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Bio-districts are a practical example of a sustainable food system, which uses 
agroecological principles as tools for rural development. This research aims to 
understand the role of bio-districts in sustainable development, particularly in 
relation to social impacts. It does so by developing a framework for assessing 
social impacts in the context of alternative food systems. To this end, a two-step 
methodology is adopted. In the first part, a systematic literature review is carried 
out according to the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and 
Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) protocol. It presents the state of the art in social impact 
assessment of bio-districts, identifying the approaches and indicators used to 
assess social standards, codes of good practice and, more generally, the factors 
influencing social sustainability in rural areas. In addition, a set of social themes 
is developed and validated through a content analysis to uncover the trends in 
the debate on social sustainability in bio-districts. In the second part, promising 
analytical frameworks and tools from the literature are compared on the basis of 
how deeply they assess social issues related to bio-districts. Finally, a description 
of the main steps that should be taken to adapt existing tools and frameworks 
to the local context is presented. A detailed framework specifically addressing 
the social impacts of bio-districts was not found in the literature. IDEA, MOTIFS, 
PG tools, RISE, SAFA guidelines, SOAAN guidelines and S-LCA are considered a 
suitable starting point for the bio-districts’ analysis, although tailored adjustments 
are required.
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1 Introduction

Interest in analyzing global food systems has generally been driven by concerns ranging 
from the environment, equity, power, and trade to nutrition and health issues (Béné et al., 2019). 
Responsibility has been addressed to some structural aspects that directly shape human well-
being (Lombardi et al., 2019) and account for a vast proportion of the human-nature impacts. 
Of the 3.4 billion people living in rural areas (UNDESA, 2021), the vast majority still depend on 
agriculture and food systems for their livelihoods (Woodhill et al., 2022). This makes them 
vulnerable to any form of shock to food and economic systems, as most rural people live in poor 
and vulnerable contexts, especially in low and middle-income countries (Tendall et al., 2015). 
For example, Guatemalan farmers, which live of subsistence and commercial food production, 
struggled to cope with the commercial restrictions during the COVID-19 pandemic as loss of 
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off-farm employment and lack of access to agricultural inputs were a 
threat to their livelihood (Rice et al., 2023). In addition, awareness of 
the conditions under which food is produced is often missing, leading 
to human rights violations (Farnsworth et  al., 2018), with many 
agricultural commodity supply chains characterized by inadequate 
working conditions, overlooked land rights and gender inequality 
(UNDESA, 2021). Only after the shocks caused by increasing 
economic and political instability, has the critical importance of food 
workers and their value to society been recognized, which contrasts 
sharply with the typically hidden nature of such labor (Klassen 
et al., 2023).

Therefore, the concept of food and agricultural system 
transformation has attracted the attention of many scholars, 
practitioners, and policy makers. The body of research on the subject 
of ‘sustainability transitions’ has emerged, providing valuable insights 
into how societies can achieve deep systemic transformations. On the 
one hand, large scale interventions, expert- or corporate-led initiatives 
and innovative technologies have been identified as a viable solution 
(National Academies of Sciences, Engineering and Medicine, 2019), 
as opposed to alternative models that rely on small-scale changes, 
bottom-up approaches, and civil society-led processes of self-
organization (Anderson et al., 2019).

As an alternative, agroecology has gained prominence, proposing 
different solutions for managing agricultural and food systems. In 
recent years, a plethora of different definitions of agroecology have 
been provided, following the different agendas of different institutions 
and countries (Wezel et  al., 2020). However, there is a common 
agreement on the transdisciplinary nature of agroecology, which, 
unlike other approaches, promotes linkages across sectors and 
organizations of different sizes to address complex sustainability 
challenges (Pigford et  al., 2018). In particular, agroecology can 
be divided into three domains: scientific discipline, set of agricultural 
practices, and social movement (Francis et al., 2003; van der Ploeg 
et al., 2019). The latter calls for socio-economic structural reforms to 
the agroecosystems, to support the economic viability of rural areas 
(de Molina, 2013). Key features include the promotion of smallholders 
and family farming production, involving farmers and rural 
indigenous populations, support for food sovereignty, social equity, 
local knowledge and traditions, and to indigenous access to basic 
inputs such as land, water and seeds (Altieri and Toledo, 2011; Wezel 
et al., 2020).

A concrete example of agroecological principles applied to food 
systems is represented by the bio-districts (also known as “ecoregions” 
or “organic regions”)1 shown in Figure 1. Described as a form of rural 
governance model with a bottom-up trajectory (Assiri et al., 2021), 
they aim do develop the economic and socio-cultural potential of the 
territory in which they are rooted through the involvement of farmers, 
the public, tourism operators, associations, and public authorities. The 

1 In this paper, the expression bio-district is used as it univocally describes 

the integrated territorial and rural development strategy and it has been adopted 

by the European Commission in the Action Plan for the Development of 

Organic Production (European Commission, 2021); while the term ecoregion 

can be used to describe geospatial areas with specific patterns of environmental 

and ecological variables (Abell et al., 2008).

word “bio” relates to the widespread adoption of organic principles2 
and practices in the local production systems, while “district” relates 
to the high concentration of small and medium size businesses with a 
high level of specialization in agricultural and rural services 
(Guareschi et al., 2020).

A bio-district can therefore be considered as an alternative food 
system (AFS), having its alterity based both on the kind of products 
offered and on the different distribution system. However, as argued 
by Scrinis (2016), the current interest of the largest food and beverage 
manufacturing companies in alternative food highlights makes it 
difficult to classify a system as alternative based only on its products 
or distribution system. Indeed, the whole supply chain of bio-districts 
deals with organic or high-quality products. These products are 
produced locally, and can be identified by regional labels, for example, 
protected designation of origin labels, embracing the concept of 
location or territorialization, which implies that most of the 
production, processing, distribution and consumption processes are 
hosted in a specific geographically limited area (González De Molina 
and Lopez-Garcia, 2021). For what regards the second aspect, 
bio-districts apply a distribution system model linked to alternative 
food networks (AFNs). This definition covers networks of producers, 
consumers, and other actors, which incorporate alternative solutions 
to more standardized industrial food supply chains (Murdoch et al., 
2000). All of them share a common set of values in terms of greater 
environmental sustainability, as well as social, political and economic 
justice along the food supply chain (Mier y Terán Giménez Cacho 
et al., 2018). Wholesalers and retailers play a subordinate role, as the 
objective is to directly connect producers to the customers. The use of 
diversified distribution channels linked to short supply chains are 
predominant (van der Ploeg et al., 2019), with established models such 
as local markets, local production-consumption cycles, and farmer-
to-farmer networks (Altieri and Toledo, 2011; Jarzębowski et al., 2020).

However, to recognize the diversity of the system proposed by 
bio-districts it is worth highlighting not only the kind of product and 
the distribution system, but also a third pillar that includes the type of 
economic models and practices. This third pillar, as codified by Rosol 
(2020), encompasses clustering practices that extend beyond 
economic profitability to create new social and economic realities. It 
introduces “the plethora of hidden and alternative economic activities 
that contribute to social well-being and environmental regeneration” 
(Gibson-Graham, 2008). Indeed, different authors point out that 
bio-districts are an example of territorial transition toward 
agroecology, including issues related to food and nutrition safety and 
security, conservation of natural resources, landscape, and protection 
of rural populations (Wezel et al., 2018; Dias et al., 2021; Gargano 
et al., 2021). Moreover, the networking structure of the bio-district 
includes areas of activity related to research, training, the design of 
territorial development plans, financial support, and coordination 
efforts with governmental bodies (Zanasi et  al., 2020), thus 
contributing to the shaping of the overall quality of life in rural 
communities3 (Guareschi et  al., 2020). More practically speaking, 

2 The adoption of “bio” as a prefix derives from an abbreviation of the Italian 

expression biologico/biologica applied to organic agriculture and food.

3 This is in line also with the definition given by the International Network 

for Eco-Regions (IN.N.E.R.) at https://www.ecoregion.info
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examples of alternative economies and practices may include other 
forms of economic transactions (e.g., donation, production for self-
consumption), working practices (e.g., unpaid work of members, 
equal pay for all employees), forms of economic organization (e.g., 
cooperatives, collectives), and forms of financing (e.g., member loans, 
cooperative shares, and crowdfunding; Rosol, 2020).

Therefore, all of these elements contribute to the concept that local 
production and distribution of organic food is a model of sustainable 
consumption for various economic, social and environmental reasons 
(Kamau et al., 2018). However, assessing the role of the bio-district in 
promoting well-being can be  challenging, partly because organic 
certification does not focus on social and ethical values (Padel et al., 
2009). Figure 2 shows that the Regulation (EU) 2018/848 sets out the 
principles of organic production, leaving issues related to gender, 
human, and labor rights, for example, outside its scope. As a 
consequence of the increasing “conventionalisation” of organic 
farming, the focus can shift further away from social issues and more 
toward intensive and industrialized models (Reed, 2005). Voluntary 
certification schemes are an option to address a range of sustainability 
issues, including social aspects, but the feasibility of equivalence 
between countries and control procedures is still not well-established 
(Cavallet et al., 2018). Moreover, the current literature on sustainable 
food systems focuses more on economic and environmental 
sustainability, with less attention paid to social aspects (Eizenberg and 
Jabareen, 2017). The reason lies in the fact that many and varied 
contributions of social scientists led to a degree of conceptual chaos, 
which has compromised the usefulness of the term (Vallance et al., 
2011). According to some authors, it remains unclear what “social 
matters” really means (Littig and Griessler, 2005), highlighting the 
difficulty of determining which impacts should be evaluated and how 
to quantify them (Beske-Janssen et al., 2015). It has been argued that 

social sustainability is not a constant or absolute concept, but it is 
dynamic and changes over time (Dempsey et al., 2011). This volatility 
has been considered by some authors as a weakness, as the social 
issues addressed need to be constantly updated (Boström, 2012).

An exhaustive description and/or quantification of the social 
impacts of different territorial governance models is therefore still 
lacking. This is despite growing pressure from governments, 
customers, NGOs, and stakeholders to include social issues in the 
analysis of territorial and supply chain sustainability (Mani et  al., 
2016). Social sustainability is a key element in the assessment of 
sustainable food supply chains and food systems in general; identifying 
a system as “alternative” only for its links with quality labels can 
be misleading (Adams et al., 2021; González De Molina and Lopez-
Garcia, 2021). Moreover, social outcomes are part of the strategic plan 
of the bio-district, a necessary step required by INNER4 and some 
national legislations when starting a new bio-district (Italian Ministry 
of Agricultural, Food and Forestry Policies, 2022).

Following these considerations, the present study aims to 
contribute to the evaluation of the social impact of bio-districts. To 
achieve this objective, an analytical framework will be defined to guide 
the selection of the most appropriate approaches and indicators.

The following research questions were defined:

 1. What are the main social sustainability issues addressed by 
bio-districts?

4 Cf. https://biodistretto.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/

disciplinare_INNER_IT.pdf

FIGURE 1

Conceptual model of a bio-district. Adapted from Woodhill et al. (2022).
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 2. What are the main categories of social indicators used to 
analyze the social impact of bio-districts?

