-threshold educational support, new members often do not use them. Dedicated mentoring 

programmes, for example gardening godparents, would support new members directly and help ensure 

their smooth integration into the organisation’s social environment. Additionally, research has shown 

that increased knowledge might be fostering organic gardening practices in AGs (Jahrl & Home, 2014), 

which could also be relevant for CGs. 

To further increase food literacy from a young age, CAP organisations should focus on educational 

events specifically aimed at children. While these are often institutionalised in CGs and CSAs, AGs rely 

on their intergenerational membership, where children directly learn from their parents (Galley, Saleh, 

& Bottazzi, 2025b). Offering allotments to schools or kindergartens could effectively institutionalise 

these learning possibilities in AGs. In line with the findings of the first article (Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 

2025b), research has shown that consumption patterns can be changed through regular interactions 
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between consumers and producers, a key component of many AFNs, especially farmer-led CSAs (Opitz, 

Specht, et al., 2017).  

It is important to stress that the incorporation of flexible structures should not be seen as a permanent 

change to a CAP type’s characteristics, but rather as a low-threshold way of getting to know how such 

an organisation functions and how prosumption works within that type for a broader and more diverse 

membership. For example, shared plots in AGs would enable newcomers to experience the personal 

joys and benefits of gardening, while sharing responsibilities, costs and workload. 

 

4.3.4 Tailored Communication Strategies 

Beyond the reduction of barriers, tailored communication remains one of the most important levers 

to attract new members and diversify CAP participation. As shown in the third article (Galley, Saleh, & 

Bottazzi, 2025a), non-members respond positively to information about individual benefits, such as 

health and sustainability, even when these are not traditionally emphasised in CSA outreach. Communal 

and activist-oriented benefits, on the other hand, continue to resonate with already interested groups. 

This result suggests that CAP organisations need to find a communicative balance between highlighting 

long-standing values such as solidarity and democratic participation while also amplifying lesser known 

but widely relevant benefits like personal well-being and dietary quality. In effect, internal member 

experiences should inform external messaging. For example, AGs, which are often stereotyped as 

individualistic, may in fact foster strong community bonds, which are rarely emphasised in public 

narratives. 

In this context, tailored outreach strategies for specific demographic groups might be highly 

effective. For instance, health and nutrition messaging appeals even to conservative individuals, who 

are typically underrepresented in CSAs (Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 2025a). Similarly, flexibility, 

affordability, and enjoyment may attract younger or time-constrained populations. Clear, low-barrier 

communication on practical aspects, such as costs, work hours, or seasonal activities, can also help 

address misperceptions that deter engagement. AGs and CGs, for example, often have minimal financial 
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requirements but rarely highlight this in their public messaging. Communicating existing accessibility 

could open new entry points for underrepresented groups.  

Such reframing is especially important in the Swiss context, where high trust in conventional 

agriculture can reduce perceived urgency for alternatives. This challenge can be met with two distinct 

strategies. Organisations may frame CAP not as an opposition to conventional agriculture, but as a 

trusted and locally embedded complement that safeguards quality and transparency while deepening the 

connection between consumers and producers. 

At the same time, CAP actors might choose an educational route, actively pointing to the weaknesses 

of the dominant food system (e.g., seasonality, dependence on imports, working conditions) and offering 

CAP as a meaningful alternative. In doing so, they must be cautious not to appear overly moralising or 

burdensome but instead clearly articulate what CAP offers in return for less convenience: tangible 

benefits such as community, purpose, and improved well-being. CSAs in particular tend to frame CAP 

as a deliberate alternative to industrialised agriculture, attracting politically engaged, highly educated 

middle-class participants. Many CSA participants interviewed for the first article, for example, saw their 

activity as a form of political activism (Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 2025b). While this symbolic 

positioning strengthens group identity and commitment, it risks reinforcing cultural boundaries. In 

Bourdieu’s terms (Bourdieu, 1987), this alignment reflects a specific habitus, marked by differences in 

ecological awareness, political engagement, and cultural capital. The resulting distinction can serve as 

a source of pride and identity for those who embody these values but may simultaneously deter 

individuals who do not share them. AGs, CGs, and CSAs each appeal to different social milieus, making 

CAP diverse but also prone to segmentation. To realise its full emancipatory potential, CAP must strike 

a balance in their communication strategies between core values and accessible, tangible benefits. 

