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Abstract 

This master’s thesis research project aims to investigate how local food providers who use short 

food supply chains contribute to community well-being. This research contributes to the supply 

chain management knowledge base, with a focus on community well-being and supply chain social 

capital. This research is conducted in Christchurch, New Zealand, and provides context for local 

policy makers looking to develop community well-being and resilience. This research also 

enhances our understanding of how organisations contribute to creating sustainable cities and 

communities, which is a UN Sustainable Development Goal. Achieving the SDGs is important for 

society as a whole, as they help to prepare us for future long-term grand challenges, such as climate 

change. Literature on the broad topic of food supply chains is reviewed, with the focus then 

narrowing to short food supply chains. Food security is also addressed. Next, the concepts of 

community well-being and community resilience are introduced. These two topics are then 

discussed together, in the context of communities. An interpretivist paradigm using qualitative 

research methods and a social capital lens is used to answer the research question “How do local 

food providers use their supply chains to contribute to community well-being?” A multiple-case 

study approach is employed for analysing data gathered through participant-observation and semi-

structured interviews. Within-case and cross-case analysis is performed to understand how these 

organisations use short food supply chains to contribute to community well-being. Two theoretical 

propositions emerge as a result of this study, which aid the wider Christchurch community in 

achieving the City Councils objectives, and New Zealand in working towards achieving the UN’s 

Sustainable Development Goals.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 

New Zealand has committed to working toward the United Nations Sustainable Development 

Goals (SDGs), which present a framework for a global undertaking for a more sustainable world. 

The 17 goals and 169 targets set out a universal agenda to achieve sustainable development 

globally, known as Agenda 2030 (United Nations, 2022). New Zealand can contribute to 

achievement of the goals through a combination of domestic action, international leadership on 

global policy issues, and supporting countries through the New Zealand Aid Programme (Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs and Trade, 2022). 

This global framework creates an urgent call for action by all countries - developed and developing 

- in a global partnership. By signing the framework, governments recognise that ending poverty 

and other deprivations must go hand-in-hand with strategies that improve health and education, 

reduce inequality, and spur economic growth – all while tackling climate change and working to 

preserve our natural environment (United Nations, 2022). The SDG goals are broad, and to have 

an impact and work toward achieving them, there must be a narrowing of the lens down to a 

national level, and a local level in order to create change for the better. In New Zealand, achieving 

the SDGs requires a cross-government effort, active participation from the private sector, and 

engagement from civil society. As a country, our effort must involve leadership and coordination 

on policy issues, as well as aid funding. New Zealand must also engage with partner countries to 

coordinate efforts and ensure effective policies are in place across countries (Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs and Trade, 2022).  

Achieving the SDG’s requires input from everyone, either directly or indirectly, at all levels of 

society. Alongside the important work occurring at a national level, local level movements on a 

smaller scale are also occurring. Research is required to understand what is occurring at the local 

level, as this is where the private sector and civil society intersect. Narrowing the focus down to 

the intersection of these societal groups creates the opportunity for a deeper understanding of the 

interactions, relationships, and outcomes that occur at this level. This study is set in Christchurch, 

New Zealand. The lens is narrowed to a Christchurch level and specific communities’ within 

Christchurch are studied to gain a clearer picture of what is occurring at the local level. 
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Various local level initiatives in Christchurch aim to foster and grow a more sustainable city. One 

of these initiatives is the Christchurch City Council’s Strategic Framework. It outlines four 

strategic themes and various community outcomes that capture what the council aims to achieve 

in promoting the social, economic, environmental, and cultural well-being of Christchurch. These 

themes are resilient communities, liveable city, healthy environment, and prosperous economy. 

Under the resilient communities theme, there are five outcomes. These are strong sense of 

community, active participation in civic life, safe and healthy communities, and celebration of our 

identity. This strategic framework aims to build and develop Christchurch and its various 

communities into healthy and prosperous places, which have good levels of well-being and 

resilience (Christchurch City Council, 2019).  

Another local level initiative in Christchurch is the National Park City movement. This initiative 

aims to find ways for people to work together to improve our urban environments, to spend more 

time outdoors, to connect with nature, and to improve the health and wellbeing of everyone living 

in the city (National Park City Foundation, 2022). This campaign is about bringing Christchurch 

together behind a shared vision of a green city that works for the wellbeing of everyone who lives 

here. The movement provides a way for Christchurch to action some of the SDGs, as the National 

Park City project interconnects social, economic, and environmental issues (Hughey, 2021). 

The City Council’s Food Resilience Policy is another local level initiative within Christchurch. 

This policy aims to foster local community groups that grow food at local hotspots throughout the 

city, or are involved in the local food system, by linking these local groups and weaving them 

throughout the fabric of Christchurch communities (Christchurch City Council, 2014). The council 

facilitates this by cultivating relationships, growing understanding and skills, propagating and 

supporting edible gardens, strengthening the local food economy, and implementing supportive 

policies to advance food resilience. There are many beneficial outcomes of this Food Resilience 

Policy, including health and well-being, self-reliant communities, thriving local food economy, 

and resilient food systems (Christchurch City Council, 2014). Within New Zealand, local level 

initiatives and the work being done at a national level all aid in achieving the SDGs. 

The role of the food system in achieving the SDGs has increasingly been in the global spotlight 

due to the global food system’s reach into society, the economy, and the environment (Djekic et 
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al., 2021). The global food system has developed over thousands of years, from primitive farming 

techniques and livestock domestication to the large scale, industrialised agriculture operations we 

see today. Technological innovations have fostered the productivity advances in the agriculture 

industry and the global food system has evolved to feed the rapidly increasing population (Bevier, 

2012; Connolly et al., 2022). The far reach and rapid growth of the global food system has created 

issues felt by people on a global scale. The OECD (2022a) states the challenges facing the global 

food system are highly complex, such as unsustainable natural resource depletion, as the food and 

agriculture industries rely on natural resources. Climate change is further complicating the demand 

for natural resources due to its impact on the environment. The agriculture sector is responsible 

for high greenhouse gas emissions, as well as being the largest water consuming industry. The use 

of excessive fertilisers and nutrients in agriculture is a major source of water pollution, which 

results in reduced biodiversity. Despite the innovation and productivity advances in the food and 

agriculture industries, there are still many people facing food security issues (Connolly et al., 2022; 

OECD, 2022a). Solving these issues is not simple. The OECD (2022b) states government policy 

is a key area where important work can be done. Governments all around the world must revise 

ineffective policies to reflect the current global situation and free up scarce financial resources. 

Financial resources can then be devoted to policies that contribute to a productive, sustainable, and 

resilient global food sector (OECD, 2022b). 

Once food has been harvested or produced, it must be delivered to the end consumer. This is 

achieved with a supply chain. Food supply chains are complex, as issues such as food quality and 

food safety are highly important and there is no room for error (Zhong et al., 2017). As the Covid-

19 pandemic has highlighted, supply chains are fragile. The consensus between international 

leaders is that different approaches to food security must be sought. This means there must be a 

shift from prioritising efficiency over security, globalisation over regionalisation, and dependency 

to diversity in the global food system and in food supply chains (Connolly et al., 2022; Rogers, 

2022). In recent years, the idea of shortening food supply chains with the aim of improving 

resilience and sustainability has gained popularity for transitioning into a more sustainable food 

system (Connolly et al., 2022). Alternative food systems such as farmers’ markets, community 

gardens, produce box schemes, and community supported agriculture schemes operate at the local 

level, within communities. Producing and consuming local food supports the local community by 

stimulating the local economy, creating social value, and reducing environmental harm (Connolly 
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et al., 2022). These types of alternative food systems provide a sustainable alternative to the current 

global food system as well as a way of working toward several of the SDGs, such as zero hunger, 

sustainable cities and communities, responsible production and consumption, and climate action. 

The issues the SDGs address represent complex grand challenges. Grand challenges are problems 

which are difficult to define, involve interactions of many variables, are highly uncertain, and exist 

in a dynamic context (Ferraro et al., 2015; Ritchey, 2013). Grand challenges affect us all, and as a 

society, we must be prepared for facing these challenges head on.  

This thesis research is positioned in the context of food, as food and the supply chain required to 

deliver the food, represent an arena in which well-being can be studied (Roth & Zheng, 2021). 

Research is needed to improve understanding of the role local food providers’ play in contributing 

to community well-being. This research will provide real world context, at the community level. 

The research will provide information for policy makers, which directly impact how New Zealand 

responds to the SDGs, specifically the sustainable cities and communities, responsible production 

and consumption, and climate action SDGs. Therefore, this research addresses the role of local 

food providers in building community well-being. The research question for this thesis is ‘how do 

local food providers use their supply chains to contribute to community well-being?’  

At the local level, building community well-being helps to address global grand challenges, such 

as food insecurity, unsustainable food systems, and climate change. Communities are characterised 

by members’ shared exposure to both gradual and sudden economic, social, or ecological changes 

and pressures (Hamann et al., 2020). Successfully overcoming gradual and sudden shocks requires 

high levels of resilience, and the same is true for communities. Community resilience is a concept 

which highlights that while grand challenges are often complex and global in nature, they often 

have the largest effect in local, community contexts (Hamann et al., 2020). This research will build 

understanding of relationships within short food supply chains, as well as the impact these 

relationships have on various outcomes, such as community well-being and resilience. This is 

achieved by providing context around how small food providing organisations are impacting 

community resilience within local Christchurch communities. 

This thesis is set out across six chapters. Having introduced the topic and rationale for this research 

in chapter one, chapter two then reviews literature from surrounding concepts and topics to provide 
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context for the research question. An overview is of key concepts and ideas is provided, along with 

various discussions of studies which are particularly relevant to this research topic. Chapter three 

discusses the methodological choices in this study. The methodology chapter outlines the research 

approach, the methodology used, the data analysis process, how reliability was established, and 

the ethics process. The selected approach utilises an inductive style of research, with an 

interpretivist paradigm and a social capital lens. The qualitative research method of case studies is 

used, and data is gathered using participant observations and semi-structured interviews. The 

multiple-case study approach and data analysis processes suggested by Yin (2018) are used to 

guide data analysis. Chapter four discusses the findings of the cases using a within-case and cross-

case approach, through a social capital lens. Theoretical propositions are also discussed. Chapter 

five discusses the findings from this study, as well as the limitations of the study, and 

recommendations for future research. Chapter six contains a summary of the thesis to conclude.  
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Chapter 2 - Literature Review  

2.1 Introduction 

Community well-being is a combination of good levels of health, happiness, and prosperity in a 

community across several dimensions, including physical, emotional, social, economic, and 

environmental. Community well-being is a concept related to people feeling a sense of belonging 

in their community. Community well-being is important because it builds resilience, promotes 

social trust and inclusion, and helps communities overcome adversity (Shariff et al., 2017; 

Wiseman & Brasher, 2008). Local food systems create benefits for the communities they exist in, 

such as supporting the local economy, food self-sufficiency, and environmental benefits. Local 

food systems also aid in improving individuals’ health and well-being because of the feel-good 

factor created when developing social connections between local producers and consumers of food 

(Jarzębowski et al., 2020). An increasing number of small-sized producers in the food industry are 

embracing short food supply chains, to get closer to the end consumer (Kalfagianni & Skordili, 

2018). Short food supply chains are defined as supply chains with a limited number, sometimes 

zero, echelons between the producer and consumer. This supply chain configuration allows 

producers to rekindle the connection between themselves and the end consumer within the local 

community, contributing to overall community well-being (Jarzębowski et al., 2020).  

This chapter discusses the literature on topics essential to this research. Firstly, literature related 

to food supply chains is presented, including how changing consumer tastes and preferences 

impact the food supply chain industry. Next, the concept of short food supply chains are discussed 

in detail, followed by a discussion of food insecurity. Then, the topics of community well-being 

and community resilience are introduced. These concepts are discussed individually, and are then 

synthesised with further discussion on a common dimension they share, which is social capital.  

As a result, this literature review draws on discussions and findings from fields related to the 

research question to provide background and context, which informs this study. 

2.2 Food Supply Chains 

A supply chain is a network of organisations linked together through the flow of materials and 

information, while a food supply chain encompasses the whole ‘farm-to-fork’ process (Dani & 
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Deep, 2010; Van Der Vorst et al., 1998). Food supply chains are complex in operation due to the 

involvement of several entities in the preparation, processing, handling, distribution and delivery 

of products and services to the final consumer (Rejeb et al., 2021; Vodenicharova, 2020).  

Globalisation and consolidation forces have impacted and shaped modern food supply chains 

(Dani & Deep, 2010; Kaditi, 2013). Consolidation is the process of reducing the number of 

suppliers with the aim of reducing costs, improving efficiency, and securing higher profit margins. 

Globalisation refers to the idea that sourcing, processing, packaging, and transporting raw 

materials is a global process taking place across multiple countries (Dani & Deep, 2010; Kaditi, 

2013). Food supply chains have been affected by the consolidation and globalisation movements, 

and over the last several decades food supply chains have changed from consisting of mostly 

regional and localised small to medium sized firms, to globalised chains of firms of all sizes from 

across the world (Kaditi, 2013; Roth et al., 2008). Several decades ago, food supply chains were 

often inefficient and fragmented, with small reach. Eventually the pressure on producers to reduce 

costs, and the increasing market power of retail grocery stores, contributed to the growth of what 

is now recognised as the modern globalised food supply chain (Roth et al., 2008). While this 

change has increased the convenience factor for the average consumer, it also creates a lack of 

visibility and a reduction in traceability of the food we consume (Lillford, 2008). 

Modern food supply chains include global participation throughout all aspects of the supply chain, 

from growers, processors, wholesalers and retailers all the way to the end consumer, although the 

exact structure of the supply chain depends on the product characteristics and the members of the 

supply chain (Roth et al., 2008). Globalisation has created economies of scale for multinational 

retailers, meaning costs are lower and profits are higher (Kaditi, 2013). Food supply chains in a 

globalised world have the potential to create uneven power dynamics favouring the suppliers and 

producers of food, which may have negative effects on the welfare of consumers (Dani & Deep, 

2010; Kaditi, 2013). With globalised food supply chains, there is an increase in the amount of 

imported foods and food ingredients consumed by consumers and there is often little to no 

visibility throughout the supply chain, which can create cause for concern for some consumers 

(Dani & Deep, 2010; Kaditi, 2013; Roth et al., 2008). Food supply chains operate in complicated 

environments, and in addition to a lack of visibility, can create other issues that are concerning for 

many consumers, such as food safety standards, environmental impacts, food waste, high energy 
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consumption, greenhouse gas emissions, as well as contributing to broader social and economic 

concerns (Bhattacharya & Fayezi, 2021; Lillford, 2008; Roth et al., 2008; Wang et al., 2022; Zhu 

et al., 2018). 

2.3 Short Food Supply Chains 

Interest in local food activity has increased in recent years (Benedek & Balázs, 2016). ‘Local food’ 

can be hard to define. It is generally accepted that local food is everything globalised food is not. 

While globalised food is industrial, placeless and season-less, local food is traceable, locally grown 

and seasonal (Benedek & Balázs, 2016; Lillford, 2008). Consumers tend to trust local farmers, and 

this trust and a consumer’s preference for local food enables farmers to capture a greater proportion 

of value added due to bypassing the middlemen in short food supply chains (Benedek & Balázs, 

2016). Consumers’ attitudes towards food are much more personal than their attitudes towards 

other consumer goods (Brewer & Prestat, 2002). Short food supply chains facilitate organic 

production, place of origin labelling, traceability, transparency, and the strengthening of local 

communities (Lillford, 2008).  

Short food supply chains are receiving increasing attention, reflecting the growing concerns about 

the sustainability and ethics of the food consumers choose (Dovleac & Balasescu, 2017; Maria et 

al., 2019; Zhu et al., 2018). Visibility and transparency are concepts that have grown in popularity 

in recent years, due to consumers’ increased awareness of environmental, economic and social 

issues in food supply chains (Fadhel & Gupta, 2019). Mollenkopf et al. (2022) define transparency 

as the receiver’s perceived quality of purposefully shared information, with the information sender 

considering the characteristics of the sender-receiver relationship, and intentionally disclosing 

appropriate, accurate, timely, and understandable information. Stakeholders external to an 

organisation are concerned with transparency, as this is how organisations communicate 

information about upstream supply chain operations (Sodhi & Tang, 2019). Visibility refers to 

information sharing among internal stakeholders within an organisation or a supply chain about 

upstream and downstream operations (Mollenkopf et al., 2022; Sodhi & Tang, 2019). Consumer 

demand has caused firms to change and reconfigure food supply chains in favour of more 

transparency for external stakeholders, and more internal visibility. This means companies could 

be more inclined to pursue shorter food supply chains, as short food supply chains have much 
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greater visibility for organisations, and organisations can therefore be more transparent (Zhu et al., 

2018). Zhu et al. (2018) argue there is room for further research in the sustainability of food supply 

chains, specifically short food supply chains. There is also room for examining consumer 

preference for sustainable food and how this relates to short food supply chains when making 

choices about food consumption. 

Short food supply chains provide locally sourced, quality products to end consumers, and often 

benefit the social, economic, and environmental dimensions of communities (Wang et al., 2022). 

From an economic point of view, a short food supply chain adds value to the local community by 

sustaining local businesses (Dragicevic, 2021). By purchasing locally, consumers are supporting 

local producers. Producers benefit from this support through being able to keep a greater 

proportion of the money made through the sale of their product as there are no other entities entitled 

to a share (Trobe, 2001). Short food supply chains are often attractive opportunities for producers 

to diversify their production, add value to their product and create a stable income (Dovleac & 

Balasescu, 2017; Popa, 2021). From a social point of view, short food supply chains strengthen 

local food resilience, encourage consumption of fresh produce, retain the value added to products 

in the local area, create jobs, and promote growth in the local geographical area (Dovleac & 

Balasescu, 2017; Ilbery & Maye, 2005). From an environmental point of view, short food supply 

chains reduce the amount of distance food travels, which saves energy and reduces carbon 

emissions. Local biodiversity is also improved (Ilbery & Maye, 2005). Overall, short food supply 

chains are beneficial to producers, consumers, and communities. 

A food supply chain is considered to be short when the physical geographical distance between 

the producer and the consumer is perceived as low, or when the number of entities in the food 

supply chain is low (Dovleac & Balasescu, 2017; Dragicevic, 2021). An alternative definition of 

a short food supply chain is the idea that the product reaches the end consumer loaded with 

information about its production (Marsden et al., 2000; Popa, 2021). The product must be traceable 

and with minimal entities between the producer and consumer (Popa, 2021). The common 

characteristics of short food supply chains are a reduction in the number of intermediaries in the 

supply chain and a reduction in the geographical ‘food miles’ the products cover (Le Velly et al., 

2020; Leigh & Waddock, 2006).  
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Short food supply chains can come in many forms, such as farmers’ markets, honesty boxes, 

community supported agriculture schemes, produce box subscriptions, community gardens, pick-

your-own, and buying directly from a producer (Dovleac & Balasescu, 2017; Le Velly et al., 2020; 

Thomsett, 2011; Trobe, 2001; Zhang et al., 2019). Short food supply chains often create 

communities of producers working together to promote local food. The relationships and 

connections between producers help to improve local economies as there are multiple ways of 

selling produce and products, attracting varied types of consumers. The cooperation that occurs 

between local producers and the resulting relationships are often long-term, and loyalty to each 

other can be felt deeply between producers (Dovleac & Balasescu, 2017). Short food supply chains 

create benefits such as facilitating local economic development, showcasing a diverse range of 

products to the community, and allowing producers and consumers to come together and create a 

bond over the shared interest of quality local products, local identity and community solidarity. 

Consumers are often able to interact with the producers of the product they want to purchase, they 

are able to trace the product directly back to its source and feel confident it its origin (Trobe, 2001; 

Zhang et al., 2019). 

There are differences between local short food supply chains and short food supply chains 

(Dovleac & Balasescu, 2017). Short food supply chains are characterised by the number of 

intermediaries between the supplier and the end consumer (Dragicevic, 2021). A local short food 

supply chain operates in a small, local geographic area and also has a small number of 

intermediaries in the chain (Benedek et al., 2018). Some examples of local short food supply chains 

include community supported agriculture (CSA) models, and farmers markets. A CSA is a 

partnership between farmers and consumers who share the risks and benefits of food production. 