 3. How can existing tools and frameworks be applied to the social 
impact analysis of bio-districts?

 4. Can social sustainability be  assessed in different 
bio-district contexts?

Based on the research questions, this paper will provide a 
comprehensive overview of the main social topics addressed by 
bio-districts and of the indicators fitting their different characteristics. 
The focus will be on the role that bio-districts play in promoting social 
sustainability for small-scale farmers, the whole rural community, and 
the other relevant external stakeholders.

The paper is structured as follows: in the first part a systematic 
review of the literature on all the social issues that characterize 
bio-districts and on the different methodologies for assessing social 
sustainability will be  carried out; in the second part, indicators, 
analytical frameworks, and social sustainability assessment tools will 
be  selected and compared to build an analytical framework for 
assessing the social impacts of bio-districts.

2 Methods

2.1 Systematic literature review

The literature review was carried out according to the guidelines of 
the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-
Analyses (PRISMA) protocol (Moher et al., 2009; Page et al., 2021). The 
PRISMA statement was chosen because it provides a set of 
recommendations designed primarily to support transparent and 
complete reporting of systematic reviews (Sarkis-Onofre et al., 2021). 
Sources of data included academic research documents, journal 
articles, proceedings, government and international agency studies, 
reports, working papers, and other gray literature sources, published in 
English, following a three-step research path as illustrated in Figure 3. 

The first step included the identification of relevant peer-reviewed 
scientific literature. The search was conducted between February and 
September, 2022 in the web platforms and databases “Scopus” and 
“Web of Science.” Different combinations of keywords were applied, 
such as “bio district*,” “eco region*,” “organic district*,” “measurement,” 
“assessment,” “analysis,” linked with Boolean operators “AND” and 
“OR.” 670 records were identified from the databases and 234 remained 
after removing duplicate citations. In order to reduce the large number 
of documents and retain only the relevant ones, the studies were then 
screened by evaluating the abstracts according to the inclusion and 
exclusion criteria described in Table 1. The search was restricted to 
publications in English and to publications from 2005 onwards. 
Particular attention was paid to the definition of bio-districts, as some 
authors use the term eco-regions, which can be  confused with 
ecological regions, which are described as areas of relative homogeneity 
in ecosystems (Omernik and Bailey, 1997). Full texts of potentially 
eligible documents that met the inclusion criteria were then retrieved 
and assessed for inclusion. By implementing a snowballing technique, 
16 additional relevant studies were identified and included based on 
reference lists of the included documents and suggestions from website 
platforms such as Google Scholar. The result was that 24 documents 
were included in the literature review and the majority came from the 
snowballing technique. Eventually, the documents have been 
categorized based on their country, impact assessment, suggested social 
indicator(s) and whether or not social impacts were assessed.

2.2 Identification of social indicators

At present, the social dimension covers a plurality of fields, 
considers different levels of analysis and multiple approaches. Therefore, 
there is no consensus on a standardized approach to assessing the social 
impacts at different scales (Heinzle et al., 2006). Some have attempted 
to operationalize social sustainability through quantitative indicators 
(Hutchins and Sutherland, 2008; Popovic et al., 2018). However, an 
exclusively quantitative approach to social impact assessment is 

FIGURE 2

Main sustainability topics covered by the EU organic label. The deleted topics, which are directly related to social issues, are not addressed by the label. 
Source: ITC Standards Map (https://www.standardsmap.org/en/identify?name=EU%20%20Organic%20Farming).
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FIGURE 3

Three-phase systematic review process illustrating the number of records identified (n), screened and included in the final synthesis.
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frequently criticized. For example, life quality or impact on the society, 
are themes whose standards are commonly defined through threshold 
values, depending on socio-cultural and subjective factors (Janker and 
Mann, 2020). This has led researchers to drop social topics from many 
sustainability evaluation studies. Furthermore, the different indicators 
adopted in various social sustainability impact assessments of agri-food 
systems vary along with the goal and scale of the study. For example, 
Gosetti (2017) developed a social sustainability approach at farm and 
business level based on quality of working life, including those aspects 
linked to good working conditions. Singh and Hiremath (2010) 
considered only one social indicator (social equity index) at the 
regional/district level, defined by variables such as distribution of land, 
assets and income, people above poverty line and female literacy. On 
the other hand, some authors adopted a more systematic approach to 
identify the social impacts by using multiple indicators. Haryati et al. 
(2022) analyzed the crude palm oil supply chain through the social life 
cycle assessment (S-LCA), including different social aspects such as 
Freedom of association and collective bargaining, Child labor, Forced 
labor, Fair salary, Working hours, Equal opportunities/ discrimination, 
Health and safety, and Social benefits/social security.

The objective of this stage was to identify the presence of social 
sustainability impact indicators within the existing literature on 
bio-districts. These findings could be useful to uncover the depth of 
analysis on social topics in the literature. Highlighting the 
implementation of different types of indicators, could influence the 
efforts to address the social dimension of sustainability with more 
detail. During this step, pertinent empirical data were gathered from 
the previously identified documents, to assess the current state of 
research in this area. All types of indicators were included, qualitative, 
quantitative, and mixed approaches were equally considered. To avoid 
inclusion of unrelated indicators, further screening was carried out 
and some indicators were excluded based on the following criteria:

 - Indicators that address issues related to different sustainability 
dimensions than social sustainability.

 - Indicators that do not include at least one of the content and 
context information related to stakeholders, impact category, 
data type, or supply chain stage.

2.3 Content analysis

The aim of this step is to identify different social sustainability 
issues and to examine the extent to which the existing literature on 

bio-districts addresses them. To this end, content analysis was used to 
identify whether some social issues are under- or over-represented in 
the current narrative on bio-districts. It was used as a research 
technique because it is objective, systematic and generalizable to 
measure variables (Kerlinger, 1986). Moreover, “it goes beyond the 
impressionistic observations about the phenomena and can help 
you make a quantitative expression about the phenomenon” (Prasad, 
2008). This quantitative expression was pursued by considering the 
occurrence of coding keywords. The keywords were then used as a 
unit of measurement and their frequency was considered an 
appropriate measure to represent the different social issues. However, 
the context of the keywords was examined to avoid repetition or 
ambiguity in the sentences. This involved analyzing words with similar 
meanings or different definitions that could have been misleading, as 
dealing with semantic differences or differences in the meaning of 
words can affect the validity and reliability of content analysis (Prasad, 
2008). A further step in the content analysis was the development of 
coding categories, which are clusters of recorded keywords that are 
organized based on shared patterns and defined coding schemes 
(Hsieh and Shannon, 2005). These coding schemes adhere to specific 
coding rules in order to minimize subjectivity and ensure consistency 
throughout the coding process (Popovic et  al., 2018). The list of 
keywords and coding schemes used is presented in 
Supplementary Table A. Each coding scheme reflects a social issue and 
the information is based on the SDGs and targets. With a view to 
using these coding schemes to develop a framework, they will 
henceforth be referred to as “social themes,” as each of them provides 
an element of a transparent and aggregated framework for assessing 
social sustainability. Supplementary Table B shows the relationship 
between the themes and the SDGs and targets. The rationale for using 
SDGs as a reference lies in the bottom-up, collaborative and 
stakeholder-oriented process nature of SDGs (Hirons, 2020), which 
has the potential to emphasize social aspects rather than focusing on 
economic or environmental characteristics (Stevens and Kanie, 2016). 
In addition, the SDGs allow for the same visibility to be given to each 
social issue without a hierarchy or aggregation of issues. The content 
analysis was applied to the selected documents adopting the computer-
assisted qualitative data analysis software “ATLAS.TI.” This tool 
supported information and key concepts extraction. It contributed to 
coding the material: separate query was executed for each keyword, 
and content-specific terms were subsequently assigned codes 
according to the predetermined coding schemes. Then, counting of 
keywords for each theme was accomplished. The higher the word 
count of the keywords, the more important the current narrative on 
bio-district deems the specific theme.

2.4 Comparative analysis of social 
sustainability tools for bio-districts

Once the content analysis was completed and the different social 
themes were derived from the documents, a further analysis was 
carried out. The main objective is to identify the most appropriate 
frameworks to analyze each of the social issues in the bio-districts. To 
achieve this, different frameworks and tools were compared on the 
basis of the social issues they addressed. Supply/value chain and 
systems approaches were considered due to their ability to better 
capture complex social phenomena (Janker et al., 2019).

TABLE 1 Eligibility criteria for the systematic review.

Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria

 - English documents

 - Studies published from 2005

 - Studies whose primary outcome is 

the description or analysis of 

bio-districts, taking as a reference 

for bio-district the definition given 

in the EU organic action plan

 - Studies that include frameworks, 

tools, indicators, or other 

assessment approaches

 - Non-English documents

 - Studies published before 2005

 - Documents that refer to bio-districts 

in different meanings than the one of 

the organic action plan

 - Studies that describe ecozones 

(ecological zones)

 - Studies that focus on biodiversity 

preservation in terms of plants, 

microorganisms or animal species

https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2023.1229505
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Following the work of Janker and Mann (2020) on the review of 
different social sustainability assessment tools at farm level, the most 
promising tools and frameworks were analyzed and compared. The 
main purpose of the comparison is to gain insight into the procedures 
and complexities involved in applying social sustainability assessment 
in practice, and to provide guidance on how to build a framework that 
fits the context of bio-districts. All these tools generally use a 
hierarchical structure to assess sustainability. For example, SAFA uses 
dimensions as pillars of sustainability. They are the highest and most 
general levels in the analytical framework. At an intermediate level, 
universal sustainability goals are translated into themes, which are 
often further broken down into sub-themes. Finally, indicators are the 
measurable variables used to assess the sustainability of the (sub)
themes (FAO, 2014).

The inclusion of the tools in the comparative study is based on 
six criteria:

 a. It allows to perform an ex-post assessment.
 b. It allows the implementation of indicators for sustainability 

impact assessment. Greater relevance was given to frameworks 
and tools that involve a larger number of indicators.

 c. It is possible to expand the scope of the analysis from farm-
level to supply chain and system-level.

 d. It is possible to adopt a multi-stakeholder approach since 
bio-districts involve different stakeholders.

 e. It can be tailor-designed to assess organic and/or agroecological 
farming systems.

Once the frameworks and tools were identified, they were 
compared based on the different social themes and sub-themes5 they 
covered (no hierarchy was developed and sub-theme categories were 
considered at the same level of the themes). Eventually, a description 
of the main steps that should be performed to adjust the existing 
frameworks for the bio-districts’ case was presented. This included the 
validation of themes based on the different contexts and the decision 
of the most appropriate indicators.

3 Results and discussion

3.1 Literature review results

The number of published documents on bio-districts is presented 
in Figure 4. The first published document on bio-districts dates from 
2005. From that year on, the number of circulating documents was 
minimal, increasing to six by 2020 and peaking at nine the following 
year, ending with two documents in 2022. Only eight of the 24 
documents on bio-districts did not refer to case studies. Of the latter, 
one document (Jamil et  al., 2021) examined case studies outside 
Europe,6 while the rest analyzed only bio-districts belonging to EU 
countries. As shown in Figure 5, 15 studies were carried out in Italy, 

5 Some tools and frameworks do not use the term themes and sub-themes, 

but in order to allow for a better comparison, these definitions will be used.