Finally, partnerships with schools, neighbourhood associations, or workplaces can create opportunities 

for trial sessions, workdays, or educational visits, allowing potential members to engage with CAP 

through direct experience. Such formats not only raise visibility but help build familiarity and trust and 

show potential prosumers the benefits of a CAP activity.  
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Taken together, the results of this dissertation revealed that organisational innovation in CAP does 

not require abandoning its core values. Rather, it means reinforcing them through clearer 

communication, reduced entry barriers, inclusive organisational structures, the adoption of best practice 

approaches from other AFNs, and stronger inter-institutional networks. By embracing these changes, 

CAP initiatives can improve their specific strengths while becoming more adaptable, accessible, and 

aligned with evolving societal demands. However, to unlock CAP’s full societal potential, supportive 

public policy frameworks are essential 

 

4.4 Recommendations for Policy Makers 

While recent Swiss food policy documents, namely the Federal Food Safety and Veterinary Office’s 

Swiss Nutrition Strategy 2025–2032 (FSVO, 2025) and the Federal Office for Agriculture’s Agriculture 

and Food Climate Strategy 2050 (FOAG, 2023), set ambitious goals regarding sustainability, food 

literacy, and urban resilience, these reports fail to explicitly mention CAP as a mechanism to achieve 

these goals. To meet the aims set by these documents, policymakers must formally recognise CAP as 

valuable contributors to sustainable food systems. 

 

4.4.1 Acknowledging CAP as Crucial Sustainable Food Systems 

This includes integrating CAP into cantonal and national policy strategies on food, environment, 

and health. By acknowledging CAP’s multifaceted contributions, such as biodiversity conservation and 

community resilience, governments can elevate these initiatives beyond marginal status. As shown in 

the first article, many CAP types already engage in socially and environmentally significant work, yet 

their lack of visibility in formal policy arenas undermines their impact, leaving them vulnerable to 

displacement under urban densification pressures (Haaland & van Den Bosch, 2015; Jahrl et al., 2022). 

Embedding CAP in local planning frameworks as a contributor to Sustainable Development Goals 11 

(sustainable cities) and 12 (sustainable consumption and production) (UN, 2015) could unlock access to 
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structural and financial support. Formal recognition would therefore be the first step towards ensuring 

the prolonged continuation of all three CAP types.  

 

4.4.2 Financial and Administrative Support 

Through formal recognition, CAP organisations could gain additional financial support, which 

could be used in two primary forms. First, foundational support for new CAP initiatives is urgently 

needed. As shown in the first and second article, the effort required to initiate and manage a CAP project, 

especially in terms of land access and regulatory navigation, can be prohibitive (Galley, Mann, & 

Bottazzi, 2025; Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 2025b). Municipalities and cantons can facilitate this by 

offering clear procedural frameworks, advisory services, legal templates, and easing access to unused 

or underutilised public land. Additionally, long-term access to green spaces must be guaranteed, 

especially in cities where time investment and community-building depends on convenient access to 

local initiatives. Many CAP organisations lack professional administrative capacity. Reducing 

bureaucratic barriers can make public support more accessible and encourage new initiatives to emerge. 

Second, CAP networks need support not only in creation but also in continued operation. As discussed 

in the chapter on recommendations for organisations and in detail in article 1 (Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 

2025b), inter-institutional networks significantly enhance a CAP organisation’s adaptability and policy 

relevance. Establishing or expanding such networks across CAP types requires dedicated personnel and 

sustained funding, as these structures rarely operate on a for-profit basis. Policymakers should therefore 

allocate sustainable financial support for CAP network coordinators or integrate CAP exchange and 

cooperation platforms into existing structures within government departments, such as the Federal 

Office for Agriculture, the Federal Office for Spatial Development, and cantonal departments of health, 

education, and urban planning. Encouraging interdepartmental collaboration, for instance through joint 

initiatives across agriculture, health, and education, would allow CAP to be addressed as a cross-cutting 

issue. In parallel, establishing national CAP roundtables or similar communicative forums could 

professionalise the field and ensure that best practices, strategic responses, and innovative ideas are 
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shared effectively across cantons and organisational types. Crucially, such institutional support must be 

designed to respect the grassroots origins and organisational autonomy of CAP initiatives, ensuring that 

external involvement strengthens rather than standardises or redirects their core values. This would be 

possible by including CAP actors in advisory roles within urban food councils, development planning, 

or other sustainability consultations. 

