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Abstract  24 

During the last several decades, inter-organizational collaboration in the food sector has emerged to tackle 25 

complex problems such as sustainability. However, in practice, these networks often either fall short of their goal 26 

or disband. Therefore, we investigate the role of culture within these networks to gain insights into the 27 

transformative capacity and (dis)continuation of such agri-food networks. Although agri-food networks are a 28 

common research topic in transition studies, our understanding of the role that culture plays in them can be 29 

improved. To better understand culture in agri-food networks, we compare eight cases. Results indicate that a 30 

shared culture affect the development and continuation of these innovative networks. Despite the intention of 31 

many agri-food networks to transform the agri-food system, they tend to reproduce it and effect incremental rather 32 

than radical changes. The degree of such changes was found to be related to the cultural (dis)similarities between 33 

the agri-food network and the agri-food system. 34 
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1 Introduction  44 

Agri-food systems have become increasingly complex with many interconnected structures and processes of 45 

production, processing and provisioning. They can be considered as human-environmental systems shaped by 46 

natural (e.g. soil, water), social (e.g. consumer groups, NGOs) and economic (e.g. farmers’ association) systems 47 

(Francis et al., 2003; Lamine, 2011; Lowe et al., 2008). These systems are confronted with complex sustainability 48 

challenges that require collective solutions and actions, as well as system innovations (Dicks et al., 2013; Fischer 49 

et al., 2012; Hubeau et al., 2017b; Ingram et al., 2015; Klerkx et al., 2010). Agri-food networks are fully embedded 50 

in the agri-food system, which in turn is fully embedded in the socio-ecological system. Following Provan and 51 

Kenis (2008), we define agri-food networks as networks consisting of at least three organizations that aim to 52 

achieve a collective goal. Within agri-food networks, the different organizations may pursue “a mutual interest 53 

while also (…) retaining separate interests” (Cropper et al. 2008: 9). Often, these networks are characterized by 54 

new types of organizations. Further, they may originate as a reaction against business-as-usual agri-food practices 55 

and intend to either transform the dominant regime in the direction of sustainability or to foster innovation and 56 

change (Bui et al., 2016; Darnhofer et al., 2010; Hubeau et al., 2017b; Ingram et al., 2015; Luederitz et al., 2016; 57 

Schiefer et al., 2015; Sengers et al., 2016). We consciously choose the term agri-food networks instead of 58 

‘alternative food networks’ as agri-food networks can be characterized as either alternative, conventional or a 59 

hybrid form, as illustrated below. 60 

Based on a literature review (Bos et al., 2013; Bos and Brown, 2012; Hermans et al., 2013; Hubeau et al., 2017b; 61 

Luederitz et al., 2016; Porter et al., 2015; Sengers et al., 2016; Turnheim et al., 2015) and our own experiences, 62 

we find that agri-food networks often either fail to reach their goal or cease to exist before the desired change or 63 

transformation has been realized. To reach their full transformative capacity, agri-food networks must have a solid 64 

societal embedding (Audet et al., 2017; Deuten et al., 1997; Geels et al., 2007; Roep and Wiskerke, 2010; Sonnino 65 

and Marsden, 2006; Wirth et al., 2013; Wu and Pullman, 2015). Deuten et al. (1997) identify three relevant 66 

environments regarding societal embedding: (i) the business environment, which integrates innovations into 67 

markets, (ii) the regulatory environment, which requires innovations to respect the rules and standards set by 68 

government agencies or sectoral bodies, and (iii) the cultural environment, which requests that innovations 69 

conform to conventional narratives, beliefs and norms. Moreover, Hubeau et al. (2017b) identify several crucial 70 

contextual factors for the (long-term) success of agri-food networks, such as mutual trust and frequent interaction. 71 

Although different studies about the cultural aspects in relation to innovation and transformation processes exist 72 

(see e.g. Bergek et al., 2008; Geels et al., 2007; Geels and Verhees, 2011; Jacobsson and Lauber, 2006; Lovell, 73 

2008), the main emphasis often remains on the business and regulatory environment (Geels and Verhees, 2011; 74 

Wu and Pullman, 2015). We believe, however, that the role of culture in this context could be more explicitly 75 

addressed. In addition, we now observe that whereas some new ideas are quickly incorporated by regime actors 76 

and successfully initiate incremental changes within the agri-food regime, other ideas are confronted with strong 77 

resistance (Diaz et al., 2013; Ingram, 2018; Ingram et al., 2015).  78 

Culture has been previously studied in different branches of literature, such as social network analysis (e.g. Breiger 79 

and Puetz, 2014), alternative agri-food networks (e.g. Roep and Wiskerke, 2010), transition studies (e.g. Geels 80 

and Verhees, 2011) and supply chain management (e.g. Fernández-Esquinas et al., 2017). In the context of both 81 

agri-food networks and transition studies, culture is often studied as one of many factors to characterize niches 82 

(Schot and Geels, 2008 or Rossi, 2017) or to characterize the environment in which niche-regime interactions 83 

occur (Bui et al., 2016 or Diaz et al., 2013). However, a substantive part of research in the agri-food sector refers 84 

to consumer culture (Spaargaren, 2011) or food culture ( Rossi, 2017) and less to the culture shaped by the actors 85 

as combination of shared narratives, norm, values and practices. Overall, literature on culture in an agri-food 86 

context is fragmented and an explicit focus is rather hard to find, especially within network literature. Our study 87 

therefore aims to deepen the theoretical and especially the empirical understanding of the role of culture in agri-88 

food networks. We aim to contribute to knowledge about the behavior of actors in networks. In addition, as other 89 

researchers (Büschgens et al., 2013; Fernández-Esquinas et al., 2017; Turró et al., 2014) have identified the role 90 

of culture as a key for innovation, we believe that by analyzing the role of culture in agri-food networks, we can 91 

generate a better understanding of the transformative capacity and (dis)continuation of these agri-food networks. 92 

Transformative capacity refers to the capability to respond to changes and take new paths of sustainable 93 
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development (Koopmans, 2018). Although our analysis focuses on culture, we do acknowledge the role of other 94 

aspects such as technology, power, politics and other institutional aspects. More specifically, we aim to address 95 

the following two research questions: (i) What is the role of culture in the continuation of agri-food networks? 96 

and (ii) Does culture co-determine the transformative capacity of agri-food networks?  97 

We address the above research questions based on an explorative comparative analysis of eight case studies; six 98 

of them have continued and two ceased their activities. We first address the current theoretical and empirical 99 

insights on culture in agri-food networks and transformation studies (section 2). Section 3 describes the research 100 

methods introducing the case study analysis and comparative approach. Section 4 briefly describes the case studies 101 

and section 5 discusses the results in light of both research questions. Finally, section 6 discusses the results in 102 

relation to the wider literature on culture and transformation processes and presents our final conclusions.  103 

2 Culture in transformation processes 104 

Culture is often conceptualized as a combination of various cognitive elements shaped through social learning 105 

processes and knowledge sharing. Based on other authors (Crossley, 2015; Fuhse, 2009; Pachucki and Breiger, 106 

2010) and for the purpose of this paper, we broadly define culture as referring to narratives, values and norms, 107 

and everyday practices. We conceptualize culture as inherently relational, meaning that narratives, values and 108 

practices only contribute to a collective culture when they are shared among actors (Crossley, 2015). Previous 109 

research suggests that culture influences the development and impact of innovations (e.g. Geels and Verhees 2011; 110 

Wirth et al. 2013; Turró et al. 2014). As an element of culture, narratives are the stories told by actors about events 111 

and practices. These stories include their perceptions, beliefs, intentions and actions, and situate them in a certain 112 

context. Actors exchange stories with each other to share and learn from one another, and to ask for 113 

understandings, explanations and interpretations (Bruner, 1991; Czarniawska, 2000; Ingram et al., 2016; Wirth, 114 

1996). Based on previous research by different authors (Heberlein, 2012; Spaargaren, 2011; Strengers, 2010; 115 

White, 1992; Williams, 1979; Wirth et al., 2013), we briefly define narratives, values, norms and practices. 116 

Narratives reflect the beliefs, values and norms that actors adhere to as well as their practices. Values refer to 117 

criteria of desirability (e.g., preferences, moral obligations and goals) and reflect how individuals assess things 118 

and experiences (e.g., as good or bad, wanted or unwanted) (White, 1992; Williams, 1979; Wirth et al., 2013). 119 

Values offer directions for behavior and decisions and are general standards. In contrast, norms are specific 120 

guidelines and specify how things should be done. Norms can take forms such as demands, rules, claims and 121 

expectations. Values and norms are tightly interwoven and most norms emerge from values (White, 1992; 122 

Williams, 1979; Wirth et al., 2013). Therefore, in the remainder of this paper, we refer to values as incorporating 123 

both values and norms. Finally, our definition also includes practices, which are constituted from knowledge, 124 

shared understandings, and material infrastructures (Spaargaren, 2011; Strengers, 2010). This focus on practices 125 

helps us to understand why actors behave in a certain way, and how practices are organized within networks. The 126 

reason to explicitly include practices is because cultural aspects are often reflected in the practices of organizations 127 

because culture is also related to practical skills, knowledge and everyday routines (Fernández-Esquinas et al., 128 