6 The document referred to the concept of organic food system rather than 

bio-district, however it included in this perspective the Cilento Bio-district.

four in France, two in Austria, Portugal and Sweden, and one each in 
Spain, Nigeria, India, United  States, Ecuador, Philippines, South 
Korea, and New Zealand. 11 of 24 studies analyzed social-related 
issues. Different methodological approaches were identified. Six 
papers used qualitative methods, including participant observation 
and semi-structured and in-depth interviews. Three articles used 
quantitative methods, including structural equation modeling. Two 
articles adopted mixed approaches, combining both qualitative and 
quantitative methods, as shown in Table 2.

3.2 Social indicators identification results

A holistic framework or an in-depth analysis focusing on the 
social impacts of bio-districts was not retrieved in the literature. 
However, there were documents, which assessed social impacts, 
focusing only on some aspects of social sustainability. 11 out of 24 
provided detailed description of the methods and the indicators used 
for the impact assessment. The majority analyzed social aspects using 
qualitative methods. These methods were useful for exploratory 
purposes. They provided a detailed picture of the drivers that set in 
motion the first steps of a bio-district and the actors involved in the 
decision-making and implementation process. Governance, 
co-governance, and stakeholder involvement were the social objectives 
of the studies from Pugliese et al. (2015), Favilli et al. (2018), and Dias 
et al. (2021); using structured and semi-structured in-depth interviews.

Similarly to the previous examples, exploratory purposes were 
pursued with qualitative data to link bio-districts with the SDGs. In 
detail, Cipullo (2020) investigated cooperation, education, and 
bio-cultural diversity, while rural livelihoods was another social 
indicator used by Schermer (2005) to assess the scope of improvements 
in the livelihoods of small organic farms. In these cases, such 
indicators were used because of their user friendliness and strong 
communicative capacity to identify the likely impact of bio-districts 
on the social sustainability of the area of establishment.

Quantitative methods were broadly adopted as well. These are 
important for different reasons, as they allow to be in compliance with 
more sustainable policies, strategies, and action plans. For example, 
Assiri et al. (2021) and Belliggiano et al. (2020) analyzed the vocation of 
territories to become a bio-district and identified specific clusters of 
municipalities with a higher affinity to bio-districts. The indicators they 
used, which are shown in Table  2, can also be  used to assess the 
performance of different fields, taking into account the objectives of each 
specific indicator. For example, indicators such as the old age rate, the 
number of conductors under 40 and the agricultural employment could 
be combined to assess whether there is an effect caused by the presence 
of a bio-district in a target area. A positive or negative trend could then 
trigger a response from policy makers and decision makers based on the 
predefined objectives. Moreover, this approach makes it possible to 
measure the sustainability performance of different bio-districts in order 
to rank and classify them based on the different levels of sustainability. 
Finally, it is possible to highlight strengths and weaknesses in the 
rankings, by simply checking which indicators have low values and 
should therefore be addressed to achieve higher sustainability.

The last group of approaches used mixed methods, where 
researchers collected and analyzed both qualitative and quantitative 
approaches. These were applied in the studies of Truant et al. (2019) 
and Gargano et al. (2021). The former analyzed organic agricultural 
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companies within bio-districts adopting some specific social 
indicators. These indicators were clearer, as they allowed to cluster 
passive companies with a low performance compared to the average 
in the bio-district or to profile proactive companies that were 
benchmarks in certain areas, such as the inclusion of disadvantaged 
people or gender diversity. Similarly, Gargano et al. (2021) investigated 
multifunctional farms and their relationship with agroecological 
principles. Particularly relevant to the goal of bio-districts was the 
analysis of the parameter “networking.” Aspects of human and social 
capital were considered. The former was calculated by verifying the 
participation in research projects (public-private partnerships), while 

the social capital indicator was developed on the basis of collective 
learning, the adoption of participatory approaches, and the number 
of network memberships. Again, a mixed approach was implemented 
by Stefanovic (2022). The indicators chosen by the author had the dual 
utility of both tracking the actual performance of different local 
organic food systems in achieving the SDGs and the targets, and being 
user-friendly as the social categories were already created: SDG 1 “No 
poverty,” SDG 7 “Affordable and clean energy,” SDG 8 “Decent work 
and economic growth,” SDG 11 “Sustainable cities and communities,” 
SDG 12 “Responsible consumption and production,” and SDG 16 
“Peace, justice and strong institutions.”

FIGURE 4

Number of published documents per year.

FIGURE 5

Location of the different case studies.
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3.3 Content analysis results

The content analysis was carried out with the purpose of 
identifying the social themes that can provide an analytical framework. 
The results of the content analysis in Figure 6 show that the majority 
of the identified thematic keywords are used in project reports and 
proceedings of the bio-districts. The 26 different social themes are all 

mentioned, and many of them are interrelated. Based on the number 
of words, different trends could be identified, highlighting that the 
agenda of the bio-district in terms of sustainable development can 
vary. To better understand the relative importance of each social 
theme in the current literature, the top five and bottom five themes 
were identified based on their word count. The top five social themes 
with the highest frequency of occurrence are Social Cohesion and 

TABLE 2 Types of social assessment used in the identified literature.

Document Case study Social 
assessment

Type of 
analysis

Social issue/Indicator

 1. Assiri et al. (2021) Italy X Quantitative Per capita income (Euro); Old Age Rate (index); GAS (n); 

Tourism rate (index); U40 conductors (n); PDO and PGI 

companies (n); employed in agriculture (%)

 2. Basile et al. (2021a)

 3. Basile et al. (2021b) France, Italy, Spain, Portugal

 4. Belliggiano et al. (2020) Italy X Quantitative Migration balance (n); aging index (n); youth 

unemployment rate (%); per capita average taxable income 

(Euro)

 5. Chaminade and Randelli 

(2020)

Italy

 6. Cipullo (2020) Italy X Qualitative Cooperation, education, and Bio-Cultural Diversity

 7. Dias et al. (2021) Italy and Portugal X Qualitative Governance, stakeholder involvement

 8. European Commission (2021)

 9. Favilli et al. (2018) Italy X Qualitative Co-governance

 10. ALGOA and IN.N.ER. (2020)

 11. Gargano et al. (2021) Italy X Mixed Community empowerment (physical, economic and income 

data); education level; preservation local varieties; job 

creation; services to population; networking (human and 

social capital)

 12. Guareschi et al. (2020) Italy

 13. Basile (2017) Italy

 14. Jamil et al. (2021) Ecuador, France, India, Italy, 

Philippines, New Zealand, 

Nigeria, South Korea, Sweden, 

and United States

 15. González De Molina and 

Lopez-Garcia (2021)

 16. Mazzocchi et al. (2022) Italy X Quantitative Non-profit associations (n); LAG (n); Unemployment rate 

(index); farmers age (n); direct farms selling (n); PDO and 

PGI (n farms); Per capita income (euro/municipality)

 17. Poponi et al. (2021) Italy

 18. Pugliese et al. (2015) Italy X Qualitative Governance

 19. Schermer (2005) Austria X Qualitative Rural livelihoods

 20. Stefanovic (2022) France, Italy, and Sweden X Mixed SDG target related outcomes

 21. Stotten et al. (2017) Austria, France, and Italy

 22. Triantafyllidis (2014)

 23. Truant et al. (2019) X Mixed Valorization of tourism and landscape heritage, links with 

population and local territory, inclusion of disadvantaged 

people, gender diversity, and promotion of local varieties

 24. Zanasi et al. (2020)

The documents that did not include social aspects in the research are left blank. N = 24.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2023.1229505
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-food-systems
https://www.frontiersin.org


Packer and Zanasi 10.3389/fsufs.2023.1229505

Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems 10 frontiersin.org

Networks, Local Traditions and Cultural Heritage, Knowledge Exchange, 
Governance, and Health. All the documents pointed out the prominent 
role of Social Cohesion and Networks for bio-districts. Gargano et al. 
(2021) highlighted networking between different actors as a core 
element characterizing the bio-districts’ commercial and institutional 
areas. Key element is not only the vertical and horizontal integration 
of stakeholders operating along the supply chain in the bio-district, 
such as farmers and processors, but also the connections with external 
agencies, that can provide greater access to markets and income-
generating activities. Moreover, linking farmers with research 
institutions and universities plays a crucial rule for the dissemination 
of information and knowledge on agroecological practices. This 
finding is in line with studies that place networks and social capital at 
the center of neo-endogenous rural development (Ray, 2006). 
Establishing a shared value system and drawing on local and extra-
local knowledge provides the tools to respond to local needs and add 
value to those local resources that can carry a comparative advantage 
(Bosworth et al., 2016). Empirical research is therefore of paramount 
importance in examining the local formation of partnerships and 
interlocking networks and their links to the governance structure of 
bio-districts. Furthermore, it is crucial to explore the operational 
mechanisms through which these partnerships effectively address 
structural challenges related to depopulation and the need for local 
economic growth by facilitating innovative solutions. Examples of 
innovative partnerships include agricultural production and related 
food marketing channels such as consumer purchasing groups, 
community supported agriculture, producer markets, family farm 
markets, agroecological markets, green public procurement, and the 
hospitality industry (HORECA), e-commerce and small food retailers 
including local, regional and national organic shops and supermarkets 
(IN.N.E.R., 2017; Stotten et  al., 2017). Indeed, this highlights the 
relevance and the connection of the Social Cohesion and Networks 
theme with the Innovation theme, which is crucial for the development 
of social sustainability (Mani et al., 2016).

Regarding Local Traditions and Cultural Heritage, the bio-district 
agenda prioritizes the involvement of the local community as carriers 
of identity, tradition and culture, not only in agricultural practices that 
help to preserve the landscape but also in the maintenance of local 
ancient plant varieties (Truant et  al., 2019; Gargano et  al., 2021; 
Mazzocchi et al., 2022). Analyzing this theme has a 2-fold outcome. 
Sustainable landscape management practices can be evaluated under 
the broader umbrella of cultural services of ecosystem (CES). CES is 
often conceptualized as the intangible benefits that individuals derive 
from ecosystems and includes spiritual enrichment, cognitive 
advancement, introspection, recreational opportunities, and esthetic 
encounters (Plieninger et  al., 2015). It can inspire a significant 
transformation in the representation and analysis of the co-evolution 
of human well-being (related to the themes Health and Quality of Life) 
and ecological changes, aiming to facilitate a deeper understanding of 
how these dynamics may interact and impact one another (Chan et al., 
2012). The second outcome refers to the concrete value this theme 
provides as it fosters the development of sustainable cultural tourism. 
The interest of sustainable tourists is not so much related to the beauty 
of the “end result,” but to the intrinsic value they have from a cultural 
perspective. Landscapes, especially those associated with agriculture, 
are mutable and identity-defining (Ruiz Pulpón et al., 2023). Society 
endures in them through their use and transformation. Therefore, the 
implementation of many landscape practices combined with the 

activities from the LAG can play a relevant role in promoting both 
tourism and cultural activities (Pugliese et al., 2015).

The theme of Knowledge Exchange can be linked to Social Cohesion 
and Networks, as the promotion of training, information, exchange of 
the best practices, and participation in bio-districts (Mazzocchi et al., 
2022) is achieved from a starting point of mutual shared values and 
trust (Chen et al., 2022). The knowledge flow between rural and urban 
contexts facilitates the advancement of collective action involving 
individuals from both settings, with the aim of fostering agricultural 
innovation and development. In addition, by integrating new 
knowledge and techniques, the rural talent structure of bio-district 
actors can be improved, thereby strengthening their ability to adapt 
effectively to external changes. Therefore, it is inclusion within the 
framework can contribute to the development and understanding of 
not only of themes such as Innovation and Social Cohesion and 
Networks, but also Resilience.

