
 

Supplementary Material: Middendorf M., Rommel M. (2024)  1 

   

Supplementary Material 

 

 

 

 

Structure by type of data (in detail): 

 
 

1  Duration of project period 

2  Overview of the data material used  

3  Literature sample: List of the 60 CSA publications for Chapter 3.1 

4  Qualitative data (overview) 

5  Literature: CSA governance types developed during knowledge-co-production with related 

names and descriptions identified in the literature with references (including Table S5) 

6  Literature and qualitative data: Differentiation characteristics identified during the 

knowledge-co-production through literature research and qualitative data with all used 

literature (including Table S6) 

7  Quantitative data (overview) (including Table 7) 

 

 

 

 

1 Duration of project period  

October 2020 - Dezember 2023 

 

 

 

 

2 Overview of the data material used      

 
TABLE 1  Combination of three different data materials during the two-stage knowledge co-production process (own illustration). 

Type of data Method Data source Sample size 
 

Literature Literature research Scientific and gray literature n = 60 

 
 
Qualitative 

 
Focus groups and 
Interviews 

 
Researchers, experts, 
consultants, practitioners 
 

4 focus groups with overall 25 participants; 
6 interviews with 5 participants overall; 
Various feedback loops/discussions with 
16 participants overall 

 
Participant 
observations 

Non-scientific conferences with 
CSA experts, consultants, 
practitioners, policymakers, 
researchers 

 
10 non-scientific conferences 

Quantitative Survey Member-CSAs and CSA farms 
of the German CSA Network  

n = 70 CSAs with 81 CSA farms 

 

* Table 1 is part of the original document. 
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3 Literature sample: List of the 60 CSA publications for Chapter 3.1 (in 

alphabetical order) 

1.) Adam, Katherine L. (2006): Community Supported Agriculture. In ATTRA - National Sustainable 

Agriculture Information Service 2006. 

2.) Bashford, Jade; Cross, Kathleen; Eichinger, Wolfgang; Georgakakis, Andreas; Iserte, Morgane; Kern, Fabian 

et al. (2013): European Handbook on Community Supported Agriculture. Sharing experiences: Published by 

Community Supported Agriculture for Europe project. 

3.) Blättel-Mink, Birgit; Boddenberg, Moritz; Gunkel, Lenard; Schmitz, Sarah; Vaessen, Franziska (2017): 

Beyond the market-New practices of supply in times of crisis: The example community-supported agriculture. In 

Int J Consum Stud 41 (4), pp. 415–421. DOI: 10.1111/ijcs.12351. 

4.) Bloemmen, Marjolijn; Bobulescu, Roxana; Le, Nhu Tuyen; Vitari, Claudio (2015): Microeconomic 

degrowth: The case of Community Supported Agriculture. In Ecological Economics 112, pp. 110–115. DOI: 

10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.02.013. 

5.) Cameron, Jenny; Wright, Sarah (2014): Researching diverse food initiatives: from backyard and community 

gardens to international markets. In Local Environment 19 (1), pp. 1–9. DOI: 10.1080/13549839.2013.835096. 

6.) Carlson, Laura A.; Bitsch, Vera (2019): Applicability of Transaction Cost Economics to Understanding 

Organizational Structures in Solidarity-Based Food Systems in Germany. In Sustainability 11 (4), p. 1095. DOI: 

10.3390/su11041095. 

7.) Chen, Weiping (2013): Perceived value of a community supported agriculture (CSA) working share. The 

construct and its dimensions. In Appetite 62, pp. 37–49. DOI: 10.1016/j.appet.2012.11.014. 

8.) Chiffoleau, Yuna; Dourian, Tara (2020): Sustainable Food Supply Chains: Is Shortening the Answer? A 

Literature Review for a Research and Innovation Agenda. In Sustainability 12 (23), p. 9831. DOI: 

10.3390/su12239831. 

9.) Cicia, Gianni; Colantuoni, Francesca; Del Teresa, Giudice; Pascucci, Stefano (2011): Community Supported 

Agriculture in the Urban Fringe: Empirical Evidence for Project Feasibility in the Metropolitan Area of Naples 

(Italy). 326 - 339 Pages / International Journal on Food System Dynamics, Vol 2, No 3 (2011): Special issue on 

sustainability in the food sector. DOI: 10.18461/ijfsd.v2i3.2310. 

10.) Cone, Cynthia Abbott; Kakaliouras, Ann (1995): Community Supported Agriculture: Building Moral 

Community or an Alternative Consumer Choice. In Culture & Agriculture 15 (51-52), pp. 28–31. DOI: 

10.1525/cuag.1995.15.51-52.28. 