 

4.4.3 Reducing Barriers 

To further strengthen CAP uptake among the wider population, policymakers must address the three 

cultural barriers identified in this dissertation as well: time, knowledge, and financial cost. These 

obstacles are deeply embedded in Swiss socio-economic structures and cannot be resolved by CAP 

organisations alone. Public policy has an essential role in reducing these constraints and facilitating 

broader access. 

As highlighted in the first and second article (Galley, Mann, & Bottazzi, 2025; Galley, Saleh, & 

Bottazzi, 2025b), many CAP organisations, especially AGs and CGs, require a considerable time 

investment, which limits participation for full-time workers and families. While general workload 

reduction exceeds the scope of CAP policy, municipalities and cantons could support flexible, low-

commitment participation formats. This includes promoting initiatives that offer part-time participation 

through communal plots or shared work, as well as ensuring local CAP access near residential or 

employment zones. Public institutions can lead by example through small CGs near schools, city offices, 

or hospitals to allow for spontaneous, low-threshold engagement. Initiatives such as workplace-based 

CAP gardens could be framed within health promotion policies (FSVO, 2025), thereby aligning work-

life balance with sustainable food practices. 

A second key barrier that needs to be overcome is knowledge, which is particularly important for 

AGs and CGs (Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 2025b). This focus is already present in the national nutrition 

strategy, which emphasises the importance of food literacy, school-based education, and awareness 

campaigns to promote healthy and sustainable diets (FSVO, 2025). Integrating CAP into school 
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curricula, public workshops, or edible city projects would directly serve this aim, while also fostering 

long-term civic engagement (Amin et al., 2018; Cullen et al., 2015). Municipalities could also 

collaborate with cantonal education departments to support CAP-related programs in vocational training 

and adult education. While there is a general lack of knowledge about the concept of CSAs (Takagi et 

al., 2025), the third study showed that by simply knowing more about CSA benefits increases non-

members’ willingness to join (Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 2025a). Information campaigns on related 

benefits could therefore help to raise interest in CAP. These interventions would not only empower 

individuals with gardening and seasonal food knowledge but also reframe CAP as a form of civic 

engagement and ecological responsibility. 

Lastly, the financial barrier was especially relevant in CSAs, where membership costs are generally 

high (Galley, Mann, & Bottazzi, 2025; Galley, Saleh, & Bottazzi, 2025a). While the Swiss government 

provides direct payments to conventional farmers for ecosystem services and landscape protection 

(FOAG, 2023), similar incentives cannot be claimed by CAP initiatives. Especially the space intensive 

CAP types, such as CSAs and AGs, are delivering valuable ecological benefits, which should be 

recognised and supported. The lack of these payments for CSAs was mentioned repeatedly by farmers 

working for these initiatives in the early qualitative research stages of this dissertation.  

Policy changes can also directly influence individuals, through support mechanisms such as tax 

deductions for CAP membership fees, subsidies for participation, or public grants for low-income 

households. These systems can help ensure that CAP participation does not remain confined to specific 

social milieus, allowing for diverse, widespread adoption of CAP activities. This in turn would 

contribute to the government’s broader goals of promoting access to nutritious, local food. 

These recommendations derived from the findings of the three articles underscore that the future 

viability of CAP in Switzerland depends on coordinated efforts from both internal and external actors. 

While organisations can enhance participation through tailored communication, structural flexibility, 

and inter-institutional collaboration, policy makers need to recognise CAP as a vital contributor to 

climate-resilient, just, and participatory food systems and reduce systemic barriers. Although these 
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interventions have great potential, policy measures and organisations can only ease access and 

incentivise engagement. However, meaningful change requires a long-term transformation in public 

attitudes and everyday routines. The widespread participation in CAP ultimately depends on shifting 

societal values around time, food, and ecological responsibility.  