2017). As a consequence, several cultural aspects of organizations could be overlooked when only analyzing 129 

values. In contrast, narratives of agri-food networks can arise outside of the network and then be included in the 130 

practices of these networks. While we recognize that culture also includes other elements besides those defined 131 

here, such as beliefs, knowledge and social learning, we do not explicitly use these elements in our 132 

conceptualization of culture. For example, beliefs are related to values and are also incorporated within narratives 133 

and practices. Hence, we only consider the beliefs of respondents as far as they are part of their narratives and 134 

practices (López and Cuervo-Arango, 2008; Stern, 2000).  135 

When organizations in a network share the same culture, it is easier to agree on shared interpretations and to 136 

develop shared understandings (Bruner, 1991; Ingram et al., 2014; Wirth, 1996). This is not to say that cultural 137 

diversity is bad or undesirable, as diversity can help avoid cultural lock-ins. Cultural heterogeneity can be an 138 

added value to a network and may also strengthen the capacity for innovation (Whelan, 2015). However, too much 139 

cultural heterogeneity or opposition can also inhibit collective efforts and solutions. It is believed that a certain 140 

balance and common understanding needs to be established (Hubeau et al., 2018, 2017a; Ingram, 2018; Whelan, 141 
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2015). Since sustainability is a normative, subjective and evolving concept (Grosskurth and Rotmans, 2005; 142 

Hermans et al., 2011), there is not one possible pathway nor one “sustainable” system state of the agri-food system 143 

(Hubeau et al., 2017a). We broadly conceptualize sustainability following the Brundtland definition 144 

“Development that meets the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of future 145 

generations to meet their own needs” and recognize its context- and case dependency (WCED, 1987). Because 146 

the shift towards sustainability requires collective efforts and actions, a shared culture can be seen as an essential 147 

element of agri-food networks. It can generate unity within agri-food networks and supply a coherent belief system 148 

upon which individual and collective actors can base their individual and collective actions (Raeymaeckers and 149 

Dierckx, 2012; Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998). 150 

We contend that the multilevel perspective (MLP) can offer a useful starting point to study the role of culture in 151 

sustainability transformations as its practical applicability has already been demonstrated (e.g. Bui et al., 2016; 152 

Geels and Verhees, 2011). Within the MLP, transformations are analyzed as an interplay among three levels 153 

(Geels, 2011, 2002). First, the macro-level or “the landscape” is an exogenous environment that is largely beyond 154 

the influence of regime and niche actors; examples are global policy measures or climate change. The meso-level 155 

or “regime” forms the deep structure that ensures stability of systems, such as the conventional agri-food system. 156 

More specifically, the regime refers to a set of rules, such as lifestyles and institutional arrangements, which serve 157 

to reproduce the system by orienting the activities of social actors. Finally, the micro-level or “niches” refers to 158 

new ways to address societal needs. Niches are novelties that deviate from the usual, often unsustainable, ways of 159 

organizing (Geels, 2011).  160 

The MLP is often used to study niche-regime interactions (Diaz et al., 2013; Ingram et al., 2015; Smink et al., 161 

2015) or niche formation processes (Hermans et al., 2013; Kemp et al., 1998). In previous studies, culture is 162 

mostly studied as one of several elements influencing transformation processes (Erez and Gati, 2004; Whelan, 163 

2015; Wirth et al., 2013; Wu and Pullman, 2015). In this paper, we explicitly focus on culture as an important 164 

element to better understand and explain the transformative capacity and continuation of agri-food networks. 165 

Although we believe that the MLP is useful in this regard, we do suggest some adaptations. We distinguish culture 166 

as a diffuse concept, similar to how other researchers (Avelino et al., 2017; Haan and Rotmans, 2011) distinguish 167 

a ‘niche-regime’ level, namely an additional level with characteristics from both the regime and niche levels. At 168 

this level, agri-food networks could be established as stable niche-innovations or mini-regimes. In other words, 169 

agri-food networks are characterized as small regimes parallel to the agri-food regime that contain elements 170 

similar to the regime as well as elements contrasting the regime with regards to culture. This more diffuse 171 

application of the MLP fits better with the study of the diversity of agri-food networks. Agri-food networks may 172 

have very different objectives, e.g. development of new products vs. reduction of import dependency; initiators, 173 

i.e., civil society and regime actors; actors, e.g. industry and research; or activities, e.g. food production or 174 

reconnecting producers and consumers. Moreover, they may operate at different scales such as a network with 175 

three organizations or a network with ten. This approach to the multilevel perspective and the position of culture 176 

within it is used in other study areas in similar ways (Erez and Gati, 2004; Whelan, 2015; Wirth et al., 2013; Wu 177 

and Pullman, 2015). Therefore, in this paper, we consider culture as a diffuse concept shaped by interactions and 178 

relations within and among the different levels. For analytical purposes, we distinguish five levels of culture: the 179 

culture related to i) the landscape; ii) the regime; iii) agri-food networks; iv) the network member-organizations; 180 

and v) the individuals within the member-organizations (Figure 1). At the landscape level, we place dominant 181 

societal cultures that are largely beyond the influence of any actor. At the level of the regime, the dominant culture 182 

represents the culture that is shared within the dominant “conventional” agri-food regime. At this level, culture 183 

can be translated into policy measures and public actions. At the level of the agri-food network, the shared culture 184 

is developed through the interactions and relations of the network members (the focus of this paper). At the level 185 

of the member-organizations, culture refers to each organization. Finally, at the level of the individuals, culture 186 

refers to the cultural assumptions of individual people that are formed through their relationships and interactions 187 

in everyday life. Among these five levels of culture, various interactions are possible. Figure 1 illustrates our 188 

conceptualization of culture within the MLP. Our analysis includes different levels of culture. Mostly we focus 189 

on the agri-food network culture and its relation to the agri-food system culture, namely the regime culture. 190 

However, we also take elements of member-organizational and even individual culture into account (as in Fuhse 191 

2009; Whelan 2015; Wu and Pullman 2015). We therefore aim to study culture in a holistic perspective.  192 
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 193 

 194 
Figure 1: Conceptualization of culture within multilevel perspective (adapted from Geels, 2011) 195 

3 Research methods 196 

Case studies are rich in context, provide insights into specific cultures of selected networks, and help to understand 197 

processes through which network culture influences the agri-food networks and their relation to the broader agri-198 

food system (Yin, 2003). Therefore, we have investigated the role of culture for the transformative capacity and 199 

continuation of agri-food networks through an explorative comparative case study design.  200 

During each step of the analysis, different forms of triangulation were used to validate the results (Golafshani, 201 

2003; Koro-Ljungberg, 2008). Data triangulation was ensured by using data from different data sources such as 202 

interviews with diverse network members, internal reports and emails. Methodological triangulation was 203 

performed by the use of different methods to collect and analyze data, such as interviews, document analysis and 204 

literature. Triangulation of researchers was guaranteed by conducting the research by at least two researchers who 205 

both interpreted, analyzed and discussed the complete empirical analysis. 206 

3.1 Case study selection  207 

In the case selection process, our goal was to select a diverse set of agri-food networks operating in the same 208 

context. Therefore, the selected cases range from small to large, from local to national, and from newly emerging 209 

to well-established networks. This enabled a comparison of the role of culture across different types of agri-food 210 

networks. To assure some degree of comparability, we used three selection criteria: i) all cases were located within 211 

Flanders, the northern part of Belgium, ii) each of the selected agri-food networks originated as a reaction against 212 

the business-as usual practice of the regime, and iii) the agri-food networks consisted of at least three organizations 213 

aiming to achieve a collective goal such as a new product development. As all cases were located within Flanders, 214 

the studied agri-food networks were subject to the same (legislative, political) context and interacted with the 215 

same Flemish agri-food regime. As a result, the dominant societal and dominant agri-food system cultures were 216 

similar and comparable for each case (see Figure 1). Specifically, the eight case studies1 were Visioning (case 1), 217 

Local Soybeans (case 2), Sustainable Catering (case 3), LOKAAL (case 4), Belgium Savors (case 5), Farmers’ 218 

Co-op (case 6), Business-to-Consumer (B2C) Platform (case 7), and Organic Pesto (case 8).  219 

                                                
1 We use pseudonyms to protect the identity of the networks, organizations and individuals that participated in the research 

(cfr. Borgatti and Molina 2003).  
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3.2 Multi-method case analysis  220 

We conducted a case study analysis for each agri-food network separately. The case studies were multi-method 221 

case studies as evidenced by the wide range of employed methods such as interviews and document analysis. Two 222 

researchers discussed the interview guides prior to conducting the interviews, which improved the comparability 223 

of the data collected across the two research projects. Specifically, the study was based on 76 in-depth interviews 224 

between April 2015 and November 2016. Table 1 gives an overview of all interviews, the timing, the number and 225 

type of interviews. Other data sources included website articles, focus groups, partnership agreements, private e-226 

mail conservations among the researchers and network members, media articles, information on social media, 227 

leaflets and brochures, policy documents of the network, internal reports and learning workshops.  228 

Table 1: Name and objective of case study and type and timing of interviews  229 

Case Name Objectives Interviews 

1 Visioning Identification of shared transformation 

pathways in Flemish agri-food system and the 

development of strategic, action and 

communication plans 

May 2015 - 9 in-depth interviews: Farmers’ 

association (1) - Input supplier (1) - Industry 

association (2) - Producers (1) - Distributor (1) - 

Policy (1) - NGO (2)  

2 Local 

Soybeans 

Production, processing and consumption of 

locally-grown soybeans for food and feed 

April and July 2015 - 9 in-depth interviews: 

Producers (2) - Processors (4) - Distributor (1) - 

Input supplier (1) - Research institute (1) 

3 Sustainable 

Catering 

Socially sustainable catering at a hospital 

including healthy, local foods and increasing 

visibility of local producers  

April and July 2015 – 6 in-depth interviews: 

Caterer (1) - NGO (2) - Farmers’ association (2) 

– Industry association (1) 

4 

 

LOKAAL Local distribution of local and sustainable food 

in a short chain model and a community of 

producers and consumers 

July 2014 to April 2015 - 2 exploratory 

interviews: NGO (1) – network coordinator (1) 

