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Abstract

Fisheries and coastal economies across Europe have
witnessed substantial structural changes that have
brought about challenges for territorial cohesion and
social renewal within the fishing sector. Notably, there
has been a disconnect between the industry and local
communities, with fisheries largely producing com-
modities for wide-ranging and often distant markets. In
response, short food supply chains (SFSCs) are often an
important element of the local development strategies of
Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGS), being regarded
as a possible mechanism for increasing added value and
(re-)localising the sector to aid territorial development.
This article examines the conditions that lead to SFSCs
having a higher market share in a FLAG area. Drawing
on social capital theory, we employ a novel fuzzy-set
qualitative comparative analysis approach using survey
data from FLAG managers from across Europe, in
what is a first empirical attempt to apply the method in
the context of community-led local development. The
analysis pays particular attention to the three dimen-
sions of social capital—structural, normative-cognitive
and network governance—and finds that while
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different combinations of social capital can lead to
a stronger presence of SFSCs, certain types of social
capital are more conducive to SFSCs depending on the
nature of territorial factors.

KEYWORDS
fisheries, FLAGs, short food supply chains (SFSCs), social capital,
territorial development

INTRODUCTION

Short food supply chains (SFSCs) have gained increased attention in recent years due to
their potential for creating beneficial economic, social and environmental outcomes (Malak-
Rawlikowska et al., 2019). While the vast majority of literature on SFSCs is grounded in rural and
farming contexts (Kneafsey et al., 2008, 2013; Venn et al., 2006), many of the key theoretical con-
cepts are transferable to fisheries—particularly their potential to deliver socioeconomic benefits
to both fisheries’ producers and local consumers (Chiffoleau et al., 2019).

Due to their potential to create added value to fish and seafood, particularly those from small-
scale and artisanal producers, SFSCs are often a focal point for the local development strategies
of Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGs). FLAGs are public-private partnerships that bring
together local actors in creating synergies and networks in the implementation of community-led
local development (CLLD; Miret-Pastor et al., 2020; Freeman & Svels, 2022). The innovation in
CLLD ljes in the transfer of funds and decision-making to the local level, enabling local actors
and stakeholders to develop sets of bottom-up actions through the creation of FLAGs, which
offer fishing communities the prospect of reintegration within territorial development focused
on placed-based factors such as amenities, production, local food systems and local relations
(Phillipson & Symes, 2015; van de Walle et al., 2015).!

Like LEADER before it in rural areas, the CLLD programme seeks to enhance the capacity
of local actors through increasing social capital (Christoforou, 2017). Healy and Cote (2001, p.
41) define social capital as ‘networks together with shared norms, values and understandings
that facilitate cooperation within or among groups’, while Putnam (2000, pp. 664-665) concep-
tualises social capital as consisting of ‘networks, norms and trust’ that ‘enable participants to act
together more effectively to pursue shared objectives’. Thus, FLAGs can be viewed as a territorial
instrument, and when applied within a single sector policy (i.e., fisheries) can be an innovative
mechanism for realising the development of activities that present benefits to both fishers and the
wider community (Budzich-Tabor, 2014).

How social capital is mobilised through local groups such as FLAGs as public-private part-
nerships is, therefore, critical to understanding differences in these interactions and identifying
what combinations of factors best lead to economic outcomes, particularly those related to food
supply chains and opportunities for sustainable development. The objective of this study is, there-
fore, to explore what conditions, and combinations of conditions, within a FLAG area are optimal
for the creation of strong SFSCs. Focusing on social capital theory, the study examines the three
dimensions of social capital (structural, normative-cognitive and network governance) as separate
causal conditions in a novel fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis (fSQCA) approach, which
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allows for the comparison of how different types of social capital combine and impact on SFSCs
that are present in an area. The article is a very first empirical attempt to apply the method in the
contexts of FLAGs and CLLD more widely and to a field of research that is often characterised
by individual or loosely connected case-study examples. Using an fSQCA approach, we consider
how the three dimensions of social capital are combined with wider territory-based factors in the
FLAG area. Using data collection from 14 European countries, the study addresses the following
research questions: (i) What configurations of social capital and the place-based conditions in a
FLAG area lead to a strong presence of SFSCs? and (ii) what is the role of FLAGs in enhancing
this process?