11.) Cox, Rosie; Holloway, Lewis; Venn, Laura; Dowler, Liz; Hein, Jane Ricketts; Kneafsey, Moya; Tuomainen, 

Helen (2008): Common ground? Motivations for participation in a community-supported agriculture scheme. In 

Local Environment 13 (3), pp. 203–218. DOI: 10.1080/13549830701669153. 

12.) CSA Network UK (2022): What is CSA? Available online at 

https://communitysupportedagriculture.org.uk/what-is-csa/, updated on 6/25/2022, checked on 12/14/2022. 

13.) Diekmann, Marie; Theuvsen, Ludwig (2019): Value structures determining community supported 

agriculture: insights from Germany. In Agric Hum Values 36 (4), pp. 733–746. DOI: 10.1007/s10460-019-

09950-1. 

14.) Dong, Huan; Campbell, Benjamin; Rabinowitz, Adam N. (2019): Factors impacting producer marketing 

through community supported agriculture. In PloS one 14 (7), e0219498. DOI: 10.1371/journal.pone.0219498. 

15.) Espelt, Ricard (2020): Agroecology prosumption: The role of CSA networks. In Journal of Rural Studies 79 

(1), pp. 269–275. DOI: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2020.08.032. 

16.) European CSA Research Group (2016): Overview of Community Supported Agriculture in Europe. 
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17.) Feagan, Robert; Henderson, Amanda (2009): Devon Acres CSA: local struggles in a global food system. In 

Agric Hum Values 26 (3), pp. 203–217. DOI: 10.1007/s10460-008-9154-9. 

18.) Galt, E. Ryan; O’Sullivan, Libby; Beckett, Jessica; Myles, Colleen (2012): Community Supported 

Agriculture is thriving in the Central Valley. In California Agriculture (66), pp. 8–14. 

19.) Galt, Ryan E.; van Soelen Kim, Julia; Munden-Dixon, Kate; Christensen, Libby O.; Bradley, Katharine 

(2019): Retaining Members of Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) in California for Economic 

Sustainability: What Characteristics Affect Retention Rates? In Sustainability 11 (9). DOI: 10.3390/su11092489. 

20.) Goland, Carol (2002): Community Supported Agriculture, Food Consumption Patterns, and Member 

Commitment. In Culture & Agriculture 24 (1), pp. 14–25. DOI: 10.1525/cag.2002.24.1.14. 

21.) Groh, Trauger; McFadden, Stven (2000): Farms of tomorrow revisited. Community supported farms, farm 

supported communities. 1. ed. Kimberton, Pa.: Biodynamic Farming and Gardening Association. 

22.) Harmon, Alison H. (2014): Community Supported Agriculture: A Conceptual Model of Health Implications. 

In Austin Journal of Nutrition and Food Science 2 (4). 

23.) Heintz, Veikko (2018): Betriebsgründung, Rechtsformen und Organisationsstrukturen in der Solidarischen 

Landwirtschaft. 2nd ed. Hamm: ABL-Verlag. 

24.) Hinrichs, C.Clare (2000): Embeddedness and local food systems: notes on two types of direct agricultural 

market. In Journal of Rural Studies 16 (3), pp. 295–303. DOI: 10.1016/S0743-0167(99)00063-7. 

25.) Hvitsand, Christine (2016): Community supported agriculture (CSA) as a transformational act—distinct 

values and multiple motivations among farmers and consumers. In Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems 

40 (4), pp. 333–351. DOI: 10.1080/21683565.2015.1136720. 

26.) Koretskaya, Olga; Feola, Giuseppe (2020): A framework for recognizing diversity beyond capitalism in 

agri-food systems. In Journal of Rural Studies 80, pp. 302–313. DOI: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2020.10.002. 

27.) Krcilkova, Sarka; Perényi, Zsófia; Winter, Johannes; Valeška, Jan; Parot, Jocelyn; Volz, Peter et al. (2019): 

Solid Base. Supporting booklet for training on financial sustainablity for solidarity-based food systems. 

28.) Matzembacher, Daniele Eckert; Meira, Fábio Bittencourt (2019): Sustainability as business strategy in 

community supported agriculture. In BFJ 121 (2), pp. 616–632. DOI: 10.1108/BFJ-03-2018-0207. 

29.) McGuirt, Jared; Sitaker, Marilyn; Jilcott Pitts, Stephanie; Ammerman, Alice; Kolodinsky, Jane; Seguin-

Fowler, Rebecca (2019): A Mixed-methods Examination of the Geospatial and Sociodemographic Context of a 

Direct-to-Consumer Food System Innovation. In JAFSCD, pp. 1–19. DOI: 10.5304/jafscd.2019.091.038. 