A CSA reflects the culture of the community within which it exists. CSAs foster supportive and 

mutual learning relationships between the consumer and the producer (King, 2008). Farmers 

markets provide an alternative to export markets for producers. The food at farmers markets is 

locally produced, with sales revenue directly earned by the farmers. Farmers markets encourage 

face-to-face interactions between producers and consumers, create a feeling of community, and 

help to minimise environmental impact. Farmers markets can complement existing local 

businesses, showcase local products, and educate local communities about food (King, 2008). 
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Research has shown communities are leading the way in developing and supporting local, short 

food supply chains (King, 2008). King (2008) researched how alternative agricultural systems 

contribute to community resilience processes such as relationship building, community 

participation, inclusiveness, resource mobilisation, and creating space for knowledge sharing. The 

alternative agriculture systems in the study included organic agriculture, biodynamics, community 

supported agriculture, permaculture, farmers markets, and community gardens. King (2008) found 

that community based alternative agriculture systems provide the opportunity for people to 

reconnect with other people, reconnect with food, and develop knowledge through shared and 

reflective learning.  

2.4 Food Security and Food Insecurity 

A global challenge is securing sufficient and healthy food for everyone, and doing so in a 

sustainable way (Burchi et al., 2011; Graham et al., 2019). Currently, not all New Zealanders are 

able to access sufficient food to meet their dietary and well-being needs, creating food insecurity. 

This issue also has a wider impact on community well-being. Having access to sufficient food for 

good health and well-being for all members of a community has implications beyond the 

immediate benefits of food security. There is potential for positive impact on local food producers, 

the local food system, and community well-being (Burchi et al., 2011; Clendenning et al., 2016; 

Graham et al., 2019). 

Food security exists when every person has consistent and reliable access to sufficient, safe and 

nutritious food which meets dietary needs for an active and healthy lifestyle (Mbow et al., 2019). 

Food security is an outcome of the overarching food system, which operates at multiple scales, 

including global and regional. Many underlying factors influence food security, including social, 

economic, and institutional factors, as these affect the quality, quantity, and affordability of food, 

as well as nutrition, health, and well-being (Burchi et al., 2011; Mbow et al., 2019).  

Issues such as insufficient incomes, high housing costs, and high costs of living can constrain food 

budgets, often creating issues with access to micronutrient-rich foods, such as fruit, vegetables, 

and protein sources. Individuals and households with insufficient food budgets can be forced to 

rely on readily available, inexpensive, and highly processed food products that do not require much 

cooking or storage needs. These products often provide little nutritional benefit (Burchi et al., 
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2011; Graham et al., 2019). Many communities with food security issues exist in food deserts. 

Food deserts are areas where unhealthy, highly processed foods are more readily available and 

accessible than affordable, fresh, and healthy food (Clendenning et al., 2016). 

Food insecurity increases social marginalisation, which leads to feeling excluded from a 

community and disrupts the sense of belonging one should feel. The stress and worry which comes 

with food insecurity makes providing enough food a highly stressful, daily occurrence 

(Clendenning et al., 2016; Graham et al., 2019). A healthy and resilient food system is centred on 

people, the environment, and all dimensions of well-being. These food systems are self-reliant, 

controlled, accessible, safe, sustainable, resilient, and food secure (Burchi et al., 2011). Many 

communities choose to take collective action to address food insecurity. With the right tools, 

knowledge, and leadership, a local food system can be developed that ensures food security, 

environmental integrity, economic self-reliance, and social well-being (Morton et al., 2005). Some 

strategies and concepts to combat food insecurity include food cooperatives, community supported 

agriculture schemes, urban agriculture, and farmers markets (Clendenning et al., 2016). These 

strategies are based in local food systems and utilise short food supply chains.  

2.5 Community Well-being 

Community well-being is the idea of satisfaction with a local place of residence, taking into 

account the social and physical environment, and the services and facilities provided (Forjaz et al., 

2011; McCrea et al., 2016). An alternative definition is a state of being that exists between 

individuals and the environment, at the intersection where individuals’ needs are met, where 

individuals and groups can pursue their goals, and where they are satisfied with their way of life 

(Armitage et al., 2012; McCrea et al., 2016).  

Community well-being requires investment and success in a combination of social, economic, 

environmental, cultural, and political dimensions in order for a community to flourish and fulfil 

its potential. For an individual to experience community well-being, they must feel a sense of 

belonging to the community, and they are a part of a mutually supportive network of community-

based relationships (Yetim & Yetim, 2014; Zhang et al., 2018). This can be achieved through 

various concepts such as community identity, social well-being, place identity, trust in other 

community members, trust in community institutions, community cohesion, and adequate levels 
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of social support (Talò, 2018). The sense of community an individual feels is positively correlated 

with the level of social participation the individual undertakes (Cicognani et al., 2008). Social 

participation can be generally defined as an individuals’ involvement in activities which provide 

interaction with others in the community. This can take place in a community context and within 

informal and formal community networks (Cicognani et al., 2008; Levasseur et al., 2022). 

Community well-being is an important aspect for positive levels of mental health and well-being 

of individuals within a community (Shariff et al., 2017; Wiseman & Brasher, 2008). When 

individuals perceive their community to have good levels of community well-being, they are more 

likely to want to stay in the community, and have high satisfaction levels resulting from living 

there (McCrea et al., 2016). Good community well-being is considered to be one of the most 

significant features of efficient and effective societies (Yetim & Yetim, 2014; Zhang et al., 2018). 

2.6 Community Resilience 

Resilience definitions emphasise a capacity for successful adaptation in the face of disturbance, 

stress, or adversity. Resilience refers to the amount of change or shock a system can withstand 

while still retaining its original function and structure (Armitage et al., 2012; Norris et al., 2008). 

Resilience in a system, individual, or group can be assessed by the actor’s response to the 

interactions of slow changing variables (e.g. climate change) and fast changing variables (e.g. 

natural disasters). If an actor ignores or resists change, this can reduce levels of resilience and 

create vulnerability (Armitage et al., 2012).  

Community resilience refers to a network of adaptive resources within a population that allows the 

ability to adapt and function after a disturbance. To build collective resilience, communities must 

reduce risk and resource inequities, engage local people in mitigation, create organisational 

linkages, improve social support, and plan for not having a plan. Achieving this requires flexibility, 

good decision making skills, and trusted information sources that work when faced with unknowns 

(Kafle, 2017; Norris et al., 2008). Community resilience can also be understood as population 

wellness, or population well-being, which is high levels of wellness and well-being in a community 

across several dimensions, such as physical, emotional, and social health. Norris et al. (2008) 

suggest these dimensions include economic development, information and communication, 

community competence, and social capital. When a community has high levels of well-being 



 14 

across various dimensions, the community is more likely to be resilient, and able to successfully 

overcome disturbances, stress, or adverse events (Arora et al., 2016; Norris et al., 2008).  

Organisations play a role in building community resilience (Adekola & Clelland, 2020; Collicutt, 

2009; Hamann et al., 2020). Research by Hamann et al. (2020) aimed to determine why and how 

corporations build community resilience as a response to challenges. Organisations were found to 

be systematically contributing to community resilience by improving the capacity of a community 

to better members’ lives when faced with short and long-term challenges. This occurred because 

of the interdependence and embeddedness of organisations with the communities’ organisations 

operate in, and any challenges posing a risk to a community also pose a risk to the organisation, 

due to the interdependence and embeddedness (Hamann et al., 2020). 

2.7 Well-being and Resilience in Communities 

Community resilience and community well-being definitions imply that these concepts often 

overlap, and are highly interrelated (McCrea et al., 2016). Research by McCrea et al. (2016) 

suggests community well-being contributes to community resilience, and community resilience 

relates more to expectations about future community well-being. McCrea et al. (2016) also 

suggests the relationship between community well-being and resilience becomes most important 

when there is an issue, challenge, or change facing a community, which impacts community 

resources and various types of community capital. McCrea et al. (2016) found that there is a 

common dimension in communities with good levels of community well-being and community 

resilience, community spirit and cohesion. This suggests good community well-being and 

resilience is largely influenced by the social aspects within a community (McCrea et al., 2016; 

Ozanne & Ozanne, 2016, 2021). Social aspects include helping behaviours within family or friend 

networks, relationship networks, sense of community, high concern for community issues, respect 

for and service to others, sense of connection, and needs fulfilment (Norris et al., 2008). These 

actions, feelings and connections are a community resource, they are a type of social capital.  

2.8 Conclusion 

This literature review has provided context and summaries of concepts important for answering 

the research question. Research has discussed how community well-being and community 
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resilience are highly interrelated concepts, and are both important for communities to have when 

facing immediate, unexpected challenges, as well as long-term challenges. This research takes the 

idea of communities requiring good levels of well-being to succeed and investigates this in the 

specific context of firms with short food supply chains. Firms with short food supply chains create 

social capital, as well as well-being outcomes in the communities they operate in, meaning these 

firms are contributing to building well-being in the community. Communities with higher levels 

of well-being are more resilient, and are better able to adapt and overcome adverse events. 
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Chapter 3 – Methodology 

3.1 Introduction 

Community well-being and resilience are highly important, especially when communities face 

disruptions and prepare for long-term challenges, such as climate change. This research has 

potential to aid further academic studies and aid policy making decisions, such as the Christchurch 

City Council’s Long Term Plan. The concept of building community well-being through short 

food supply chains has not been thoroughly researched. Studies in this area have brought emergent 

theoretical perspectives to the field, however further investigation is required. This study aims to 

investigate how local short food supply chains contribute to community well-being. 

This chapter reviews the logic behind the methodological decisions made in this research. It begins 

by describing the research approach, which includes reasons behind the choice of an interpretivist 

paradigm and using qualitative research methods with a social capital lens. The following section 

discusses the methodological choices of selecting a multiple-case study approach, as well as 

outlining the data gathering process, data analysis, reliability, and ethics.  

3.2 Research Approach 

A research paradigm details assumptions made about reality and knowledge. These beliefs inform 

research decisions and provide a solid foundation for the research. Paradigms describe worldviews, 

which shape the meaning and interpretation of the research data. A paradigm represents the 

assumptions of all possible ways in which knowledge is acquired and comprehended (Guba & 

Lincoln, 1994; Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006; Moon & Blackman, 2014; Rehman & Alharthi, 2016). 

These assumptions and beliefs inform the research decisions made regarding methodology and 

research techniques, as well as creating a foundation upon which to build the research design. This 

means one of the first steps in the research process is adopting an appropriate paradigm, which 

acts as a lens to view and examines the world through, in order to determine what research methods 

will be used and how the data will be analysed. (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Mackenzie & Knipe, 

2006; Moon & Blackman, 2014; Rehman & Alharthi, 2016).  

Interpretivism was selected as the research paradigm in this study. Interpretivism was most fitting 

as emphasis is placed on understanding the participant and their interpretation of the world around 
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them (Crotty, 1998; Davies & Fisher, 2018; Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006; 

Rossman & Rallis, 2011). An interpretivist approach is based on the belief that there are multiple, 

socially constructed realities created by individuals (Crotty, 1998; Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Rehman 

& Alharthi, 2016; Scotland, 2012). Thus, the interpretivist aims to understand the subjective world 

of human experience. The paradigm attempts to provide full immersion into the participants’ world 

in order to understand and interpret what the participant is thinking, or the meaning they are 

making of the context through their eyes (Cohen et al., 2002; Crotty, 1998; Frowe, 2001). The 

interpretivist approach does not begin with a theory, instead a theory or a pattern of meaning is 

inductively developed throughout the research process. The interpretivist paradigm lends itself 

towards qualitative data collection methods (Burns, 1997; Cohen et al., 2002; Grix, 2018; 

Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006; Mertens, 2019; Rehman & Alharthi, 2016). Qualitative research 

provides in-depth explanations, descriptions, and data directly from participants, building a fuller 

picture of participants’ experiences (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

3.3 Methodology 

A methodology is the underlying strategy and process to develop understanding of the topic under 

investigation. It is important to choose a methodology which compliments the chosen research 

paradigm (Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006). The overall intention of the research and the scope of the 

research question was considered when determining the methodological approach. This resulted 

in the choice to conduct inductive, qualitative research, employing a case study strategy, using 

semi-structured interviews and participant-observation as the data collection methods.  

3.3.1 Case Study Strategy 

Case studies allow the research topic to be explored in depth and with detail. This method closes 

in on real-life situations and events as they unfold in real time. According to Yin (2018), case 

studies are highly suited to answer ‘how’ and ‘why’ research questions about contemporary events 

over which cannot be influenced or controlled. A case study approach is suitable for this research 

as it builds familiarity with each case, to understand and investigate a contemporary phenomenon 

in-depth and within its real world context (Schreier, 2018; Yin, 2018). A multiple-case (holistic) 

design (Yin, 2018) was selected for this research as the analytical benefits of having more than 

one case are much more significant than a single case design (Yin, 2018).  
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Yin (2018) and Schreier (2018) suggest cases in a multiple-case study must be chosen carefully, 

employing either literal replication or theoretical replication. Multiple-case studies should be 

considered as one would consider multiple experiments – the individual cases will predict similar 

results, which is literal replication, or the individual cases will predict contrasting results but for 

anticipatable reasons, which is theoretical replication. 

The circumstances surrounding the research did not allow for a pure literal or theoretical 

replication design to be selected, due to time and budget constraints, as well as awareness of limited 

potential participant availability in Christchurch. It was determined that local, food provider 

organisations with short food supply chains would be the central focus of the research, to meet 

literal replication criteria. This decision highly narrowed the pool of potential participants. With 

the remaining participants, there was careful consideration to recruit organisations which differed 

along several dimensions, such as volunteer or employee run, for-profit or not for-profit, and 

retailer or grower. This choice resulted in good coverage of a variety of organisation types, to meet 

theoretical replication criteria. Yin (2018) suggests two to three cases should be selected if 

following literal design, and four to six cases should be selected if following theoretical design. 

Four cases were selected for this study. 

3.3.2 Case Selection 

Organisations with short food supply chains were identified as suitable potential cases for this 

research. Contact was made with these organisations to assess willingness to participate. Each 

organisation that agreed to participate in the research is considered a case, in which the point of 

view of the organisational manager or leader is presented. Additionally, each case represents the 

history of the organisation, and how the manager or leader believes the organisation fits into the 

food provider sector in Christchurch. Each organisation is very small, with only one person fitting 

the manager or leader description at each organisation. Each of the case organisations uses a short 

food supply chain.  

The names of the case organisations have been given pseudonyms in order to protect the identity 

and privacy of the organisation. The research participants were given confidentially in exchange 

for participating in the study. Any information which may identify a case organisation has been 

redacted, such as place names, participant names, and other related organisation names.  
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3.3.3 Data Collection 

Data was collected through participant-observation and semi-structured interviews at each 

organisation. Participant-observation is a type of observation which provides an opportunity to 

view a “day in the life” of an organisation by actively participating in organisational activities. 

Interactions between team members can be observed, as well as gaining an overall feeling for how 

the organisation operates, and its culture (Morgan et al., 2017; Yin, 2018). Topics discussed by 

team members at the organisation can also be observed, such as customers, suppliers, the product, 

or the organisations culture. Once an overview of organisational operations is gained, tailored 

interview questions that will further the research can be crafted. Participant-observation may 

uncover things that may not be brought up in interviews by the participant as the participant may 

not think it is important or valid to bring up. A strength of participant-observations is the proximity 

to real life situations (Morgan et al., 2017).  

During this study, participant-observations at each case organisation took place before the 

interview was conducted. This built understanding of how each organisation operated, and helped 

to build rapport with the interviewee before the interview took place. This helped to ensure the 

interviewee was comfortable and that the interview could focus on topics and concepts more 

beneficial to the research. During the participant-observations, discussions about organisational 

operations with the leader/manager occurred, as well as conversations with volunteers or 

employees while participating in organisational activities, and allowed for a greater understanding 

of how each organisation operates. Observational notes were documented as soon as possible after 

the observation had taken place at each organisation. The documented observation notes detailed 

what had happened, what was seen, and what was discussed during participant-observations at the 

case organisations. Examples of this include the contents of each produce box, conversations with 

the manager/leader of the organisation, and the observed supply chain design the organisation was 

using. These documented observation notes were used during the data collection phase and the 

data analysis phase of the research. The gathered observation data provided insight into the 

organisation, and allowed interview questions to be tailored to the interview participant based on 

what was observed. The observation data was useful during the data analysis phase, specifically 

during the within-case analysis as the data aided in writing up case descriptions.  



 20 

Semi-structured interviews were the second method of data collection used in this research. Semi-

structured interviews build an understanding of topics from the participants’ viewpoint, by 

exploring participants’ perceptions, experiences, and attitudes. Semi-structured interviews use 

open ended questions, which provide the ability to be flexible throughout the interview process 

(Harvey-Jordan & Long, 2001). Interviews with the leader or manager at each case organisation 

took place after the participant observation. See Appendix N for the interview guide used during 

each interview. The guide contained a list of open-ended questions to allow for organic exploration 

of topics. The semi-structured interviews began with a grand tour question: ‘Tell me about your 

organisation - its history and how it fits in the food provider sector.’ Subsequent prompts and 

probes were used to get the participant to further elaborate or focus on specific topics of interest. 

Follow up questions were used to clarify answers if the interview participant provided ambiguous 

answers. Interviews took between thirty to sixty minutes. All interviews were conducted on Zoom 

and were recorded. This allowed the automatic transcription feature to be used. Transcripts were 

edited and sent back to the interviewee for confirmation. Zoom interviews provided certainty that 

the interview would still be able to proceed if there was disruption due to Covid-19. The interview 

data provided an in-depth understanding of the interviewees’ specific situation, which was highly 

beneficial for exploring each case during the data analysis phase, during both within-case and 

cross-case analysis.  

Data collection took place between November 2021 and January 2022. Potential participants were 

initially contacted via email using publicly available contact information. An initial email was sent 

providing details about the study, as well as contact details. This allowed for willing participants 

to make contact on their own accord to express their interest in participating in the study. This was 

followed up with a phone call or email to discuss the nature of the research in more detail, the 

purpose of observing operational processes, as well as the purpose of conducting a recorded 

interview with the manager or leader of the organisation. During the phone conversation, the 

consent form and the information sheet were discussed, and were sent via subsequent email if the 

participant was willing to proceed. Participants were given time to be certain in their choice to 

participate free from any pressure. Once the participant consented to being included in the research 

and had signed a consent form, an observation and Zoom interview were scheduled. Raw interview 

transcripts were downloaded directly from Zoom and any errors the automatic transcript generator 

had made were corrected. Edited transcripts were sent to the interviewee for verification that the 
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transcript was an accurate reflection of the interview. Interviewees were given the opportunity to 

note any changes or redactions they would like to make to the transcript. 

3.4 Data Analysis 

3.4.1 Within-Case Analysis 

Within-case analysis is an analytical technique allowing exploration of a single case in great detail. 

Within-case analysis is a critical step in the data analysis process in research. It builds intimate 

familiarity with the case, and patterns or points of interest are easily identified (Mills et al., 2010). 

The first step of within-case analysis is initial data coding. In this study, the same approach was 

followed for each case to ensure each case was treated the same. A data analysis strategy proposed 

by Yin (2018) of ‘working data from the ground up’ was employed during the beginning stages of 

data analysis. ‘Working data from the ground up’ is an inductive data analysis strategy. The 

strategy involves building total data familiarity, and then various codes are assigned to the data, 

with each code representing a concept or a point of interest (Yin, 2018). Initial data analysis was 

also guided by the steps detailed by Polkinghorne and Arnold (2014), using a six step recursive 

abstraction process, which is a qualitative data analysis technique that is useful when analysing 

interview data. The steps are summarised in Table 3-1. 

Table 3-1: Data Analysis Guide 

Steps to Data Analysis 

1. Everything of interest in the interview transcript is highlighted, normally partial sentences 
or phrases 

2. Transfer the highlighted data into a table 
3. Paraphrase the data to make it more concise and manageable. Be careful not to change the 

meaning of the data 
4. Where possible, combine codes to form themes 
5. Further refine codes and themes 
6. Look for patterns 

 Source: Polkinghorne and Arnold (2014). 

The within-case data analysis process began by reading each interview transcript multiple times to 

gain familiarity with each case. The documented participant-observation notes were also reread 

during this process. Interview transcripts were then read again, this time highlighting all points of 
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interest and assigning initial codes, as suggested by Polkinghorne and Arnold (2014) and Yin 

(2018). A table was created to contain the codes which were being created while working through 

the transcript. This process of reading the interview transcript and assigning codes to points of 

interest was repeated until all points and concepts of interest had been identified for each case. 

During data analysis Yin (2018) suggests some initial patterns, concepts, or themes may emerge, 

which can become the start of an analytical path and lead to further investigation. It was during 

the data analysis phase of the research process that it became clear social capital was a highly 

significant concept in the research. This led to a social capital lens being subsequently adopted 

during data analysis, as it provided a more structured approach to the analysis. 