Governance is frequently mentioned, as bio-districts are broadly 
perceived as a multi-level governance and bottom-up approach 
(Pugliese et al., 2015), involving public administrations to coordinate 
the various actors in the bio-district system (Assiri et al., 2021). From 
a multi-actor perspective, they involve both private and public actors 
at the territorial level (Favilli et al., 2018), and the core organizational 
structure is generally built on private actors and civil society. Strong 
governance influences the final outcomes of a bio-district. It regulates 
the degree of symmetry of information and the definition of common 
principles (Guareschi et al., 2020). Identifying the Governance theme, 
contributes to progress toward a “good” governance, which seeks to 
shift governing relations away from perceptions of inefficiency, 
corruption, maladministration, and excessive bureaucracy. Instead, it 
strives to promote greater accountability, transparency, effectiveness, 
fairness, and participation in decision making processes (Devaney 
et al., 2017).

Eventually, Health is a frequently addressed issue related to the 
context of social sustainability. This theme includes the protection of 
farmers’ and consumers’ health (Dias et al., 2021), which reinforces 
the idea that workplace benefits and health and safety measures are 
some of the most addressed issues in terms of social sustainability 
(Mani et al., 2016). As mentioned above, the concept of well-being is 
also included in this theme, suggesting a more subjective and 
culturally dependent perception of health; the link between individual 
and the ecosystem health is also considered (Stefanovic, 2022).

At the current moment, the literature on bio-districts pays less 
attention to Working Conditions, Access to Services and Inputs, Food 
security, Community Empowerment, and Peace and Justice. Although 
relatively less considered, the issues connected to these themes are 
high in the agenda of sustainable development and therefore should 
be  included in the framework. One possible explanation for this 
discrepancy is that the context of the case study may influence the 
relative importance of a social issue. Indeed, bio-districts show 
different characteristics also in terms of social themes involved 
depending on specific local conditions and/or the general national 
context. All of the documents, with the only exception of Jamil et al. 
(2021), considered bio-districts or farms located in developed 
countries. Topics linked to food security, peace and justice, and access 
to services and inputs are more relevant in developing countries, 
which often have weaker infrastructure, limited access to resources, 
and a higher incidence of poverty, inequality, and conflict are often 
present (Bhattacharya et al., 2023; Chan et al., 2023; Lin et al., 2023). 
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Access to basic inputs such as water, electricity, is also more limited in 
developing countries, which can perpetuate cycles of poverty and 
inequality (Rijsberman, 2006; Adair-Rohani et al., 2013).

Peace and Justice was mainly retrieved from the work of Jamil 
et al. (2021), which describes the case of Inba Seva Sangam, an Indian 
organic district that has contributed to peace in the area by dismantling 
the caste system in society. In contrast, developed countries tend to 
have more robust infrastructure and resources to meet these basic 
needs. This is supported by research showing that the main role of 
bio-districts in developed countries is to support access to the means 
of production, such as land (Triantafyllidis, 2014; Stotten et al., 2017), 
rather than to contribute to the meeting basic needs.

The lowest frequency of words was recorded by Community 
Empowerment. However, this theme is central in different 
documents on bio-districts, indicating that bio-districts support 

small farmers and rural communities (IN.N.E.R., 2017; Poponi 
et al., 2021; Mazzocchi et al., 2022). Including this theme in the 
framework allows the identification of drivers for sustainable local 
development. For example, community empowerment has been 
studied to reduce relative poverty and to maintain the population in 
rural areas. To improve the quality of life, jobs are created and 
incomes are increased for local residents in underdeveloped 
countries (Jung, 2020). The low word count number could 
be explained by the broad scope of the concept, which overlaps with 
other closely related issues described by themes such as Local 
Employment, Territorial and Local Value Creation, Quality of Life, 
and Socio-demographic Revitalization. However, the vastity of the 
concept underlines the need to implement a theme, which covers 
issues related to rural community empowerment, perhaps as a 
sub-theme of one of these social themes.

FIGURE 6

Results of the content analysis, showing the different trends of each social issue.
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3.4 A tailored analytical framework on 
social sustainability

Considering that the social dimension is interrelated with the 
other dimensions that characterize the sustainability of bio-districts, 
and that they sometimes overlap, it is essential to clearly define the 
conceptual approach behind the framework. A first important feature 
is the objective of the framework developers: although their general 
objective is similar, i.e., to provide farm-level insights to support the 
farmers’ decision making, the specific objectives may differ. To this 
end, the work on social impact assessment tools from Janker and 
Mann (2020) was investigated to identify approaches with different 
aims but that could fit bio-districts’ case with their social themes. In 
particular, seven approaches from the review were considered suitable 
starting points for the bio-districts’ analysis: IDEA (Zahm et al., 2008), 
MOTIFS (de Mey et al., 2011), PG tools (Gerrard et al., 2012), RISE 
(Häni et al., 2003), SAFA guidelines (FAO, 2014), SOAAN guidelines 
(SOAAN, 2013), and S-LCA (Benoît Norris et al., 2020). Apart from 
S-LCA, all approaches analyzed social sustainability as one of the 
pillars of sustainability.

As shown in Table 3, there are several themes covered by the 
selected approaches. Four approaches (PG tools, RISE, IDEA, and 
MOTIFS) explore site-specific social aspects, which are easily 
accessible at farm level and that can be scaled up by aggregating 
data. Placing farms and farmers at the center could be an effective 
perspective as they provide the core values, resources, and 
processes for the bio-districts. The Public Goods Tools represents 
a valuable option for assessing social sustainability through the 
lens of public goods, which are described as “things of benefit to the 
public which cannot be bought in the marketplace and for which 
there is no incentive to pay… but which are valued by society as a 
whole” (Gerrard et al., 2012). This tool covers 11 themes with 33 
“sub-themes.” Of the key 11 social aspects related to public goods 
at farm level, only four were deemed relevant to social 
sustainability: Landscape and Heritage; Food Security; Social 
Capital and Farm Business Resilience. Each of these themes is 
subdivided into smaller sub-themes, which are assessed through 
indicators with a score that ranges from 1 to 5.

The Response-Inducing Sustainability Evaluation (RISE) is 
another tool that has been designed to access results at farm level. It 
covers sustainability through 12 themes (defined as indicators) 
divided into 57 sub-themes (defined as parameters). Four themes were 
considered linked to social sustainability: Economic Stability, Local 
Economy, Working Conditions, and Social Security. The scores for each 
sub-themes range from 0 to 100 and are based on the aggregation of 
several indicators.

Indicateurs de Durabilité des Exploitations Agricoles (IDEA) 
follows the trace of the sustainability assessment at farm level by 
including 10 themes (defined as components) divided into 41 
sub-themes (defined as indicators). Five of the themes were considered 
generally relevant to assess social sustainability: Quality of the Products 
and Land, Organization of Space, Ethics and Human Development, 
Economic Viability, and Independence. However, there were several 
sub-themes that assessed issues linked to social sustainability, even 
though they were grouped under themes not directly related to social 
aspects. A certain number of points can be obtained for each indicator. 
In addition, IDEA has set a threshold for each sub-theme and theme 
in order to reduce the possibility of compensating for low scores.

The Monitoring Tool for Integrated Farm Sustainability (MOTIFS) 
assesses sustainability through 10 themes (defined as major themes) 
and 23 subthemes (defined as themes). Risk, Internal Social 
Sustainability, and External Social Sustainability were considered as 
particularly relevant for social assessment. The farmer himself 
determines the score on a scale between 0 and 100.

Although the development of a sustainability framework in a 
bio-district should necessarily include impacts at farm level, some 
authors consider a systems approach to be more appropriate as it 
broadens the scope of analysis to include the different actors and 
related social indicators involved in a sustainable food system. 
Indeed, the Sustainability Assessment of Food and Agriculture 
Systems (SAFA), the Sustainable Organic Agriculture Action 
Network (SOOAN) Best Practice Guideline for Agriculture and 
Value Chains, and S-LCA were the approaches that included the 
broader range of themes consistent with assessing the impact of 
bio-districts on social sustainability. These approaches correspond 
to the multidimensional and multi-stakeholder nature of 
bio-districts, making them particularly suitable for assessing their 
impact on social sustainability. An inherent part of a systems 
approach is the analysis of the relationship between the stakeholders 
involved. This would make it possible to identify one of the main 
social themes identified in the literature review: Social Cohesion and 
Networks. In this way, network structures could be examined to 
reach all the interactions of key actors and within the institutional 
and supporting environment, including national park services, 
policy makers, public administrations, research centers, and 
private actors.

However, these indicator-based sustainability assessment 
approaches have been criticized for their lack of flexibility to adapt to 
different contexts characterized by a variable stakeholders’ 
involvement (Röös et al., 2019). While social themes are considered 
universal, a detailed sustainability assessment should first assess the 
context and ultimately adapt its structure and scope to address the 
social and structural heterogeneity of the systems analyzed (Ssebunya 
et al., 2017). Indeed, the context of bio-districts is characterized by a 
certain degree of heterogeneity in terms of organizational structure 
and governance, territorial morphology, activities implemented, and 
development strategies (Viganò et  al., 2019). For example, the 
maintenance of vibrant areas is high on the agenda of the bio-districts 
that are located in rural areas, facing challenges such as rural 
depopulation, population aging, and socio-economic marginalization; 
while urban or peri-urban bio-districts face problems more related to 
environmental degradation and intensive agriculture (Sturla, 2020). 
The same considerations should be also based on the geographical 
origin of the bio-district, whether it is in a developed or 
developing country.

When presenting a tool or framework on social sustainability 
to the end user, there are several alternatives social themes (e.g., 
Working Conditions and Governance) that can be  described by 
different social indicators, which may show different performance 
and different levels of accessibility to the end user. This necessarily 
leads to a multi-criteria decision making (MCDM) process where 
a method must be defined to prioritize some social themes and 
indicators over others that are more in line with local needs and 
expectations. In sustainability studies, one viable way to achieve 
this target is through bottom-up participatory approaches (Innes 
and Booher, 1999). The involvement of stakeholders and experts 
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can be a valuable tool to prioritize the social themes according to 
their importance and feasibility for each bio-district. To obtain 
reliable and comprehensive findings, it is advisable to assemble a 
heterogeneous set of stakeholders and experts on the bio-district, 
and where feasible, use sub-groups, key informants, or experts to 
verify the consistency of the results (Ssebunya et  al., 2017). 
Combining expert-led technical knowledge with the needs of local 
stakeholders would ultimately allow better value judgments and 
assumptions to be made about, for example, about which attributes 
contribute to social sustainability for the specific bio-district 
(themes). The attributes should then be organized hierarchically to 
represent their relationships should be performed (defining the 
sub-themes). A hierarchical structure helps to break down the 
decision problem into smaller sub-problems (De Olde et al., 2016).