30.) McGuirt, Jared T.; Jilcott Pitts, Stephanie B.; Hanson, Karla L.; DeMarco, Molly; Seguin, Rebecca A.; 

Kolodinsky, Jane et al. (2018): A modified choice experiment to examine willingness to participate in a 

Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) program among low-income parents. In Renew. Agric. Food Syst. 35 

(2), pp. 140–157. DOI: 10.1017/S1742170518000364. 

31.) Mert-Cakal, Tezcan; Miele, Mara (2020): 'Workable utopias' for social change through inclusion and 

empowerment? Community supported agriculture (CSA) in Wales as social innovation. In Agric Hum Values, 

pp. 1–20. DOI: 10.1007/s10460-020-10141-6. 

32.) Opitz, Ina; Zoll, Felix; Zasada, Ingo; Doernberg, Alexandra; Siebert, Rosemarie; Piorr, Annette (2019): 

Consumer-producer interactions in community-supported agriculture and their relevance for economic stability 

of the farm – An empirical study using an Analytic Hierarchy Process. In Journal of Rural Studies 68, pp. 22–32. 

DOI: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2019.03.011. 

33.) Ostrom, Marcia (2007): Community Supported Agriculture as an Agent of Change: Is it Working? In C. 

Clare Hinrichs, Thomas A. Lyson (Eds.): Remaking the North American food system. Strategies for 

sustainability. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press (Our sustainable future), pp. 99–121. 
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34.) Ouahab, Alban; Maclouf, Etienne (2019): Diversity and Struggles in Critical Performativity. The Case of 

French Community-Supported Agriculture 22 (4), pp. 537–558. 

35.) Paech, Niko; Sperling, Carsten; Rommel, Marius (2021): Cost effects of local food enterprises. Supply 

chains, transaction costs and social diffusion. In Cordula Kropp (Ed.): Food System Transformations. Social 

Movements, Local Economies, Collaborative Networks. With assistance of Irene Antoni-Komar, Colin Sage. 

Milton: Taylor & Francis Group (Critical Food Studies), pp. 119–138. 

36.) Paul, Mark (2019): Community-supported agriculture in the United States: Social, ecological, and economic 

benefits to farming. In Journal of Agrarian Change 19 (1), pp. 162–180. DOI: 10.1111/joac.12280. 

37.) Pisarn, Punnaros; Kim, Man-Keun; Yang, Shang-Ho (2020): A Potential Sustainable Pathway for 

Community-Supported Agriculture in Taiwan: The Consumer Perspective in a Farmers’ Market. In 

Sustainability 12 (21), p. 8917. DOI: 10.3390/su12218917. 

38.) Plank, Christina; Hafner, Robert; Stotten, Rike (2020): Analyzing values-based modes of production and 

consumption: Community-supported agriculture in the Austrian Third Food Regime. In Österreich Z Soziol 45 

(1), pp. 49–68. DOI: 10.1007/s11614-020-00393-1. 

39.) Poças Ribeiro, Ana; Harmsen, Robert; Feola, Giuseppe; Rosales Carréon, Jesús; Worrell, Ernst (2021): 

Organising Alternative Food Networks (AFNs): Challenges and Facilitating Conditions of different AFN types 

in three EU countries. In Sociologia Ruralis 61 (2), pp. 491–517. DOI: 10.1111/soru.12331. 

40.) Rommel, Marius; Posse, Dirk; Wittkamp, Moritz; Paech, Niko (2022): Cooperate to transform? Regional 

cooperation in Community Supported Agriculture as a driver of resilient local food systems. In HAW, 

Sustainable Agriculture and Food Security. 

41.) Rosol, Marit; Barbosa, Ricardo (2021): Moving beyond direct marketing with new mediated models: 

evolution of or departure from alternative food networks? In Agric Hum Values 38 (4), pp. 1021–1039. DOI: 

10.1007/s10460-021-10210-4. 

42.) Rüter, Thomas (2015): Rechtsfragen der solidarischen Landwirtschaft. Arbeitsblatt VI. Netzwerk 

Landwirtschaft ist Gemeingut. 

43.) Samoggia, Antonella; Perazzolo, Chiara; Kocsis, Piroska; Del Prete, Margherita (2019): Community 

Supported Agriculture Farmers’ Perceptions of Management Benefits and Drawbacks. In Sustainability 11 (12), 

p. 3262. DOI: 10.3390/su11123262. 

44.) Sanneh, Njundu; Moffitt, L. Joe; Lass, Daniel A. (2001): Stochastic Efficiency Analysis Of Community-

Supported Agriculture Core Management Options. 