Following the initial coding process, the second phase of analysis and coding started. The aim of 

this phase was to group the initial codes into broader thematic groups. When assessing local food 

providers’ contributions to well-being and resilience in the communities in which they operate, 

social capital emerged as an important theme from the interviews. Social capital is a broad concept 

which refers to relationships, networks of relationships, and the expectations and norms that mould 

interactions in relationships (Yamaguchi, 2013). This is particularly relevant in the supply chain 

setting, since supply chain social capital has become an important concept in the supply chain 

literature (Autry & Griffis, 2008; Gölgeci & Kuivalainen, 2020; Partanen et al., 2008; Son et al., 

2016; Stolze et al., 2015). Supply chain social capital represents the value of a firm’s supply chain, 

resulting from the structural configuration and the nature of its direct and indirect relationships 

(Autry & Griffis, 2008). Supply chain capital can provide firms with access to information and 

resources that may not otherwise be available, meaning supply chain social capital is a valuable 

asset (Son et al., 2016). The structural configuration and relational aspects of a supply chain must 

be considered carefully by firms because of the impact these concepts have on the firm’s ability to 

serve customers, interact with suppliers, and the overall performance of the firm (Autry & Griffis, 

2008; Gölgeci & Kuivalainen, 2020). Social capital concepts aid in understanding relationship 

characteristics, and the cooperation and connection that exists within the relationship (Son et al., 

2016). This means supply chain social capital provides a useful framework for building an in-depth 

understanding of relationships that exist within the local food supply chains, as well as the impact 

these relationships have on various outcomes, such as community well-being and resilience. 
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Well-being and resilience are difficult concepts to measure (OECD, 2013), and concerns have been 

raised that traditional macro-economic statistics do not sufficiently portray the true living 

conditions of individuals, households, or communities. The OCED has developed a well-being 

framework which is designed to more accurately evaluate true living conditions of individuals, 

households, or communities (OECD, 2013). One key dimension of the well-being framework is 

social capital, therefore a social capital lens is used to evaluate the impact local food producers 

have on well-being and resilience in communities.  

Following the social capital lens development, a description for each case was written using data 

from the participant-observation notes and the interviews. This aided in building a picture of each 

case. General information about the organisation was described, such as when and why it was 

founded, if it was linked to any other organisations, and its goals. The supply chain of each 

organisation was also described. As the cases began to take shape, initial data codes were 

reorganised into broad thematic groups to reflect the social capital lens development. The thematic 

groups included supply chain characteristics, social capital, and well-being outcomes. As the data 

were organised around social capital themes, criteria were established for the social capital 

categories, and case data evidence was used to determine each organisation’s level of social capital 

across several categories. Finally, the outcomes each case generated were discussed, using case 

data evidence as justification. 

3.4.2 Cross-Case Analysis 

According to Yin (2018), cross-case analysis is a technique used for analysing multiple-case 

studies. Cross-case analysis is a case-based approach which involves protecting the integrity of the 

whole case during analysis, and comparing within-case patterns across each of the cases. Cross-

case analysis allows for the identification of common themes and similarities and differences 

across cases, and can be a means for making wider generalisations (Mathison, 2005; Mills et al., 

2010).  

In this study, cross-case analysis was conducted by examining each case across the social capital 

dimensions, and determining each organisation’s level of social capital relative to the other 

organisations. Next, the well-being outcomes were assessed across the cases, highlighting the 

various stakeholder groups impacted. Finally, propositions were developed and discussed. 
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3.5 Establishing Reliability 

Yin (2018) suggests four criteria for judging the quality of research design. These criteria are: 

construct validity, internal validity, external validity, and reliability. Construct validity identifies 

correct operational measures are being used. External validity determines if findings can be 

generalised. Reliability determines if the study can be repeated, with the same outcomes. Internal 

validity is not included as this test applies to explanatory and causal case studies only. 

Reliability and a quality research design minimise errors and biases in a study. Yin (2018) 

recommends evaluating the quality of the case study design continually throughout the research 

process. Table 3-2 summarises the strategies suggested by Yin (2018) to ensure reliability and how 

they were applied in this research. 

Table 3-2: Reliability Strategies and Responses 

Test Tactic Research 
Phase 

How Tactic is Applied in this 
Research 

Construct 
validity 

• Use multiple sources of 
evidence 

• Data 
collection 

• Use of interview data, 
observation data, and publicly 
available information 

• Have participants 
review information 
provided for approval 

• Data 
collection 

• Sent interview transcript to 
participant for review before 
using in research 

External 
validity 

• Use replication logic in 
multiple-case studies 

• Research 
design 

• A mix of literal and theoretical 
replication logic was used 

Reliability 

• Use case study protocol • Data 
collection 

• The same steps and procedures 
were used for each case; 
interview guide used when 
conducting interviews 

• Maintain a chain of 
evidence 

• Data 
collection 

• Interviews recorded and 
transcribed in real time, 
evidence sources explained and 
stored in secure database 

• Develop case study 
database 

• Data 
collection 

• Interview transcripts, 
observation data and sources 
for online publications stored in 
secure database 

Based on Yin (2018) 
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3.6 Ethics 

As per the University of Canterbury’s policies, a Human Ethics Application was submitted to the 

Human Ethics Committee and was approved before the study commenced. This ensured the 

protection and safety of participants during the research process. In addition, consultation and 

approval was granted from the Ngāi Tahu Consultation and Engagement Group. Given the scope 

of this research, no issues were identified and further consultation with Māori was not required.  

The Human Ethics Committee deemed this research to be low risk. After the initial application 

submission, the Human Ethics Committee advised the application would be approved subject to 

the removal of a statement regarding risk in the participant consent forms. This statement was 

promptly removed from the participant consent forms. The University of Canterbury Human 

Ethics Committee granted ethical approval of this study on 15 October 2021. The reference for the 

ethical approval of this study is HEC 2021/89/LR. 

3.7 Conclusion 

This chapter provided an overview of the research approach used in this study. The contents of 

this chapter explain and justify the logic and strategies underpinning this research. This study 

adopts an inductive approach to research, uses an interpretivist paradigm combined with 

qualitative research methods. A social capital lens is used as a frame for the study. A case-study 

methodology was selected, which employed the data gathering techniques of participant-

observation and semi-structured interviews. The case selection, data collection, and data analysis 

processes were discussed. The chapter concluded with discussion on how reliability was 

established, and ethics.
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Chapter 4 - Findings  

4.1 Introduction 

Chapter four examines the findings which emerged from the data. The chapter begins with defining 

social capital and the three dimensions of social capital used in this research: relational, structural, 

and cognitive capital. Criteria for examining the different levels of social capital in each case are 

explained and summarised in a table. Next, within-case analysis takes place. Each case is 

summarised, its supply chain is described, and the level of each type of social capital is assessed. 

Cross-case analysis is next, in which cases are compared and contrasted to each other.  

4.2 Social Capital 

As identified in chapter three, a social capital lens is used to examine the data in this study. Classic 

capital theory states capital is the collection and use of resources with the expectation of positive 

returns. The theory has evolved to include intangible aspects of capital, such as intellectual capital, 

financial capital and human capital (Autry & Griffis, 2008). One of the more recently evolved 

streams of capital is social capital, which is dedicated to the value of social connections (Autry & 

Griffis, 2008). Social capital measures the value of social connections using resources, support, or 

services gained by being part of a group, extended network, or community (Bourdieu & 

Richardson, 1986; Coleman, 1988; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). Social capital results in 

connections between actors which are based on shared history, interests, or concerns and create 

norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness. Social capital produces a feeling of being part of a readily 

available, mutually supportive network of relationships, making possible the achievement of 

certain outcomes that may not be possible in the absence of social capital (Bourdieu & Richardson, 

1986; Coleman, 1988; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Portes, 1998). High levels of social capital can 

be beneficial to a community in the period immediately after a disaster, when a community faces 

other disruptions, for offering help and support, or for helping a community cope with long-term 

challenges and uncertainty (Ozanne & Ozanne, 2021; Sherrieb et al., 2010; Yetim & Yetim, 2014). 

Social capital theory has gained traction in supply chain management research because of the 

insight into the relationships between actors the theory provides (Son et al., 2016). High levels of 

social capital can look like strong connections, high levels of trust, and a strong shared sense of 
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mission. These concepts can be measured through the highly interrelated dimensions of social 

capital: relational, structural, and cognitive (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).  

Relational capital describes the type of relationship developed through historical interactions 

between actors. It focuses on the particular relations actors have with each other, the goodwill that 

exists within relationships, and how the relationship type affects actors’ behaviour. Relational 

capital influences actors to fulfil social motives, such as sociability, approval, and prestige 

(Granovetter, 1985; Moran, 2005; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Son et al., 2016; Welbourne & 

Pardo-Del-Val, 2009). Different levels of relational capital between members of a network result 

in different actions chosen by these members, and therefore different outcomes can occur 

(Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). Relational capital includes measures such as trust, commitment, 

obligations, expectations, and identity and identification (Coleman, 1994; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 

1998; Son et al., 2016). Relational capital reassures actors of mutual commitment to a relationship 

(Son et al., 2016). 

Structural capital is the presence of a network of relationships, which can grant an actor access to 

people, information flows, and resources. It describes the pattern of connections between actors 

within a network (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Peng et al., 2018; Son et al., 2016). An important 

element of this dimension of social capital is the strength of network ties between actors, and the 

network configuration, which is evaluated using measures such as density, diversity, connectivity, 

and hierarchy (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Son et al., 2016). Structural capital includes various 

elements and properties of a network that create opportunities for the realisation of outcomes 

(Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). 

Cognitive capital refers to the resources which provide shared representations, interpretations and 

systems of meaning among actors (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). This dimension of social capital 

exists when actors agree on how tasks should be executed, common objectives exist, and goals and 

values are shared within a relationship (Son et al., 2016). Cognitive capital includes measures such 

as shared norms, values, attitudes, beliefs, language, codes, emotional connection, collective goals, 

and narratives (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Peng et al., 2018; Son et al., 2016). When cognitive 

capital is present in a relationship, it can lead actors to act in mutually beneficial ways as 
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misunderstandings are reduced, expectations are mutual, and goals are collectively achieved (Son 

et al., 2016). 

4.3 Criteria for Levels of Social Capital 

Criteria for the relational, structural, and cognitive dimensions of social capital on a low-medium-

high scale were developed in order to differentiate among the different forms of social capital.  

The relational, structural, and cognitive dimensions of social capital were also split into supplier 

and customer categories, to further aid analysis. The criteria for suppliers are presented in Table 

4-1, and the criteria for customers are presented in Table 4-2. Suppliers are defined as any entity 

upstream of the case organisation. Customers are defined as individuals which receive produce 

from suppliers. 

Table 4-1: Criteria for Levels of Social Capital - Suppliers 

 

 Low Medium High 

Relational 
Capital 

• Mutual commitment to 
relationship between 
organisation and 
suppliers is minimal 

• Minimal goodwill 
between organisation 
and suppliers 

• Transactional 
relationships between 
organisation and 
suppliers 

• Mutual commitment to 
relationship between 
organisation and 
suppliers 

• Goodwill exists 
between organisation 
and some suppliers 

• Mix of transactional 
and meaningful 
relationships between 
organisation and 
suppliers 

• Mutual commitment to 
relationship between 
organisation and 
suppliers is excellent 

• Goodwill exists 
between organisation 
and all suppliers 

• Meaningful 
relationships between 
organisation and 
suppliers 

Structural 
Capital 

• Limited access to 
people, resources, and 
information flows 

• Network properties 
limit realisation of 
outcomes 

• Access to people, 
resources, and 
information flows 

• Network properties aid 
in realising outcomes 

• Excellent access to 
people, resources, and 
information flows 

• Network properties 
highly aid in realising 
outcomes 

Cognitive 
Capital 

• Little overlap of goals, 
values, beliefs and 
expectations between 
organisation and 
suppliers 

• Some overlap of goals, 
values, beliefs and 
expectations between 
organisation and 
suppliers 

• Large overlap of goals, 
values, beliefs and 
expectations between 
organisation and 
suppliers 
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Table 4-2: Criteria for Levels of Social Capital – Customers 

 

4.4 Within-Case Analysis 

4.4.1 Case 1: A Community Collective 

Data transcripts and participation observation notes were used to write the case description and 

describe the supply chain of the Community Collective. Key quotes from the data transcripts 

supporting the following descriptions are found in Appendix A and Appendix B.  

The Community Collective offers produce boxes to its local community. The Collective was born 

out of a wider community initiative. The overarching aim of this community initiative was to create 

a vibrant, resilient community, and the Collective was one of the projects created to achieve this. 

 Low Medium High 

Relational 
Capital 

• Mutual commitment to 
relationship between 
organisation and 
customers is minimal 

• Minimal goodwill 
between organisation 
and customers 

• Transactional 
relationships between 
organisation and 
customers  

• Mutual commitment to 
relationship between 
organisation and 
customers 

• Goodwill exists 
between organisation 
and some customers 

• Mix of transactional 
and meaningful 
relationships between 
organisation and 
customers  

• Mutual commitment to 
relationship between 
organisation and 
customers is excellent 

• Goodwill exists 
between organisation 
and all customers 

• Meaningful 
relationships between 
organisation and 
customers  

Structural 
Capital 

• Minimal connections 
to customers in 
organisations network 
structure 

• Limited access to 
people, resources, and 
information flows 

• Network properties 
limit realisation of 
outcomes 

• Connections to a few 
customers in 
organisations network 
structure 

• Access to people, 
resources, and 
information flows 

• Network properties aid 
in realising outcomes 

• Connections to 
multiple customers in 
organisations network 
structure 

• Excellent access to 
people, resources, and 
information flows 

• Network properties 
highly aid in realising 
outcomes 

Cognitive 
Capital 

• Little overlap of goals, 
values, beliefs, and 
expectations between 
organisation and 
customers 

• Some overlap of goals, 
values, beliefs, and 
expectations between 
organisation and 
customers 

• Large overlap of goals, 
values, beliefs, and 
expectations between 
organisation and 
customers 
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The Community Collective was set up with the intention of bringing affordable fruit and 

vegetables to the community, particularly to local families and older people. These groups 

commonly experience barriers to the local produce options of the farmers market and the local 

organic food shop, such as lack of time, transport, or high costs. The Community Collective 

coordinator wanted local community members to have easy access to local produce, at an 

affordable price to encourage healthy eating. 

The produce box scheme is advertised in the local community newsletter. To join the produce box 

scheme, new customers are encouraged to make contact with the scheme coordinator, whose 

contact details accompany the scheme advertising in the local newsletter. The scheme coordinator 

provides customers with the bank account number to pay for their produce box. Customers must 

pay online via internet banking one week in advance to order their produce box. To receive their 

produce box, customers must collect it from the Collective’s base each Wednesday, between 

12:30pm and 4pm.  

When the scheme was first set up, demand was much higher, at fifty to sixty orders per week. But 

as time has passed, the Community Collective has faced reduced demand for their produce boxes, 

and order numbers now average twenty per week. The coordinator of the Collective has speculated 

on why demand for their produce box scheme has reduced. Some of the speculated reasons include:  

• Changing socioeconomic makeup of the community, meaning there is less demand for low-
cost produce  

• Lack of cooking knowledge, people are unsure of what to do with a changing weekly produce 
box 

• Scheme inconvenience, many people work during the day and are unable to pick up the 
produce box. It may be more convenient to get a takeaway or sign up to a food box delivery 
scheme 
 

The Collective is run entirely by a small number of local volunteers dedicated to supporting their 

community. The scheme coordinator, who is passionate about community development, has been 

involved with community projects for twenty years. The coordinator is particularly motivated by 

climate change and facilitating places and events for community members to connect. 
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4.4.1.1 A Community Collective: Supply Chain 

The Community Collective essentially acts as a retailer. Payments are received from customers, 

and in exchange the Collective provides customers with a produce box. The Community Collective 

runs their produce box scheme on a weekly basis. The Collective offers two produce box sizes, 

priced at $7.50 for small and $15.00 for large. All revenues collected from customers go directly 

to paying for the produce. The produce is a mix of seasonal fruit and vegetables. Neither the 

Community Collective nor their customers know the contents of the produce boxes before 

ordering. The produce in the boxes cannot be changed or customised. 

The Community Collective has a relatively long supply chain when compared to the other 

organisations in this study. There are many intermediaries between the Collective and the 

producer/growers. Intermediaries fulfil a variety of connecting and facilitating roles.  

The supply chain of the produce box scheme starts with the Community Collective. Each week, 

the scheme coordinator determines the total number of produce boxes ordered. The produce box 

scheme is managed entirely by the coordinator. Customer orders and payments are recorded in a 

spreadsheet. The coordinator communicates the number of produce boxes ordered to another local 

community group that also provides produce boxes to its community. This other local community 

group forwards a combined order of the Collective’s order plus their own order to a third group, 

which procures the produce from Market Gardeners (MG) at the growers’ market based in 

Christchurch. MG typically deals with large clients, such as supermarkets and food retailers, 

therefore, it is more efficient and economical for small community groups to collate their orders 

and get one buyer to buy produce on their behalf. MG sources produce from all over New Zealand 

as well as internationally. This means the supply chain for the produce that appears in the produce 

boxes sold by the Collective has many intermediaries. 

The third group assembles produce boxes with the produce from the growers’ market, which are 

then distributed among the relevant community groups. Every Wednesday morning, before the 

Collective’s base opens, a driver for the Community Collective makes the short journey to the 

second community group to pick up the Collective’s produce boxes, returning to the base around 

mid-day. Customers can pick up their boxes during the Collective’s opening hours, between 

12:30pm and 4pm.  
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The Community Collective has a small customer base, and the Collective volunteers interact with 

these customers as they pick up their produce boxes. Some customers cannot pick up their produce 

box during the opening hours of the Collective’s base, so the coordinator makes arrangements with 

these individual customers to ensure they receive their produce box. Some of these arrangements 

include leaving the box outside the Collective’s base after it has closed, and making personal 

deliveries to the customer’s house – with no extra charge. The coordinator puts a lot of effort in to 

make it as easy as possible for customers to participate in the scheme. 

4.4.1.2 A Community Collective: Social Capital 

Data transcripts and observation notes were used to assess social capital within the Community 

Collective’s supply chain. Representative quotes and explanations supporting the following 

assessments are found in Appendix A. 

Relational Capital with Suppliers. No relationship exists between the Collective and produce 

growers. The supply chain is far too long and there is limited visibility through this supply chain. 

The Community Collective is relying on the second community group, an intermediary, to fulfil 

its obligation of sourcing the produce boxes. The produce boxes move through a relatively 

complicated supply chain for a small community organisation, and the Community Collective is 

trusting the second community group will fulfil its obligation and source the correct number of 

produce boxes on time, and in good condition, for the customers. While the Collective does not 

have a relationship with produce growers, it does have a relationship with the closest intermediary. 

This relationship has history, as well as mutual trust and obligation built into it. Based on lack of 

relationship between the Collective and produce growers, the Community Collective scores low 

for levels of relational capital with suppliers. 

Relational Capital with Customers. The Collective’s relationships with many of its customers are 

good, the coordinator of the Collective knows many of the customers by name and knows details 

about their lives. The coordinator is aware of the personal circumstances of some of customers and 

works hard to accommodate customers’ needs. This was observed multiple times during time spent 

with the scheme coordinator. The coordinator goes above the norms and expectations of the 

scheme for some customers, such as when volunteers make produce box deliveries for customers 

that are unable to pick up their box during the allocated time, and the personal interactions and 
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knowledge the coordinator and other scheme volunteers have with customers. Based on the nature 

and quality of the social relationships between the Collective and its customers, the Community 

Collective is ranked medium for levels of relational capital with customers. 

Structural Capital with Suppliers. Due to the number of echelons in the supply chain of the 

Collective, the Collective could have a dense network structure. At first glance, it looks like the 

Community Collective is connected to multiple, similar groups – small community groups that 

provide produce boxes. Despite these apparent connections, in reality there is little interaction 

between the Collective and other entities in the collective’s network structure. When talking to the 

second group in the Collective’s supply chain, it was clear there is very minimal interaction 

between the two groups. Information and finances travel one way through the supply chain, and 

then the produce boxes flow back through the supply chain. There appears to be no other 

interaction between the Collective and other groups in its supply chain, excluding the group to 

whom they place orders. The Collective is not a key player in the system or network of community 

organisations. Based on the lack of connection and interaction with other firms in the supply chain, 

the Community Collective is ranked low for levels of structural capital with suppliers.  