Indicators play a crucial role in the assessment and monitoring of 
performance against predetermined themes and sub-themes. The 
application of MCDM to the choice of indicators also involves 
operational issues, such as whether indicators are considered 

individually, as part of a balanced/weighted group, or combined in a 
composite index (Farrell and Hart, 1998). However, there is no 
consensus on the best way to evaluate each social theme. In any case, 
the choice of indicators must take into account very complex concepts 
that are particularly difficult to capture with a single indicator. The use 
of composite indicators is therefore an important tool when dealing 
with complex social themes. For example, when discussing Well-being, 
the range of indicators should be extended to cover all the necessary 
information on what is generally a multidimensional issue (Greco 
et al., 2019). Composite indicators are based on sub-indicators that do 
not have a common meaningful unit of measurement, and there is no 
straightforward way of weighting these sub-indicators (Saisana and 
Tarantola, 2002). Although criticized for a certain degree of 
arbitrariness (Sharpe, 2004), there are a number of applications of 
composite indicators in the field of sustainability that make them a 
reliable tool. Moreover, one of the approaches that improves the 
accuracy in choosing the sub-indicators is based on SMART criteria: 
Specific, Measurable, Available cost-effectively, Relevant, and Timely 

TABLE 3 List of frameworks and tools that could fit bio-districts’ related social themes assessment.

IDEA MOTIFS Public 
Goods tool

RISE SAFA SOAAN 
guidelines

S-LCA

Access to services and inputs X X X X X X

Community empowerment X

Decent livelihood X X X

Education X X

Fairness X X

Food safety X X

Food security X X X X

Food sovereignty X X

Gender equity and women empowerment X X X X

Governance X

Health X X X X

Healthy diet X X X X X

Innovation X

Knowledge exchange X X X X

Lifestyle X X

Local Employment X X X X

Local traditions and cultural heritage X X X X X X

Peace and justice X X

Quality of life X X X

Resilience X X X X X X

Social cohesion and networks X X X X X

Social farming and integration X X

Socio-demographic revitalization X X X

Territorial and local value creation X X

Working conditions X X X X

Youth employment X

Multistakeholder approach No No No No Yes Yes Yes

Scale level Farm/Sector Farm/Sector Farm/Sector Farm/

Sector

Farm/Chain/

Sector

Farm/Chain/

Sector

Farm/Chain/

Sector
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available (Desiere et al., 2015). Finally, the choice of weights for each 
sub-indicator also has a significant impact on the final outcome of the 
framework. To avoid the risk of manipulating the indicators, the 
weighting system should be as appropriate as possible to the purpose 
of the analytical framework (Nardo et al., 2005).

3.5 Study limitations

It is important to consider some of the limitations of the 
research on bio-districts. There is currently a limited body of 
research on the subject and only 24 documents were included. 
The PRISMA methodology is a valuable tool for tracking the 
various review stages. However, when the research is dealing with 
an emerging topic and the literature is limited, a more flexible 
approach may be  preferable. In addition, the quality of the 
literature was questionable, with many sources classified as “gray 
literature.” This means that the information has not gone through 
the traditional peer-review process and may not be as reliable as 
other sources. Of the 24 documents available, only eight are peer-
reviewed, further limiting the quality of data available. Language 
is also seen as a barrier to access to many documents, which does 
not allow for a full representation of social aspects. It is also 
important to note that the geographical origin of the available 
literature is mostly European. This means that the social themes 
identified may not have general applicability or relevance to other 
regions of the world, while at the same time other themes that 
could be  relevant to these regions may have been neglected. 
Overall, while the available literature on bio-districts is growing, 
the limitations in terms of quantity, quality, and geographical 
scope should be acknowledged. Scholars and practitioners should 
take care to critically evaluate the available information to avoid 
potential biases or limitations in further research.

4 Conclusion

Bio-districts are a new and fast-growing example of sustainable 
food systems, often involving an agroecological approach. There is a 
limited body of literature that only considers social aspects in the 
analysis of food system sustainability (Janker et al., 2019). This study 
contributes to the growing body of knowledge on alternative food 
networks and their potential impacts by answering the research 
questions: (1) It identifies the main social issues addressed by 
bio-districts contributing to social sustainability. Twenty-six themes 
form the backbone of a framework for analyzing the impact of 
bio-districts. The content analysis validated these and showed the 
importance of social aspects in the sustainability debate. The results 
showed that some issues, which are high on the sustainable 
development agenda, such as Working Conditions, Access to Services 
and Inputs, Food Security, Community Empowerment, and Peace and 
Justice, are relatively underrepresented in the literature. Further 
analysis is therefore needed to understand the factors that influence 
the relative frequency of some keywords between different themes. 
(2) It examines the main categories of social indicators and impact 
assessment approaches used by academics and practitioners to 
analyze social impacts in bio-districts. For each approach, the 
different methodologies and associated indicators are highlighted 

and categorized according to the scope and type of data implemented. 
However, none of them applies a detailed and holistic approach to 
social sustainability assessment. (3) The research reviewed the 
literature for existing social sustainability approaches that could 
comprehensively address the social sustainability impacts of 
bio-districts. The results made it possible to compare different tools 
and frameworks that capture social sustainability in agri-food 
systems, in order to identify a suitable starting point for a tailored 
framework on bio-districts. PG, IDEA, MOTIFS, and RISE are tools 
that can provide valuable information and indicators at farm level. 
However, a multi-stakeholder approach is preferred as it allows to 
capture the complexity of the social dimension in a bio-district. The 
SAFA, SOAAN, and S-LCA guidelines can contribute to this by 
providing a holistic pathway toward social sustainability. However, 
in order to adapt the approach to the specific context of a bio-district, 
it is necessary to make appropriate adjustments to the scope and 
objectives of each social theme. (4) The identification of the themes 
aims to provide an overview of the social sustainability aspects in the 
context of bio-districts. In order to adapt the existing tools and social 
themes to the different bio-district contexts, further steps should 
include the process of weighting, ranking, and finally creating and 
then aggregating the sub-themes into themes. This can be  done 
through a participatory approach involving relevant stakeholders and 
experts in the bio-district context. A diverse group can better 
contribute to the prioritization and ranking of the social themes and 
sub-themes identified from the existing social frameworks. The 
choice of assessment indicators should be based not only on the 
boundaries of the research (food system, supply chain, or farm-
based), but also on the possibility of implementing them in different 
geographical and socio-cultural contexts. In addition, the possibility 
of using composite indicators should be  considered, given the 
characteristics of bio-districts and the complexity of social aspects 
related to sustainability. The choice of sub-indicators can be based on 
a SMART approach. Such criteria, which are commonly used for goal 
setting, support the selection of indicators and make them suitable 
for further analysis (Shahin and Mahbod, 2007). Moreover, the use 
of SMART criteria allows for regular monitoring and analysis of the 
indicators, with the possibility of quickly adapting their number or 
content to the existing context, since social systems always change 
not only in place but also in time (Parsons, 1991). Further studies 
should test the proposed steps for defining a suitable analytical 
framework in an existing bio-district to assess effectively and 
efficiently its ability to assess the social sustainability impacts of 
bio-districts.

Data availability statement

The original contributions presented in the study are included in 
the article/Supplementary material; further inquiries can be directed 
to the corresponding author.

Author contributions

GP and CZ contributed to the design, writing, and editing of the 
manuscript. All authors contributed to the article and approved the 
submitted version.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2023.1229505
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-food-systems
https://www.frontiersin.org


Packer and Zanasi 10.3389/fsufs.2023.1229505

Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems 15 frontiersin.org

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank Cilento Bio-district for the support and 
documents provided during the research period. We also acknowledge 
the University of Bologna (UNIBO). Eventually, we value highly the 
effort that the reviewers and the editor have taken in commenting 
the manuscript.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the 
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could 
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors 
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, 
or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product 
that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its 
manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Supplementary material

The Supplementary material for this article can be found online 
at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fsufs.2023.1229505/
full#supplementary-material

References
Abell, R., Thieme, M. L., Revenga, C., Bryer, M., Kottelat, M., Bogutskaya, N., et al. 

(2008). Freshwater ecoregions of the world: a new map of biogeographic units for 
freshwater biodiversity conservation. Bioscience 58, 403–414. doi: 10.1641/B580507

Adair-Rohani, H., Zukor, K., Bonjour, S., Wilburn, S., Kuesel, A. C., Hebert, R., et al. 
(2013). Limited electricity access in health facilities of sub-Saharan Africa: a systematic 
review of data on electricity access, sources, and reliability. Glob. Health Sci. Pract. 1, 
249–261. doi: 10.9745/GHSP-D-13-00037

Adams, D., Donovan, J., and Topple, C. (2021). Achieving sustainability in food 
manufacturing operations and their supply chains: key insights from a systematic literature 
review. Sustain. Prod. Consum. 28, 1491–1499. doi: 10.1016/j.spc.2021.08.019

ALGOA, and IN.N.E.R. (2020). Introductory Phase: Pathways to Cooperation. In 6th 
ALGOA Summit on “Building Alliances Beyond Asia” and Inaugural GAOD Summit, 
Bio-Distretto Cilento Publisher, Goesan County, South Korea. https://gaod.online/wp-
content/uploads/2020/12/GAOD_Book_1.pdf

Altieri, M. A., and Toledo, V. M. (2011). The agroecological revolution in Latin 
America: rescuing nature, ensuring food sovereignty and empowering peasants. J. 
Peasant Stud. 38, 587–612. doi: 10.1080/03066150.2011.582947

Anderson, C. R., Bruil, J., Chappell, M. J., Kiss, C., and Pimbert, M. P. (2019). From 
transition to domains of transformation: getting to sustainable and just food systems 
through agroecology. Sustain. For. 11:5272. doi: 10.3390/su11195272

Assiri, M., Barone, V., Silvestri, F., and Tassinari, M. (2021). Planning sustainable 
development of local productive systems: a methodological approach for the analytical 
identification of ecoregions. J. Clean. Prod. 287:125006. doi: 10.1016/j.
jclepro.2020.125006

Basile, S. (2017). 52 profiles on agroecology: The experience of bio-districts in Italy. FAO, 
Rome. Available at: https://www.fao.org/agroecology/database/detail/en/c/1027958/

Basile, S., Buonomo, E., Basile, R., Latiri-Otthoffer, L., Viel, J., Chapron, C., et al. 
(2021a). O1-A1: Comparative Analysis on Organic Districts (or Eco-Regions or Bio-
Districts) in Europe. In deliverables of EducEcoRegions. https://www.ecoregion.info/
wp-content/uploads/2021/11/O1-A1_Organic_Districts_in_Europe.pdf

Basile, S., Buonomo, E., Basile, R., Latiri-Otthoffer, L., Viel, J., Chapron, C., et al. 
(2021b). O1-A2: Organic Districts Guidelines. O1-A2: Organic Districts Guidelines. In 
deliverables of EducEcoRegions. https://www.ecoregion.info/wp-content/
uploads/2021/11/O1-A2_Organic_Districts_Guidelines.pdf

Belliggiano, A., Sturla, A., Vassallo, M., and Viganò, L. (2020). Neo-endogenous rural 
development in favor of organic farming: two case studies from Italian fragile areas. Eur. 
Countrys. 12, 1–29. doi: 10.2478/euco-2020-0001

Béné, C., Oosterveer, P., Lamotte, L., Brouwer, I. D., de Haan, S., Prager, S. D., et al. 
(2019). When food systems meet sustainability – current narratives and implications for 
actions. World Dev. 113, 116–130. doi: 10.1016/j.worlddev.2018.08.011

Benoît Norris, C., Traverzo, M., Neugebauer, S., Ekener, E., Schaubroeck, T., and Russo 
Garrido, S. (2020). Guidelines for social life cycle assessment of products and 
organizations 2020. Available at: https://www.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:1647964/
FULLTEXT01.pdf