 

4.5 Limitations and Implications for Future Research 

This dissertation provides a comprehensive and multi-perspective examination of prominent CAP 

types in the German-speaking part of Switzerland. Nevertheless, there are several general limitations, 

beyond the specific limitations of each study, that must be acknowledged and explored in future 

research.  

The geographic and organisational scope of this research is limited to German-speaking regions and 

the three most prominent forms of CAP. This necessarily excludes more informal or hybrid models of 

prosumption. Additionally, it does not take the significant cultural differences into consideration that 

could influence regional variations found in Romandie or Ticino. Accordingly, the findings give a good 

overview of the cultural CAP characteristics within the German-speaking part of Switzerland but do not 

claim to represent CAP across cultural borders. Additionally, the dissertation relied on cross-sectional 

quantitative data and did not include a longitudinal component, limiting insights into how perceptions 

evolve over time or how effective structural change could be. Data on dropouts could also not be 

included, and would present a significant sampling challenge, leaving a blind spot in understanding 

barriers to access and retention. Issues such as class, gender, and migration surfaced in the qualitative 

data, but were not central analytical categories in the quantitative studies. 

While this dissertation has used the concept of prosumption to analyse participatory dynamics in the 

field of AFNs, the prosumption terminology remains inconsistently applied and under-theorised within 

food systems research. Its analytical value lies in highlighting the blurring of production and 

consumption yet overlapping concepts such as AFNs, urban agriculture, or alternative economies often 

offer clearer, more inclusive descriptors. For instance, while vegetable subscription boxes are often seen 
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as entry points in AFNs and are often classified as part of CSAs, they do not require physical work. 

Although this would still be considered prosumption under a theoretical lens, many CAP benefits related 

to physical work are not present in such systems. As noted in the introduction, this conceptual ambiguity 

risks fragmenting the field.  

While a critical examination of the theoretical boundaries and overlaps between prosumption and 

related terms is necessary, prosumption theory can still be used to its advantage in the broader agri-food 

sector, including individual practices such as foraging, hunting, fishing, and home gardening. This could 

further clarify its distinct contributions and limitations within sustainability and agri-food scholarship. 

To address the described limitations, comparative and longitudinal studies could explore how 

participation, organisational structures, and public perception evolve over time. Further attention should 

be paid to dropouts, marginalised groups, and underrepresented demographics to better understand 

barriers and blind spots in current CAP models, especially in regard to ethnicity, gender, and class. 

Research on willingness to join, particularly the influence of information on this decision, should be 

extended to other forms of CAP and AFNs. Additionally, there is a significant lack of research on the 

economic and ecological effects of CAP. An in-depth analysis of the production capacities of CSAs, 

AGs and CGs could strengthen the standing of agricultural prosumption within food security policy. 

Research on production-specific aspects, large-scale studies on pesticide and fertiliser use in AGs (Jahrl 

& Home, 2014) or production-related food waste in CSAs would further highlight the benefits of CAP. 

Regarding the limited geographical applicability, particularly if CAP is to be used as a potential 

blueprint for sustainable urban food systems in the Global South, culturally specific research approaches 

are needed. CAP as understood in this dissertation emerges from post-industrial, Western European 

concerns, such as food quality, ecological awareness, and civic participation. In contrast, food 

production in many non-European contexts often responds to subsistence needs, informal economies, 

and complex socio-political dynamics. Applying CAP models uncritically to these settings risks 

imposing Eurocentric logics that overlook local knowledge systems, historical inequalities, and diverse 

food cultures. 
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Such transfers may not only mask global divisions of labour that sustain European food security but 

also introduce new forms of unpaid or feminised labour in the name of empowerment. This reflects an 

externalisation of production costs onto the prosumer, as George Ritzer (2015) would frame it. Similarly, 

Toffler’s (1980) techno-optimism, prevalent in Western visions of grassroots innovation, can obscure 

the historical and structural imbalances embedded in development discourses. Future research should 

investigate how context-specific CAP-like models may support sustainable urban development without 

reproducing top-down or globalised logics. Interdisciplinary collaboration, across social sciences, urban 

planning, agronomy, and development studies, will be essential to ensure that such models are shaped 

by local communities rather than imposed upon them. 