Structural Capital with Customers. Currently, the network structure between the Community 

Collective and its customers is not particularly strong compared to the strength of the network 

structure in the past. During the research interview, the scheme coordinator mentioned how the 

Collective used to have a close relationship with the local school, and this was an ideal avenue for 

connecting to local families. The Community Collective used to have higher levels of structural 

capital with its customers than it currently does. It is not fully clear why structural capital has 

reduced, but the coordinator suggested the following reasons: Covid-19, changing socioeconomics 

of the community, lack of cooking knowledge, and introducing internet banking for scheme 

payment. Based on the network structure between the Collective and its customers, the Community 

Collective is ranked low for levels of structural capital with customers. 

Cognitive Capital with Suppliers. The suppliers in the Collective’s supply chain are not there by 

choice, or because of shared values. They are there for necessity and efficiency. The Collective 

has no say whatsoever in which suppliers supply the growers’ market. The Collective has always 

needed another similar scheme to piggyback off of in order to keep providing produce boxes, as 
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this is how access is gained to produce from the growers’ market. While the Collective and many 

of the intermediaries in its supply chain share the common goal of providing local produce to their 

respective communities, there are no higher-level values or beliefs uniting the groups. Based on 

this, the Community Collective is ranked low for levels of cognitive capital with suppliers.  

Cognitive Capital with Customers. There is evidence of overlap between the Collective and its 

customers in shared values, attitudes and understandings. The coordinator discussed the values 

and beliefs which underpin the scheme, which included providing options for affordable produce 

and meeting the needs of the community. The coordinator places value in meeting the needs of the 

local community. The local community members participating in the scheme keep the scheme 

going just by participating in it. There are not many scheme participants left, but the scheme is 

important to the volunteers, and the scheme is important to customers. The Collective volunteers 

and the scheme customers are helping each other, creating mutual benefit. There is a shared 

understanding between the Collective and some of its customers that the Collective will be there 

to help the community. The Collective holds the value of supporting its community highly. Based 

on this, the Community Collective is ranked medium for levels of cognitive capital with customers. 

4.4.1.3 A Community Collective: Outcomes 

The Collective’s produce box scheme has created various forms of social capital, as well as 

beneficial outcomes for the wider community, including social connections, community building, 

and health and nutrition. The beneficial outcomes are most strongly seen and felt by the customers 

of the Collective, compared to the Collective’s suppliers, as the customers experience greater 

levels of social capital. Representative quotes and explanations supporting the following 

assessments are found in Appendix B. 

An outcome of the Collective’s produce box scheme is the social connections between community 

members, and the network of structural links created between customers. The coordinator made a 

point of mentioning that the scheme provides a place for customers to gather each week and 

interact with other people, without having to purchase anything – apart from their produce box. 

Often, it is socially expected that to connect with someone, you go somewhere - such as to a coffee 

shop - which usually means purchasing a beverage. The collective provides a safe place for 

potentially vulnerable community members to talk to familiar people, on a consistent basis, 
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without the added social pressure of purchasing anything extra. This was observed during the 

observation time at the community collective: some customers did stay a while and chat to the 

coordinator and volunteers while they were picking up their produce box, which builds relational 

social capital. The coordinator has purposefully reduced barriers (e.g. providing delivery of boxes) 

to participation in the scheme, to cater to as many community members as possible. 

The social connection outcome also links with another outcome as a result of the Collective’s 

scheme: community building between the coordinator, volunteers, and customers. The coordinator 

and the volunteers are friendly, attentive, and kind people. They remember the customers and make 

effort to connect with the customers, building relational social capital. The coordinator made a 

point of saying that the customers like the volunteers, as they like to talk to them and catch up with 

each other. Each Wednesday during the Collective’s opening hours, customers know the 

coordinator and one or two volunteers will be at the Collective’s base and will be available for a 

chat. The security and reliability of the Collective’s produce box scheme helps to build a sense of 

community. Each week, customers do not have to check or enquire about the scheme as the 

coordinator is reliable. This builds trust in the relationship between customers and the coordinator, 

and relationships that move beyond surface level aid in building community. Gestures like this 

reinforce the sense of community the Collective has created through the produce box scheme. The 

Collective’s produce box scheme also provides a reason for the scheme volunteers to connect with 

each other. Even the volunteer driver for the produce box scheme has a reason to interact with the 

volunteers and get out of the house. The volunteers have formed connections with each other 

because of the produce box scheme. The Collective is involved with another local community 

organisation, the local Community House, which supports vulnerable individuals in the 

community. The coordinator said a former community member has been donating a bag of produce 

to the Community House through the scheme every week for years. The Collective provides a way 

for community members to give back and get involved with their community. The relationship 

with the local Community House also gives the Collective better access to community members 

who may need low cost produce, to tell them about the produce box scheme. Building a sense of 

community between the actors involved in the produce box scheme creates cognitive social capital, 

through the united community, as individuals gain a sense of being part of something greater than 

themselves, and being part of a collective identity. 
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Finally, improved health and nutrition is an outcome of the produce box scheme for the 

Collective’s customers. The overall aim of the produce box scheme is to encourage healthier 

eating, and making eating healthy more accessible, which are values shared by the Collective and 

its customers – a form of cognitive social capital. The produce box scheme fits into a group of 

initiatives that are all run by the parent organisation of the Community Collective. Each initiative 

targets different groups of the community to ensure there is an option for everyone. Improving the 

health, nutrition, and well-being of the Collective’s customers is a gateway to making 

improvements in other areas of well-being, such as mental well-being. 

4.4.2 Case 2: A Neighbourhood Food Project 

Data transcripts and participation observation notes were used to write the case description and 

describe the supply chain of the Neighbourhood Food Project. Key quotes from the data transcripts 

supporting the following descriptions are found in Appendix C and Appendix D.  

The Neighbourhood Food Project (NFP) aims to redistribute organic, local produce so it is both 

affordable and accessible for lower income communities that are often denied access to this type 

of produce, whether through lack of proximity to retailers or due to financial barriers. This project 

is the second of a two-part project established and overseen by the founder. The first part is a 

community garden the founder established because the local community wanted to see more green 

spaces in their local area; ideally, these spaces would feel vibrant and be food producing. NFP uses 

a produce box scheme to address issues with food distribution in lower income communities, with 

the intention of improving access to and the availability of locally grow, organic food. The 

community garden project was formed to promote well-being and connection among the 

community through outdoor community gardening activities. The NFP addresses food distribution 

in areas where access is lacking to fresh produce by providing a stable source of produce. These 

sister projects both operate in the same community, to support and encourage community 

resilience, well-being and improve nutrition. 

NFP is essentially a retailer. The founder receives payments from customers and in exchange 

delivers produce boxes to customers on a weekly basis.  Four box sizes are available, priced at 

$25.00, $35.00, $45.00, and $70.00. Boxes contain a mix of seasonal produce, which is 

redistributed, surplus, organic produce from farmers markets, supplemented with other organic, 
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locally grown produce to fill the remainder of the box. While the NFP’s website provides examples 

of what the produce boxes will contain each week, the contents of the boxes change with the 

seasons and availability of produce. This means customers do not know for certain the contents of 

their weekly box before ordering. The produce in the boxes cannot be changed or customised. 

However, customers can add on extras, such as bread, eggs, speciality produce such as avocados 

and microgreens, and other grocery items. 

On average, NFP receives thirty-five orders per week. The founder discussed that the NFP has 

been experiencing reduced demand for the produce boxes recently, with average orders numbers 

per week dipping to around twenty-five. During the initial Covid-19 lockdown, demand for 

produce boxes had increased. 

A group of dedicated volunteers help the founder with the produce box scheme. They do all the 

box packing, while the founder oversees the packing process. The volunteers help with the project 

because they have the time, the flexibility, and the desire to contribute to this project to help their 

community. 

4.4.2.1 A Neighbourhood Food Project: Supply Chain 

NFP’s supply chain is relatively short for the majority of goods included in the produce boxes. 

Each week, the founder determines the total number of produce boxes ordered by the customers. 

Customers can buy a single, one-off box, but many customers choose to sign up on a subscription-

based model. 

NFP’s supply chain begins with the founder rescuing food from local produce growers. This 

redistributed, surplus, organic produce from local farmers markets forms the beginning of the 

produce boxes. To complete the boxes, the founder determines the amount of produce that must 

be ordered to fulfil the customer orders. Each week local produce growers communicate the 

availability and prices of their produce to the founder. The founder then buys what is needed to 

finish filling the boxes directly from these local growers. The founder highly values filling the 

produce boxes with local produce, therefore produce box contents is approximately eighty percent 

purchased, or acquired through food rescue, directly from local produce growers. Some of the 

produce in the boxes cannot be easily grown in New Zealand, such as bananas, so this produce is 

purchased from intermediaries. 
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Produce is delivered to the NFP base on packing day. The founder and volunteers use the ordered 

produce, the rescued food, and the extra items ordered by customers to pack the produce boxes. 

The volunteers must pay strict attention when packing the boxes, as there are multiple box sizes 

that require different amounts of produce. Additionally, volunteers must ensure that any extra 

items ordered by the customers are included in the correct boxes. Once the boxes are all packed, a 

local courier picks up the boxes and delivers them to customers’ homes. Any rescued food 

remaining after the packing process is taken to the community pantry located at the community 

garden. 

4.4.2.2 A Neighbourhood Food Project: Social Capital 

Data transcripts and observation notes were used to assess social capital within the NFP’s supply 

chain. Representative quotes and explanations supporting the following assessments are found in 

Appendix C. 

Relational Capital with Suppliers. When discussing NFP’s relationships with suppliers, the 

founder acknowledged two types of relationships, those with meaningful connections and those 

with transactional connections. The project founder has a deep relationship with many local 

produce suppliers, which was demonstrated when the founder was asked about expanding the NFP 

to service additional communities. NFP’s suppliers also run similar produce box schemes, serving 

different geographic areas than NFP. The founder objected to expanding NFP because if the project 

was to expand, the areas serviced would begin to encroach on the areas NFP’s suppliers serve, and 

this could be seen as undercutting them. These suppliers rely on being able to sell directly to their 

customers, as this gives them a higher margin than selling wholesale to the NFP. Awareness and 

acknowledgement for each other’s schemes demonstrates the trust and respect built into the 

relationship between NFP and its suppliers. Without relational capital, these groups could end up 

competing, possibly reducing lower income communities’ access to local produce. Based on the 

nature and quality of the relationships between NFP and its suppliers, NFP scores medium for 

levels of relational capital with suppliers 

Relational Capital with Customers. NFP’s founder has close relationships with many customers, 

which have developed through the community garden project. Due to the connection between the 

community garden and NFP, many of the people the founder has formed a relationship with at the 
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community garden have since become customers of the produce box scheme. The NFP founder 

maintains relationships through email, social media, and in person catch-ups. These relationships 

go much deeper than simple transactional relationships. However, the NFP founder also 

acknowledges the purely transactional relationships with a few customers. All the founder knows 

about these customers is their name, address, and their order. Based on the nature and quality of 

the social relationships between the founder and many customers, NFP scores medium for levels 

of relational capital with customers. 

Structural Capital with Suppliers. When looking at NFP’s network structure of produce suppliers 

as a whole, there is a mix of established connections and transactional connections within the 

network. This creates the opportunity for NFP’s founder to invest more time and effort into select 

suppliers, while continuing to maintain transactional relationships with the remaining suppliers in 

the network. NFP is a small project run solely by the founder with only a handful of volunteers 

helping, meaning the founder cannot afford to invest time and effort with all suppliers in NFP’s 

network structure. The transactional connections help to balance out the stronger connections, 

creating an ideal network structure for NFP. Based on the mix of connection types and the 

corresponding opportunities these connection types create for NFP’s founder, NFP scores medium 

for levels of structural capital with suppliers. 

Structural Capital with Customers. Within NFP’s customer network structure, there is a mix of 

strong ties and weak ties between the founder and customers, as well as other community-facing 

schemes and organisations. This network structure creates opportunities for communication 

between the founder and customers, which has resulted in some customer ideas and suggestions 

becoming reality, such as different sizes of produce boxes and boxes with different contents, like 

a vegetable only produce box. While there are strong connections between the founder and the 

produce box customers, the majority of these connections are weak and purely transactional, which 

means the opportunity for engagement is limited. Based on the mix of ties within the network 

structure between NFP and its customers, NFP is ranked as medium for levels of structural capital 

with customers. 

Cognitive Capital with Suppliers. NFP’s founder shares understandings, norms, values, attitudes, 

and beliefs with produce suppliers. There is a strong alignment of the principles which underpin 
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both the NFP and the suppliers’ organisations. NFP’s suppliers are supportive of the overall 

mission of the project, and there are times when the suppliers go above and beyond to help the 

project founder. There have been times when suppliers have shown flexibility and even offered 

access to things that other people may not have access to. While some suppliers are highly 

supportive of NFP, others are engaged simply to provide access to produce which NFP cannot 

otherwise source. Sourcing from larger food distributors doesn’t always align with the values and 

principles of NFP, but the reliability of produce through these types of suppliers is generally quite 

good, possibly due to their size. They also have access to produce that cannot be grown in New 

Zealand, such as bananas, as well as access to produce grown all over New Zealand, which 

increases the variety of produce available to NFP. In these types of relationships, NFP is just 

another customer and there is no expectation or desire for these types of suppliers to go out of their 

way to support the vision of NFP, or provide extra flexibility or assistance. There is less cognitive 

capital in these types of relationships as they are more transactional and exist out of necessity 

rather than choice. Based on this, NFP scores medium for levels of cognitive capital with suppliers. 

Cognitive Capital with Customers. NFP customers buy produce boxes from the NFP because it 

meets their values, meaning there is a high degree of shared norms, values, and beliefs between 

customers and NFP. NFP’s founder reported customers have said that buying locally produced 

food is a priority, as it is good for physical and mental health, as well reducing impact on the 

environment. The founder also discussed an increasing trend of people wanting to eat better 

quality, seasonal, and locally produced food. These values and beliefs heavily underpin NFP’s 

efforts and it seems these are shared by NFP’s customers. NFP’s founder is passionate about these 

concepts, and many of NFP’s customers also share the same passions. Based on this, the shared 

norms and values between the founder and customers, NFP scores high for levels of cognitive 

capital with customers. 

4.4.2.3 A Neighbourhood Food Project: Outcomes 

NFP’s produce box scheme has created various forms of social capital, as well as beneficial 

outcomes for the community. These outcomes include teaching and learning, social connections, 

health and nutrition, community building, and supporting the local food system. While outcomes 

of NFP are felt by both customers and suppliers of the scheme, overall, more benefits are felt by 
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customers as they experience greater levels of social capital. Representative quotes and 

explanations supporting the following assessments are found in Appendix D. 

An outcome of NFP is improved teaching and learning for customers. NFP’s founder is passionate 

about raising awareness of food distribution issues faced by many communities in Christchurch. 

How food is produced, and the journey food takes between consumers’ plates and where it was 

grown and how this impacts our environment is another large topic NFP’s founder aims to educate 

people on. These concepts and issues are what motivated the project founder to create the NFP. 

The founder regularly discusses these concepts with suppliers and customers of the project, as well 

as other members of the community, as there is shared passion and cognitive social capital 

surrounding these topics. Improving food and sustainable agriculture knowledge aids in changing 

social norms, which can often perpetuate practices and beliefs that are not beneficial for 

communities’ and the environment. 

Another outcome of NFP is the social connections the founder forms with suppliers and customers. 

Even though the scheme is mostly run online, the founder has found ways to connect with the 

customers of the scheme, and make them feel a connection to the scheme too. This is through 

engaging with customers and forming relationships, resulting in relational social capital. With 

suppliers, the founder has organically grow these connections by finding shared values – a form 

of cognitive social capital - with growers and building a connection from there. This outcome links 

in with improving food and sustainable agriculture knowledge, as this topic is often the topic of 

conversation which creates the connections between NFP’s founder and suppliers and customers. 

Creating social connections strengthens and expands one’s structural network, which provides a 

wide range of benefits. Connecting with others is important for maintaining well-being, as 

connections provide support, happiness, security, and a sense of purpose. 

Improved health and nutrition of customers is an additional outcome of NFP’s produce box 

scheme. Eating fresh food has many nutritional benefits, and NFP provides a way for customers 

to gain access to fresh local food, and therefore improve their nutrition. NFP’s founder has found 

that some customers are beginning to plan their meals around their produce box, and supplement 

the box with food from other sources, instead of the other way around. Focusing meals around the 

produce from the box is a good way to eat more fresh food, and it improves health and nutrition. 



 42 

This concept is one shared by NFP’s founder and NFP customers, which results in cognitive social 

capital. There is a link between eating nutritious food and improving well-being. Improving health 

and nutrition can promote improved physical and mental well-being. 

Community building is a strong outcome of NFP which has emerged from the data in several ways. 

One of these ways is how the founder has worked hard to create a sense of community and 

cognitive social capital among the volunteers at the scheme. The volunteers are given a level of 

autonomy and ownership of how they pack the boxes and there is a welcoming and inclusive 

environment in NFP’s base where the boxes are packed. Also, Community building has shown in 

the data is through a fundraising event. The community surrounding the founder and NFP 

fundraised to cover the costs of produce boxes to give to people in need. Volunteers and other 

members of the community helped to pack and deliver these boxes. NFP’s founder is passionate 

about building communities which are supportive and inclusive. The founder believes NFP could 

be ideally placed to join other community organisations, to connect with people and families that 

may need access to the type of produce NFP offers. Networking with other community focused 

organisations also aids in building community. As the NFP has a sister project, many of the 

relationships and connections the founder has made at that project have followed over to NFP. 

These relationships show the community is willing to support the founder and NFP, which further 

reinforces the sense of community and strength of cognitive social capital, as well as providing 

customers a sense of being part of something greater than themselves, and being part of a united 

group which share the same passions, values, and interests. 

Finally, NFP supports the local food system. NFP’s founder has meaningful relationships with 

many of the growers which supply NFP with produce. These growers generously allow the founder 

to perform food rescue after they have participated in a farmer’s market, and the founder also 

purchases much of the extra produce from the same growers. These relationships, or structural 

social capital, strengthen the local food system network, there is a mutual understanding and 

alignment of the values and principles, which is cognitive social capital, for both the founder and 

the suppliers of NFP. Supporting local food systems have many wider benefits for local 

communities. A local food system is a network compromised of actors which often prioritise 

concepts such as sustainable food production, local processing, distribution, and consumption, and 
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collaboration. These concepts help to improve the environmental, economic, and social well-being 

of the local community. 

4.4.3 Case 3: The Online Grocer 

Data transcripts and participation observation notes were used to write the case description and 

describe the supply chain of the Online Grocer. Key quotes from the data transcripts supporting 

the following descriptions are found in Appendix E and Appendix F.  

The Online Grocer (OG) provides produce boxes, filed with organic and locally grown produce, 

as well as other grocery items, such as baked goods, drinks, and pantry items. Customers can 

choose from a range of premade boxes or create a custom box for direct-to-home delivery. The 

website for OG puts fresh organic produce and artisanal goods in the spotlight, with videos and 

photographs of produce that make the product range look highly appealing. The company markets 

the convenience aspect of its produce boxes, which they say gives customers more time to be 

happy, healthy and unhurried. 

Recently, OG expanded its focus into more of an organics and health space, to offer customers a 

wider variety of other goods, as well as produce. Sourcing local produce has changed from being 

the sole objective of OG, to being one of a handful of goals the company is trying to achieve. The 

company caters to customers that are aware of the local food system and want to support local 

growers, as well as customers who highly value eating organic produce. 

As an online grocer, this for-profit retailer offers produce boxes with easy turn-on/off subscriptions 

(i.e., there is no minimum subscription time). Customers pay online via credit card, receiving a 

produce box in return on either a weekly or bi-weekly basis. The smallest produce box is $49.99, 

the next size up is $69.99, and the largest box is $99.99. Boxes contain a mix of organic, seasonal 

produce from a variety of mostly local suppliers. There are a variety of curated produce boxes 

available for customers to choose from, which can all be customised. If an existing box does not 

meet a customer needs, customers can create their own unique box by picking and choosing exactly 

what produce they would like to receive. Additionally, customers can add a variety of pantry 

staples into the box, with products such as rice, pasta and flour, as well as meat, bread, cheese and 

milk. Artisanal goods are also available such as baked goods, drinks, nuts, and even greeting cards. 
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To aid customers in their selection of a box, the contents of each of the boxes are displayed on 

OG’s website, with exact weights of each type of produce and supplier information.  

OG receives around 150 orders per week, but that number fluctuates weekly. The Christchurch 

hub has a small number of employees, including box packers, box delivery drivers, and two full-

time employees who coordinate and manage the organisation. OG also has three additional hubs 

located in the North Island, all with their own local suppliers and products. The company is also 

international, with hubs located in Australia and the United Kingdom. 