Beske-Janssen, P., Johnson, M. P., and Schaltegger, S. (2015). 20 years of performance 
measurement in sustainable supply chain management–what has been achieved? Supply 
Chain Manag. Int. J. 20, 664–680. doi: 10.1108/SCM-06-2015-0216

Bhattacharya, P. S., Chowdhury, P. R., and Rahman, H. (2023). Does credit availability 
mitigate domestic conflict? Econ. Model. 119:106105. doi: 10.1016/j.
econmod.2022.106105

Boström, M. (2012). A missing pillar? Challenges in theorizing and practicing social 
sustainability: introduction to the special issue. Sustain. Sci. Pract. Policy 8, 3–14. doi: 
10.1080/15487733.2012.11908080

Bosworth, G., Annibal, I., Carroll, T., Price, L., Sellick, J., and Shepherd, J. (2016). 
Empowering local action through neo-endogenous development; the case of LEADER 
in England. Sociol. Rural. 56, 427–449. doi: 10.1111/soru.12089

Cavallet, L. E., Canavari, M., and Fortes Neto, P. (2018). Participatory guarantee 
system, equivalence and quality control in a comparative study on organic certifications 
systems in Europe and Brazil. Rev. Ambient, Água 13:e2213. doi: 10.4136/ambi-
agua.2213

Chan, D. W. M., Sarvari, H., Husein, A. A. J. A., Awadh, K. M., Golestanizadeh, M., 
and Cristofaro, M. (2023). Barriers to attracting private sector Investment in Public Road 
Infrastructure Projects in the developing country of Iran. Sustain. For. 15:1452. doi: 
10.3390/su15021452

Chaminade, C., and Randelli, F. (2020). The Role of Territorially Embedded 
Innovation Ecosystems Accelerating Sustainability Transformations: A Case Study of 
the Transformation to Organic Wine Production in Tuscany (Italy). Sustainability 12, 
4621. doi: 10.3390/su12114621

Chan, K. M. A., Satterfield, T., and Goldstein, J. (2012). Rethinking ecosystem services 
to better address and navigate cultural values. Ecol. Econ. 74, 8–18. doi: 10.1016/j.
ecolecon.2011.11.011

Chen, C., Yang, J., Gao, J., and Chen, W. (2022). An observation over the rural-urban 
re-connecting process based on the alternative food network (AFN) in China—from the 
perspective of “social capital”. Habitat Int. 130:102708. doi: 10.1016/j.
habitatint.2022.102708

Cipullo, N. (2020). “Agri-food ecosystems and sustainable development goals: a case 
study by Italy” in Proceedings of the 3rd International Conference on Advanced Research 
in Social Sciences and Humanities (Global).

de Mey, K., D’Haene, K., Marchand, F., Meul, M., and Lauwers, L. (2011). Learning 
through stakeholder involvement in the implementation of MOTIFS: an integrated 
assessment model for sustainable farming in Flanders. Int. J. Agric. Sustain. 9, 350–363. 
doi: 10.1080/14735903.2011.582355

de Molina, M. G. (2013). Agroecology and politics. How to get sustainability? About 
the necessity for a political agroecology. Agroecol. Sustain. Food Syst. 37, 45–59. doi: 
10.1080/10440046.2012.705810

De Olde, E. M., Oudshoorn, F. W., Sørensen, C. A. G., Bokkers, E. A. M., and De 
Boer, I. J. M. (2016). Assessing sustainability at farm-level: lessons learned from a 
comparison of tools in practice. Ecol. Indic. 66, 391–404. doi: 10.1016/j.
ecolind.2016.01.047

Dempsey, N., Bramley, G., Power, S., and Brown, C. (2011). The social dimension of 
sustainable development: defining urban social sustainability. Sustain. Dev. 19, 289–300. 
doi: 10.1002/sd.417

Desiere, S., Vellema, W., and D’Haese, M. (2015). A validity assessment of the Progress 
out of poverty index (PPI)™. Eval. Program Plann. 49, 10–18. doi: 10.1016/j.
evalprogplan.2014.11.002

Devaney, L., Henchion, M., and Regan, Á. (2017). Good governance in the 
bioeconomy. EuroChoices 16, 41–46. doi: 10.1111/1746-692X.12141

Dias, R. S., Costa, D. V. T. A., Correia, H. E., and Costa, C. A. (2021). Building bio-
districts or eco-regions: participative processes supported by focal groups. Agriculture 
11:511. doi: 10.3390/agriculture11060511

Eizenberg, E., and Jabareen, Y. (2017). Social sustainability: a new conceptual 
framework. Sustain. For. 9:68. doi: 10.3390/su9010068

European Commission (2021). Communication from the commission to the 
European Parliament, the council, the European economic and social committee and 
the Committee of the Regions. On an action plan for the development of organic 
production. Brussels: COM(2021) 141 final. Available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/

https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2023.1229505
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-food-systems
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fsufs.2023.1229505/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fsufs.2023.1229505/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.1641/B580507
https://doi.org/10.9745/GHSP-D-13-00037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2021.08.019
https://gaod.online/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/GAOD_Book_1.pdf
https://gaod.online/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/GAOD_Book_1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2011.582947
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11195272
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.125006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.125006
https://www.fao.org/agroecology/database/detail/en/c/1027958/
https://www.ecoregion.info/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/O1-A1_Organic_Districts_in_Europe.pdf
https://www.ecoregion.info/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/O1-A1_Organic_Districts_in_Europe.pdf
https://www.ecoregion.info/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/O1-A2_Organic_Districts_Guidelines.pdf
https://www.ecoregion.info/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/O1-A2_Organic_Districts_Guidelines.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2478/euco-2020-0001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2018.08.011
https://www.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:1647964/FULLTEXT01.pdf
https://www.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:1647964/FULLTEXT01.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/SCM-06-2015-0216
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2022.106105
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2022.106105
https://doi.org/10.1080/15487733.2012.11908080
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12089
https://doi.org/10.4136/ambi-agua.2213
https://doi.org/10.4136/ambi-agua.2213
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15021452
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12114621
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2011.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2011.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2022.102708
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2022.102708
https://doi.org/10.1080/14735903.2011.582355
https://doi.org/10.1080/10440046.2012.705810
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2016.01.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2016.01.047
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.417
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2014.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2014.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/1746-692X.12141
https://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture11060511
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9010068
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:13dc912c-a1a5-11eb-b85c-01aa75ed71a1.0003.02/DOC_1&format=PDF


Packer and Zanasi 10.3389/fsufs.2023.1229505

Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems 16 frontiersin.org

resource.html?uri=cellar:13dc912c-a1a5-11eb-b85c-01aa75ed71a1.0003.02/
DOC_1&format=PDF

FAO (2014). SAFA sustainability assessment of food and agriculture systems—
Guidelines version 3.0. Available at: https://www.fao.org/3/i3957e/i3957e.pdf

Farnsworth, D., Delwiche, L. A., and McKinney, C. (2018). The good food purchasing 
program: a policy tool for promoting supply chain transparency and food system 
change. Institut. Conscious Food Consum. 103-126. doi: 10.1016/
B978-0-12-813617-1.00005-8

Farrell, A., and Hart, M. (1998). What does sustainability really mean?: the search for 
useful indicators. Environ. Sci. Policy Sustain. Dev. 40, 4–31. doi: 
10.1080/00139159809605096

Favilli, E., Hycent Ndah, T., and Barabanova, Y. (2018). “Multi-actor interaction and 
coordination in the development of a territorial innovation project: some insights from 
the Cilento Bio-district in Italy” in Proceedings of the 13th European IFSA Symposium 
2018, Chania, Greece. Available at: https://ifsa.boku.ac.at/cms/fileadmin/
Proceeding2018/1_Favilli.pdf

Francis, C., Lieblein, G., Gliessman, S., Breland, T. A., Creamer, N., Harwood, R., et al. 
(2003). Agroecology: the ecology of food systems. J. Sustain. Agric. 22, 99–118. doi: 
10.1300/J064v22n03_10

Gargano, G., Licciardo, F., Verrascina, M., and Zanetti, B. (2021). The Agroecological 
approach as a model for multifunctional agriculture and farming towards the European 
green Deal 2030—some evidence from the Italian experience. Sustain. For. 13:2215. doi: 
10.3390/su13042215

Gerrard, C. L., Smith, L. G., Pearce, B., Padel, S., Hitchings, R., Measures, M., et al. 
(2012). “Public goods and farming” in Farming for Food and Water Security Sustainable 
Agriculture Reviews. ed. E. Lichtfouse (Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands), 1–22.

Gibson-Graham, J. K. (2008). Diverse economies: performative practices for “other 
worlds”. Prog. Hum. Geogr. 32, 613–632. doi: 10.1177/0309132508090821

González De Molina, M., and Lopez-Garcia, D. (2021). Principles for designing 
agroecology-based local (territorial) Agri-food systems: a critical revision. Agroecol. 
Sustain. Food Syst. 45, 1050–1082. doi: 10.1080/21683565.2021.1913690

Gosetti, G. (2017). Sustainable agriculture and quality of working life: analytical 
perspectives and confirmation from research. Sustain. For. 9, 1749. doi: 10.3390/
su9101749

Greco, S., Ishizaka, A., Tasiou, M., and Torrisi, G. (2019). On the methodological 
framework of composite indices: a review of the issues of weighting, aggregation, and 
robustness. Soc. Indic. Res. 141, 61–94. doi: 10.1007/s11205-017-1832-9

Guareschi, M., Maccari, M., Sciurano, J. P., Arfini, F., and Pronti, A. (2020). A 
methodological approach to upscale toward an agroecology system in EU-LAFSs: the 
case of the Parma Bio-District. Sustain. For. 12:5398. doi: 10.3390/su12135398

Häni, F., Braga, F., Staempfli, A., Keller, T., Fischer, M., and Porsche, H. (2003). RISE, 
a Tool for Holistic Sustainability Assessment at the Farm Level. International Food and 
Agribusiness Management Review, 6, 4. https://www.researchgate.net/
publication/23941066_RISE_a_Tool_for_Holistic_Sustainability_Assessment_at_the_
Farm_Level

Haryati, Z., Subramaniam, V., Noor, Z. Z., Hashim, Z., Loh, S. K., and Aziz, A. A. 
(2022). Social life cycle assessment of crude palm oil production in Malaysia. Sustain. 
Prod. Consum. 29, 90–99. doi: 10.1016/j.spc.2021.10.002

Heinzle, E., Biwer, A. P., and Cooney, C. L. (2006). Development of Sustainable 
Bioprocesses: Modeling and Assessment. Hoboken: NJ, John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Available 
at: https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&journal=Development+of+Sustainabl
e+Bioprocesses+Modeling+and+Assessment%2E&author=Heinzle+E.&author=Biwer
+A.+P.&author=Cooney+C.+A.&publication_year=2006.