July to August 2015 - 15 in-depth interviews: 

network coordinator (1) – NGO (1) – Producers 

(8) – Consumers (2)- civil society organizations 

(3) 

5 

 

Belgium 

Savors 

Global export of Belgian food products and 

exchange of related knowledge 

January to May 2016 - 2 exploratory interviews: 

network coordinator (1) – producer (1) 

May to July 2016 - 6 in-depth: producers (6) 

6 

 

Farmers’ 

Co-op 

Securing the market position of horticultural 

producers, assisting to develop viable 

business by producing high quality products 

January to May 2016 – 1 exploratory interview: 

produce auction (1) 

October to November 2016 - 17 in-depth 

interviews: produce auctions (4) – producers (11), 

umbrella organization (1) – research center (1) 

7 B2C 

Platform 

Shop, pick and delivery of local products to 

care-dependent consumers 

April and July 2015 - 5 in-depth interviews: 

Farmers’ association (1) - Logistical organization 

(1) - Advisors (1) - Distributors (1) - Regional 

office (1) 

8 Organic 

Pesto 

Valorization of organic surpluses into a new 

marketable product, a zucchini pesto 

April and July 2015 - 4 in-depth interviews: 

Organic farmers’ association (2) - processor (1) - 

Research institute (1)  

 230 

The case study analysis provided insights into the shared culture within agri-food networks, namely how culture 231 

is developed and shared. In practice, by analyzing the stories of the individual network members, we gained access 232 

to the narratives, values and practices applied within a whole network. All interviews were transcribed to the letter 233 

(“literatim”; Franzosi 1998) and the data were analyzed in NVIVO using an inductive approach which combined 234 

open and axial coding (Strauss and Corbin, 1998). This allowed us to conduct a thematic analysis in which we 235 

focused on their narratives, or their stories about network objectives; their values, or what network members 236 
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believe to be desirable; and their practices, or processes and structures of network coordination. We followed the 237 

common approach to thematic analyses of narratives by focusing on the content of the stories told and not on the 238 

exact wording used (Riessman, 2001). Where possible, however, we did use the respondents’ words to name the 239 

values, norms and narratives. After analyzing the narratives and identifying the values and practices for each 240 

respondent separately, we compared the stories within an agri-food network to assess the network culture that was 241 

actually shared by the members. In other words, the shared culture and the strength to which members fully align 242 

with this culture provided insights into the degree of similarity among the network members’ narratives, values 243 

and practices (Pachucki and Breiger, 2010).  244 

3.3 Comparative analysis  245 

 246 

The comparative analysis of the eight case studies is the main focus of this paper. The analysis consisted of two 247 

parts: (i) a cross-case analysis to study the role of culture for the continuation of agri-food networks, and (ii) a 248 

biaxial categorization to study the transformative capacity of agri-food networks. First, the role of culture in the 249 

continuation of agri-food networks was analyzed by performing a cross-case comparison. We started by 250 

comparing the content of the eight shared cultures and the processes through which the eight networks each have 251 

developed their own shared culture. Using these insights, we analyzed how culture affects the functioning and 252 

organization of the network.  253 

Second, to understand which factors affect the transformative capacity of the cases, we performed a biaxial 254 

categorization. This categorization was an iterative process: first the researchers categorized them (both separately 255 

and together) and then discussed the categorization, repeating this process until a consensus was reached. The first 256 

axis compared the agri-food network cultures with the agri-food system culture. The agri-food system culture was 257 

divided into the conventional culture of the agri-food regime and the alternative culture of the agri-food niches. 258 

We recognize that the alternative-conventional dualism does not reflect the complexity of the agri-food reality 259 

(Morgan et al., 2006; Murdoch, 1997; Sonnino and Marsden, 2006). However, both in scientific literature and in 260 

the context of the Flemish agri-food system, this duality is often used for analysis, communication and discussion 261 

purposes. Therefore, we used this duality for analytical purposes while also recognizing and discussing the 262 

complexity of the agri-food reality in networks. Specifically, we compared each case with the values and practices 263 

of the conventional and alternative culture derived from literature (Table 2). The practices were split into (i) 264 

decision-making practices for governing the network, and (ii) the type of production practices used to execute 265 

agri-food processes. Since narratives reflected both values and practices, these were not included as a separate 266 

element in the analysis. For some cases this analysis was straightforward because their shared culture clearly 267 

aligned with the conventional or alternative culture, while other cases combined cultural assumptions from both. 268 

The second axis categorized the level of system change. This level was divided into three sublevels: (i) 269 

reproduction without system changes, (ii) potential transformation without system changes but the possibility of 270 

it happening in the near future, and (iii) transformation in which either incremental or radical system changes have 271 

occurred. The categorization was based on the results of the case studies and discussed among different 272 

researchers.  273 

Table 2: Description of the conventional and alternative culture of the Flemish agri-food regime (based on a 274 
literature review: Crivits, 2016; Mathijs and Relaes, 2012; Vanderplanken et al., 2016; Watts et al., 2005; Wilson, 2001) 275 

Cultural 

characteristics 

Conventional culture Alternative culture 

Narratives Stories about productivism and globalization Stories about spatial and social embeddedness  

Values Industrialization 

Specialization 

Economic viability  
Efficiency 

Reciprocity with nature 

Equity 

Locality 
Inclusion 
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Practices Intensive, industrialized farming techniques 

Large-scale, export-oriented businesses 

Traditional tandem of agricultural ministries and 
farmers’ unions with a corporate relationship.  

Limited involvement of conservation lobbies, NGOs and 

consumers in policy making. 
Agri-food supply chain actors develop solutions to 

sustainability challenges (R&D solutions) 

Less intensive and more agro-ecological practices  

Local market opportunities 

Traditional power structures are transformed to include 
conservation lobbies, NGOs and consumers in policy 

making.  

 
Reciprocal relations among consumers, producers and 

other actors 

 276 

4 Case study description 277 

The first case (Table 3), which we call Visioning, is a large network of actors from distinct backgrounds. The 278 

network was mainly led by agri-food supply chain actors. Their objective was to identify shared transformation 279 

pathways and to develop a strategic action plan to initiate a transformation towards sustainability. Visioning had 280 

a “strongly shared” culture, meaning that the same culture is shared by most or even all members of the agri-food 281 

network (Whelan, 2015). The shared culture was based on the narrative of collaboration, or taking collective 282 

action to realize collective goals. Their focus was on changing production processes. The narrative included values 283 

of collectivity by acting as one group and in the interest of the majority, a commitment by spending time and 284 

energy on something you believe in, learning (as knowledge and skills were acquired by experience), and openness 285 

as reflected by transparency and tolerance for diverse opinions and viewpoints. Sustainability was perceived as 286 

ending the ongoing depletion of natural and human resources. These values were introduced in the network’s 287 

practices of using consensus-based decision making processes to formulate their vision, together with a strategic 288 

action plan, shared ownership of the network, and multi-actor processes. 289 

Local Soybeans, case 2, is an agri-food network of 10 organizations. Their main goal was to produce, process and 290 

distribute locally-grown soybeans for food and feed without any loss of quality or nutritional value. The culture 291 

was strongly shared among all network members. The shared culture was based on the narratives of local food 292 

supply chain and sustainable production processes, which correspond with the shared values of commitment; in 293 

other words, all members had the same goal, were willing to take risks and formed relationships in close 294 

collaboration among organizations with specific rights and responsibilities. Other values were learning valuing 295 

collaboration and experimentation as being more important than success. The value of ‘local’, where all 296 

organizations are located in a certain region, is shared, as well as ‘sustainability’, which is perceived as preserving 297 

natural resources and reducing import dependency. Trust is the last shared value. These values led to shared 298 

practices such as consensus-based decision making, chain-wide collaboration, and a shared ownership of the 299 

network.  300 

Sustainable Catering (case 3) aims to transform a hospital catering service to become more sustainable. A 301 

secondary goal was to increase the visibility of local producers by (re)connecting producers and consumers. The 302 

shared culture was strong and based upon the narrative of local, sustainable catering with the shared values of 303 

community, by connecting producers and consumers; local, by buying local, seasonal products; and learning, as 304 

knowledge and expertise were exchanged. The value of sustainability was conceptualized as buying locally-305 

produced, fresh products and acknowledging the effort of the producers. Trust was seen as important, as the 306 

members felt they could rely upon each other. These shared values led to shared practices such as lead governance 307 

and chain-wide collaboration.  308 

Case 4, LOKAAL, is a producer organization. The network was governed collectively by 10 organizations. The 309 

primary objective of LOKAAL was to bring local and sustainable food products to local consumers. A second 310 

objective was to communicate with consumers, governments and diverse media about the social and ecological 311 

importance of sustainable food consumption and production, and to promote short food chains. Within LOKAAL, 312 

all network members (and even external connections) shared the network culture. This strongly shared culture 313 

was based on a shared narrative about short food chains, which includes values of equity, meaning a fair price for 314 

producers and consumers; equality, in which one member has one vote; local, meaning within the same province 315 

and community by building informal, reciprocal relations among producers and consumers. These shared values  316 
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ensured a sense of kinship and resulted in shared practices such as inclusive decision-making processes, shared 317 

ownership and localized production processes.  318 

Case 5, Belgium Savors, is a network that unites 26 small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) that produce 319 

regional food products. Belgium Savors was governed in a rather top-down manner by the founder of the network, 320 

a traditional food supply chain actor. The founder limited the involvement of others in decision-making practices. 321 

The network’s primary aim was to promote and market Belgian regional food products abroad. The secondary 322 

aim of Belgium Savors was to facilitate and enable the SMEs to develop a global market, as most of the affiliated 323 