4.4.3.1 The Online Grocer: Supply Chain 

OG’s supply chain is varied, as some of the produce moves through intermediaries to make it into 

the produce boxes, and some produce is purchased directly from growers. Each week, the supply 

chain starts when the coordinator determines the total number of produce boxes ordered by 

customers, and the amount of produce which much be ordered to fulfil the orders.  

The coordinator communicates directly with local growers to secure produce, as there is an 

established relationship between the coordinator and the growers. To secure produce from an 

intermediary, the coordinator places an order. The produce ordered through an intermediary could 

have been grown anywhere throughout New Zealand, or even imported. This means the supply 

chain of this produce is much longer than that of the produce sourced directly from local growers. 

The majority of the produce and goods in OG’s produce boxes is locally sourced, which is 

something OG takes pride in. 

The added extras, such as drinks, nuts, and baked goods are ordered directly from the respective 

local producers. The company also has a small stock of non-perishable pantry items which are kept 

on hand if a customer orders them. Perishable items, such as produce and baked goods, are 

delivered to the OG hub on packing day. The boxes are carefully packed by employees according 

to each unique customer order, and then delivered via in-house delivery drivers.  

OG has an on-boarding process for its suppliers. This helps to ensure the values of suppliers and 

types of products the suppliers are selling align with OG’s. The company assesses suppliers on 

certain criteria, including: 

• How local is the supplier? 
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• What are the farming/growing processes? 

• Does the organisation use minimal packaging or eco-friendly packaging for their products? 
 

OG considers it important that its suppliers align with the company over these criteria because 

many of OG’s customers choose to buy from the company based on these criteria.  

4.4.3.2 The Online Grocer: Social Capital 

Data transcripts and observation notes were used to assess social capital within the OG’s supply 

chain. Representative quotes and explanations supporting the following assessments are found in 

Appendix E. 

Relational Capital with Suppliers. Different types of relationships exist between OG and its 

suppliers. The company has quality, meaningful relationships with their main produce suppliers, 

as there is good communication, respect, and courtesy built into the relationships. The companies 

understand how each other operates, and both parties work with each other easily. OG’s 

coordinator spoke of being able to talk and chat easily with these suppliers, and their ability to 

accommodate each other. The coordinator also mentioned that these suppliers are given a heads-

up of incoming orders, to verify if they can supply the required produce. If they can, the supplier 

will usually hold this for OG so it is still available when an official order is submitted by the 

coordinator. While there are examples of meaningful relationships between OG and of its 

suppliers, the coordinator also made clear that there are relationships between OG and its suppliers 

which are more transactional. The transactional relationships are as expected: an order is placed 

by OG, and then delivered by the supplier. These suppliers are mostly supplying the company with 

the optional extras customers add into their produce box. Based on the mix of meaningful and 

transactional relationships and the varying depth of connections that exist between OG and its 

suppliers, OG scores medium for levels of relational capital with suppliers. 

Relational Capital with Customers. OG has minimal interaction with customers, suggesting mostly 

transactional relationships. The coordinator made a point of saying that due to the online nature of 

their retail store, they don’t physically see the customers. One of the only opportunities for OG’s 

coordinator to build relationships with customers comes from the minimal interaction when 

resolving customer complaints or managing feedback. But there isn’t much depth to these 
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interactions, according to the coordinator. Based on the lack of relationships between OG and its 

customers, OG scores low for its level of relational capital with customers.  

Structural Capital with Suppliers. OG’s coordinator is conscious that connecting with too many 

suppliers will inhibit the company’s ability to support them. In the past, OG’s coordinator had 

spread the company too thinly between various suppliers in the network by ordering from too many 

produce suppliers. Some suppliers felt they were not being supported fairly, as the orders they 

were receiving from OG were too small. Now, the coordinator has an established structure of a 

small number of suppliers in OG’s network to ensure these suppliers are properly supported. There 

are other suppliers and intermediaries in the company’s network structure, but the majority of these 

connections are purely transactional. Based on the network structure of OG, it scores medium for 

its level of structural capital with its suppliers. 

Structural Capital with Customers. Within OG’s customer network structure, the coordinator has 

minimal connection with customers, and customers do not have connections with each other. OG’s 

network strength is weak; this weakness is based on the minimal OG and customer interactions. 

Customers order their produce box online, and it gets delivered to their house. Most interactions 

between OG and its customers are online: ordering a box, payments, and box customisations. There 

is an opportunity for customers to interact with company delivery drivers, if the customer happens 

to be at home when their box is delivered. Even so, the majority of these interactions are surface 

level. Based on customer isolation within the network structure, OG scores low for its level of 

structural capital with customers.  

Cognitive Capital with Suppliers. There are mutually held values, beliefs, attitudes and norms 

between OG and its core produce suppliers, according to OG’s coordinator. OG values quality 

produce, and its core produce suppliers highly value producing and growing quality produce. 

These growers sell their high quality produce directly to OG, meaning the company can pass this 

quality produce on to its customers. OG’s coordinator highlighted that as a company, OG does not 

negotiate on price with its suppliers. The coordinator is willing to purchase produce at the price 

set by suppliers, as the company accepts that that is the cost for the supplier to produce high quality 

produce. A shared understanding exists between OG and its key produce suppliers. The 

coordinator also recounted a situation with a local produce grower, in which the coordinator had 
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asked to purchase directly from this grower. The grower wouldn’t sell directly to OG as they did 

not want to undercut the intermediary they exclusively sell to. The coordinator understood and 

respected why the grower would not sell to OG in this situation. This situation highlights the 

supportive nature and shared understandings that exist in the network of local produce growers. 

While there are high levels of cognitive capital between OG and its key suppliers, lower levels of 

cognitive capital exist between the company’s remaining suppliers and OG. Intermediaries which 

OG sources produce from are larger and more corporate suppliers compared to other suppliers the 

company uses. Intermediaries are used out of necessity, as the company offers a variety of produce 

to customers which cannot be grown locally, or even within New Zealand. Based on the different 

types of suppliers and their differing levels of cognitive capital with OG, OG scores medium for 

its level of cognitive capital with suppliers.  

Cognitive Capital with Customers. According to OG’s coordinator, customers of the company 

choose to purchase produce through OG because it meets their values, and customers are 

thoughtful about what they buy and what they eat. OG’s coordinator discussed customer 

motivations for purchasing produce boxes from the company, which included the convenience of 

having a weekly produce box filled with local and organic produce. Another motivation was the 

lack of packaging OG uses in its produce boxes. The company really aims to minimise packaging 

and some customers choose OG based on that. Another strong motivation was customers want the 

values of a farmer’s market – local produce, purchasing directly from growers, supporting the local 

food system, and OG provides this with the added bonus of the produce being delivered to the 

customers’ house. Many OG customers are aware of the impact their purchases can have on various 

aspects of our environment, and the coordinator also shares this awareness. Based on the mutual, 

shared values and beliefs between OG and its customers, OG scores high for its level of cognitive 

capital with customers.  

4.4.3.3 The Online Grocer: Outcomes 

OG’s produce box scheme has created various forms of social capital, as well as beneficial 

outcomes within the community. These outcomes include social connections, health and nutrition, 

community building, and supporting the local food system. Representative quotes and explanations 

supporting the following assessments are found in Appendix F. 
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The social connections, or structural social capital, OG’s coordinator has established with a various 

growers is an outcome of the produce box scheme. These connections allow OG’s coordinator to 

be comfortable to make suggestions and requests to growers. The coordinator said conversations 

with growers are easy to have, and both sides are respectful and courteous. Both growers and OG’s 

coordinator want their respective customers to receive quality produce, so using the established 

connections between them to share suggestions and talk to each other, helps to achieve this goal. 

Social connections, and relational social capital, are vitally important across many aspects of well-

being. Being connected to others improves health, happiness, motivation, and purpose. Social 

connections provide a feeling a fulfilment, and of belonging.  

Improved health and nutrition is also an outcome resulting from OG’s produce box scheme. When 

discussing customer motivations for purchasing produce through OG’s produce box scheme, the 

coordinator said the main reason is customers highly value eating fresh, locally produced, organic 

produce. The coordinator highlighted that OG’s customer base is highly conscious of the food they 

choose to consume, and OG provides a convenient way for its customers to access fresh, locally 

produced, and organic produce, as the organisation and its customers have shared values or 

cognitive social capital. Good health and nutrition is an important factor for overall well-being, as 

food is strongly linked to physical and mental well-being.  

Community building is another outcome of OG’s produce box scheme. The company has aided in 

building a community of structural links within its supplier network. OG’s coordinator has 

contributed to creating a network of local growers where there are stable relationships and readily 

available support between OG, other growers, and other local organisations in the network. 

Building community is also demonstrated through OG supporting its local foodbanks. The 

coordinator supports two local food banks which each receive leftover produce at the end of each 

produce box pack. This gives the food banks access to fresh produce, as well as ensuring OG has 

zero food waste at the end of each pack. Building a community helps individuals and organisations 

to feel like they are part of a united group that supports and encourages success. Networking with 

individuals and organisations that have similar values and goals, or building cognitive social 

capital, is a good way to learn, develop, and achieve goals. Being part of a strong and united 

community increases the amount of support available through relational social capital.  
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Finally, OG supports the local food system through its connections and relationships with produce 

growers. OG’s coordinator discussed how building up the local food network and supporting local 

growers, which is a form of structural social capital, is one of the strongest outcomes resulting 

from the produce box scheme. The coordinator has committed to a small number of growers and 

has worked to deepen those relationships. One of the main reasons why customers purchase from 

OG is they want to support the local food network, and OG provides a way for customers to do 

this. The dedication to supporting the local food system means OG is adding in creating benefits 

for its community, such as sustainable food production, local processing, distribution, and 

consumption of food, and collaboration. These benefits improve the overall environmental, 

economic, and social well-being status of the local community. 

4.4.4 Case 4: The CSA 

Data transcripts and participation observation notes were used to write the case description and 

describe the supply chain of the CSA. Key quotes from the data transcripts supporting the 

following descriptions are found in Appendix G and Appendix H.  

This organisation is unique as it employs a community supported agriculture (CSA) scheme based 

in a community garden. The organisation grows its own produce in its community garden to create 

produce boxes for customers involved in the CSA scheme.  

The community garden was founded by a group of motivated community members. The founders 

started the garden because they saw issues such as loneliness, unemployment, isolation, and other 

mental health issues were prevalent in their community. In an attempt to mitigate these issues, they 

began the process of figuring out how they could solve them, all while involving the community. 

The result of this process was a community garden managed by members of the local community 

and local volunteers, which has led to a tight-knit community surrounding the garden. The founder 

manages the community garden full time, and volunteers help maintain the garden and harvest the 

produce. Other community members get involved through regularly scheduled working bees.  

Pre-Covid-19, the community garden was funded through sales of produce grown in the garden to 

local hospitality businesses, as well as sales from a premium salad mix, which was grown in the 

garden. When Covid-19 hit, the founder realised the garden needed a new way to sustain itself, 

because the income stream from local hospitality businesses evaporated overnight. The founder 
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had heard of a CSA model, and decided to take a chance to adopt a CSA model within the 

community garden and give it a go. 

The CSA model requires customers to commit for a whole growing season, and pay up front. This 

requires customers to have a high level of trust in the organisation growing the produce, as they 

have to trust that they will receive produce throughout the season to get good value for their money. 

To ease customers into this, the founder allowed customers to have some flexibility surrounding 

the payment side of the scheme, as the founder wanted to gauge the commitment levels of the 

customers. The founder discovered that there were many loyal customers, and there was a strong 

community supporting the CSA scheme. Customers were willing to commit to supporting the 

scheme up front for a 3-month growing season. The initial success of the CSA scheme could be 

credited to the way the community garden had organically built a strong community which has 

supported the garden since it was founded. When the CSA scheme was proposed and trialled, the 

community already had strong existing relationships with the founder and the community garden. 

That level of trust takes time and effort to build and maintain.  

The founder has purposefully built the community garden, and the CSA scheme, around four 

values. These are:  

• Hospitality and Manaakitanga  
• In it together  
• Care for tomorrow and Kaitiakitanga 
• Naming the good 

 
These intrinsic values provide a foundation that upon which the whole community garden and 

CSA scheme operate. They guide the direction of the garden, and ensure the relationships the 

founder has with the volunteers and the CSA customers are deep and meaningful. The founder 

displays an obvious deep passion for and commitment to these values. When spending time at the 

garden, it is clear these values underpin everything that happens at the garden, and why there is 

such a strong sense of community surrounding the CSA scheme, the founder, the volunteers and 

the customers.  

 



 51 

4.4.4.1 The CSA: Supply Chain 

The community garden is a producer, meaning the supply chain for the CSA produce box scheme 

is short. Produce is grown at the community garden site, harvested, washed, and packed into the 

produce boxes all on site. Customers either pick up their produce boxes directly from the 

community garden or from a local hospitality business. 

The CSA produce box scheme is run on a weekly basis throughout the growing season. The 

produce boxes contain six to nine different varieties of seasonal produce. These boxes are unable 

to be customised by customers, every box is the same. The CSA produce box scheme costs $30 

per week, which is an upfront cost of $420. There are a limited number of spots available in the 

CSA scheme, as the community garden is limited by their size. The community garden also 

produces a salad mix, which customers can order on a subscription model. The cost for this is $12 

per week, which is an upfront cost of $168. Hospitality outlets and other local produce sellers also 

purchase the salad mix. The founder says the benefits of selling to these distinct customer bases – 

local individuals and bigger organisations – are that the bigger organisations can purchase higher 

quantities and therefore generate a stable revenue stream that helps support the CSA scheme. The 

CSA produce boxes have little profit built into them, as the founder says making high profits off 

local customers could deter some of the customers from purchasing and it does not fit into the 

values of the community garden. The founder manages the community garden carefully, to ensure 

maximum use of the limited land. The founder places high value on producing enough produce for 

the produce boxes as well as a bit extra for the volunteers so they can share it amongst their 

community. The community garden has one employee, the founder. The garden in managed by 

the founder and there are a core group of volunteers which assist the founder with routine tasks 

around the garden.  

The community garden also partners with a local school and a local food bank to further support 

the local community. The partnership with the local school further reinforces the strength of the 

relationships the community garden has with local community members and local families. The 

community garden donates extra produce to a local food bank to ensure nothing goes to waste. 
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4.4.4.2 The CSA: Social Capital 

Data transcripts and observation notes were used to assess social capital within the community 

garden’s supply chain. Representative quotes and explanations supporting the following 

assessments are found in Appendix G.  

As the community garden grows all their own produce for the produce boxes, there are no upstream 

suppliers. This means the community garden cannot be assessed on its level of relational, 

structural, and cognitive capital with suppliers – as there are none. The garden is the sole source 

of the produce in the weekly boxes. When customers purchase a produce box through the CSA 

scheme at the community garden, they are purchasing directly from the grower, directly from the 

source. 

Relational Capital with Customers. The founder has meaningful relationships with the CSA 

produce box customers. The founder knows details about the community garden customers and is 

on first name basis with them. These customers also know the community garden volunteers, the 

people that tend to the produce and then harvest it when it is ready. These relationships go well 

beyond the typical transactional relationship that usually exists between suppliers and customers, 

therefore justifying the ranking of ‘high’ for levels of relational capital. The founder discussed the 

journey many of the customers have taken since joining the CSA scheme, many of the customers 

were once strangers but they’re not anymore. Now they are part of a community which supports 

each other and has meaningful connections which each other. The CSA scheme has created strong 

relationship ties between the founder and many community members, as well as strong ties 

between customers. The founder has an excellent reputation with stakeholders, including the 

community garden volunteers and customers. There is inherit value in the organisation’s 

relationships with its customers. Based on the nature and quality of the relationships between the 

founder of the community garden and the customers, the garden is ranked high for its level of 

relational capital with customers.  

Structural Capital with Customers. The community garden has a well-established structural 

network with its customers. An intricate web of dense connections between the community garden 

founder and the customers has developed over time, as the community garden and the CSA scheme 

has evolved. The founder has observed that customers of the CSA scheme get to see the direct 
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impact their commitment to the scheme has on the community, due to the high number of 

connections that exist with the network. The visibility of seeing where the produce is grown, 

meeting the people who tend to it and harvest it, and then creating and building a connection with 

those people, only strengthens the connections within the network. Based on this, the garden scores 

high for its level of structural capital with customers.  

Cognitive Capital with Customers. The founder and CSA customers share a high level of 

understandings, norms, beliefs, and values. When establishing the community garden, the founder 

prioritised values which would guide how the garden operated. By taking inspiration from 

community members when deciding on the values which would guide the garden, this provides 

evidence of the common ground and similar value sets between the founder and the customers of 

the CSA. Based on the amount and strength of shared understandings, values, norms and beliefs 

between the founder and the community garden customers, the garden scores high for levels of 

cognitive capital with customers.  

4.4.4.3 The CSA: Outcomes 

The CSA produce box scheme run by the community garden has created various forms of social 

capital, as well as beneficial outcomes for the community. These outcomes include teaching and 

learning, social connection, health and nutrition, sense of purpose, and community building. 

Representative quotes and explanations supporting the following assessments are found in 

Appendix H. 

The community garden has helped to improve food and sustainable agriculture knowledge within 

the community. The CSA founder discussed how customers and volunteers of the CSA produce 

box scheme now have a better picture of how their commitment to the scheme helps to mitigate 

issues the community faces because of their involvement in the scheme. Members of the scheme 

are now more in tune with community specific challenges and triumphs, also because of their 

commitment to the produce box scheme, or the cognitive social capital fostered by the scheme. 

Improving food and sustainable agriculture knowledge for customers and volunteers is highly 

motivating for the CSA founder. Improving knowledge on these topics teaches individuals how to 

best care for the environment and the community. 
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Social connection is another outcome of the produce box scheme. The produce grown in the 

community garden is used as a vehicle for connection, as sharing produce within a community is 

a great icebreaker and helps to make the first step in creating a connection between community 

members, or building structural social capital. The community gardens CSA scheme has facilitated 

social connection, many community members will go along to a working bee at the community 

garden and end up with a new network of strong and weak connections within their local 

community. Social connection is valuable for maintaining good well-being. Connection to others 

provides a feeling a fulfilment and of belonging. Well-connected individuals and communities are 

happier, healthier, motivated, and can problem solve. 

Health and nutrition is another outcome resulting from the CSA produce box scheme. Improving 

the nutrition of the volunteers was an original goal the founder had when starting the community 

garden. The founder explained how the volunteers at the community garden are seen as partners 

in the growing process, and how the health and nutrition of the volunteers is highly important. The 

community garden was originally started as a way to address issues in the local community and 

bring people together, and improved health and nutrition of the volunteers, as well as the customers 

which purchase the produce boxes, is an added bonus. Consuming fresh produce improves overall 

health and nutrition. By encouraging and supporting volunteers and customers of the CSA scheme 

to consume produce grown in the community garden, the health and nutrition of these individuals 

improves. A mutual desire to improve health and nutrition is created, which is a form of cognitive 

social capital. Improving overall health and nutrition also improves physical and mental well-

being, due to the connection between food and mental health.  

The produce box scheme run by the community garden provides a sense of purpose for the 

volunteers involved, or their shared cognitive social capital. One of the reasons the community 

garden was founded was because the founder observed there were several negative issues facing 

the local community, and there was a need for something that could allow community members 

from all backgrounds to get involved and provide a sense of purpose. Now, volunteers at the 

community garden have a productive outlet to funnel their energy into. Providing volunteers with 

a sense of purpose at the community garden improves overall well-being, improves quality of life, 

and produces a sense of lasting fulfilment. 
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Community building is a largely beneficial outcome of the CSA produce box scheme. The founder 

of the garden is highly passionate about creating a resilient community that allows individuals to 

flourish. The sense of community surrounding the community garden is strong. Members and 

volunteers are encouraged to receive support, which further builds relational social capital, when 

they need it and then give support to others when they can, which creates balance within the 

community. As the produce box scheme is run on a CSA model, customers are required to commit 

and make their payment for the scheme up front. The community garden was able to introduce this 

model due to the strong sense of community and high levels of support the community has for the 

community garden. Customers of the scheme trust the founder will work hard throughout the 

whole growing season to ensure customers receive their produce box each week. The founder of 

the garden is an inclusive and welcoming person, further strengthening the sense of community 

surrounding the community garden. Each customer which lives nearby the community garden 

picks up their own produce box and interacts with the founder. The founder is on a first-name basis 

with the customers, and even the volunteers know some of the customers, and vice-versa, 

exemplifying the relational capital in the community. Joining the produce box scheme is a good 

way for community members to get more in touch with their community, which is what has 

happened at the community garden. The founder had many examples of people that were looking 

to become more involved with their community and the CSA produce box scheme allowed them 

to do that. Building community with others that share similar interests gives the feeling of being 

part of something bigger, and gives access to a supportive network.  