45.) Shi, Yan; Cheng, Cunwang; Lei, Peng; Wen, Tiejun; Merrifield, Caroline (2011): Safe food, green food, 

good food: Chinese Community Supported Agriculture and the rising middle class. In International Journal of 

Agricultural Sustainability 9 (4), pp. 551–558. DOI: 10.1080/14735903.2011.619327. 

46.) Si, Zhenzhong; Schumilas, Theresa; Chen, Weiping; Fuller, Tony; Scott, Steffanie (2020): What Makes a 

CSA a CSA? In CanFoodStudies 7 (1), pp. 64–87. DOI: 10.15353/cfs-rcea.v7i1.390. 

47.) Si, Zhenzhong; Schumilas, Theresa; Scott, Steffanie (2015): Characterizing alternative food networks in 

China. In Agric Hum Values 32 (2), pp. 299–313. DOI: 10.1007/s10460-014-9530-6. 

48.) Sitaker, Marilyn; McCall, Mackenzie; Morgan, Emily; Wang, Weiwei; Kolodinsky, Jane; McGuirt, Jared et 

al. (2020): Balancing Social Values with Economic Realities: Farmer Experience with a Cost-offset CSA. In 

JAFSCD, pp. 1–15. DOI: 10.5304/jafscd.2020.094.004. 

49.) Smith, Diane; Wang, Weiwei; Chase, Lisa; Estrin, Hans; van Soelen Kim, Julia (2019): Perspectives from 

the Field: Adaptions in CSA Models in Response to Changing Times in the U.S. In Sustainability 11 (11), p. 

3115. DOI: 10.3390/su11113115. 
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50.) Stapleton, Suzanne C. (2019): Urgenci: International Network of Community Supported Agriculture 

(urgenci.net). In Journal of Agricultural & Food Information 20 (3), pp. 196–205. DOI: 

10.1080/10496505.2019.1630788. 

51.) Tang, Haiying; Liu, Ying; Huang, Guoqin (2019): Current Status and Development Strategy for 

Community-Supported Agriculture (CSA) in China. In Sustainability 11 (11). DOI: 10.3390/su11113008. 

52.) Venn, Laura; Kneafsey, Moya; Holloway, Lewis; Cox, Rosie; Dowler, Elizabeth; Tuomainen, Helena 

(2006): Researching European 'alternative' food networks: some methodological considerations. In Area 38 (3), 

pp. 248–258. DOI: 10.1111/j.1475-4762.2006.00694.x. 

53.) Vlasov, Maxim; Heikkurinen, Pasi; Bonnedahl, Karl Johan (2021): Suffering catalyzing ecopreneurship: 

Critical ecopsychology of organizations. In Organization, 135050842110204. DOI: 

10.1177/13505084211020462. 

54.) Watson, David J. (2020): Working the fields: The organization of labour in community supported 

agriculture. In Organization 27 (2), pp. 291–313. DOI: 10.1177/1350508419888898. 

55.) Wellner, Marie (2018): Landwirtschaft und Gesellschaft: Community Supported Agriculture als innovative 

Nische. Dissertation zur Erlangung des Doktorgrades der Fakultät für Agrarwissenschaften der Georg-August-

Universität Göttingen. 

56.) Wilkinson, James (2001): Community Supported Agriculture. Edited by OCD Technote 20. 

57.) Woods, Timothy; Ernst, Matthew; Tropp, Debra (2017): Community Supported Agriculture – New Models 

for Changing Markets: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service. 

58.) Zoll, Felix; Kirby, Caitlin K.; Specht, Kathrin; Siebert, Rosemarie (2022): Exploring member trust in 

German community-supported agriculture: a multiple regression analysis. In Agric Hum Values, pp. 1–16. DOI: 

10.1007/s10460-022-10386-3. 

59.) Zoll, Felix; Specht, Kathrin; Opitz, Ina; Siebert, Rosemarie; Piorr, Annette; Zasada, Ingo (2018): Individual 

choice or collective action? Exploring consumer motives for participating in alternative food networks. In Int J 

Consum Stud 42 (1), pp. 101–110. DOI: 10.1111/ijcs.12405. 

60.) Zoll, Felix; Specht, Kathrin; Siebert, Rosemarie (2021): Alternative = transformative? Investigating drivers 

of transformation in alternative food networks in Germany. In Sociologia Ruralis 61 (3), pp. 638–659. DOI: 

10.1111/soru.12350. 
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4 Qualitative data (overview) 

 

a) Focus groups and interviews: 

Participants: Researchers, experts, consultants, practitioners 
 

Focus groups: 

1.) January 2020: 5 participants 

2.) April 2020: 12 participants  

3.) August 2020: 6 participants  

4.) September 2020: 2 participants  

 

Interviews: 

1.) April 2020 

2.) April 2020 

3.) June 2020 

4.) August 2020 

5.) August 2020 

6.) December 2020 

 

Feedback loops: 

In addition, 16 participants were contacted for feedback, discussions, and queries during the iterative 

process. 