SMEs did not have the capacity nor size to organize export on their own. The founder had developed the network 324 

culture and managed its dispersion top-down, which implied that the network members only passively shared the 325 

same network culture. The shared culture of Belgium Savors built on the shared narrative about the Belgian food 326 

culture. Included in this narrative are values of tradition with artisanal or time-honored production processes, 327 

expertise, and passion, with pride in the home country and its food. These values mainly pertain to the production 328 

practices of the network members. 329 

Farmers’ Co-op (case 6) is a cooperative that unites horticultural producers. Its aim was to enable its members to 330 

develop and maintain viable businesses by improving their market position when dealing with (inter)national 331 

buyers. As a traditional cooperative, Farmers’ Co-op was owned by its members, a group of about 250 businesses, 332 

mostly farmers. The network was governed by a board of representatives who are selected from, and elected by, 333 

the network members. The shared culture of Farmers’ Co-op was based on the narrative about the cooperative 334 

philosophy, which incorporated values of collectivity by acting in the interest of the majority; equality, in that 335 

each member had one vote, and openness, with a focus on transparency and tolerance of differing opinions. The 336 

values of equality and openness resulted in decision-making processes in which consensus was the norm. With 337 

regard to production practices, standardized, large-scale, industrialized processes were preferred.  338 

Case 7, B2C Platform (Business-to-consumer platform) is a network that ceased to exist during the time of data 339 

collection. Their main objective was to shop, pick and deliver local products to care-dependent consumers. More 340 

specifically, the network aimed to develop a short supply chain for home delivery of fresh and processed products 341 

from local farms using cooled transportation. The network culture was based upon the shared narrative of short 342 

food supply chains and the shared values of local within a small region, learning while experimenting with new 343 

types of organization, and professionalism, namely the development of an economic feasible and efficient supply 344 

chain management. The practices were lead governance in which the network was mainly managed by one 345 

organization that coordinated the main activities and made decisions, and chain-wide collaboration. The shared 346 

culture was developed top-down and was weakly shared: most network members recognized the shared culture 347 

but did not translate it into practice.  348 

Finally, case 8, Organic Pesto, is a network of seven organizations. The network stopped its activities during the 349 

two years of data collection. The network’s main objective was to valorize organic surpluses of the production 350 

process into a new marketable product, namely an organic pesto. The culture was based on the shared narrative 351 

of organic production processes and organic product development. In addition, the most important shared value 352 

was exploration to find new ways of marketing products. The role of one lead organization was therefore 353 

complemented by attention for chain-wide collaboration. Because of this lead governance structure, the network 354 

culture was dispersed top-down and was only shared among a small subset of members who were closest to the 355 

lead organization. Some network members shared the culture while others opposed it. The culture was therefore 356 

weakly shared. Table 3 represents the network composition and the shared culture described by its narratives, 357 

values and practices of each case study.  358 

Table 3: Network composition and shared culture within the case studies 359 

Case Network composition Shared narrative Shared values  Shared practices  
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1 Visioning Farmers’ associations (2) 

Input suppliers (6) 

Industry associations (2) 
Producers (19) 

Food processors (19) 

Distributors (6) 
Policy actor (7)  

NGOs (7) 

Researchers (7)  

Collaboration to take 

collective action 

Focus on practice 
 

Collectivity 

Commitment 

Learning 
Openness 

Sustainability 

Shared decision making  

Network is owned by members  

Transdisciplinary process  
Sustainability experiments 

Consensus-based decisions 

2 Local 
Soybeans 

Producers (2) 
Processors (4) 

Input supplier 

Distributor 
Research institutes 

Local food supply 
chain  

Sustainable production  

Commitment 
Learning 

Locality 

Sustainability 
Trust 

Shared decision making  
Network is owned by members 

Chain-wide collaboration 

Consensus-based decisions 

3 

Sustainable 

Catering 

Caterer (9) 

NGO (2) 

Farmers’ association 
Agricultural cooperative 

Industry association 

Sustainable catering 

Locality 

Community 

Locality 

Learning 
Sustainability 

Trust 

Lead governance 

Chain-wide collaboration 

4 LOKAAL Producers (9) 

NGO (1)  
Suppliers (13)  

Consumers (+30) 

Short food supply chain Community 

Equity 
Equality 

Locality 

Shared decision making  

Consensus-based decisions  
Network is owned by members  

Limiting the number of 

intermediaries 
Geographic network boundaries 

5 Belgium 

Savors 

Producers (26) Belgian food culture Expertise 

Passion 

Traditional 

Lead governance 

Trust based on expertise 

Inclusion based on expertise & 
traditions 

6 Farmers’ 
Co-op 

Producers (>250) 

Research (1) 

Cooperative 

philosophy 

Collectivity 

Equality 

Openness 

One member-one vote 

Inclusive governance processes 

Consensus-based decisions  

Network is owned by members 

7* B2C 
Platform 

Farmers’ association 
Logistics organizations (2) 

Advisors (3) 

Distributors (2) 
Producers (7) 

Regional office 

Short supply chain  Locality 
Learning 

Professionalization 

Lead governance 
Chain-wide collaboration 

8* Organic 

Pesto 

Farmers’ association 

Organic farmers (10) 
Food processor 

Organic distributor 

Logistics manager 

Research institute 

Certifier 

Organic agriculture 

New product 
development 

Exploration Lead governance 

Chain-wide collaboration 

*Agri-food networks that stopped activities during the period of data collection 360 

5 Results and discussion 361 

This section presents our findings regarding the two research questions, namely (i) what is the role of culture in 362 

the continuation of agri-food networks?, and (ii) does culture co-determine the transformative capacity of agri-363 

food networks? Further, we discuss our findings compared with other research and literature.  364 

5.1 The role of culture in the continuation of agri-food networks  365 

With regard to the continuation of agri-food networks, our analysis illustrated that a shared culture is essential for 366 

agri-food networks to develop and continue. Specifically, we found that networks with a strongly shared culture 367 

were more likely to continue whereas those with a weakly shared culture were unlikely to survive. Our analysis 368 
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revealed that culture is shared differently within the eight agri-food networks that we studied. In most cases, i.e. 369 

in Visioning (case 1), Local Soybeans (case 2), Sustainable Catering (case 3), LOKAAL (case 4), Belgium Savors 370 

(case 5), and Farmers’ Co-op (case 6), we can speak of a strongly shared culture as a majority of network members 371 

share and rely on the same narratives, values and practices. In other words, the majority of network members 372 

internalized the network values and norms, related to the same narrative and acted accordingly. For instance, in 373 

Sustainable Catering (case 3), all interviewees told similar stories about the objectives, possible solutions, values 374 

and practices of the network. Also, in case 1 (Visioning), all network members defined ‘collaboration’ as the 375 

collective effort of agri-food supply chain actors in order to achieve their common objectives acknowledging their 376 

differences such as expertise and viewpoints.  377 

In contrast, we found that emerging agri-food networks with weakly shared cultures did not continue as illustrated 378 

in case 7 (B2C Platform) and case 8 (Organic Pesto). Although other factors can also influence the discontinuation 379 

of agri-food networks, in these cases there are strong indications that the lack of a shared culture caused the 380 

network to discontinue. The network members clearly stated the lack of a shared vision, shared narrative and/or 381 

shared practices as the main reason why they could not resolve certain challenges and difficulties. In these cases, 382 

only a minority or a small subgroup of network members identified themselves with the shared narratives, values 383 

and practices. For instance, within the network of Organic Pesto (case 8), only a minority of network members 384 

shared the narrative of organic agriculture. This led to internal disagreements about which type of production 385 

process needed to be developed. Because of these disagreements, the processor was unwilling to take the financial 386 

risks that were necessary to become organic-certified as there was no guarantee that the future production would 387 

require this investment. Although some studies identify cultural clashes as a driver for innovation (e.g. Crossley, 388 

2015; Pekkarinen et al., 2011), the lack of an overarching shared culture within the agri-food network can also 389 

prove to be a major shortcoming for the further development and existence of the network. Our results illustrated 390 

that a cultural clash among member-organizations in new emerging networks leads to disagreements, conflicting 391 

values and narratives and that conflicting practices result in the discontinuation of the network. This confirms the 392 

observations of other researchers (Borch and Arthur, 1995; Ingram et al., 2015).  393 

At the same time, a strongly shared culture may also have pitfalls. For instance, the enthusiasm and excitement 394 

that often characterizes idea development and the initial stages of innovation journeys can erroneously give 395 

members the idea that new network members immediately share the same expectations (McPherson et al., 2001). 396 

Moreover, the absence of diverging perspectives and conflict may even cause collective blindness (Gu et al., 2008; 397 

Janssen et al., 2006; McPherson et al., 2001). While a shared culture decreases the number of misunderstandings 398 

and creates a mutual understanding among network members, cultural assumptions can be hard to ‘unlearn’ once 399 

they are established. This can result in certain rigidities that reduce the network’s responsiveness to change and 400 

make it more difficult to reframe common expectations. This increases the risk of a cultural lock-in (Geels and 401 

Schot, 2007; Kauffeld-monz, 2010; Roep and Wiskerke, 2010). In case 4 (LOKAAL), we observed such a cultural 402 

lock-in. The shared culture emerged out of long-standing, dense, trust-based relations, but cultural homophily 403 

made the network members blind to new opportunities and new information, and they became adverse to diverging 404 

perspectives. To date, no major negative consequences have been observed, but in the long term, this lock-in could 405 

hamper the development of the network.  406 

Second, we found that inclusive values positively influence the network continuation. Table 3 illustrates that 407 

although each network had its own specific culture and a different focus and goal, there were observable 408 

similarities concerning narratives, values and practices. Values such as collectivity, commitment and trust seem 409 

to occur more within continuing networks and thus seem to positively influence agri-food network continuation. 410 