Hirons, M. (2020). How the sustainable development goals risk undermining efforts 
to address environmental and social issues in the small-scale mining sector. Environ. Sci. 
Pol. 114, 321–328. doi: 10.1016/j.envsci.2020.08.022

Hsieh, H.-F., and Shannon, S. E. (2005). Three approaches to qualitative content 
analysis. Qual. Health Res. 15, 1277–1288. doi: 10.1177/1049732305276687

Hutchins, M. J., and Sutherland, J. W. (2008). An exploration of measures of social 
sustainability and their application to supply chain decisions. J. Clean. Prod. 16, 
1688–1698. doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2008.06.001

IN.N.E.R. (2017). 52 Profiles on Agroecology: The experience of Bio-districts in Italy. 
FAO. Rome. Available at: https://www.fao.org/3/bt402e/bt402e.pdf

Innes, J. E., and Booher, D. E. (1999). Consensus building and complex adaptive 
systems. J. Am. Plan. Assoc. 65, 412–423. doi: 10.1080/01944369908976071

Italian Ministry of Agricultural, Food and Forestry Policies (2022). Decreto 
ministeriale recante la determinazione dei requisiti e delle condizioni per la costituzione 
dei distretti biologici, ai sensi dell’art. 13 della legge 9 marzo 2022 n. 23. Available at: 
https://www.politicheagricole.it/flex/cm/pages/ServeBLOB.php/L/IT/IDPagina/19278

Jamil, T., Stefanovic, L., Ajekola, O. S., Owusu, E. A. A., Rajan, R. R., Lopez Gallo, P., 
et al. (2021). Organic Food System Cases Around the World: A documentation project 
Kassel, Sustainable Food Systems, Vol. 1.

Janker, J., and Mann, S. (2020). Understanding the social dimension of sustainability 
in agriculture: a critical review of sustainability assessment tools. Environ. Dev. Sustain. 
22, 1671–1691. doi: 10.1007/s10668-018-0282-0

Janker, J., Mann, S., and Rist, S. (2019). Social sustainability in agriculture—a system-
based framework. J. Rural. Stud. 65, 32–42. doi: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.12.010

Jarzębowski, S., Bourlakis, M., and Bezat-Jarzębowska, A. (2020). Short food supply 
chains (SFSC) as local and sustainable systems. Sustain. For. 12:4715. doi: 10.3390/
su12114715

Jung, Y. J. (2020). A study on measures to promote rural community empowerment 
project for residents in Jinja, Uganda: focused on on-site investigation on the feasibility 
of creating a tourism agriculture complex. J. People Plants Environ. 23, 1–14. doi: 
10.11628/ksppe.2020.23.1.1

Kamau, J. W., Stellmacher, T., Biber-Freudenberger, L., and Borgemeister, C. (2018). 
Organic and conventional agriculture in Kenya: a typology of smallholder farms in 
Kajiado and Murang’a counties. J. Rural. Stud. 57, 171–185. doi: 10.1016/j.
jrurstud.2017.12.014

Kerlinger, F. (1986). Foundations of Behavioural Research. New York: Holt, Rinehart 
and Winston

Klassen, S., Medland, L., Nicol, P., and Pitt, H. (2023). Pathways for advancing good 
work in food systems: reflecting on the international good work for good food forum. 
J. Agric. Food Syst. Commun. Dev. 12, 1–17. doi: 10.5304/jafscd.2023.122.004

Lin, F., Li, X., Jia, N., Feng, F., Huang, H., Huang, J., et al. (2023). The impact of Russia-
Ukraine conflict on global food security. Glob. Food Secur. 36:100661. doi: 10.1016/j.
gfs.2022.100661

Littig, B., and Griessler, E. (2005). Social sustainability: a catchword between political 
pragmatism and social theory. Int. J. Sustain. Dev. 8:65. doi: 10.1504/IJSD.2005.007375

Lombardi, G. V., Atzori, R., Acciaioli, A., Giannetti, B., Parrini, S., and Liu, G. (2019). 
Agricultural landscape modification and land food footprint from 1970 to 2010: a case 
study of Sardinia, Italy. J. Clean. Prod. 239:118097. doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118097

Mani, V., Gunasekaran, A., Papadopoulos, T., Hazen, B., and Dubey, R. (2016). Supply 
chain social sustainability for developing nations: evidence from India. Resour. Conserv. 
Recycl. 111, 42–52. doi: 10.1016/j.resconrec.2016.04.003

Mazzocchi, C., Orsi, L., Bergamelli, C., and Sturla, A.Prisma Group (2022). Bio-
districts and the territory: evidence from a regression approach. Aestimum 79, 5–23. doi: 
10.36253/aestim-12163

Mier y Terán Giménez Cacho, M., Giraldo, O. F., Aldasoro, M., Morales, H., 
Ferguson, B. G., Rosset, P., et al. (2018). Bringing agroecology to scale: key drivers and 
emblematic cases. Agroecol. Sustain. Food Syst. 42, 637–665. doi: 
10.1080/21683565.2018.1443313

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., and Altman, D. G. (2009). Preferred reporting items 
for systematic reviews and Meta-analyses: the PRISMA statement. PLoS Med. 
6:e1000097. doi: 10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097

Murdoch, J., Marsden, T., and Banks, J. (2000). Quality, nature, and embeddedness: 
some theoretical considerations in the context of the food sector. Econ. Geogr. 76, 
107–125. doi: 10.1111/j.1944-8287.2000.tb00136.x

National Academies of Sciences, Engineering and Medicine (2019). Science 
Breakthroughs to Advance Food and Agricultural Research by 2030. Washington, DC: The 
National Academies Press

Nardo, M., Saisana, M., Saltelli, A., and Tarantola, S. (2005). Handbook on 
Constructing Composite Indicators: Methodology and User Guide, OECD Statistics 
Working Papers, OECD Publishing, Paris, No. 2005/03. doi: 10.1787/533411815016

Omernik, J. M., and Bailey, R. G. (1997). Distinguishing Between Watersheds And 
Ecoregions1. J. Am. Water Resour. Assoc. 33, 935–949. doi: 10.1111/j.1752-1688.1997.
tb04115.x

Padel, S., Röcklinsberg, H., and Schmid, O. (2009). The implementation of organic 
principles and values in the European regulation for organic food. Food Policy 34, 
245–251. doi: 10.1016/j.foodpol.2009.03.008

Page, M. J., McKenzie, J. E., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, I., Hoffmann, T. C., Mulrow, C. D., 
et al. (2021). The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline for reporting systematic 
reviews. Syst. Rev. 10:89. doi: 10.1186/s13643-021-01626-4

Parsons, T. (1991) in The Social System. ed. B. S. Turner (London: Routledge 
Sociology Classics)

Pigford, A.-A. E., Hickey, G. M., and Klerkx, L. (2018). Beyond agricultural innovation 
systems? Exploring an agricultural innovation ecosystems approach for niche design 
and development in sustainability transitions. Agric. Syst. 164, 116–121. doi: 10.1016/j.
agsy.2018.04.007

Plieninger, T., Bieling, C., Fagerholm, N., Byg, A., Hartel, T., Hurley, P., et al. (2015). 
The role of cultural ecosystem services in landscape management and planning. Curr. 
Opin. Environ. Sustain. 14, 28–33. doi: 10.1016/j.cosust.2015.02.006

Poponi, S., Arcese, G., Mosconi, E. M., Pacchera, F., Martucci, O., and Elmo, G. C. 
(2021). Multi-actor governance for a circular economy in the Agri-food sector: bio-
districts. Sustain. For. 13:4718. doi: 10.3390/su13094718

Popovic, T., Barbosa-Póvoa, A., Kraslawski, A., and Carvalho, A. (2018). Quantitative 
indicators for social sustainability assessment of supply chains. J. Clean. Prod. 180, 
748–768. doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.01.142

Prasad, B. D. (2008). Content analysis: a method in social science research. Res. 
Methods Soc. Work 5, 1–20.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2023.1229505
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-food-systems
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:13dc912c-a1a5-11eb-b85c-01aa75ed71a1.0003.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:13dc912c-a1a5-11eb-b85c-01aa75ed71a1.0003.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://www.fao.org/3/i3957e/i3957e.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-813617-1.00005-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-813617-1.00005-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/00139159809605096
https://ifsa.boku.ac.at/cms/fileadmin/Proceeding2018/1_Favilli.pdf
https://ifsa.boku.ac.at/cms/fileadmin/Proceeding2018/1_Favilli.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1300/J064v22n03_10
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13042215
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132508090821
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2021.1913690
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9101749
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9101749
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-017-1832-9
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12135398
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/23941066_RISE_a_Tool_for_Holistic_Sustainability_Assessment_at_the_Farm_Level
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/23941066_RISE_a_Tool_for_Holistic_Sustainability_Assessment_at_the_Farm_Level
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/23941066_RISE_a_Tool_for_Holistic_Sustainability_Assessment_at_the_Farm_Level
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2021.10.002
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&journal=Development+of+Sustainable+Bioprocesses+Modeling+and+Assessment%2E&author=Heinzle+E.&author=Biwer+A.+P.&author=Cooney+C.+A.&publication_year=2006
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&journal=Development+of+Sustainable+Bioprocesses+Modeling+and+Assessment%2E&author=Heinzle+E.&author=Biwer+A.+P.&author=Cooney+C.+A.&publication_year=2006
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&journal=Development+of+Sustainable+Bioprocesses+Modeling+and+Assessment%2E&author=Heinzle+E.&author=Biwer+A.+P.&author=Cooney+C.+A.&publication_year=2006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2020.08.022
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732305276687
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2008.06.001
https://www.fao.org/3/bt402e/bt402e.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944369908976071
https://www.politicheagricole.it/flex/cm/pages/ServeBLOB.php/L/IT/IDPagina/19278
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-018-0282-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.12.010
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12114715
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12114715
https://doi.org/10.11628/ksppe.2020.23.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2017.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2017.12.014
https://doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2023.122.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2022.100661
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2022.100661
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJSD.2005.007375
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118097
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2016.04.003
https://doi.org/10.36253/aestim-12163
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2018.1443313
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1944-8287.2000.tb00136.x
https://doi.org/10.1787/533411815016
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-1688.1997.tb04115.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-1688.1997.tb04115.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2009.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-021-01626-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2018.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2018.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2015.02.006
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13094718
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.01.142


Packer and Zanasi 10.3389/fsufs.2023.1229505

Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems 17 frontiersin.org

Pugliese, P., Antonelli, A., Bari, C., and Basile, S. (2015). Bio-Distretto Cilento—Italy. 
Available at: https://orgprints.org/id/eprint/29252/7/29252.pdf

Ray, C. (2006). “Neo-endogenous rural development in the EU” in Handbook of Rural 
Studies. eds. P. Cloke, T. Marsden and P. Mooney (London: SAGE Publications Ltd), 
278–291.