 

 

 

Examples for question dimensions in the qualitative data concerning:  

- Examination of the research goal and research questions (RQs). 

 

- Presentation of preliminary results from CSA research as a basis for discussion and feedback. 

 

Questions (selection):  

What characterizes CSA?  

Which elements are mandatory, and which are optional for the CSA model?  

How does the CSA model differ from other economic forms?  

 

- Presentation of a first “CSA framework” draft (prototype) with characteristics (defining characteristic, 

differentiation characteristics including first draft (prototype) of CSA governance types) 

a) Feedback with respect to characteristics and identification of further characteristics (including aspects 

that constitute the spectrum of each characteristic). 

b) Feedback with respect to the CSA governance types for a specification of the types. 

 

Questions (selection):  

From a German perspective, can all existing CSAs (CSA operations) be assigned to the presented CSA 

governance types?  

Please give 3-5 examples of each type of the CSAs that you can relate to. 

Are the CSA governance types plausible and beneficial?  

Where do confusions?  

What problems/challenges do you see regarding these CSA governance types?  
Which other classification approaches do you find generally useful?  

What suggestions do you have for further developing of the CSA framework?  
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b) Participant observations at non-scientific conferences with dates: 

Participants: CSA experts, consultants, practitioners, policymakers, researchers 

 

1.) January 2020: One-day conference (in presence) on CSA where research questions and content were 

presented and discussed. 

2.) February 2020: Three-day-conference (in presence) on CSA hosting and participating in several other 

workshops focusing on aspects such as multi-farm concepts. 

 

3.) February 2020: Two-day-conference (in presence) on CSA hosting a presentation and participant 

observation of several other workshops. 

 

4.) March 2020: Two-day-conference (online) on enterprises using the community supported approach 

of the CSA model; in general with participant observation of several workshops. 

 

5.) November 2020: Three-day-conference (online) on CSA with own workshops and participant 

observation of several other workshops focusing on the understanding of the diversity of CSA. 

 

6.) February 2021: Three-day-conference (online) on CSA with participant observation of several 

workshops focusing among others on cooperative structures and multi-farm concepts. 

 

7.) September 2021: Two-day-conference (in presence) on CSA with CSA consultants discussing the 

structures and needs of different CSAs. 

 

8.) November 2021: Three-day-conference (online) on CSA with participant observation of several 

workshops focusing among others the key principles and characteristics of CSA. 

 

9.) January 2023: One-day-conference (in presence) on CSA and the development of sustainable agri-

food systems. 

 

10.) February 2023: Three-day-conference (in presence) on CSA (online) with participant observation 

of several workshops focusing, among others, on the (further) stability of CSAs. 
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Producer-led 
CSA 

(Type 1) 

 

Consumer-led 
CSA 

(Type 2) 

 

Integrated 
(all-in-one) 

CSA  
(Type 3) 

 
 

5 Literature: CSA governance types developed during knowledge-co-

production with related names and descriptions identified in the 

literature with references 

TABLE S5  CSA governance types developed during knowledge-co-production process with related names and descriptions identified 
from the literature with references (own illustration). 

CSA governance types Related names and descriptions 
identified in the literature 

Related literature 
references 

  
Farmer-based, farmers-driven, Farmer managed, 
producer-driven, producer-led, farmers-led CSA initiative. 
CSA farms in which the farmer makes all the decisions.  

 
European CSA Research Group 
(2016); Wilkinson (2001). 
Sanneh, Moffitt, and Lass 
(2001). 

 Producer-driven farms initiated by the farmers. Hvitsand (2016). 
 Traditional CSA model; traditional single farm model 

CSA; A one-farm CSA as traditional, normal farm 
business; traditional single farm model CSA; traditional 
CSA model with a farmer and a group of committed 
consumers which create a local food supply network. 
Family farms essentially family managed 

Woods, Ernst, and Tropp (2017); 
Pisarn, Kim, and Yang (2020); 
Bashford et al. (2013); 
Diekmann and Theuvsen (2019); 
Sitaker et al. (2020). 
 
Cicia et al. (2011). 

 Standard model. J. T. McGuirt et al. (2018). 
 Single contract CSA. Rüter (2015); Heintz (2018). 
 A farm and a group of members. European CSA Research Group 

(2016). 
 Subscription CSA (farmer-driven); Subscription CSAs, 

initiated by the farmer who maintains ownership of the 
operation. 