These values were geared towards uniting all network members; they indicated the belief that collective gains are 411 

more important than individual benefits. For instance, in Visioning (case 1), the network members interacted and 412 

collaborated with the aim of finding common innovation opportunities and undertaking collective action. In 413 

realizing these objectives, they were guided by values of collectivity and commitment. As a result, they preferred 414 

collective instead of individual solutions as well as decision-making processes in which each member had a say. 415 

Furthermore, network members of Visioning expressed their commitment by investing ample time and energy in 416 

the network with  no certainty of returns. For instance, several meetings were held to identify shared 417 

transformation pathways without any guarantee that these would lead to concrete actions.  418 
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Trust also appeared to be important for continuation. In several cases, network members stated that investments 419 

such as time, energy, expertise, only made sense if they have trust in each other. Within networks that valued trust 420 

(case 2 – Local Soybeans and case 3 – Sustainable Catering), members explicitly relied upon each other, which 421 

resulted in the pooling of risks. As a consequence, network members were confident to take risks, as they believed 422 

that everyone acted in the best interest of the network and fulfilled their tasks accordingly. For instance, the 423 

farmers of Local Soybeans (case 2) took the risk to cultivate soybeans at field scale for the first time in Flanders. 424 

They stated explicitly that the trust among the network members gave them confidence to take this risk. Also, they 425 

felt that all the network members worked together to solve unexpected problems and challenges. In sum, we 426 

observed that certain values occurred to set aside competitive feelings and individual differences and to act in the 427 

best interest of the network. Our analysis is consistent with previous research (Fulmer and Gelfand, 2012; Gall 428 

and Schroder, 2006; McAllister, 1995; McPherson et al., 2001) in the sense that cultural similarity and certain 429 

shared values of partnership such as commitment, trust or collectivity can positively influence network 430 

continuation. It develops trusting relations, limits the chances of misinterpretation, improves understanding and 431 

enables network members to identify with one another. Previous research has also identified these values as 432 

success factors in the continuation of social innovations (Hubeau et al., 2017b; Hudnurkar et al., 2014; Luederitz 433 

et al., 2016; Schmid et al., 2016). Despite the obvious importance of continuously safeguarding an existing shared 434 

culture and shared values, at the initial stage of emerging agri-food networks, the development of a shared culture 435 

could be even more important to increase the chances of continuation (Rotmans and Loorbach, 2008). By 436 

developing shared narratives and making values explicit early on, conflicts and misunderstandings can be avoided.  437 

Last, we found that the type of process taken to develop a shared culture had no impact on network continuation. 438 

Within the eight cases we identified two pathways of culture development. Network members could either co-439 

develop a shared culture by interacting with each other through a collective process (cases 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8), as 440 

happens in shared participant-governed networks (Provan and Kenis, 2008); or network members could be taken 441 

up into a network with a predetermined shared culture. For instance, a top-down process by one organization (case 442 

5) or by a small group of leading organizations (case 1) identified as lead-organization-governed networks (Provan 443 

and Kenis, 2008). LOKAAL (case 4) is a good example of network development through a collective process. 444 

Most of the network members already knew each other prior to the start of the network, which enabled them to 445 

co-develop a shared culture in a trusting environment. As a result, they were able to launch the network based on 446 

a clear and explicit vision. In contrast, the culture of Belgium Savors (case 5) was developed top-down by a lead 447 

organization. The lead organization developed a very clear vision for the network, its objectives and the desired 448 

culture, before including other network members. Network members were then taken up into the network based 449 

on their compatibility with the predetermined culture. No explicit influence of network development was found 450 

in relation to the continuation agri-food networks.  451 

Overall, our case study analysis confirmed that the existence of a shared culture positively influences the 452 

continuation of agri-food networks. This positive influence was determined by both the extent of members sharing 453 

the network culture and the content of the shared culture based on the shared values.  454 

5.2 Transformative capacity of agri-food networks 455 

Here we discuss the impact of culture on the transformative capacity of agri-food networks by analyzing the 456 

interaction between the studied agri-food networks and the dominant agri-food system. In Figure 2, the result of 457 

the biaxial categorization is shown in a matrix. The vertical axis indicates whether the shared their main culture 458 

is more close to an alternative culture than to the more conventional culture of the agri-food regime. The horizontal 459 

axis indicates the level of transformative capacity of the agri-food network: reproduction of the dominant system, 460 

potential transformation, or transformation.  461 

 462 



13 
 

 463 
 464 

Figure 2: Positioning of agri-food networks studied (for explanation of the numbering see Table 1) on two axes: 465 
vertical axis = alternative vs. conventional culture; and horizontal axis = level of transformative power of agri-466 

food networks 467 

Two agri-food networks, B2C Platform (case 7) and Farmers’ Co-op (case 6) shared a culture similar to the 468 

dominant conventional culture of the agri-food regime with regard to their values, the actors involved in decision 469 

making processes, and the types of production processes. The main difference was that B2C Platform was a new 470 

emerging network that discontinued after 20 months, and Farmers’ Co-op has been an established agri-food 471 

network for decades. In its emerging phase, Farmers’ Co-op changed the conventional agri-food system by 472 

introducing a new type of organization, namely a cooperative. Today, however, Farmers’ Co-op had no longer 473 

the intention to transform the agri-food regime and instead became part of it. Case 7 emerged as reaction against 474 

the current long supply chains. However, the B2C Platform only realized small incremental changes within the 475 

agri-food system, such as their successful lobbying for changes to the Flemish legislation regarding short supply 476 

chains. Prior to this change, the policy defined short supply chains as a direct marketing relationship between 477 

farmers and consumers. The B2C Platform successfully affected the redefinition of short supply chains in the 478 

policy, which now makes it possible to involve an additional intermediary for distribution in short supply chains 479 

such as a courier or postal worker. While this realization illustrated the transformative capacity of the agri-food 480 

network, this change might not be desired from another perspective, such as reconnecting consumers and 481 

producers. The similarity of the network's culture to that of the conventional regime resulted in changes that are 482 

aligned with the dominant agri-food system culture. 483 

In three other cases - Sustainable Catering (case 3), LOKAAL (case 4) and Organic Pesto (case 8) - the shared 484 

culture aligned with the alternative culture of the agri-food regime concerning values, decision-making process 485 

and production practices. For instance, case 4 was strongly locally oriented and equity was a central value, case 3 486 

involved farmers and NGOs in their decision making processes, and case 8 aligned with agro-ecological practices. 487 

Based on our analysis, we concluded that all these cases resulted in either a reproduction of or a potential 488 

transformation of the agri-food system. Cases 3 and 8 actively intended to transform the conventional agri-food 489 

system but so far have not succeeded. Sustainable Catering (case 3) aimed to transform the agri-food regime in 490 

the sense that local producers would be recognized and supply chains are shortened to reconnect the producers 491 

and consumers. The network members faced multiple challenges, however. For example, the caterer would like 492 

to connect producers and consumers by giving the producers a name and a face. Hence, the suppliers refused to 493 

be transparent about their producers, as they are afraid that this will undermine their own position in the supply 494 

chain. In other words, the broader agri-food network lacked a culture of trust. At the time of the analysis, no 495 

change had yet occurred but the network was still ambitious about their goal and still believed in the potential for 496 

success. Organic Pesto (case 8) also aimed to transform the agri-food system in the sense that yield surpluses and 497 
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imperfectly-shaped vegetables were also processed into valuable products and that the food industry was able to 498 

start ad hoc production processes (in case of overproduction). However, case 8 stopped due to internal issues 499 

before any change could be made (see above).  500 

 501 

The other cases, Visioning (case 1), Local Soybeans (case 2) and Belgium Savors (case 5), were classified as mixed 502 

or hybrid forms of culture. They were hybrid in the sense that they adopt the alternative discourse and values of 503 

the alternative vision on the agri-food system, but the actors involved in the decision-making processes (case 1) 504 

or the production practices resembled the dominant conventional culture (cases 2 and 5). The production processes 505 

ranged from alternative (Visioning) to conventional (Local Soybeans and Belgium Savors). Two of these hybrid 506 

types of culture (cases 1 and 2) did achieve an opening for small incremental changes, while case 5 had the 507 

potential to change the conventional agri-food system. For instance, Visioning (case 1) developed a strategic action 508 

plan with conventional actors who were trying to involve alternative actors such as NGOs. This resulted in the 509 

formulation of actions with new types of production processes such as collaboration across the whole supply 510 

chain, involvement of alternative actors in visioning processes, and a fair income for all agri-food supply chain 511 

actors. The agri-food network of Local Soybeans (case 2) effected a change in legislation that approves new 512 

pesticides for soybeans. In case 5, Belgium Savors, we observed that the conventional actors were important in 513 

achieving these incremental changes by giving local SMEs a platform to export their local products outside the 514 

conventional supply chain. In other words, in the cases studied here, networks with a hybrid culture had more 515 

potential to realize changes to the conventional agri-food system because they can use their similarities with the 516 

system to create an opening for change. This result confirms previous studies investigating other factors of niche-517 

regime interactions stating that niches are more likely to influence the dominant regime if some degree of 518 

compatibility or a symbiotic relation exists with the dominant regime (Bui et al., 2016; Geels, 2011; Ingram et al., 519 

2015; Knickel et al., 2009; Smith, 2006). We therefore agree with other scholars who have identified the 520 

importance of actors operating in the space between niches and regime (Berkhout et al., 2010; Diaz et al., 2013; 521 