4.5 Cross-Case Analysis 

Cross-case analysis is an analytical technique used for analysing case studies. This technique 

examines themes, similarities, and differences across each case (Yin, 2018). Cross-case analysis 

often leads to the elevation of identified patterns and themes to a higher conceptual plane 

(Mathison, 2005; Mills et al., 2010; Yin, 2018). Cross-case analysis involves thinking upward 

conceptually, rather than downward and getting tied up in individual variables. Case-study 

research is favoured for its ability to build understanding of phenomena in a real-world context, 

and cross-case analysis allows this, as well as moving understanding further into broader 

applicability (Yin, 2018). 
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4.5.1 Social Capital 

Results of the cross-case analysis are presented in Table 4-3. Each case was compared, and the 

results of how each case organisation operates and the level of social capital it achieves across 

each dimension are reported. A subsequent explanation of the results reported in the table follows.  

Table 4-3: Social Capital Measures Across the Cases 

 

When comparing the level of relational capital with suppliers across each case, NFP and OG both 

score medium for relational capital and the Community Collective scores low. The CSA does not 

score due to not having any suppliers (within the scope of this research). This difference in scores 

comes down to the types of relationships each case organisation has developed with their 

respective suppliers. NFP and OG have developed quality relationships with key produce 

suppliers, while the Community Collective has not. The founder of NFP and the coordinator of 

OG have developed relationships with suppliers through historical interactions. This has led to 

goodwill existing between NFPs founder and key suppliers, as well as OGs coordinator and key 

suppliers. The score of medium is justified for both these cases as both have quality relationships 

with key suppliers, and more transactional relationships with remaining suppliers. The relational 

capital that exists between suppliers and NFP and suppliers and OG affects the behaviour of the 

 Community 
Collective NFP Online 

Grocer CSA 

Relational capital     

with suppliers Low Medium Medium N/A 

with customers Medium Medium Low High 

Structural capital     

with suppliers Low Medium Medium  N/A 

with customers Low  Medium Low  High  

Cognitive capital      

with suppliers Low Medium Medium N/A 

with customers Medium High High  High 
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organisations. NFP’s founder and OG’s coordinator are motivated to fulfil social motives in order 

to maintain and further develop the respective relationships with key suppliers. The Community 

Collective does not interact with its suppliers at all. As an organisation, it is well-removed from 

the upstream supply chain. The Collective’s coordinator has not developed any quality 

relationships with depth to any suppliers; relationships are all surface-level and transactional. 

Looking at relational capital with customers across the four cases, the Community Collective and 

NFP both score medium for relational capital, OG scores low, and the CSA scores high. The 

Collective’s coordinator and NFP’s founder both find ways to interact with customers. The 

Collective’s coordinator gets to interact with customers in person on a weekly basis, while NFP’s 

founder utilises both online connections and in person interactions. There are a mix of relationship 

types between the case organisations and the respective customers, quality relationships have been 

established through interactions that have occurred over time, while other relationships are more 

transactional, lacking depth. The quality relationships that exist generate a feeling of mutual 

commitment to the organisation. OG is an online organisation, and is therefore the most removed 

from customers. No expectation exists on the customers’ or OG’s behalf for a mutual commitment 

to the relationship. The transactional interactions which occur do not build mutual trust or feelings 

of commitment. The founder at the CSA has meaningful relationships with depth to them with 

nearly all the CSA customers. These relationships have required high levels of inputs of investment 

of trust, time, and commitment to develop. CSA’s coordinator and the customers of the scheme 

interact frequently, and have created a connection. This builds mutual feeling of trust and 

commitment and this helps the relationships to have longevity.  

Comparing structural capital with suppliers across the cases, medium scores are given to both NFP 

and OG, The Community Collective scores low, and the CSA does not score due to not having any 

suppliers. These scores are the same as those in the relational capital with suppliers’ dimension, a 

pattern is beginning to emerge. NFP and OG are very similar in the structure of connections 

between actors in their respective supplier networks. Both organisations have strong network ties 

to key produce suppliers, and weaker ties to additional suppliers. Both organisations have invested 

heavily in building strong network ties, in order to grant access to people, information flows and 

resources. This has allowed both organisations to keep growing as businesses. The Community 

Collective has scored low which is a direct reflection of the Collectives network structure. The 
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network structure of the Collective does not facilitate interaction between the organisation and its 

suppliers.  

When comparing the level of structural capital with customers across each case, low scores are 

assigned to the Community Collective and OG, NFP is assigned a medium score, and the CSA 

scores high. These scores are a reflection of the structure and pattern of connections between the 

case organisation and customers. The Collective and OG have a limited network of relationships 

with customers, and therefore limited access to people, information flows, and resources. This is 

due to the solely online presence of OG, and the weak ties that exist between the Collective and 

its customers.  NFP has a mix of strong and weak ties with customers in its network. NFP’s founder 

is continually working to improve this pattern of connections by connecting with customers, and 

is therefore also improving access to people, information flows, and resources. CSA scores high 

as a reflection of the dense and diverse network configuration that exists between the organisation 

and its customers. This network structure grants the CSA access to people, information flows, and 

resources and therefore aids in creating opportunities for the realisation of desired outcomes. 

Continuing the pattern, NFP and OG both score medium for cognitive capital with suppliers, the 

Collective scores low, and the CSA does not score due to not having any suppliers. The design and 

operation of NFP and OG allows these organisations to develop shared systems of meaning, 

common objectives, and values between the organisations and respective key suppliers. The 

presence of cognitive social capital in the relationships between NFP and its suppliers as well as 

OG and its suppliers facilitates mutually beneficial actions, reduced misunderstandings, and the 

collective achievement of goals. The way the Collective is designed and how its supply chain 

operates, these is very limited to almost no opportunity to build cognitive capital between the 

organisation and its suppliers. The Collective and its suppliers have exclusive goals, values, 

beliefs, and narrative. There is no communication or support which exists between the Collective 

and its suppliers.  

Comparing cognitive capital with customers across the cases, NFP, OG, and the CSA all score 

high and the Collective scores medium. These scores are a reflection of the shared representations, 

interpretations and systems of meaning between the case organisations and customers. The 

Collective values providing low cost produce to customers, which is in a different vein of reason 
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for existing when compared to the other organisations, which have a variety of higher level 

motives. The Collectives medium score is justified as there is not the same level of overlap of 

values or beliefs between customers of the Collective and the Collective. The remaining three case 

organisations justify the score of high for cognitive capital with customers as there is almost 

complete overlap between of values and beliefs between the customers of the respective 

organisations and the organisation itself. 

4.5.2 Well-being Outcomes 

The well-being outcomes identified as a result of this research are teaching and learning, social 

connections, health and nutrition, community building, sense of purpose, and supports local food 

system. Outcomes are summarised in Table 4-4, with subsequent explanations of each outcome.  

Teaching and learning summarises the knowledge and teachings the founder of NFP and the 

founder of the CSA have given to various stakeholder groups. These groups include customers, 

the wider community, and the employees/volunteers of the respective schemes. At NFP, the 

founder is dedicated to raising awareness and educating customers, the wider community, and 

volunteers about food distribution issues, and sustainable agriculture. At CSA, the founder is 

highly dedicated to teaching customers, the wider community and volunteers about sustainable 

agriculture, the benefits of growing your own food, and explaining the meaning behind the values 

on which the community garden operates. The knowledge and teachings given by NFP’s founder 

and CSA’s founder improve well-being for these stakeholder groups because learning about new 

things helps to improve and maintain well-being. Learning can help build self-confidence, improve 

self-esteem, provide a sense of purpose, and help to foster connection with others (Waller et al., 

2018). 

Social connections summarises the connections that have been formed between the case 

organisation and various stakeholder groups. These groups include customers, suppliers, and 

employees/volunteers. The coordinator at the Collective has formed social connections with 

customers, as has NFP’s founder and the founder at the CSA. These connections have been formed 

through interactions which have occurred between customers and the organisations, with the 

majority of these being physical, in person interactions. The founder at NFP did speak of some 

online interactions, these were highly personalised and allowed a connection to develop. NFP’s 
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founder and OG’s coordinator have formed social connections with suppliers. The way these 

organisations operate and are designed naturally leads to connections being developed. The 

closeness between the organisation and the suppliers allows the connection to develop depth over 

time. The Collective’s coordinator, NFP’s founder, and the CSA founder have also formed social 

connections with the employees/volunteers at the respective organisations. These organisations all 

rely on volunteers to operate, and the coordinator and founders and each organisation has formed 

a bond with the volunteers’ over mutual dedication to the produce schemes and what they 

represent. Forming social connections improves wellbeing for the respective stakeholders because 

social connectedness protects and promotes good mental health and well-being. Research has also 

shown that social connectedness promotes higher levels of self-esteem, healthier relationships, and 

better physical well-being (Yang et al., 2016).  

Health and nutrition summarises the improvements to health and nutrition for various stakeholder 

groups brought about by the case organisations. The stakeholder groups include customers, wider 

community, and employees/volunteers. All cases have created the health and nutrition outcome 

for their respective customers, as well as the wider community. This is because the produce box 

schemes at each organisation give customers access to fresh fruit and vegetables. By improving 

the health and nutrition of individual customers, the overall health and nutrition of the wider 

community is also positively affected. NFP and CSA have also improved the health and nutrition 

of the employees/volunteers at those organisations. This is because these organisations gift 

volunteers’ leftover produce for the work they do for the organisations. The improvements to 

health and nutrition generated by all the cases improve well-being for stakeholders because eating 

fresh food can help to support good mental health and well-being by reducing the risk of 

experiencing anxiety and depression, as well as improved physical health and well-being (Lassale 

et al., 2019; Opie et al., 2017). 

Community building summarises how community is being built between the case organisations 

and various stakeholder groups. The groups include customers, the wider community, suppliers, 

and employees/volunteers. The CSA’s founder fosters community building between customers as 

well as between the organisation and individual customers. This is due to the founder’s strong 

dedication to engaging with everyone that interacts with the community garden, creating a strong 

connection with them, and facilitating ways in which customers can further develop that 
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connection and sense of community between themselves. NFP’s founder and CSA’s founder build 

community within the community their case organisation operates in. NFP has links to its sister 

project which focuses on fostering an inclusive and supportive community. The whole reason CSA 

exists is because the founder wanted to build a stronger community. Building community improves 

well-being because being part of community fosters a sense of belonging and social connectedness, 

which can positively impact mental health and well-being. Being part of a strong community 

creates a sense of purpose and meaning for all involved (South, 2015). 

Sense of purpose summarises how the case organisations have created purpose and meaning in the 

lives of various stakeholders. These stakeholders include customers, and employees/volunteers. 

The Collectives scheme gives customers a sense of purpose. The coordinator spoke of how some 

customers structure their day around the scheme and really rely on it for giving their day a purpose. 

The Collective’s coordinator, NFP’s founder, and CSA’s founder all give their respective 

volunteers a sense of purpose too. This comes from the overlap in values between the volunteers 

at their respective organisations and the values of the organisation itself, and how this gives 

volunteers a chance to exercise those values, and do something that makes them feel good. Having 

a shared sense of purpose improves well-being of stakeholders because it gives the ability to find 

meaning from life experiences, and it improves resilience when faced with challenges and stress 

(Ozanne & Ozanne, 2021). Research has shown that having a strong sense of purpose helps 

maintain good mental well-being, and can even positively impact aspects of physical well-being 

(Schaefer et al., 2013). 

Supports local food system summarises how the case organisations support the various suppliers 

and growers which operate in the local food system. This outcome affects the stakeholder groups 

of the wider community, and suppliers. All cases support the local food system, which positively 

affects each of their wider communities. This is because through supporting the local food system, 

it also benefits the local economy. NFP and OG benefit their respective suppliers by supporting 

the local food system. These organisations operate closely with their suppliers to ensure they are 

giving customers, high quality, and local produce. The suppliers (e.g. local farmers) have a stable 

customer base which ensure economic sustainability for these suppliers. Supporting the local food 

system improves well-being across many dimensions for various stakeholder groups because it 

creates economic benefits, health benefits, reduces impact on the environment, creates a cohesive 
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community, and gives people the opportunity to make a difference in the local community 

(Martinez, 2010). 

Table 4-4: Summary of Outcomes 

 

 Community 
Collective NFP OG CSA 

Customers 

• Health and 
nutrition 

• Sense of 
purpose 

• Social 
connections  

• Health and 
nutrition 

• Teaching and 
learning 

• Social 
connections  

• Health and 
nutrition  

• Health and 
nutrition 

• Teaching and 
learning 

• Community 
building 

• Social 
connections 

Community 

• Health and 
nutrition 

• Supports local 
food system 

• Community 
building 

• Health and 
nutrition 

• Teaching and 
learning 

• Supports local 
food system 

• Community 
building  

• Health and 
nutrition 

• Supports local 
food system 

• Health and 
nutrition 

• Teaching and 
learning 

• Supports local 
food system 

• Community 
building 

Suppliers  

• Supports local 
food system 

• Social 
connections 

• Community 
building 

• Supports local 
food system 

• Social 
connections 

• Community 
building 

N/A 

Employees / 
Volunteers 

• Sense of 
purpose 

• Social 
connections 

• Health and 
nutrition 

• Teaching and 
learning 

• Sense of 
purpose 

• Social 
connections 

 

• Health and 
nutrition 

• Teaching and 
learning 

• Sense of 
purpose 

• Community 
building 

• Social 
connections 
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4.6 Theoretical Propositions 

It is clear the case organisations analysed in this research have all created various well-being 

outcomes for various stakeholder groups. The supply chain lens used in this research is from a 

supply chain social capital point of view, and was used to understand the characteristics of the 

relationships that exist within the case organisations’ supply chains.  

Proposition One: Small organisations with short food supply chains are uniquely positioned to 

create various forms of social capital (relational, structural, and cognitive).  

While all organisations selected for this research utilise short food supply chains, each case 

organisation is different, and each case created social capital across the relational, structural, and 

cognitive dimensions. The case organisations were purposefully identified as potential participants 

due to their differences across several dimensions. Examples of these differences include for-profit 

or not for-profit, the type of short food supply chain structure (e.g. CSA model, online subscription 

model, community collective model), and retailer or grower of produce. This decision resulted in 

a variety of organisation types being involved in the study. Organisations with short food supply 

chains are uniquely positioned to create social capital as they exist entirely within a community, 

on a small scale. This creates the opportunity for different actors involved with a short food supply 

chain to connect and develop relationships within the community they operate in – therefore 

creating various forms of social capital.  

The data from this research showed social capital emerged in different strengths and forms for 

each case, depending on the design, structure, and goal of the organisation. The NFP and OG cases 

are positioned as retailers, and these organisations created social capital for both suppliers and 

customers as the design of their short food supply chains allows for this. The network of 

relationships created as a result of the short food supply chains connects local produce growers to 

the organisations, creating social capital. The organisations’ networks also result in social capital 

being created between customers and the organisations. OG scores higher in the social capital 

supplier categories when compared with the customer categories, due to OG’s organisational goal 

and design. NFP has a different organisational goal than OG, despite both organisations operating 

similar schemes. NFP achieves more balanced scores across the social capital supplier categories 

when compared with the customer categories. The Community Collective’s short food supply 
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chain is designed to connect more with its customers over its suppliers. Reflecting this, the 

Collective scores higher in the social capital customer categories than the supplier categories. The 

Collective has created a network of relationships between itself and its customers, creating social 

capital in its community. The CSA is unique as it grows produce and therefore does not have 

suppliers, but this organisation created high levels of social capital with customers. The design of 

the CSA case allows meaningful connections and relationships to be formed within its community. 

This shows that despite the differences in organisational design, small organisations with short 

food supply chains create social capital.  

Proposition Two: Social capital leads to well-being outcomes. 

Each case in this research created various well-being outcomes for various stakeholders. Social 

capital measures the value of relationships and connections, so having high levels of social capital 

translates to deeper and more meaningful relationships and connections. As humans, social 

connections are essential for all aspects of our health and well-being. The data from this research 

showed organisations that have high levels of social capital across all stakeholders involved in the 

short food supply chain, create high levels of community well-being. An example of this is the 

CSA case, the organisation scored high across all applicable categories of social capital. The high 

social capital scores are reflected in the well-being outcomes CSA creates, as many well-being 

outcomes are generated for all applicable stakeholder groups. Overall, the organisational design of 

CSA and the supply chain design used by the organisation is effective, the organisation positively 

impacts well-being for all applicable stakeholder groups. 

Overall, this research has shown that organisations with short food supply chains are well-

positioned to create various forms of social capital. The creation of social capital means 

organisations have facilitated the creation of well-being outcomes for various stakeholder groups. 

Organisations that have higher levels of social capital across all three dimensions are more 

impactful at creating well-being in the community.  

4.7 Conclusion 

This chapter provided an explanation of the findings of this research. It began with defining social 

capital and the relational, structural, and cognitive dimensions of social capital. Criteria for 
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different levels of each of the dimensions of social capital were established.  Next, within-case 

analysis for each case took place. Each case was described, evaluated against the three dimensions 

of social capital, and the outcomes of the case were determined. Cross-case analysis was the next 

step. Social capital was looked at across each of the cases, and the well-being outcomes of each 

case were also examined in the context of which stakeholder group was affected. The chapter was 

concluded with a discussion of theoretical propositions as a result of this research.
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Chapter 5 - Discussion 

5.1 Introduction 

The purpose of this study is to build understanding of the role local food providers with short food 

supply chains play in building community well-being. The findings of this study examine the 

situation in a Christchurch-based context, and add to the body of research that seeks to understand 

the impact of short food supply chains on community well-being. The theoretical propositions 

which emerged in the previous chapter are related to the existing literature. Limitations of the 

research are also discussed, and recommendations for future research are outlined. 

5.2 Discussion of Findings 

The theoretical propositions resulting from this study align with existing research. The first 

proposition, that small organisations with short food supply chains are uniquely positioned to 

create various forms of social capital, fits in with existing studies in the supply chain literature and 

social capital literature. Research shows organisations that utilise short food supply chains are 

gaining popularity due to their multifunctionality and the range of benefits generated, which extend 

beyond just food production and consumption. Extended benefits include concepts such as 

community building, diversified economies, civic engagement, improved food security, and 

climate resilience (Diekmann et al., 2020; Lovell, 2010; Poulsen et al., 2017). Short food supply 

chains which are used in various alternative food systems (e.g. CSA schemes, community gardens, 

and farmers markets) create beneficial outcomes, such as making local food more available to 

consumers, supporting the local economy, educating people about local food, and building 

community (Diekmann et al., 2020; Poulsen et al., 2017). Research has shown stakeholders often 

value these outcomes equally as much as the direct benefit to food production and consumption 

(Lovell, 2010; Poulsen et al., 2017; Vitiello & Wolf-Powers, 2014). Alternative food systems that 

utilise short food supply chains socially embed aspects of the local food system by facilitating 

relationships between producers and consumers, whereas more traditional food supply chains are 

anonymous and distant (Chiffoleau, 2009; Diekmann et al., 2020; Hinrichs, 2000). Alternative 

food systems are social spaces that bring people together, create strong social bonds, and build a 

sense of community and connectedness. The creation and development of social bonds and 

relationships is a form of social capital, and this social capital can aid in neighbourhood 
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revitalisation and building community well-being (Diekmann et al., 2020; Poulsen et al., 2017; 

Vitiello & Wolf-Powers, 2014). As seen in the literature, the cases in this study did generate 

additional community resources, due to the short food supply chains, that extended beyond food 

production and consumption, and are highly valued by each of the case communities. These 

resources include the creation of social capital, across the structural, relational, and cognitive 

dimensions. These extended benefits aid in building well-being within the communities’ 

surrounding each of the case organisations.  

Diekmann et al. (2020) state the function or goal of alternative food systems based on short food 

supply chains include improving access to food, better education, community building, and 

improving civic engagement. This was reflected clearly in the case data in this research. All the 

cases aimed to improve access to fresh produce for customers. Other functions and goals of the 

cases included fostering a sense of community, improving education, and supporting the local food 

system. Diekmann et al. (2020) suggest that CSA schemes give participants the most benefit in 

terms of food and agricultural knowledge because CSA scheme managers provide information to 

CSA participants, which increases knowledge and understanding about food and agriculture. 

Additionally, Hinrichs (2000) suggests CSA schemes are well positioned for creating and building 

community around the interwoven issues of food and the environment. This focus on building 

community makes CSA schemes socially embedded alternative food systems, as apart from the 

food production and consumption benefits, CSA schemes promote community development. This 

is done through the interactions between the CSA producer and customers, as direct interactions 

develop relationships, resulting in a more integrated community (Hinrichs, 2000).  