Adam (2006); Harmon (2014); 
Espelt (2020). 

 Agricultural enterprises owned by farmers. European CSA Research Group 
(2016). 

 Farmer-driven and producer run CSA organized by the 
farmer of an already existing farm that is owned by the 
producer. 

Bashford et al. (2013). 

 
 Consumer-driven initiatives. European CSA Research Group 

(2016); Chiffoleau and Dourian 
(2020). 

 Consumer-driven farm; consumer-driven initiative; 
shareholder CSA which is consumer-driven. 

Hvitsand (2016); European CSA 
Research Group (2016); Adam 
(2006); European CSA 
Research Group (2016); Espelt 
(2020). 

 Community-led; community shared farms; community 
subscriber group as a group of consumers committing 
to an existing farm. 

European CSA Research Group 
(2016). 

 Consumer-led CSA where consumers establish a long-
term agreement with a farm or group of farms; CSAs as 
organized consumers. 

European CSA Research Group 
(2016).  
 

 Shareholder/subscriber. 
 

Wilkinson (2001). 

 By independent volunteer members. Ouahab and Maclouf (2019). 
 

 Shareholder CSA formed by a core group of members 
who make administrative decisions and collectively hire 
a farmer. 

Harmon (2014); Espelt (2020). 

 A community rents a piece of land and hires a farmer. Poças Ribeiro et al. (2021). 
 Organized as a cooperative; established a cooperative; 

cooperatives mode; Farmer-shareholder cooperative. 
Blättel-Mink et al. (2017); Zoll et 
al. (2018); Pisarn, Kim, and 
Yang (2020); Tang, Liu, and 
Huang (2019); Wilkinson (2001). 

 Community-owned farms; collective property; collective 
ownership; non-farm owned respectively co-operatively. 

Espelt (2020); Bashford et al. 
(2013); European CSA 
Research Group (2016); Blättel-
Mink et al. (2017); Woods, Ernst, 
and Tropp (2017). 

 CSA as non–profit organization (NPO) or non-
governmental organization (NGO) where decisions are 
made by a board of directors in collaboration with paid or 
volunteer staff. 

Harmon (2014); Tang, Liu, and 
Huang (2019); Espelt (2020); 
Pisarn, Kim, and Yang (2020). 

 
* Table 5 is an additional illustration in this document. 
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6 Literature and qualitative data: Differentiation characteristics identified during knowledge-co-

production through literature research and qualitative data with used literature  

TABLE S6  Differentiation characteristics identified during the knowledge-co-production through literature research and qualitative data 
(own illustration). 

Differentiation 
characteristics 

Expressions with examples Used literature references in the discourse 

 
 

CSA governance 
types 

Responsibility for the (most) management decision-
making along the question, “Who organizes and 
manages the CSA?”; Spectrum in which hands the CSA 
governance lies (individual, distributed among several 
people, distributed among different actors (producers, 
growers, organizers, managers, workers, members, co-
owners etc.). CSA governance types: Producer-led 
CSA (Type 1), Consumer-led CSA (Type 2), Integrated 
(all-in-one) CSA (Type 3) 

e.g., Wilkinson (2001); Adam (2006); Ostrom (2007); Feagan 
and Henderson (2009); Bashford et al. (2013); Harmon (2014); 
European CSA Research Group (2016); Hvitsand (2016); 
Wellner (2018); Zoll et al. (2018); Krcilkova et al. (2019); Opitz et 
al. (2019); Ouahab and Maclouf (2019); Tang, Liu, and Huang 
(2019); Espelt (2020); Koretskaya and Feola (2020); Mert-Cakal 
and Miele (2020); Plank, Hafner, and Stotten (2020). 

 
 

Degree of co-
decision by 

members / workers 

Differentiation in participation in decision-making 
according to members and workers from relatively low 
(e.g., online polls, annual shareholder meeting), to 
medium (e.g., majority member decisions during the 
year in addition to the shareholder meeting; Working 
groups possibly with voting rights), to high (e.g., basic 
democratic decision-making structures, sociocratic form 
of organization, consensus or consent decisions) 

e.g., Groh and McFadden (2000); C.Clare Hinrichs (2000); Adam 
(2006); Venn et al. (2006); Ostrom (2007); European CSA 
Research Group (2016); Hvitsand (2016); Blättel-Mink et al. 
(2017); Carlson and Bitsch (2019); Krcilkova et al. (2019); Espelt 
(2020); Koretskaya and Feola (2020); Mert-Cakal and Miele 
(2020); Plank, Hafner, and Stotten (2020); Paech, Sperling, and 
Rommel (2021); Zoll, Specht, and Siebert (2021). 