Smink et al., 2015; Whelan, 2015).  522 

Despite the small sample of agri-food networks studied here, we did see some indication that hybrid types of agri-523 

food networks that include cultural elements of both the conventional and the alternative system had more 524 

transformative capacity for creating incremental changes within the agri-food system towards sustainability 525 

compared to agri-food networks that fully aligned with either the alternative or dominant agri-food culture. More 526 

case studies are needed to confirm this proposition. Within our analysis, however, only incremental changes at 527 

the margins of the conventional agri-food regime were observed. In other words, only gradual transformations of 528 

the regime occurred through the involvement of new actors and the successfully embedding of their ideas in policy 529 

measures and actions, which confirms Bui et al. (2016). This may also confirm the argument that a transition of 530 

the agri-food system may require more radical change and a radically new culture (Avelino et al., 2017; Hermans 531 

et al., 2013; Klerkx et al., 2010; Levidow et al., 2014; Smith, 2007, 2006). In the current analysis we did not focus 532 

on the distinction between incremental and radical changes. 533 

6 Conclusions 534 

Agri-food systems are increasingly under pressure due to various challenges such as sustainability. Agri-food 535 

networks arise as a reaction to those pressures. Because the role of culture within these agri-food networks has 536 

been underexposed, we performed a cross-case analysis of eight case studies to improve insights and 537 

understanding about the role of culture within the transformative capacity and the development and continuation 538 

of agri-food networks. Culture was broadly defined as the combination of narratives, values, norms and practices. 539 

Our case study analysis gave some useful insights into the cultural aspects of the interaction and interdependencies 540 

between agri-food networks and the conventional and alternative regime.  541 

First, regarding the continuation and development of agri-food networks, our findings confirmed that i) a shared 542 

culture is an essential element; ii) inclusive values such as trust, collectivity and commitment positively influence 543 

the strength of agri-food networks; and iii) the process of developing a culture has no influence on the strength or 544 

weakness of a shared culture. Moreover, two agri-food networks (cases 7 and 8) ceased their activities during data 545 
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collection. The inclusion of two discontinued agri-food networks gave us the opportunity to compare the 546 

difference in strength and content (i.e. type of values, practices and narratives) of a shared culture. We observed 547 

that newly emerging agri-food networks (< 5 years) are less stable and more sensitive to cultural differences and 548 

cultural clashes compared to more established agri-food networks. In more established networks, formal rules and 549 

norms were more explicitly described. Second, regarding the transformative capacity of agri-food networks, our 550 

findings revealed that hybrid types of culture have the highest potential to create changes in the conventional agri-551 

food systems and that the inclusion of regime actors or actors in the space between niches and regimes can 552 

positively influence their impact and scale of change, which also confirms other research (Avelino et al., 2017; 553 

Ingram, 2018; Smink et al., 2015).  554 

Although our study only focused on culture - which we represent as a diffuse concept - we acknowledge that the 555 

process to promote system change is more complex and generally non-linear. For instance, we do recognize the 556 

role of social learning, experimenting and knowledge sharing as important elements of agri-food network 557 

developments (Ingram, 2018; Knickel et al., 2009). Although studied learning or knowledge exchange were not 558 

explicitly mentioned, they were included within the values and description of the agri-food networks (e.g. the 559 

importance of learning as a shared value). Overall, our study illustrated the usefulness of devoting sufficient time, 560 

resources and attention to the development of a shared culture when establishing, developing, governing or 561 

participating in newly emerging agri-food networks.  562 

 Acknowledgments  563 

We would like to thank Ine Coteur, Lies Debruyne and Lies Messely to collect data together with the authors. 564 
Thanks also to Miriam Levenson for English-language editing. Further we gratefully acknowledge Flanders 565 
Research Institute for Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (ILVO) in Merelbeke, Belgium for the support of this 566 
research.  567 

References 568 

Audet, R., Lefèvre, S., Brisebois, E., El-Jed, M., 2017. Structuring tensions and key relations of montreal 569 
seasonal food markets in the sustainability transition of the agri-food sector. Sustainability 9, 1–16. 570 
doi:10.3390/su9030320 571 

Avelino, F., Wittmayer, J.M., Pel, B., Weaver, P., Dumitru, A., Haxeltine, A., Kemp, R., Jørgensen, M.S., 572 
Bauler, T., Ruijsink, S., O’Riordan, T., 2017. Transformative social innovation and (dis)empowerment. 573 
Technol. Forecast. Soc. Change. doi:10.1016/j.techfore.2017.05.002 574 

Bergek, A., Jacobsson, S., Sandén, B.A., 2008. ‘Legitimation’ and ‘development of positive externalities’: two 575 
key processes in the formation phase of technological innovation systems. Technol. Anal. Strateg. Manag. 576 
20, 575–592. doi:10.1080/09537320802292768 577 

Berkhout, F., Verbong, G., Wieczorek, A.J., Raven, R., Lebel, L., Bai, X., 2010. Sustainability experiments in 578 
Asia: Innovations shaping alternative development pathways? Environ. Sci. Policy 13, 261–271. 579 
doi:10.1016/j.envsci.2010.03.010 580 

Borch, O.J., Arthur, M.B., 1995. Strategic Networks Among Small Firms: Implications for Strategy Research 581 
Methodology. J. Manag. Stud. 32, 419–441. doi:10.1111/j.1467-6486.1995.tb00783.x 582 

Borgatti, S.P., Molina, J.-L., 2003. Ethical and strategic issues in organizational network analysis. J. Appl. 583 
Behav. Sci. 39, 337–349. 584 

Bos, J.J., Brown, R.R., 2012. Governance experimentation and factors of success in socio-technical transitions 585 
in the urban water sector. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Change 79, 1340–1353. 586 
doi:10.1016/j.techfore.2012.04.006 587 

Bos, J.J., Brown, R.R., Farrelly, M.A., 2013. A design framework for creating social learning situations. Glob. 588 
Environ. Chang. 23, 398–412. doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2012.12.003 589 

Breiger, R.L., Puetz, K., 2014. Culture and networks, The International Encyclopedia of the Social and 590 
Behavioral Sciences. Second Edition, Amsterdam: Elsevier Abstract. doi:10.15195/v1.a15 591 

Bruner, J., 1991. The narrative construction of reality. Crit. Inq. 18, 1–21. 592 
Bui, S., Cardona, A., Lamine, C., Cerf, M., 2016. Sustainability transitions: Insights on processes of niche-593 

regime interaction and regime reconfiguration in agri-food systems. J. Rural Stud. 48, 92–103. 594 
doi:10.1016/j.jrurstud.2016.10.003 595 

Büschgens, T., Bausch, A., Balkin, D.B., 2013. Organizational culture and innovation: A meta-analytic review. 596 
J. Prod. Innov. Manag. 30, 763–781. doi:10.1111/jpim.12021 597 



16 
 

Crivits, M., 2016. EXPLORING DISCURSIVE REPRESENTATION: Flemish Agriculture as a Case. 598 
Cropper, S., Ebers, M., Huxham, C., Smith Ring, P., 2008. The Oxford Handbook of Inter-Organizational 599 

Relations. Oxford Univesity Press, New York, NY. 600 
Crossley, N., 2015. Relational sociology and culture: a preliminary framework. Int. Rev. Sociol. 25, 65–85. 601 

doi:10.1080/03906701.2014.997965 602 
Czarniawska, B., 2000. The uses of narrative in organization research, GRI reports, nr 2000:5. 603 
Darnhofer, I., Bellon, S., Dedieu, B., Milestad, R., 2010. Adaptiveness to enhance the sustainability of farming 604 

systems. A review. Agron. Sustain. Dev. 30, 545–555. doi:10.1051/agro/2009053 605 
Deuten, J.J., Rip, A., Jelsma, J., 1997. Societal embedding and product creation management. Technol. Anal. 606 

Strateg. Manag. 9, 131–148. doi:10.1080/09537329708524275 607 
Diaz, M., Darnhofer, I., Darrot, C., Beuret, J.E., 2013. Green tides in Brittany: What can we learn about niche-608 

regime interactions? Environ. Innov. Soc. Transitions 8, 62–75. doi:10.1016/j.eist.2013.04.002 609 
Dicks, L. V., Bardgett, R.D., Bell, J., Benton, T.G., Booth, A., Bouwman, J., Brown, C., Bruce, A., Burgess, 610 

P.J., Butler, S.J., Crute, I., Dixon, F., Drummond, C., Freckleton, R.P., Gill, M., Graham, A., Hails, R.S., 611 
Hallett, J., Hart, B., Hillier, J.G., Holland, J.M., Huxley, J.N., Ingram, J.S.I., King, V., MacMillan, T., 612 
McGonigle, D.F., McQuaid, C., Nevard, T., Norman, S., Norris, K., Pazderka, C., Poonaji, I., Quinn, 613 
C.H., Ramsden, S.J., Sinclair, D., Siriwardena, G.M., Vickery, J.A., Whitmore, A.P., Wolmer, W., 614 
Sutherland, W.J., 2013. What Do We Need to Know to Enhance the Environmental Sustainability of 615 
Agricultural Production? A Prioritisation of Knowledge Needs for the UK Food System. Sustainability 5, 616 
3095–3115. doi:10.3390/su5073095 617 

Erez, M., Gati, E., 2004. A dynamic, multi-level model of culture: From the micro-level of the individual to the 618 
macro-level of a global culture. Appl. Psychol. An Int. Rev. 53, 583–598. doi:10.1111/j.1464-619 
0597.2004.00190.x 620 

Fernández-Esquinas, M., van Oostrom, M., Pinto, H., 2017. Key issues on innovation, culture and institutions: 621 
implications for SMEs and micro firms. Eur. Plan. Stud. 25, 1897–1907. 622 
doi:10.1080/09654313.2017.1364770 623 