 

4.6 Concluding Remarks 

This dissertation set out to investigate Communal Agricultural Prosumption (CAP) in Switzerland 

and has shown that it holds substantial potential to foster resilient local food systems, promote ecological 

responsibility, and strengthen social cohesion. In addition, it can enhance food literacy and help rebuild 

direct, trust-based relationships between producers and consumers. These strengths position CAP as a 

meaningful response to global sustainability challenges with tangible local benefits. However, the 

research also makes clear that this potential is far from fully realised. CAP remains structurally and 

socially marginal in many contexts and continues to face cultural, organisational, and political obstacles 

to broader uptake and continuity. 

Most urgently, CAP must be formally recognised by policymakers as a valuable contributor to 

sustainable food policy. It should be acknowledged not only as a tool for local food security but also for 

its potential to contribute to climate-resilient urban spaces and public education around food. Increased 

food literacy and a higher societal valuation of food, both fostered through CAP, would not only 

encourage more conscious and sustainable consumption but also reduce the growing rural–urban divide 

by improving public understanding of farmers' realities. For these reasons, CAP must be explicitly 

integrated into future national frameworks, most notably the forthcoming implementation phase of the 
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Swiss Nutrition Strategy 2025 (FSVO, 2025), where its potential for structural change and civic 

engagement can be translated into actionable policy. 

To support this transformation, this dissertation offered concrete recommendations across multiple 

levels. Internally, CAP organisations must build on successful practices by fostering participatory 

governance, reducing entry barriers, and developing flexible membership models. Inter-institutional 

networks, particularly those built on weak ties, can support strategic learning, visibility, and resilience 

across CAP types and similar institutions. Tailored communication strategies, grounded in the actual 

experiences and values of members, are essential to attract more diverse participants and overcome 

perceptions of CAP as exclusive or unnecessary. 

Externally, public institutions and policymakers must provide appropriate support for CAP. This 

includes financial and legal assistance for new initiatives, secure land access, and long-term support for 

CAP networks. Public education, subsidies, and visible integration of CAP into schools, municipalities, 

and planning frameworks can further reduce cultural and structural barriers to participation. These 

efforts must be designed to reinforce rather than undermine CAP’s grassroots character and local 

autonomy. 

If Switzerland is to meet its 2050 climate and nutrition targets (FOAG, 2023), it must draw on 

participatory models like CAP that integrate ecological, social, and educational functions into everyday 

urban life. This dissertation has shown that a sustainable transformation of the food system requires a 

combined effort from organisations, policy makers and citizens to ensure that CAP organisations can 

thrive. If CAP is to serve as a model for sustainable transitions, organisations must continue evolving 

and adapting, while remaining true to their core values and historical roots. 

CAP is both a mirror and a motor of social transformation. Prosumption reflects emerging desires 

for sustainability, locality, and democratic engagement, while also offering practical frameworks 

through which these values can take root. By analysing how CAP functions, what members experience, 

and what enables its broader societal uptake, this research contributes to ongoing debates about how to 

build just and sustainable futures through grounded, collaborative, and adaptive practices. CAP should 
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be seen as an entry point for a broader societal shift towards alternative economies, urgently needed to 

combat the negative impact of over-globalisation. Local initiatives can help to build communities in 

their immediate surroundings, and foster closer ties between consumers and producers, not only in 

Switzerland, but around the world. In reference to the working title of this dissertation and the title of 

the first article, CAP is not simply about growing food but also about growing together as a society.  
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6. APPENDIX 

 

Table A1: Item means, standard deviation, correlation and Cronbach's Alpha for WTJ scale 

Group Overall Nutrition Sustainability Transparency Solidarity Community Control 

Mean (SD) 
WTJ 

52.77 
(20.21) 

56.81 
(21.45) 

55.95 (20.52) 51.84 (21.21) 52.50 
(19.10) 

52.70 
(20.32) 

47.27 
(17.46) 

Affect*ITJ 
Correlation 

.57*** .64*** .58*** .62*** .47*** .66*** .47*** 

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

.72 .77 .72 .75 .63 .77 .62 

***p<.001 

 