 
Founding impulse 

Fonding impuls by farm(ers); consumer(s); both 
(farm(ers) and consumer(s); through third party 

e.g., Ostrom (2007); Bashford et al. (2013); Harmon (2014); Si, 
Schumilas, and Scott (2015); European CSA Research Group 
(2016); Hvitsand (2016); Krcilkova et al. (2019); Stapleton 
(2019); Carlson and Bitsch (2019); Tang, Liu, and Huang (2019); 
Espelt (2020); Koretskaya and Feola (2020); Mert-Cakal and 
Miele (2020); Plank, Hafner, and Stotten (2020); Vlasov, 
Heikkurinen, and Bonnedahl (2021). 

 
Establishing paths 

(Partial) conversion of an existing farm to CSA; 
establishment of a CSA with new agricultural start-up; 
handover of an existing CSA; spin-off from an existing 
CSA 

e.g., ; Bashford et al. (2013); Carlson and Bitsch (2019); 
Krcilkova et al. (2019); Espelt (2020); Vlasov, Heikkurinen, and 
Bonnedahl (2021). 

 
Legal form 

Sole proprietorship (e.g., independent private-run farm); 
Non-profit form (e.g., association); Cooperative form; 
Mixed form (e.g., combination of non-profit and for-profit 
forms) 

e.g., Bloemmen et al. (2015); Cameron and Wright (2014); 
European CSA Research Group (2016); Carlson and Bitsch 
(2019); Krcilkova et al. (2019); Espelt (2020); Koretskaya and 
Feola (2020); Plank, Hafner, and Stotten (2020); Paech, 
Sperling, and Rommel (2021). 

 
Ownership and 

property for land / 
operation 

Differentiation according to the CSA 
organization/operation and land with 
ownership/property rights by farm(er), member 
shareholdings, community (e.g., cooperative), other 
forms 

e.g., Bashford et al. (2013); Harmon (2014); Bloemmen et al. 
(2015); European CSA Research Group (2016); Blättel-Mink et 
al. (2017); Woods, Ernst, and Tropp (2017); Zoll et al. (2018); 
Carlson and Bitsch (2019); Dong, Benjamin Campbell, and 
Rabinowitz (2019); Krcilkova et al. (2019); Espelt (2020); 
Koretskaya and Feola (2020); Mert-Cakal and Miele (2020); 
Plank, Hafner, and Stotten (2020). 

 
 

Labor and work 

Number of workers full-time; Number of workers part-
time; Number of seasonal workers; Members 
engagement as volunteers; Degree of co-production/co-
work of members from relatively low (e.g., occasional 
field actions), to medium (e.g., regular, institutionalized 
co-production actions), to high (co-production as a 
significant operating factor)) 

e.g., Cone and Kakaliouras (1995); Goland (2002); Adam (2006); 
Cox et al. (2008); Shi et al. (2011); Bashford et al. (2013); 
Harmon (2014); European CSA Research Group (2016); Woods, 
Ernst, and Tropp (2017); Carlson and Bitsch (2019); Krcilkova et 
al. (2019); Espelt (2020); Koretskaya and Feola (2020); Watson 
(2020); Rosol and Barbosa (2021). 

 
Farming methods 

Conventional (not organic), organic (not certified), or 
certified organic agriculture 

e.g., Ostrom (2007); Bashford et al. (2013); European CSA 
Research Group (2016); Carlson and Bitsch (2019); Samoggia et 
al. (2019); Smith et al. (2019); Tang, Liu, and Huang (2019). 

Single- or multi-
farm 

Single farm CSA or multi-Farm CSA e.g., Wilkinson (2001); Adam (2006); Bashford et al. (2013); 
Harmon (2014); European CSA Research Group (2016); Woods, 
Ernst, and Tropp (2017); R. E. Galt et al. (2019). 

 
Product variety 

Vegetables, fruits, dairy products, meat products, eggs, 
honey, other; processed products 

e.g., Adam (2006); Ostrom (2007); Bashford et al. (2013); 
European CSA Research Group (2016); Blättel-Mink et al. 
(2017); Woods, Ernst, and Tropp (2017); E. R. Galt et al. (2012); 
J. McGuirt et al. (2019); Paul (2019); Samoggia et al. (2019). 

Degree of self-
production 

Own production (in %); Binding additional purchases 
with risk sharing (in %); Binding purchases without risk 
sharing (in %); Marked-based purchase (in %) 

e.g., Rommel et al. (2022). 