As for community gardens, Diekmann et al. (2020) found that they provide ample opportunity for 

developing social capital, through the connections and social interactions that occur, which is also 

reflected in this research, since the CSA case utilises a community garden for growing produce. 

The CSA case has the highest social capital levels and the most well-being outcomes of the four 

cases in this research. In the study by Diekmann et al. (2020), the CSA scheme was set up in a 

similar way to the NFP and OG cases in this research, customers would order online and receive 

their produce by delivery. Similar to Diekmann et al. (2020), customers in similar situations in this 

research - those ordering online through OG and NFP - had lower social capital scores as there is 

limited opportunity for social interaction between OG and its customers, and NFP and its 
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customers. Alternative food systems utilising short food supply chains which facilitate social 

gatherings and social interaction create higher levels of social capital, when compared to 

alternative food systems, which aligns with the literature on how community organisations foster 

social capital (Ozanne & Ozanne, 2021). While technological advances of online ordering can 

create efficiency for both customers and organisations, the use of online ordering reduces the 

opportunity for social contact and the development of social capital. 

The second proposition regarding the relationship between social capital and well-being outcomes, 

also fits in with existing social capital literature. Diekmann et al. (2020) state that alternative food 

systems create social capital, and as a result, beneficial outcomes are also generated. These 

beneficial outcomes include improved food access and nutrition, more social connection, better 

food and agricultural knowledge, and improved civic and community engagement (Diekmann et 

al., 2020). Similarly, in this study, well-being outcomes included teaching and learning, social 

connections, health and nutrition, community building, and sense of purpose. This research found 

that all four cases improved food access and the health and nutrition of customers. This was a 

common goal for all case organisations, and an outcome for all participants. Improving access to 

fresh produce is an important way alternative food systems contribute to community well-being, 

as food security is improved (Poulsen et al., 2017). Improving food security within a community 

is one way resilience can be built (Diekmann et al., 2020). Social capital is also an important factor 

for ensuring resilience across all social levels, including in communities (Carmen et al., 2022). 

This concept has been shown in the existing literature, as well as reflected in this study. 

5.3 Research Contributions 

While corroborating extant research, this research also extends existing knowledge and work on 

community well-being and community resilience. The body of research on how communities can 

become more resilient is growing, especially in the face of shocks and stressors – such as climate 

change, and other grand challenges (Brown & Sonwa, 2018; Carmen et al., 2022; Elmqvist et al., 

2019). The current literature has highlighted the need for further research on how enhancing 

community resilience requires an approach that extends beyond technical or infrastructural 

approaches to include social and psychological factors (Carmen et al., 2022). This research 

addresses this need by filling a knowledge gap about practical measures that can improve resilience 
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in a community setting. Much of the existing literature examines measures that occur at a national 

level, not at a community level (Carmen et al., 2022). Findings from this study show firms with 

short food supply chains are well positioned to create social capital, and social capital leads to the 

creation of well-being outcomes and community resilience. This is practical knowledge, and could 

aid local government when making policy decisions regarding community well-being and 

resilience. Carmen et al. (2022) suggests policy must reflect the importance of fostering social 

capital in communities, and the role social capital has in building community resilience.  

At the local level, the Christchurch City Council has many strategies and policies that impact local 

communities, such as their Strategic Framework. This research has been conducted in a 

Christchurch based context, and its findings could be beneficial for local government when making 

decisions and creating strategies to improve the well-being of local communities. The local setting 

context of this research provides practical insight into what is happening within Christchurch 

communities, with respect to the relationship between social capital and community resilience. 

The theoretical propositions resulting from this research suggest that the four selected Christchurch 

cases are uniquely positioned to create various forms of social capital, and this created social 

capital leads to the creation of various well-being outcomes, and ultimately improved community 

resilience. These propositions support the outcomes and goals proposed by the Christchurch City 

Council in their Strategic Framework, which highlight the council’s vision for Christchurch, and 

the communities which make up the fabric of the city. The Christchurch City Council discusses 

various community outcomes in the framework, one of which is resilient communities 

(Christchurch City Council, 2019). This outcome is important because the quality of life and sense 

of well-being individuals experience is intertwined with having caring and supportive networks, 

and a strong sense of community – which are all elements of social capital. Relationships and 

connections between individuals in a community contribute to the sense of belonging an individual 

feels, and helps to promote social cohesion and builds social capital (Christchurch City Council, 

2019). Social capital, community well-being and community resilience are built at the local level, 

between local organisations and community members, as shown in this study. These findings 

provide context and valuable information for policy makers, which make the important decisions 

around the actions New Zealand takes when working towards the SDGs. The SDGs provide a 

pathway to prosperity, as they are a call for action for solving many of the grand challenges we 

face. Grand challenges and their impacts often play out at the local level, within communities, and 
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by building well-being and resilience, communities can be better positioned to overcome these 

challenges and contribute to achieving the SDGs. 

Findings of this study also show organisations play an important role in shaping social capital 

within communities at the local level, an idea which is also reflected in the work by Carmen et al. 

(2022). Social capital, and the relational, structural, and cognitive dimensions, is a dynamic 

resource that must be maintained and strengthened over time to build resilience (Ozanne & 

Ozanne, 2021). Organisations can facilitate regular interactions between actors in a local 

community network, improving social capital, and ultimately community resilience (Ozanne & 

Ozanne, 2021). The council’s Strategic Framework emphasises the importance of developing 

resilience within organisations, as well as communities, to prepare for future disruptions and 

challenges (Christchurch City Council, 2019). The council supports small community 

organisations that undertake initiatives that make their community a better place to live and visit. 

This support is in the form of financial aid and supportive policy. Based on evidence in existing 

literature that organisations can facilitate the creation and development of social capital, and social 

capital leads to well-being outcomes, as well as the desire of the City Council to develop resilient 

communities, the council should continue to support community organisations. The findings of 

this research support the ideas set out in the council’s strategic framework – that by supporting 

community organisations, social capital and community well-being is developed, and community 

resilience is built. There are local level initiatives and small organisations working to improve the 

well-being of communities across the country, which directly benefits local communities, and the 

country as a whole.  

This research fills a second gap relating to social capital and community resilience, because they 

are often framed together, without being clearly defined concepts in the literature. This has 

implications for any findings or conclusions drawn from existing research (Aldrich & Meyer, 

2015; Carmen et al., 2022; Rockenbauch & Sakdapolrak, 2017). In this study, the concepts of 

social capital and community resilience are clearly defined as separate concepts, with the 

relationship between them acknowledged and discussed. The concept of social capital has been 

used as a lens in this research to understand what actions or measures can be implemented to 

enhance resilience, as social capital is often viewed as a core for community resilience (Adger, 

2000; Berkes & Ross, 2013; Carmen et al., 2022). 
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Practical insight into what is occurring within local food producing organisations in Christchurch 

communities is a contribution made by this research. This insight supports the Christchurch City 

Council’s Food Resilience Policy, by demonstrating that the policy is effective. The Food 

Resilience Policy is a local level initiative aiming to develop the social, economic, and physical 

dimensions of Christchurch in order to ensure healthy, affordable, and local food for residents. 

This policy is an example of the current support for small community organisations, which fosters 

community well-being and community resilience. The policy outlines various outcomes, including 

health and well-being, close knit and self-reliant communities, thriving local food economy, and 

resilient and sustainable food system (Christchurch City Council, 2014). The council has 

committed to working with communities to achieve these outcomes, through actions such as 

collaborating with communities, encouraging the establishment of food producing gardens, 

making land available for food production projects, and supporting community initiatives 

(Christchurch City Council, 2014). This research has shown that these outcomes are occurring in 

local Christchurch communities, meaning the Food Resilience Policy is effective. Ideally, 

organisations will continue to receive the local level support offered by the council and can 

continue their work, ultimately further improving community well-being and resilience. 

Building food resilience is a way of improving overall resilience levels in a community, as a 

resilient food system focuses on people, the environment, and all dimensions of well-being. Food 

resilience utilises small organisations that are based in local food systems, and these organisations 

often use short food supply chains. Policy which supports short food supply chains inadvertently 

supports local food systems, local produce growers, and local food providing organisations. It 

ensures the ongoing viability of short food supply chains. Supporting organisations with short food 

supply chains at the local level is important because of the social capital created by these 

organisations within a community, as well as their use of the more sustainable alternative to the 

current global food system. By supporting organisations with short food supply chains, this can 

contribute toward achieving the SDGs, such as zero hunger, sustainable cities and communities, 

responsible production and consumption, and climate action. As demonstrated in this study, 

organisations utilising short food supply chains are uniquely positioned to create social capital and 

various well-being outcomes, and ultimately improve community well-being and resilience.  
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5.4 Supply Chain Social Capital 

Supply chain social capital draws on multiple theory bases, including social network theory, and 

has become an important concept in the supply chain literature (Autry & Griffis, 2008; Borgatti & 

Li, 2009; Stolze et al., 2018). The concept is positioned as a higher-level construct of social capital, 

and is frequently discussed in an organisational context in the literature. Outcomes are discussed 

in terms of how they affect organisations, or how organisations benefit from supply chain social 

capital. This research extends the traditional organisational focus by shifting the outcome focus of 

firms to the forms of community well-being the case organisations create. This research also 

considers the impact of well-being outcomes created as a result of the firms in this research, for a 

variety of stakeholders, such as employees, the wider community, and customers. These are unique 

contributions made to the existing literature.  

This research has utilised the concept of supply chain social capital for building an in-depth 

understanding of relationships within local food supply chains, as well as the impact these 

relationships have on various outcomes, such as community well-being and resilience. The result 

of this study is an extension to the existing supply chain social capital knowledge base. The study 

builds on key papers, such as those by Autry and Griffis (2008), Borgatti and Li (2009), Stolze et 

al. (2015), and Stolze et al. (2018) by introducing the impact of supply chain social capital on 

various stakeholders. The unique contributions this research creates are important because they 

develop the concept of supply chain social capital. The concept of supply chain social capital is 

positioned to become increasingly important, as topics such as supply chain resilience, sustainable 

supply chains, and shortening supply chains gain popularity (Arnold et al., 2022). 

5.5 Recommendations for Future Research 

Future research could investigate the extent to which the findings of this research can be replicated 

in different contexts or scenarios. This would determine the applicability of these findings and 

results to the wider population. Future research could also extend or make changes to the research 

process used in this study, and compare the findings. This would improve the knowledge and 

understanding of the impact food producers have on their local communities in the literature. The 

short food supply chain aspect is a unique aspect of this research, which is currently a research 

area that requires further investigation. More exploration into the short food supply chain area of 
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supply chain management, and the interaction with social capital is an emerging topic in the 

literature. An additional direction future research could take is investigating how local food 

providers impact community well-being in the future. A study which revisits organisations over a 

long period of time to observe how and if the impact on community well-being changes as the 

organisation evolves. Also, investigating how local food providers’ impact community well-being 

from the perspectives of those other than the manager or leader or the organisation would be an 

interesting addition to the knowledge base. Another avenue future research could take is 

investigating the idea of technological advances and its impact on social capital in short supply 

chain organisations. While technological advances such as online ordering or automated ordering 

can create efficiency, it could also reduce the opportunity for social contact. Often, a major driver 

of using short supply chains is the closeness of relationships between people in the chain, so 

investigating the effect on social capital could produce interesting findings.  

5.6 Limitations 

This study aimed to investigate the role of local food providers in building community well-being. 

A case study method was selected, utilising four cases, with participant-observation and semi-

structured interviews used for data gathering. Case studies are time-consuming and are often 

subject to restrictions in time and budget (Krusenvik, 2016). This research had to be completed 

within a set timeframe, and within a set budget as set by the university, meaning this research was 

subject to certain restrictions.  

Case studies investigate highly specific scenarios, with the aim of building deeper understanding 

of a selected phenomenon as it exists in context (Krusenvik, 2016; Wikfeldt, 2016). Generalising 

case study results to contexts other than the one studied is seen as the biggest limitation in case 

study research. Instead, case study research builds theoretical premises that function as a tool to 

make claims about situations similar to the one studied, this is known as analytic generalisation 

(Wikfeldt, 2016; Yin, 2018). In case study research, cases are not ‘sampling units’ as in statistical 

generalisation. The number of cases in a case study are often too low to represent an adequately 

sized sample which represents the larger population. Yin (2018) suggests two to three cases should 

be selected if following literal replication design, and four to six cases should be selected if 

following theoretical replication design. Due to the limited participant pool, as well as time and 
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budget constraints, this research did not follow a pure literal or theoretical replication design. 

Instead, a mix of the two designs was used and four cases were selected for this study. This resulted 

in a sample size too small to make generalisations from and represent the larger population, but 

the research did aid in building theoretical propositions.  

While there are suggested guidelines for conducting within-case and cross-case analysis in 

research, there is room for bias to influence any outcomes and results. In an attempt to minimise 

potential bias, reliability strategies as suggested by Yin (2018) were employed during this research. 

This meant bias, reliability, and errors were not a significant issue.  
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Chapter 6 – Conclusion 

This qualitative study utilised an inductive approach, using multiple-case studies to investigate the 

role of local food producers in building community well-being. This research looked specifically 

at local food producers with short food supply chains, through a social capital lens, to determine 

the levels of social capital at each case organisation, across the structural, relational, and cognitive 

dimensions of social capital, during within-case analysis. Well-being outcomes created by the case 

organisations were identified, and the stakeholder group that benefited from the well-being 

outcome was identified using case study data collected through participant-observation and semi-

structured interviews. Cross-case analysis was then conducted following the guidelines proposed 

by Yin (2018), to examine themes, similarities, and differences across each of the cases.  

The research identified two theoretical propositions, outlined in the findings chapter, and then 

further elaborated on in the discussion chapter. The data from this research showed small 

organisations with short food supply chains are uniquely positioned to create various forms of 

social capital. This was determined through conducting participant-observations and using semi-

structured interviews to build a picture of each case organisation. This case data also revealed 

social capital leads to various well-being outcomes for a variety of stakeholder groups. These 

propositions fit within the existing knowledge base as other research has stated similar findings. 

This study contributes to the growing knowledge base with supply chain management, as it is 

positioned as a short food supply chain study with a social capital perspective. A unique aspect of 

this study is its local level viewpoint which provides practical information in a contextualised 

setting, as well as its identification of well-being outcomes for various stakeholder groups, all 

through a social capital lens. 

This research is positioned in a Christchurch context, and provides a snapshot of how small 

organisations utilising short food supply chains in various alternative food systems contribute to 

community well-being. This research is beneficial to local policymakers and those with an interest 

in improving community well-being. Food providing organisations utilising short food supply 

chains can improve well-being levels within communities, and improving our understanding of 

how these types of organisations create beneficial well-being outcomes can have a positive 

influence on the levels of well-being and resilience in our communities’. Making a difference in 
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society and working towards achieving the SDGs starts at the local level. Local food providers 

utilising short food supply chains contribute to the creation of community well-being and 

community resilience, and we must continue to support their efforts to create meaningful change. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Evidence of Social Capital in the Community Collective 

Type of 
Capital: 

Supplier 
or 
Customer: 

Quote: 

Relational 
Capital 

Suppliers [Discussing supply chain and number of echelons with 
intermediary group] 
That’s correct … There’s quite a journey, yeah. 

Customers …some of the mums that come, sometimes they can't get to us 
by four o'clock. We pack the stuff up and leave it outside which 
they can collect after hours. …we try to be really 
accommodating. You need to make it as easy as possible for 
people to participate 

Structural 
Capital 
 

Suppliers [Discussing relationship between Community Collective and 
intermediary group] 
Very minimal really. The [Community Collective], well last year 
this is what we were doing, they were just sending through the 
orders to me just by text. So, they would just say “we want five 
boxes or seven boxes or fifteen boxes” or whatever they wanted. 
And that was about the sum total of the interaction, they put 
their money into the account, and it all worked rather smoothly 
really. As for my interactions with [name redacted], I would then 
collate all the orders from [Community Collective] and there's 
another group, [name redacted], and my own orders and then put 
the bulk through to [name redacted] and then he would add it to 
other orders. 

Customers  …we've linked with the school a lot over the years. 
So, at one stage, we had a really close relationship with the 
school. 
…they [community members] find out about it [Community 
Collective] through the [community newsletter] or through the 
[parent organisation] website. 
…if anyone wants to join up, it's pretty easy. 

Cognitive 
Capital 

Suppliers  
 

We initially started off by… there were quite a lot of fruit and 
veggie collectives’ right around Christchurch at that time, when 
we were initially linked to the [name redacted] group. Then that 
broke away and we joined up with the [name redacted] group 
and we were with [name redacted] until a year ago, when that 
group ended, then we joined [name redacted] group. 
[Discussing how the Community Collective facilitated joining 
other community groups]. So, basically pretty much this time 
last year, the [name redacted] group told us, out of the blue, they 
were closing down. They gave us a list of contacts of other fruit 
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and veggie collectives around Christchurch. I just looked for 
groups that were close to where we are and I happened to ring 
up [name redacted] at [redacted], and this time last year, she was 
really delighted to have us join her scheme. 

Customers  We think it's important, you know, if they [community 
members] need veggies and stuff that are affordable, we should 
take it to them. 
So, because we’re a community, we can cater for the needs of 
the people here. 
…because she really needs it to support, you know, her weekly 
food shop. …she she's got two little kids …you know they… 
don't have tons of money, so she was like, you know, over the 
moon, with the fruit and veg and every time it comes to the end 
of the year, and she’s sort of going “oh please, I hope it's going 
to keep going”. 
While there's still a bit of a need we'll keep it going. 
I think it's pretty clear why I like to do it. It's the last project, the 
only thing I’m doing with [parent organisation] now after all 
these years, you know after probably about 20 or 30 projects. It's 
the last one. 
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Appendix B: Evidence of Outcomes from the Community Collective 

Name of 
Outcome:  

Quote: 

Sense of 
Purpose 

…that's quite nice to know that you’re giving someone a reason to get out of 
their house and have a bit of a chat. 
For some of them… it’s just a reason to get out of the house. 

Social 
Connection 

…apart from buying your vegetables, you don't have to buy a drink, or you 
know, most places, when you catch up you've got to pay. 
…people from all walks of life who have joined up. 

Community 
Building 
 
 
 

…the customers have to come to us, or generally, they have to come to us to 
pick up their veggies. … …we see lots of them face to face each week. 
…they obviously like us. They like to catch up with us. 
…it's [the Community Collective] a community connector. 
[discussing relationships between customers and the coordinator]  
Yeah, we know them all. 
One of my neighbours I drop a box into her each week. 
[The Community Collective] links up with like Community House here in 
[redacted]. Like more of a social service provider. So, families who are 
struggling in [redacted], those social workers and stuff find out about them, 
and we've been really lucky that a local member of the community has 
donated a veggie bag to the Community House all these years. 
…connecting with other people too, like volunteers, I mean you can see 
[name redacted] and I, that's a good excuse for us to connect each week. And 
for [name redacted] it's a great excuse. 
…by coming over for the fruit and veggies every Wednesday you know, it 
gives him a chance to connect up to his two daughters, gives him a chance 
to get out and about and he also sits in has a chat to us. 
…a local member of the community has donated a veggie bag to the 
Community House. 
…highlight is that lady who's donated a pack. She's done that every year 
since 2015. 

Health and 
Nutrition 
 

It's [The Community Collective] just helping people to make some healthier 
choices. That's its role. 
So, we try to address food on all different levels. So hence we've got a 
community garden where local people come and learn how to grow food for 
their own gardens. And then we also set up the [redacted] Farmers Market 
so that local food producers had a place to sell food and locals had a place to 
meet. And yeah, we wanted people to be able to access everything locally, 
so we set that up. We set up [redacted] Co-op, which is an organic food co-
op in town and then, as another round we set up the [Community Collective], 
looking at another group of people. We were focusing mainly on families 
and older people who might have found the farmers market or the organic 
food shop too expensive. So, the fruit and veggie collective is a much more 
affordable way to get fruit and vegetables regularly. 
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Appendix C: Evidence of Social Capital in the Neighbourhood Food Project 

Type of 
Capital: 

Supplier 
or 
Customer: 

Quote: 

Relational 
Capital 

Suppliers …at a fundamental level don't want to be competing against the 
people that we’re buying from, so [redacted] and [redacted], for 
example, do their own vegetable boxes. We don't want to be 
going into their main markets, like [redacted]  and [redacted] 
and those sorts of areas and be seen to be undercutting them, 
because their financial model relies on them being able to sell 
directly to the consumer, because it gives them a higher margin 
than selling at wholesale through us. 