Table A2: Item means, standard deviation and Cronbach's Alpha for overall benefit perception scale 

Group Overall Nutrition Sustainability Transparency Solidarity Community Control 

Mean (SD) 
Overall 
Benefit 

60.65 
(18.14) 

65.98 
(18.99) 

62.73 (17.66) 59.15 (18.85) 63.14 
(16.68) 

60.43 (17.78) 53.30 
(16.49) 

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

.79 .82 .72 .82 .70 .78 .87 

***p<.001 

 

Table A6: Correlation benefit perceptions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Correlation Overall Sample 1. 2. 3, 

1. Individual Benefit - -  

2. Social Benefit .65*** -  

3. Farmer Benefit .42*** .62*** - 

*: p<0.05, **: p<0.01, ***: p<0.001 
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Table A4: Correlation main factors regression for "Nutrition" group 

 Variables Nutrition (n=118) 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

1. WTJ -      

2. Overall Benefit Perception 0.82*** -     

3. Trust in Farmer 0.29*** 0.28*** -    

4. Trust in Food Labels  0.07 0.05 0.08 -   

5. Shopping Behaviour 0.39*** 0.39*** 0.10 0.17* -  

6. Subjective Knowledge 0.03 0.03 -0.01 -0.14 0.20* - 

*: p<0.05, **: p<0.01, ***: p<0.001  

 

Table A5: Correlation main factors regression for "Sustainability" group 

 Variables Sustainability (n=125) 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

1. WTJ -      

2. Overall Benefit Perception 0.78*** -     

3. Trust in Farmer 0.25** 0.26** -    

4. Trust in Food Labels  0.16* 0.08 0.24** -   

5. Shopping Behaviour 0.44*** 0.38*** 0.11 0.28*** -  

6. Subjective Knowledge 0.21* 0.06 0.19* 0.18* 0.14 - 

*: p<0.05, **: p<0.01, ***: p<0.001 

 

Table A6: Correlation main factors regression for "Transparency" group 

 Variables Transparency (n=128) 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

1. WTJ -      

2. Overall Benefit Perception 0.83*** -     

3. Trust in Farmer 0.29*** 0.34*** -    

4. Trust in Food Labels  0.10 0.10 0.25** -   

5. Shopping Behaviour 0.45*** 0.49*** 0.17* 0.36*** -  

6. Subjective Knowledge 0.13 0.04 0.07 0.09 0.27*** - 

*: p<0.05, **: p<0.01, ***: p<0.001 
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Table A7: Correlation main factors regression for "Solidarity" group 

 Variables Solidarity (n=120) 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

1. WTJ -      

2. Overall Benefit Perception 0.79*** -     

3. Trust in Farmer 0.12 0.26** -    

4. Trust in Food Labels  0.16* 0.24** 0.38*** -   

5. Shopping Behaviour 0.45*** 0.38*** 0.16* 0.26** -  

6. Subjective Knowledge 0.06 0.02 -0.05 -0.20* 0.19* - 

*: p<0.05, **: p<0.01, ***: p<0.001 

 

Table A8: Correlation main factors regression for "Community" group 

 Variables Community (n=129) 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

1. WTJ -      

2. Overall Benefit Perception 0.80*** -     

3. Trust in Farmer 0.36*** 0.35*** -    

4. Trust in Food Labels  0.38*** 0.37*** 0.40*** -   

5. Shopping Behaviour 0.46*** 0.53*** 0.24** 0.31*** -  

6. Subjective Knowledge 0.18* 0.16* 0.05 0.20* 0.09 - 

*: p<0.05, **: p<0.01, ***: p<0.001 

 

Table A9: Correlation main factors regression for "Control" group 

 Variables Control (n=128) 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

1. WTJ -      

2. Overall Benefit Perception 0.72*** -     

3. Trust in Farmer 0.34*** 0.39*** -    

4. Trust in Food Labels  0.23*** 0.32*** 0.24*** -   

5. Shopping Behaviour 0.42*** 0.38*** 0.29*** 0.37*** -  

6. Subjective Knowledge 0.22** 0.14 -0.11 0.00 0.13 - 

*: p<0.05, **: p<0.01, ***: p<0.001   
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