Share distribution 
channels 

Home delivery, Farm self-pick up by members, pickup 
point (depot), or self-harvest 

e.g., Feagan and Henderson (2009); Harmon (2014); European 
CSA Research Group (2016); Woods, Ernst, and Tropp (2017); 
Carlson and Bitsch (2019); Matzembacher and Meira (2019); 
Stapleton (2019) Zoll, Specht, and Siebert (2021). 

Share distribution 
area 

CSA members in urban, suburban, peri-urban, or more 
rural settings 

e.g., ; Goland (2002); Bloemmen et al. (2015); Mert-Cakal and 
Miele (2020); Plank, Hafner, and Stotten (2020); Si et al. (2020). 

Share payment 
options 

Fixed amount, fixed amount and solidarity pot, graded 
contributions, financing/bidding round 

e.g., Sanneh, Moffitt, and Lass (2001); Adam (2006); Blättel-Mink 
et al. (2017); Carlson and Bitsch (2019); Krcilkova et al. (2019). 

Scope of CSA-
operation 

The entire farm is part of the CSA or a part of the farm 
is part of the CSA model 

e.g., Chen 2013; European CSA Research Group 2016; Carlson 
and Bitsch 2019). 

Size 
 
 

 

Number of members (persons); Number of food shares; 
Productive land for CSA 
(e.g., in hectares); Revenue of the CSA (e.g., in EUR) 

e.g., Bashford et al. (2013); European CSA Research Group 
(2016); Woods, Ernst, and Tropp (2017); Carlson and Bitsch 
(2019); Krcilkova et al. (2019); Paech, Sperling, and Rommel 
(2021); Zoll et al. (2022). 

* Table 6 is an additional illustration in this document. 
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7 Quantitative data (overview) 

Survey development and conduction 

This study follows a transdisciplinary mixed-methods approach in cooperation with the German CSA 

Network. The whole development of this paper is embedded in a collaborative process of planning, 

conducting, and analyzing an extensive quantitative survey from 2022 as a joint project between the 

researchers of this study and the German CSA Network. The survey development process is therefore 

connected to the iterative framework development process (see Chapter 2 as well as Chapter 3.1). 

Thereby, the survey is designed as an internal database of the Network, aimed at providing well-founded 

data over time. The cooperation with the German CSA Network has resulted in the identification of 

various synergies. In addition, multiple surveying of CSAs has been prevented (see Chapter 2.1). 

 

 

Survey questions and variables: 

The survey contains a total of 80 possible response variables relating to the individual CSA divided into 

the following three subchapters: 

a) General: 8 possible response variables 

Examples: governance type, founding background, founding year 

 

b) Member community: 23 possible response variables 

Examples: work and labor related questions 

 

c) Operating data of the CSA farm: 49 possible response variables  

Examples: legal form, ownership and property related questions, share and production related questions  

 

 
Use of survey results  

The survey is following a discursive methodological approach. For example, the CSAs were asked to 

assign themselves according to the identified characteristics and CSA governance types. However, not 

all variables of the survey were included in this study, as many questions are broader than the focus of 

this study. As defined in the introduction (chapter 1), a distinction can be made between the entire CSA 

organization and the individual CSA farms (see chapter 1 and also characteristic Single/Multi-farm in 

chapter 3.1). Consequently, some questions are answered at the level of the CSA organization and others 

at the level of the individual CSA farm. The Network contacted all CSAs who were official members 

within their association at that time (in total 164 CSA farms) via email and newsletter and send out 

several reminders. The survey was open to respondents from November 2021. This paper considers all 

records up to and including December 18, 2023. Until this date, a total of 81 out of 164 CSA farms (51 

% of the Network members at that time) responded to the questionnaire and generated quantitative 

results on CSA in Germany (chapter 3.2). In total, 81 farms that are part of 70 CSA organizations 

responded to the survey. However, each question (relating to a specific framework characteristic) had a 

different respondent rate (i.e. not all participants answered every single question of the survey). This is 

highlighted in chapter 3.2. Overall, 70 CSAs (n = 70 CSAs) and in total 81 individual CSA farms (n = 

81 CSA farms) participated. In Table 7 we present more detailed information of the survey.  
 

TABLE 7  Detailed Information of the Survey. 

Domain 
 

Explanation 

Object of study All 400 CSAs in Germany (which existed in 2022; today there are around 500 CSAs in 
Germany) 

Sample All 160 CSAs within the German CSA-Network (which were officially member of the 
association in 2022) 

Response Rate n = 70 CSAs with overall 81 CSA farms (51% of the CSA organizations that were officially 
Network members at the time of the survey) 

Time period This paper considers all records of the survey since November 2021 up to and including 
December, 18, 2023. 

 

* Table 7 is an additional illustration in this document. 