Fischer, A.R.H., Beers, P.J., van Latesteijn, H., Andeweg, K., Jacobsen, E., Mommaas, H., van Trijp, H.C.M., 624 
Veldkamp, A., 2012. Transforum system innovation towards sustainable food. A review. Agron. Sustain. 625 
Dev. 32, 595–608. doi:10.1007/s13593-011-0067-4 626 

Francis, C., Lieblein, G., Gliessman, S., Breland, T. a, Creamer, N., Harwood, R., Salomonsson, L., Helenius, J., 627 
Rickerl, D., Salvador, R., Wiedenhoeft, M., Simmons, S., Allen, P., Altieri, M., Flora, C., Poincelot, R., 628 
2003. Agroecology : The Ecology of Food Systems. J. Sustain. Agric. 22, 99–118. 629 
doi:10.1300/J064v22n03 630 

Franzosi, R., 1998. Narrative Analysis? Or Why (and How) Sociologists Should Be Interested In Narrative. 631 
Annu. Rev. Sociol. 24, 517–554. doi:10.1146/annurev.soc.24.1.517 632 

Fuhse, J.A., 2009. The Meaning Structure of Social Networks. Sociol. Theory 27, 51–73. doi:10.1111/j.1467-633 
9558.2009.00338.x 634 

Fulmer, C.A., Gelfand, M.J., 2012. At What Level (and in Whom) We Trust. J. Manage. 38, 1167–1230. 635 
doi:10.1177/0149206312439327 636 

Gall, R.G., Schroder, B., 2006. Agricultural producer cooperatives as strategic alliances. Int. Food Agribus. 637 
Manag. Rev. 9, 26–44. 638 

Geels, F.W., 2011. The multi-level perspective on sustainability transitions: Responses to seven criticisms. 639 
Environ. Innov. Soc. Transitions 1, 24–40. 640 

Geels, F.W., 2002. Technological transitions as evolutionary reconfiguration processes: A multi-level 641 
perspective and a case-study. Res. Policy 31, 1257–1274. doi:10.1016/S0048-7333(02)00062-8 642 

Geels, F.W., Pieters, T., Snelders, S., 2007. Cultural Enthusiasm, Resistance and the Societal Embedding of 643 
New Technologies: Psychotropic Drugs in the 20th Century. Technol. Anal. Strateg. Manag. 19, 145–165. 644 
doi:10.1080/09537320601168052 645 

Geels, F.W., Schot, J., 2007. Typology of sociotechnical transition pathways. Res. Policy 36, 399–417. 646 
doi:10.1016/j.respol.2007.01.003 647 

Geels, F.W., Verhees, B., 2011. Cultural legitimacy and framing struggles in innovation journeys: A cultural-648 
performative perspective and a case study of Dutch nuclear energy (1945-1986). Technol. Forecast. Soc. 649 
Change 78, 910–930. doi:10.1016/j.techfore.2010.12.004 650 

Golafshani, N., 2003. Understanding reliability and validity in qualitative research. Qual. Rep. 8, 597–607. 651 
Grosskurth, J., Rotmans, J., 2005. The Scene Model: Getting A Grip On Sustainable Development In Policy 652 

Making. Environ. Dev. Sustain. 7, 135–151. doi:10.1007/s10668-003-4810-0 653 
Gu, F.F., Hung, K., Tse, D.K., 2008. When Does Guanxi Matter? Issues of Capitalization and Its Dark Sides. J. 654 

Mark. 72, 12–28. doi:10.1509/jmkg.72.4.12 655 
Haan, J.H. De, Rotmans, J., 2011. Technological Forecasting & Social Change Patterns in transitions : 656 

Understanding complex chains of change. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 78, 90–102. 657 



17 
 

doi:10.1016/j.techfore.2010.10.008 658 
Heberlein, T.A., 2012. Navigating Environmental Attitudes. Navig. Environ. Attitudes 26, 1–240. 659 

doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199773329.001.0001 660 
Hermans, F., Van Apeldoorn, D., Stuiver, M., Kok, K., 2013. Niches and networks: Explaining network 661 

evolution through niche formation processes. Res. Policy 42, 613–623. doi:10.1016/j.respol.2012.10.004 662 
Hermans, F.L.P., Haarmann, W.M.F., Dagevos, J.F.L.M.M., 2011. Evaluation of stakeholder participation in 663 

monitoring regional sustainable development. Reg. Environ. Chang. 11, 805–815. doi:10.1007/s10113-664 
011-0216-y 665 

Hubeau, M., Marchand, F., Coteur, I., Debruyne, L., van Huylenbroeck, G., 2018. A reflexive assessment of a 666 
regional initiative in the agri-food system to test whether and how it meets the premises of 667 
transdisciplinary research. Sustain. Sci. 13, 1154. doi:10.1007/s11625-017-0514-5 668 

Hubeau, M., Marchand, F., Coteur, I., Mondelaers, K., Debruyne, L., Van Huylenbroeck, G., 2017a. A new 669 
agri-food systems sustainability approach to identify shared transformation pathways towards 670 
sustainability. Ecol. Econ. 131, 52–63. doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2016.08.019 671 

Hubeau, M., Marchand, F., Van Huylenbroeck, G., 2017b. Sustainability Experiments in the Agri-Food System: 672 
Uncovering the Factors of New Governance and Collaboration Success. Sustainability 9, 1027. 673 
doi:10.3390/su9061027 674 

Hudnurkar, M., Jakhar, S., Rathod, U., 2014. Factors Affecting Collaboration in Supply Chain: A Literature 675 
Review. Procedia - Soc. Behav. Sci. 133, 189–202. doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.04.184 676 

Ingram, J., 2018. Agricultural transition: Niche and regime knowledge systems’ boundary dynamics. Environ. 677 
Innov. Soc. Transitions 26, 117–135. doi:10.1016/j.eist.2017.05.001 678 

Ingram, J., Maye, D., Kirwan, J., Curry, N.R., Kubinakova, K., 2015. Interaction between niche and regime: An 679 
analysis of learning and innovation networks for sustainable agriculture across Europe. J. Agric. Educ. 680 
Ext. 21, 55–71. 681 

Ingram, M., Ingram, H., Lejano, R., 2014. What’s the story? Creating and sustaining environmental networks. 682 
Env. Polit. 23, 984–1002. doi:10.1080/09644016.2014.919717 683 

Ingram, V.J., Judge, L.O., Luskova, M., van Berkum, S., van den Berg, J., 2016. Upscaling sustainability 684 
initiatives in international commodity chains; Examples from cocoa, coffee and soy value chains in the 685 
Netherlands. Wageningen. 686 

Jacobsson, S., Lauber, V., 2006. The politics and policy of energy system transformation—explaining the 687 
German diffusion of renewable energy technology. Energy Policy 34, 256–276. 688 
doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2004.08.029 689 

Janssen, M.A., Bodin, Ö., Anderies, J.M., Elmqvist, T., Ernstson, H., McAllister, R.R.J., Olsson, P., Ryan., P., 690 
2006. Toward a Network Perspective on the Resilience of Social-Ecological Systems. Ecol. Soc. 11, 15. 691 

Kauffeld-monz, M.F.M., 2010. The impact of network structure on knowledge transfer: an application of social 692 
network analysis in the context of regional innovation networks. Ann. Reg. Sci. 21–38. 693 
doi:10.1007/s00168-008-0245-8 694 

Kemp, R., Schot, J., Hoogma, R., 1998. Regime shifts to sustainability through processes of niche formation: 695 
The approach of strategic niche management. Technol. Anal. Strateg. Manag. 10, 175–198. 696 
doi:10.1080/09537329808524310 697 

Klerkx, L., Aarts, N., Leeuwis, C., 2010. Adaptive management in agricultural innovation systems: The 698 
interactions between innovation networks and their environment. Agric. Syst. 103, 390–400. 699 
doi:10.1016/j.agsy.2010.03.012 700 

Knickel, K., Brunori, G., Rand, S., Proost, J., 2009. Towards a Better Conceptual Framework for Innovation 701 
Processes in Agriculture and Rural Development: From Linear Models to Systemic Approaches. J. Agric. 702 
Educ. Ext. 15, 131–146. doi:10.1080/13892240902909064 703 

Koopmans, M.E., 2018. Reconnecting Agriculture with Society: Exploring the transformative capacity of 704 
alternative food initiatives. Doctoral dissertation. Ghent University. 705 

Koro-Ljungberg, M., 2008. Validity and validation in the making in the context of qualitative research. Qual. 706 
Health Res. 18, 983–989. doi:10.1177/1049732308318039 707 

Lamine, C., 2011. Transition pathways towards a robust ecologization of agriculture and the need for system 708 
redesign. Cases from organic farming and IPM. J. Rural Stud. 27, 209–219. 709 
doi:10.1016/j.jrurstud.2011.02.001 710 

Levidow, L., Pimbert, M., Vanloqueren, G., 2014. Agroecological Research: Conforming—or transforming the 711 
dominant agro-food regime? Agroecol. Sustain. Food Syst. 38, 1127–1155. 712 
doi:10.1080/21683565.2014.951459 713 

López, A.G., Cuervo-Arango, M.A., 2008. Relationship among values, beliefs, norms and ecological behaviour. 714 
Psicothema 20, 623–629. 715 

Lovell, H., 2008. Discourse and innovation journeys: the case of low energy housing in the UK. Technol. Anal. 716 
Strateg. Manag. 20, 613–632. doi:10.1080/09537320802292883 717 



18 
 

Lowe, P., Phillipson, J., Lee, R., 2008. Socio-technical innovation for sustainable food chains: roles for social 718 
science. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 19, 226–233. doi:10.1016/j.tifs.2007.11.005 719 