Customers They are relationships that have developed mostly through the 
[sister project] and because of the relationship between the 
[sister project] and [NFP] they've kind of followed on and 
become good customers through that. With some of them I 
communicate with them weekly, mostly through email. Some 
of them I do catch up with personally. There are other people 
that I have, I would say, more than just a regular customer 
business relationship that has developed over the period that 
they've been buying boxes from [NFP], so just through 
communication, digital communication, whether it be 
messages through Instagram or Facebook, or emails being sent 
or even potentially collaborations happening as well, with what 
they do in their own lives, that relationship has become a little 
bit deeper than just that transactional kind of basis. 

…there's definitely a percentage of people who are buying 
boxes from me that I know personally. I would say almost all 
of them have come through my work in the community. 

Then I'd say the smallest or smaller percentage of people, I have 
no idea who they are other than their names, where they live, 
their cell phone numbers and what they order when they order. 

Structural 
Capital 

Suppliers …I guess we've got, kind of got, two different types of 
relationships. 

…those sorts of people where there had been either an existing 
relationship, so they were friends of mine and they've launched 
a business, or a relationship has formed from, I guess, the 
interaction around what we're doing, or actually from shopping 
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at farmer's markets and getting to know the people who are 
selling me their food. 

…those relationships are not personal relationships, so it's very 
transactional. 

They don't go out of their way to support our vision or aid us in 
any way in particular. 

Customers We started off with two types of boxes, which was our 
[redacted] and our [redacted], our big box and our little box and 
we've slowly developed those, kind of, complementary… either 
other types of boxes, or other types of products to go with them. 
Based on communications with our customers. 

…a lot of those extra offerings that we have now are based on 
me responding to what the community has communicated that 
they would like access to. 

Cognitive 
Capital  

Suppliers And both of those growers, [name redacted] and [name 
redacted] have really been on board with our vision right from 
the get-go, so there's a really strong alignment of the principles 
behind what we both do. 

…what we do tend to find, obviously with the people and the 
relationships I have with the people who grow the food locally, 
is that the relationship is deeper, so there's more flexibility. And 
sometimes we get offered access to things that other people 
may not. 

Then we also do buy some produce from larger kind of 
corporate food distributors. Which is always an interesting 
dynamic to throw into the mix because I never really feel 100% 
great about doing that, but the reliability of produce through 
them is fairly good. And there are products, obviously, that they 
have access to that either can't be produced in New Zealand, in 
the case of bananas, or they can access slightly less local 
produce, so there is some flexibility, specifically when it comes 
to fruit. As long as it's mostly coming from Aotearoa, or 
bananas being generally the only exception, then that’s still 
local enough. Yeah, those relationships are not personal 
relationships, so it's very transactional. I’m no different than 
any of their other customers. I’m there to purchase something, 
pick it up, and be on my merry way. They don't go out of their 
way to support our vision or aid us in any way in particular. 
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Customers …food has become a bit of a focus for people. There's definitely 
a growing desire that I’m noticing that people want to eat better 
quality food and they want to eat locally produced food because 
of the lower environmental impact, people are looking for ways 
to lower their ecological footprint. People want to eat 
seasonally, they want to eat fresh produce, and they don't want 
to put chemicals in their body. So, I think all of those things are 
really big part of why people, the majority of our customers, 
buy from us. 

…buying locally produced food is a priority for them, both for 
their own physical, mental wellbeing but there's also a 
recognition of how that fits into the wider environmental 
discussions around how food is produced and distributed across 
our cities and countries. 
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Appendix D: Evidence of Outcomes from the Neighbourhood Food Project 

Outcome: Quote: 

Teaching and 
Learning 

Customers are starting to, I guess, gain knowledge about the benefits of 
being able to access and prioritise the type of food that we have on offer. 

…buying locally produced food is a priority for them, both for their own 
physical, mental wellbeing but there's also a recognition of how that fits into 
the wider environmental discussions around how food is produced and 
distributed across our cities and countries. 

…food has become a bit of a focus for people. There's definitely a growing 
desire that I’m noticing that people want to eat better quality food and they 
want to eat locally produced food because of the lower environmental 
impact, people are looking for ways to lower their ecological footprint. 

…taking people on the journey of understanding some of the reasons why 
we're doing what we're doing rather than just seeing it at the surface level. 

Health and 
Nutrition 

People want to eat seasonally, they want to eat fresh produce, and they don't 
want to put chemicals in their body. So, I think all of those things are really 
big part of why people, the majority of our customers, buy from us. 

…again, that's another reason to prioritise locally grown food is that we're 
offering the best value really in terms of money spent and nutrients gained 
and the mental and physical health benefits to our customers as possible. … 
Other than them growing their own food, that's probably the only better 
option. 

…customers are now shifting to a model whereby they wait till the Tuesday 
evening to open the box and the box becomes the basis for how they eat for 
the next seven days until the next box arrives, rather than it being a 
supplement to what they're already buying from the supermarket. …that 
shows that there's a shifting prioritisation or motivation, as to why people 
are buying the boxes. 

…when you see the food looking like that, and then know where it comes 
from, and the love and attention that has gone into producing that, the food 
tastes amazing. The experience of eating that becomes that much more 
meaningful and enjoyable. 

Community 
Building 

And I think there's the ability to try and work in with other existing 
community organisations. So, whether they be local organisations like local 
community centres who are already interacting with their community to help 
support mental and physical wellbeing. I think that's an opportunity to 
connect people in, and then I think there's the opportunity to work with 
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slightly larger, sort of more local governance or even central governance 
type organisations to connect people in. 

…we put a call out for communities to sponsor boxes for families who were 
struggling to put food on the table. We managed to get people to donate, I 
think it was about $2,000 or just over $2,000 in 48 hours. 

…the people who are donating are also putting their hands up to pack the 
boxes, to help deliver the boxes, so it really has become an opportunity for 
people to connect in with community and support community in a way that 
feels really meaningful and personal for them as well. 

…I work my hardest to make sure that the volunteers feel valued and 
respected, and that they are as much a part of the project as I am, so if there's 
ways to do things differently that feel better or maybe more effective, then 
they have the ability to co-design those processes. That's really important in 
terms of them feeling a level of ownership over the project. 

So, we started putting a call out for people who potentially had the time and 
flexibility and the desire to contribute to what we're doing. The response, I 
mean I wouldn't say it's been overwhelming, but we definitely have a core 
group of committed volunteers who are a number more than what we need 
on a week-to-week basis, so now we have a fortnightly crew situation. 

…there's definitely a percentage of people who are buying boxes from me 
that I know personally. I would say almost all of them have come through 
my work in the community 

A percentage of that [food rescue food] gets given to the community through 
[sister project]. 

They are relationships that have developed mostly through the [sister 
project] and because of the relationship between the [sister project] and 
[NFP] they've kind of followed on and become good customers through that. 
With some of them I communicate with them weekly, mostly through email. 
Some of them I do catch up with personally. There are other people that I 
have, I would say, more than just a regular customer business relationship 
that has developed over the period that they've been buying boxes from 
[NFP], so just through communication, digital communication, whether it 
be messages through Instagram or Facebook, or emails being sent or even 
potentially collaborations happening as well, with what they do in their own 
lives, that relationship has become a little bit deeper than just that 
transactional kind of basis. 
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Supports 
Local Food 
System 

…what we do tend to find, obviously with the people and the relationships 
I have with the people who grow the food locally, is that the relationship is 
deeper, so there's more flexibility. And sometimes we get offered access to 
things that other people may not. 

Social 
Connection  

…it's nice to be able to run a business that does, even though it's digitally 
based, it still has a depth of relationship to it, that feels important to me as 
the person who's running it. 
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Appendix E: Evidence of Social Capital in the Online Grocer 

Type of 
Capital: 

Supplier 
or 
Customer: 

Quote: 

Relational 
Capital 

Suppliers But generally, with [supplier], [supplier] and [supplier] I chat with 
them pretty easily. And they are really great at being like “oh 
actually I don’t have enough of that can you limit it to that” or 
“here’s something extra that we’re not putting on our website, but 
we’ve got enough for you guys” or “you can have 10kgs of this” 
so they’re really great. 

To try and make it easier for them, I guess this is relationship 
building, but I plan all the boxes on a Wednesday night or a 
Thursday and then I send them through a tentative order because 
we don’t actually order until Monday, but I’ll send a tentative 
order and say this is what we’re looking like, does that suit you? 
If they say that’s all good and okay, then I’ll put the boxes on the 
website, so those producers can hold that for me. 

After that process [the on boarding process] we will only see them 
if we see them at drop off… 

Customers [Discussing customer interactions] …because we don’t see the 
customers, it’s not like… we’re not building… well we call it the 
[OG] family, but they don’t see each other, and we don’t really 
see them. 

We often get customers getting in touch to say stuff like their 
boxes and packaging didn’t get picked up this week, can someone 
come and get it, or I didn’t get any apples, that’s mostly all we 
hear. 

Structural 
Capital 

Suppliers We’ve got to be a bit careful about how many suppliers we can 
take on so we can support them properly. 

Customers  We as [OG] don’t really see them [customers], well the drivers 
sometimes see them when they drop off the boxes. Customers 
seem to love the drivers! Customers see the drivers; they love to 
chat with the customers if they can. 

Cognitive 
Capital 

Suppliers So, we are stoked that our quality is really good because our 
farmers really care about it, and they are selling it direct to us. 

…we don’t negotiate on price. They just tell us their price and 
that’s what it is. We’re never going to say, “can you do that 
cheaper?” That’s the cost because that’s what it costs them to 
grow. 
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I think they appreciate that as well. We would never say “oh those 
guys are doing it for cheaper” and I don’t always pick the cheapest 
one. I pick quality products, like if we had amazing lettuces then 
I’ll pick those again. 

It is a really good relationship, and you’ll notice that when you 
talk to each other. I was talking to a guy who grows herbs locally 
and he sells them through [supplier] but there was some stuff he 
doesn’t seem to sell through them so I asked if we could buy it 
directly. He was hesitant because he didn’t want to cut out 
[supplier] because he said they really look after him. Everyone 
supports each other. 

Customers  …our customers are thoughtful about what they buy and what 
they eat. 

I know some people do it for the convenience, some people do it 
because they really value organics. A lot of people have said 
they’ve tried Hello Fresh and it’s just so much packaging, and they 
just want to make up what they want to cook by themselves. I 
really think there’s such a range. I guess its people who can’t 
necessarily make it to a farmers’ market, but they want the local 
produce. I mean that was one of our original things, a farmers’ 
market in a box. 
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Appendix F: Evidence of Outcomes from the Online Grocer 

Outcome: Quotes: 

Supports 
Local Food 
System 

 

 

Everyone is really lovely, and we all want the same thing; everyone wants 
all the local growers to sell out. When one grower ran out of carrots, it 
sucked for us, but it was awesome for them! It means they made all the 
money they could, and nothing was wasted. 

That is our main sort of thing, trying to build up and support the local food 
system so that there is one. We support them by buying from them, we don’t 
do anything extra I would say. We link up with them a wee bit on social 
media, but that’s all. 

I just want that strength and security, food security I guess, and this is the 
next closest thing apart from growing it all myself, is make sure at least 
someone local can grow it. 

[discussing relationship between supplier and the company] 

Yeah, I mean I guess we try and spread around our orders and stuff. We try 
and support lots of different suppliers but at the same time being conscious 
of not spreading ourselves too thinly because that’s just annoying for the 
suppliers. 

Community 
Building 

 

 

 

It is a really good relationship, and you’ll notice that when you talk to each 
other. I was talking to a guy who grows herbs locally and he sells them 
through [supplier] but there was some stuff he doesn’t seem to sell through 
them so I asked if we could buy it directly. He was hesitant because he didn’t 
want to cut out [supplier] because he said they really look after him. 
Everyone supports each other. 

All that extra, or any of the extra that is leftover at the end of the pack goes 
to charity, it’s not wasted. So, I don’t have to worry, I don’t have to spend 
heaps of money on stuff I don’t need to because it’s not really wasted. 

[discussing donating leftover produce] 

We alternate between Compassion Trust and Delta Community Support. I 
think they make boxes, or they let people choose what they want from that. 
Also, if we get late cancellations from a customer, we’ll just donate that box 
as well. We don’t want food waste, and I don’t know what else we would 
do with it. It’s nice to give people access to the food. I think a lot of people 
with low incomes don’t have easy access to organic fruit and vegetables 
which is crazy because they are grown right here. 

I actually called round them all and asked what they thought about teaming 
up somehow, all the local organic growers to make a team so everyone gets 
the sales, but no one was keen. I think they are… it’s a great community but 
also, they are very defensive, or protective I guess of their personal business 
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which is awesome and of course they are. They are growing this stuff! It just 
seems crazy to compete against each other rather than trying to bring more 
people into buying organic. That’s just something that makes me think that 
there has to be a better way, but I’m not sure what it is. 

Social 
Connections  

 

A few months ago, I was talking to [supplier] about their tunnel house, and 
I said it would be cool if we could get heritage tomatoes, and the lady said 
it would cost a wee bit more, but do I think the customer would buy them? 
I said yeah, I think they would. I’m hoping they do have some as we come 
into tomato season. It’s cool we can talk about stuff like that. I’m sure they 
go much more in depth with detail and market research within themselves, 
but it’s nice that she’ll listen and seem to take my suggestions on board. 

[discussing relationships with suppliers] 

Well, if it wasn’t for the suppliers, we wouldn’t have [company]. And I 
guess if we didn’t have customers either we still wouldn’t have [company]. 

Health and 
Nutrition 

 

I know some people do it for the convenience, some people do it because 
they really value organics. A lot of people have said they’ve tried Hello 
Fresh and it’s just so much packaging, and they just want to make up what 
they want to cook by themselves. I really think there’s such a range. I guess 
its people who can’t necessarily make it to a farmers’ market, but they want 
the local produce. I mean that was one of our original things, a farmers’ 
market in a box. 

…our customers are thoughtful about what they buy and what they eat. 
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Appendix G: Evidence of Social Capital at the CSA 

Type of 
Capital: 

Supplier or 
Customer: 

Quote: 

Relational 
Capital 

Customer A lot of our local whanau and individuals who support our 
veggie scheme, they were once strangers but they’re not 
anymore. They are now inputting and creating relational 
resilience for our neighbourhood, they're not just taking, not just 
getting support, but they've actually hopped in and are now 
providing that support to others just by them being present and 
hearing. 

Structural 
Capital 

Customer We were representing something more than just a profit driven 
business. The idea that they could see how… I think that 
visibility and that understanding that when they buy a bag of 
veggies, it's doing so much more than just putting money into a 
bank account, it’s actually investing in people's lives. 

Cognitive 
Capital 
 

Customer …we ended up solidifying about four values that we hoped 
would really guide us. Those values were what we're sort of 
seeing lived out by some locals and we really admired and 
respected. 
A lot of our volunteers and the people who supported us to 
begin, a lot of us were really inspired by the stories of Jesus and 
the stories of people who move beyond prejudice and move 
beyond individualism and self-centeredness to show kindness 
and love and Manaakitanga to strangers, and that value set, we 
hope, will be a big part of the [community garden] going into 
the future. 
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Appendix H: Evidence of Outcomes from the CSA 

Outcome: Quote: 
Teaching and 
Learning 

Our produce has got zero carbon miles, we grow it 100 meters away 
from the house where it’s going to be eaten in. There’s so many different 
layers and environmental and social benefits that come with growing 
your produce in the neighbourhood. 
It's been really helpful having those families have a greater sense of 
understanding, of what challenges our neighbourhood does face, lifting 
that awareness. 
We were representing something more than just a profit driven business. 
The idea that they could see how… I think that visibility and that 
understanding that when they buy a bag of veggies, it's doing so much 
more than just putting money into the bank account, it’s actually 
investing in people's lives. 
…my hope is that the [community garden] is inspiring and encouraging 
people or individuals that the decisions they make with their dollars can 
have a huge and significant impact, not only for climate resilience, but 
community resilience. 

Community 
Building 

…our primary driver is around building community resilience and 
really empowering individuals and groups of people to support one 
another in a way, where maybe they won’t need a food bank in the 
future and maybe they won’t have to depend on a solution that can really 
reduce people's sense of dignity or self-esteem. 
The food is a really awesome way we find for empowering and creating 
community resilience. 
We’ve really valued, more recently, having the localised veggie sales to 
local families and we love being able to provide an organic, freshly 
harvested bag of produce that I think is semi affordable for people on a 
medium income. 
In our current scheme people have to commit for the whole 12 weeks 
by paying ahead of time, so that we get one payment for the entire three 
months and that just lifts the level of commitment and investment from 
local families. 
…we've being really encouraged by the neighbourhoods’ level of 
support. 
…pretty much everybody who lives in [name redacted] we would know 
really well and be on first name basis, and they would know our 
volunteers and have met them. 
And I think that’s the beauty of local food resilience, is it's building not 
just our resilience in regard to getting food, but it's actually like our 
survival resilience. How well we are able to cope and respond to 
personal, social, and community disasters and it's a lot harder to respond 
if the relationships aren’t based on mutuality or equality, if it’s just a 
one-way street, we're probably not going to see that same level of 
interaction in the future. 
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As part of that journey, we've been able to connect with more and more 
local families and whanau and watching as people have themselves 
benefited from more connection and more belonging with their 
neighbours. 
…didn't have much connection with their neighbours, didn't really 
know their neighbours and maybe didn't have much of an understanding 
of what was happening locally. The challenges, or the celebrations that 
are happening locally and so when they saw that there was a veggie bag 
on offer, they jumped on board as for them, they really wanted to have 
a deeper connection with what was happening locally. 
The biggest one, particularly for that whanau, was them actually 
knowing their neighbours, having friends that lived locally, and also 
being part of something that's bigger than themselves. 
We appreciate everybody's contribution, and we're very fortunate to 
have a strong level of commitment from maybe a couple dozen of local 
individuals from the beginning. 
That person having that relational connection to myself, and a few other 
volunteers meant they had people to tell who live locally, they could 
share their concern and burden on their life, and they had people who 
were able to show empathy, and actually just sort of grieve with them. 
There's been a huge number of relational journeys that have gone on 
through that, and what’s been probably the most exciting, all within 200 
meters of our house where the [community garden] is. 
We're a family, and so they’re able to pop down to the [community 
garden] each week, meet a lot of the volunteers, have catch ups with 
people. They bring their baby down here for walk, you know. 
…that direct, relational resilience, where… take the example of those 
veggie bag customers who live locally and had really minimal 
involvement and connection with anybody who lived locally, for them 
it means, worst case scenario, they've got another person in their 
network who they can turn to when they face challenges or struggles. 

Social 
Connections  
 
 

If we’re the cheapest, if we've got the most variety or if we've got the 
largest number of veggies, then people would buy from us. The more 
we thought about it, and the more we looked at who our locals were, we 
wanted to aim for something deeper and more meaningful so that it 
wouldn't be just a transactional consumer-based relationship based on 
money and quality. 
…the way it all ties in with food is we really found that veggies are the 
vehicle for connection, and you know growing produce is something 
that is almost universal in nature and understanding. It’s a common 
denominator and humanity, no matter who you are or where you're 
from, everybody's got a favourite vegetable. 
That's where those deeper connections are happening all around the 
neighbourhood. Whether its people in Council flats or people in high 
density apartments, being able to knock on your neighbour's door with 
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a bag of salad to hopefully create a bit more of a connection and a level 
of support. 
We've had a few locals who have gone on a bit of a journey to really 
strengthen their local connection with their neighbours and also the 
challenges that our neighbourhood faces. 
…about two years ago they just popped along to a working bee and got 
reconnected and that connection was strengthened so much and then 
that person ended up being a huge support base for [name redacted] 
after her garden got ripped out and those difficulties. 

Health and 
Nutrition 

I guess, we would probably choose to prioritise our relational 
investment with our volunteers over our customers if those customers 
don't live locally. So that’s where, when it comes to veggie distribution, 
we don't see our volunteers as customers, but we see them as partners 
in the growing process, you know the holistic start to finish growing 
process, where you grow it and then you eat it. That's probably what we 
are most passionate about, supporting our volunteers to enjoy good 
food. 

Sense of Purpose Also the knowledge that they are able to be more impactful and 
contributing members of our local community because of their 
relational connection… there’s just so much more potential for them to 
be empowered to make a positive difference in our neighbourhood, 
there's that potential that now exists, the connections with other 
neighbours, the connections to the significant challenges that our 
neighbourhood faces, and they can now get involved when they have 
the capacity and motivation to do so, which they do, which is really 
exciting to see. 
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Appendix I: Human Ethics Approval 
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Appendix J: Observation Information Sheet 
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Appendix K: Observation Information Sheet 
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Appendix L: Observation Consent Form 
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Appendix M: Interview Consent Form 
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Appendix N: Interview Protocol Guide 
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