Reed, M. (2005). The socio-geographies of organic farming and “conventionalisation”: 
an examination through the academic road trip. Kh. Hung. Available at: https://scholar.
google.com/scholar?q=The%20Socio-Geographies%20of%20Organic%20Farming%20
and%20Conventionalisation:%20An%20Examination%20through%20the%20
Academic%20Road%20Trip

Rice, A. M., Einbinder, N., and Calderón, C. I. (2023). ‘With agroecology, we can 
defend ourselves’: examining campesino resilience and economic solidarity during 
pandemic-era economic shock in Guatemala. Agroecol. Sustain. Food Syst. 47, 273–305. 
doi: 10.1080/21683565.2022.2140378

Rijsberman, F. R. (2006). Water scarcity: fact or fiction? Agric. Water Manag. 80, 5–22. 
doi: 10.1016/j.agwat.2005.07.001

Röös, E., Fischer, K., Tidåker, P., and Nordström Källström, H. (2019). How well is 
farmers’ social situation captured by sustainability assessment tools? A Swedish case 
study. Int. J. Sustain. Dev. World Ecol. 26, 268–281. doi: 10.1080/13504509.2018.1560371

Rosol, M. (2020). On the significance of alternative economic practices: 
Reconceptualizing alterity in alternative food networks. Econ. Geogr. 96, 52–76. doi: 
10.1080/00130095.2019.1701430

Ruiz Pulpón, Á. R., Cañizares Ruiz, M. C., and Martínez Sánchez-Mateos, H. S. 
(2023). Regional identity and intangible heritage related to saffron cultivation in 
Castilla-La Mancha (Spain). Heritage 6, 2453–2472. doi: 10.3390/heritage6030129

Saisana, M., and Tarantola, S. (2002). State-of-the-art report on current 
methodologies and practices for composite indicator development. European 
Commission, Joint Research Centre, Institute for the Protection and the Security 
of the Citizen, Technological and Economic Risk Management Unit. Available at: 
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Michaela-Saisana/publication/305392511_
State-of-the-art_report_on_current_methodologies_and_practices_for_
composite_indicator_development/links/578ccb9708ae59aa668146a3/State-of-the-
art-report-on-current-methodologies-and-practices-for-composite-indicator-
development.pdf

Sarkis-Onofre, R., Catalá-López, F., Aromataris, E., and Lockwood, C. (2021). How to 
properly use the PRISMA statement. Syst. Rev. 10:117. doi: 10.1186/s13643-021-01671-z

Schermer, M. (2005). The impact of eco-regions in Austria on sustainable rural 
livelihoods. Int. J. Agric. Sustain. 3, 92–101. doi: 10.1080/14735903.2005.9684747

Scrinis, G. (2016). Reformulation, fortification and functionalization: big food 
corporations’ nutritional engineering and marketing strategies. J. Peasant Stud. 43, 
17–37. doi: 10.1080/03066150.2015.1101455

Shahin, A., and Mahbod, M. A. (2007). Prioritization of key performance indicators. 
Int. J. Product. Perform. Manag. 56, 226–240. doi: 10.1108/17410400710731437

Sharpe, A. (2004). Literature review of frameworks for macro-indicators. Centre for 
the study of living standards Ottawa. Available at: http://www.csls.ca/reports/
LitRevMacro-indicators.pdf

Singh, P. K., and Hiremath, B. N. (2010). Sustainable livelihood security index in a 
developing country: a tool for development planning. Ecol. Indic. 10, 442–451. doi: 
10.1016/j.ecolind.2009.07.015

SOAAN (2013). Best practice guideline for agriculture and value chains. 
Sustainable organic agriculture action network/IFOAM organics international, 
Bonn. Available at: www.ifoam.bio/sites/default/files/best_practice_guideline_v1.0_
ratified.pdf.

Ssebunya, B. R., Schmid, E., Van Asten, P., Schader, C., Altenbuchner, C., and 
Stolze, M. (2017). Stakeholder engagement in prioritizing sustainability assessment 
themes for smallholder coffee production in Uganda. Renew. Agric. Food Syst. 32, 
428–445. doi: 10.1017/S1742170516000363

Stefanovic, L. (2022). SDG performance in local organic food systems and the role of 
sustainable public procurement. Sustain. For. 14:11510. doi: 10.3390/su141811510

Stevens, C., and Kanie, N. (2016). The transformative potential of the sustainable 
development goals (SDGs). Int. Environ. Agreem. Polit. Law Econ. 16, 393–396. doi: 
10.1007/s10784-016-9324-y

Stotten, R., Bui, S., Pugliese, P., and Lamine, C. (2017). Organic values-based 
supply chains as a tool for territorial development: a comparative analysis of three 
European organic regions. Int. J. Soc. Agric. Food 24, 135–154. doi: 10.48416/ijsaf.
v24i1.120

Sturla, A. (2020). L’agricoltura biologica per lo sviluppo territoriale-L’esperienza dei 
distretti biologici. Available at: https://www.reterurale.it/flex/cm/pages/ServeBLOB.
php/L/IT/IDPagina/19806

Tendall, D. M., Joerin, J., Kopainsky, B., Edwards, P., Shreck, A., Le, Q. B., et al. (2015). 
Food system resilience: defining the concept. Global. Food Secur. 6, 17–23. doi: 10.1016/j.
gfs.2015.08.001

Triantafyllidis, A. (2014). Local governance through organic farming the bio-district 
of the Vara Valley, a private/public partnership to assure vitality to a rural area. In 
Proceedings of the 18th IFOAM OWC Practitioners Track, Istanbul, Turkey. Available 
at: https://orgprints.org/id/eprint/26262/7/26262.pdf

Truant, E., Broccardo, L., and Zicari, A. (2019). Organic companies’ business models: 
emerging profiles in Italian bio-districts. Br. Food J. 121, 2067–2085. doi: 10.1108/
BFJ-03-2019-0158

UNDESA (2021). World social report 2021, reconsidering rural development. United 
Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs. https://www.un.org/development/
desa/dspd/world-social-report/2021-2.html

Vallance, S., Perkins, H. C., and Dixon, J. E. (2011). What is social sustainability? A 
clarification of concepts. Geoforum 42, 342–348. doi: 10.1016/j.geoforum.2011.01.002

van der Ploeg, J. D., Barjolle, D., Bruil, J., Brunori, G., Madureira, L. M. C., Dessein, J., 
et al. (2019). The economic potential of agroecology: empirical evidence from Europe. 
J. Rural. Stud. 71, 46–61. doi: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2019.09.003

Viganò, E., Viganò, L., and Sturla, A. (2019). The organic districts in Italy: an 
interpretative hypothesis in the light of the common Pool resources theory. Econ. Agro-
Aliment. XXI 2, 429–458. doi: 10.3280/ECAG2019-002013

Wezel, A., Goette, J., Lagneaux, E., Passuello, G., Reisman, E., and Rodier, C. (2018). 
Agroecology in Europe: research, education, collective action networks, and alternative 
food systems. Sustain. For. 10:1214. doi: 10.3390/su10041214

Wezel, A., Herren, B. G., Kerr, R. B., Barrios, E., Gonçalves, A. L. R., and Sinclair, F. (2020). 
Agroecological principles and elements and their implications for transitioning to sustainable 
food systems. A review. Agron. Sustain. Dev. 40:40. doi: 10.1007/s13593-020-00646-z

Woodhill, J., Kishore, A., Njuki, J., Jones, K., and Hasnain, S. (2022). Food systems and 
rural wellbeing: challenges and opportunities. Food Secur. 14, 1099–1121. doi: 10.1007/
s12571-021-01217-0

Zahm, F., Viaux, P., Vilain, L., Girardin, P., and Mouchet, C. (2008). Assessing farm 
sustainability with the IDEA method – from the concept of agriculture sustainability to 
case studies on farms. Sustain. Dev. 16, 271–281. doi: 10.1002/sd.380

Zanasi, C., Basile, S., Paoletti, F., Pugliese, P., and Rota, C. (2020). Design of a 
Monitoring Tool for eco-regions. Front. Sustain. Food Syst. 4:536392. doi: 10.3389/
fsufs.2020.536392

https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2023.1229505
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-food-systems
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://orgprints.org/id/eprint/29252/7/29252.pdf
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?q=The%20Socio-Geographies%20of%20Organic%20Farming%20and%20Conventionalisation:%20An%20Examination%20through%20the%20Academic%20Road%20Trip
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?q=The%20Socio-Geographies%20of%20Organic%20Farming%20and%20Conventionalisation:%20An%20Examination%20through%20the%20Academic%20Road%20Trip
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?q=The%20Socio-Geographies%20of%20Organic%20Farming%20and%20Conventionalisation:%20An%20Examination%20through%20the%20Academic%20Road%20Trip
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?q=The%20Socio-Geographies%20of%20Organic%20Farming%20and%20Conventionalisation:%20An%20Examination%20through%20the%20Academic%20Road%20Trip
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2022.2140378
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2005.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504509.2018.1560371
https://doi.org/10.1080/00130095.2019.1701430
https://doi.org/10.3390/heritage6030129
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Michaela-Saisana/publication/305392511_State-of-the-art_report_on_current_methodologies_and_practices_for_composite_indicator_development/links/578ccb9708ae59aa668146a3/State-of-the-art-report-on-current-methodologies-and-practices-for-composite-indicator-development.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Michaela-Saisana/publication/305392511_State-of-the-art_report_on_current_methodologies_and_practices_for_composite_indicator_development/links/578ccb9708ae59aa668146a3/State-of-the-art-report-on-current-methodologies-and-practices-for-composite-indicator-development.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Michaela-Saisana/publication/305392511_State-of-the-art_report_on_current_methodologies_and_practices_for_composite_indicator_development/links/578ccb9708ae59aa668146a3/State-of-the-art-report-on-current-methodologies-and-practices-for-composite-indicator-development.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Michaela-Saisana/publication/305392511_State-of-the-art_report_on_current_methodologies_and_practices_for_composite_indicator_development/links/578ccb9708ae59aa668146a3/State-of-the-art-report-on-current-methodologies-and-practices-for-composite-indicator-development.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Michaela-Saisana/publication/305392511_State-of-the-art_report_on_current_methodologies_and_practices_for_composite_indicator_development/links/578ccb9708ae59aa668146a3/State-of-the-art-report-on-current-methodologies-and-practices-for-composite-indicator-development.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-021-01671-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/14735903.2005.9684747
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2015.1101455
https://doi.org/10.1108/17410400710731437
http://www.csls.ca/reports/LitRevMacro-indicators.pdf
http://www.csls.ca/reports/LitRevMacro-indicators.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2009.07.015
http://www.ifoam.bio/sites/default/files/best_practice_guideline_v1.0_ratified.pdf
http://www.ifoam.bio/sites/default/files/best_practice_guideline_v1.0_ratified.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742170516000363
https://doi.org/10.3390/su141811510
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-016-9324-y
https://doi.org/10.48416/ijsaf.v24i1.120
https://doi.org/10.48416/ijsaf.v24i1.120
https://www.reterurale.it/flex/cm/pages/ServeBLOB.php/L/IT/IDPagina/19806
https://www.reterurale.it/flex/cm/pages/ServeBLOB.php/L/IT/IDPagina/19806
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2015.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2015.08.001
https://orgprints.org/id/eprint/26262/7/26262.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-03-2019-0158
https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-03-2019-0158
https://www.un.org/development/desa/dspd/world-social-report/2021-2.html
https://www.un.org/development/desa/dspd/world-social-report/2021-2.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2011.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2019.09.003
https://doi.org/10.3280/ECAG2019-002013
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10041214
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-020-00646-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-021-01217-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-021-01217-0
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.380
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2020.536392
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2020.536392

	Comparing social sustainability assessment indicators and tools for bio-districts: building an analytical framework
	1 Introduction
	2 Methods
	2.1 Systematic literature review
	2.2 Identification of social indicators
	2.3 Content analysis
	2.4 Comparative analysis of social sustainability tools for bio-districts

	3 Results and discussion
	3.1 Literature review results
	3.2 Social indicators identification results
	3.3 Content analysis results
	3.4 A tailored analytical framework on social sustainability
	3.5 Study limitations

	4 Conclusion
	Data availability statement
	Author contributions

	References