Luederitz, C., Schäpke, N., Wiek, A., Lang, D.J., Bergmann, M., Bos, J.J., Burch, S., Davies, A., Evans, J., 720 
König, A., Farrelly, M.A., Forrest, N., Frantzeskaki, N., Gibson, R.B., Kay, B., Loorbach, D., 721 
McCormick, K., Parodi, O., Rauschmayer, F., Schneidewind, U., Stauffacher, M., Stelzer, F., Trencher, 722 
G., Venjakob, J., Vergragt, P.J., von Wehrden, H., Westley, F.R., 2016. Learning through evaluation - A 723 
tentative evaluative scheme for sustainability transition experiments. J. Clean. Prod. 1–16. 724 
doi:10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.09.005 725 

Mathijs, E., Relaes, J., 2012. Landbouw en voedsel, verrassend actueel,. Acco Uitgeverij, Leuven. 726 
McAllister, D.J., 1995. Affect- and Cognition-Based Trust As Foundations for Interpersonal Cooperation in 727 

Organizations. Acad. Manag. J. 38, 24–59. doi:10.2307/256727 728 
McPherson, M., Smith-Lovin, L., Cook, J.M., 2001. Birds of a Feather: Homophily in Social Networks. Annu. 729 

Rev. Sociol. 27, 415–444. doi:10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415 730 
Morgan, K., Marsden, T., Murdoch, J., 2006. Worlds of food: place, power, and provenance in the food chain. 731 

Oxford University Press, Oxford. 732 
Murdoch, J., 1997. Towards a geography of heterogeneous associations. Prog. Hum. Geogr. 21, 321–337. 733 

doi:10.1191/030913297668007261 734 
Pachucki, M. a., Breiger, R.L., 2010. Cultural Holes: Beyond Relationality in Social Networks and Culture. 735 

Annu. Rev. Sociol. 36, 205–224. doi:10.1146/annurev.soc.012809.102615 736 
Pekkarinen, S., Hennala, L., Harmaakorpi, V., Tura, T., Pekkarinen, S., Hennala, L., Harmaakorpi, V., Tura, T., 737 

2011. Clashes as potential for innovation in public service sector reform. 738 
doi:10.1108/09513551111163639 739 

Porter, N., Claassen, M., Timmermans, J., 2015. Transition experiments in Amsterdam: Conceptual and 740 
empirical analysis of two transition experiments in the WATERgraafsmeer program. Technol. Forecast. 741 
Soc. Change 90, 525–537. doi:10.1016/j.techfore.2014.02.010 742 

Provan, K.G., Kenis, P.N., 2008. Modes of network governance: Structure, management and effectiveness. 743 
doi:10.1093/jopart/mum015 744 

Raeymaeckers, P., Dierckx, D., 2012. How can we study the integration of networks among human service 745 
organizations? Some lessons from organizational sociology. Eur. J. Soc. Work 15, 484–502. 746 
doi:10.1080/13691457.2012.704871 747 

Riessman, C.K., 2001. Narrative analysis, in: Kelly, N., Horrocks, C., Milnes, K., Roberts, B., Robinson, D. 748 
(Eds.), Narrative, Memory & Everyday Life. Huddersfield: University of Huddersfield, pp. 1–7. 749 

Roep, D., Wiskerke, J.S.C., 2010. On Governance, Embedding and Marketing: Reflections on the Construction 750 
of Alternative Sustainable Food Networks. J. Agric. Environ. Ethics 25, 205–221. doi:10.1007/s10806-751 
010-9286-y 752 

Rossi, A., 2017. Beyond Food Provisioning: The Transformative Potential of Grassroots Innovation around 753 
Food. Agriculture 7, 6. doi:10.3390/agriculture7010006 754 

Rotmans, J., Loorbach, D., 2008. Transition management: reflexive governance of societal complexity through 755 
searching, learning and experimenting. Manag. Transit. to Renew. Energy - Theory Pract. from Local, 756 
Reg. Macro Perspect. 15–46. 757 

Schiefer, S., Gonzalez, C., Flanigan, S., 2015. More than just a factor in transition processes? The role of 758 
collaboration in agriculture, in: Sutherland, L.-A., Darnhofer, I., Wilson, G.A., Zagata, L. (Eds.), 759 
Transition Pathways towards Sustainability in Agriculture: Case Studies from Europe. CPI Group (UK) 760 
Ltd, Croydon, CRO 4YY, p. 229. 761 

Schmid, J.C., Knierim, A., Knuth, U., 2016. Policy-induced innovations networks on climate change adaptation 762 
- An ex-post analysis of collaboration success and its influencing factors. Environ. Sci. Policy 56, 67–79. 763 
doi:10.1016/j.envsci.2015.11.003 764 

Schot, J., Geels, F.W., 2008. Strategic niche management and sustainable innovation journeys: theory, findings, 765 
research agenda, and policy. Technol. Anal. Strateg. Manag. 20, 537–554. 766 
doi:10.1080/09537320802292651 767 

Sengers, F., Wieczorek, A.J., Raven, R., 2016. Experimenting for sustainability transitions: A systematic 768 
literature review. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Change. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.08.031 769 

Smink, M., Negro, S.O., Niesten, E., Hekkert, M.P., 2015. How mismatching institutional logics hinder niche-770 
regime interaction and how boundary spanners intervene. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Change 100, 225–237. 771 
doi:10.1016/j.techfore.2015.07.004 772 

Smith, A., 2007. Translating Sustainabilities between Green Niches and Socio-Technical Regimes. Technol. 773 
Anal. Strateg. Manag. 19, 427–450. doi:10.1080/09537320701403334 774 

Smith, A., 2006. Green niches in sustainable development: The case of organic food in the United Kingdom. 775 
Environ. Plan. C Gov. Policy 24, 439–458. doi:10.1068/c0514j 776 

Sonnino, R., Marsden, T., 2006. Beyond the divide: rethinking relationships between alternative and 777 



19 
 

conventional food networks in Europe. J. Econ. Geogr. 6, 181–199. doi:10.1093/jeg/lbi006 778 
Spaargaren, G., 2011. Theories of practices: Agency, technology, and culture. Exploring the relevance of 779 

practice theories for the governance of sustainable consumption practices in the new world-order. Glob. 780 
Environ. Chang. 21, 813–822. doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2011.03.010 781 

Stern, P.C., 2000. New Environmental Theories: Toward a Coherent Theory of Environmentally Significant 782 
Behavior. J. Soc. Issues 56, 407–424. doi:10.1111/0022-4537.00175 783 

Strauss, A., Corbin, J., 1998. Basics of qualitative research: techniques and procedures for developing grounded 784 
theory, 2nd ed. Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, California. 785 

Strengers, Y., 2010. Conceptualising everyday practices : composition , reproduction and change. Behav. 786 
Chang. 1–21. doi:10.1007/978-90-481-8730-0 787 

Tsai, W., Ghoshal, S., 1998. Social Capital and Value Creation: A Replication of ’The Role of Intrafirm 788 
Networks. Acad. Manag. J. 41, 464–476. 789 

Turnheim, B., Berkhout, F., Geels, F., Hof, A., McMeekin, A., Nykvist, B., van Vuuren, D., 2015. Evaluating 790 
sustainability transitions pathways: Bridging analytical approaches to address governance challenges. 791 
Glob. Environ. Chang. 35, 239–253. doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2015.08.010 792 

Turró, A., Urbano, D., Peris-Ortiz, M., 2014. Culture and innovation: The moderating effect of cultural values 793 
on corporate entrepreneurship. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Change 88, 360–369. 794 
doi:10.1016/j.techfore.2013.10.004 795 

Vanderplanken, K., Rogge, E., Loots, I., Messely, L., Vandermoere, F., 2016. Building a Narrative : The Role of 796 
Dualisms When Interpreting Food Systems. Int. J. Sociol. Agric. Food 23, 1–20. 797 

Watts, D.C.H., Ilbery, B., Maye, D., 2005. Making reconnections in agro-food geography: alternative systems of 798 
food provision. Prog. Hum. Geogr. 29, 22–40. doi:10.1191/0309132505ph526oa 799 

WCED, World Commission on Environment and Development. Our Common Future; Oxford University Press: 800 
Oxford, UK, 1987. 801 

Whelan, C., 2015. Security networks and occupational culture: understanding culture within and between 802 
organisations. Polic. Soc. 0, 1–23. doi:10.1080/10439463.2015.1020804 803 

White, H.C., 1992. Identity and Control: A Structural Theory of Social Action. Princeton University Press, New 804 
Jersey. 805 

Williams, R.M.J., 1979. Change and Stability in Values and Value Systems: A Sociological Perspective, in: 806 
Rokeach, M. (Ed.), Understanding Human Values. The Free Press, New York, pp. 15–46. 807 

Wilson, G.A., 2001. From productivism to post-productivism ... and back again? Exploring the (un)changed 808 
natural and mental landscapes of European agriculture. Trans. Inst. Br. Geogr. 26, 77–102. 809 
doi:10.1111/1475-5661.00007 810 

Wirth, D.M., 1996. Environmental ethics made explicit through situated narrative: implications for agriculture 811 
and environmental education. Retrosp. Theses Diss. Paper 1134. 812 

Wirth, S., Markard, J., Truffer, B., Rohracher, H., 2013. Informal institutions matter: Professional culture and 813 
the development of biogas technology. Environ. Innov. Soc. Transitions 8, 20–41. 814 
doi:10.1016/j.eist.2013.06.002 815 

Wu, Z., Pullman, M.E., 2015. Cultural embeddedness in supply networks. J. Oper. Manag. 37, 45–58. 816 
doi:10.1016/j.jom.2015.06.004 817 

Yin, R.K., 2003. Case study research. In: Design and methods applied social research methods series, Third edit. 818 
ed. Sage Publications. 819 

 820 