The remainder of the article is structured as follows. In the following section, we discuss the
relationship between social capital and territorial development before turning to issues related
to its measurement. The materials and methods used are then outlined in the Data and Meth-
ods section, followed by the Results and Discussion sections. Finally, concluding remarks and
implications are offered.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Social capital and territorial development

The concept of social capital is multifaceted, reflecting the complex characteristics of social rela-
tions in the real world (Lewis, 2010). Due to its complexity, different social science domains take
varying, and often conflicting, approaches to understanding what constitutes social capital (Burt,
2005). From the perspective of economics, social capital is referred to as the types of capital held
by individuals (or groups) based on the norms of trust, reciprocity, identity and shared values
across a network, which enable collaboration and collective action, and thus promote develop-
ment (Pisani, 2017). From the perspectives of territorial (and rural) development research, social
capital is often used to understand why areas with similar levels of capital (physical or natural,
institutional and human) show different levels of economic performance (Tamasy & Diez, 2016).
The position, generally supported in the literature, is that these differences are a result of social
capital (Pisani, 2017; Putnam, 2000; Putnam et al., 1994; Raagmaa, 2016; Tamasy & Diez, 2016). In
other words, the social factors specific to the territory interact in different ways with other factors
(including other forms of capital), and these differences affect economic outcomes. However, it is
rare for research to explicitly consider the way that different combinations of factors may lead to
the same outcomes. This study, therefore, employs complexity theory and the principles of equi-
finality (i.e., the same outcome being achieved through several causal configurations; Woodside,
2014).

From a territorial perspective, Putnam et al. (1994) compare the economic and institutional
performance of territories in relation to social capital. Based on measures of trust, membership
in voluntary associations and civic behaviour, the results showed differences between areas in
terms of lower social capital explaining lower levels of development and institutional effective-
ness. According to Woolcock and Narayan (2000), public institutions, particularly those that form
partnerships with the private sector, play a central role in the formulation of social and political
contexts, which aid participation and co-operation. Such institutions, FLAGs being a good exam-
ple, co-ordinate relations between local actors and enable them to mobilise and work together
to determine their local development. Through collective action, democratic local governance,
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accountability and transparency, they build social capital that can lead to positive social and
economic outcomes (Woolcock & Narayan, 2000).

Some scholars have pointed to the inherently positive connotations attached to social capi-
tal theory (Woolcock, 1998), claiming that the concept has become overly diluted and applied
everywhere, resulting in a loss of any real meaning (Durlauf & Fafchamps, 2005; Woolcock, 1998).
In other words, if social capital theory is applicable everywhere, it can also be argued that it is
simultaneously applicable nowhere (Durlauf & Fafchamps, 2005). Such criticisms of social capi-
tal theory are often a result of the concept being used as a whole, instead of being broken down
by its sub-dimensions (Pisani et al., 2017).

Such is the perceived economic and social potential of social capital it has drawn significant
attention in the implementation and measurement of European territorial development pro-
grammes and in its role in the development of local areas (Evans & Syrett, 2007; Pilecek et al.,
2013; Pisani et al., 2017; Raagmaa, 2016; Tamasy & Diez, 2016; Trigilia, 2001). Several researchers
draw links between social capital theory and the elements and objectives of local development
policy (Da Re et al., 2017; Pisani et al., 2017; Teilmann, 2012). Early studies sought to measure
the presence of social capital and those factors that lead to its increase. For example, Knack
and Keefer (1997) compare factors between countries, while other studies make comparisons at
regional (Beugelsdijk & Van Schaik, 2005; Iyer et al., 2005) and local levels (Trigilia, 2001). Central
to these parallels is the nature of Local Action Groups (LAGs), which connect actors and form ties.
Consequently, LEADER LAGs have become the focus for measuring social capital across several
studies, though few of these separate out its component features (e.g., Arturo et al., 2010; Pisani
et al., 2017; Teilmann, 2012; Thuesen, 2010).

Measuring social capital

It is widely agreed in the literature that there are stable and measurable factors of social capital
(Borgatti et al., 1998; Burt, 2005; Da Re et al., 2017; Lin, 2012; Nardone et al., 2010; Raagmaa, 2016;
Sabatini, 2009; Teilmann, 2012). Lewis (2010) argues that social capital is best understood as a
multilevel concept. That is, while social capital is best measured at the micro (individual) level, its
benefit accumulates through greater numbers of individuals at the meso level (groups or a local
community) and through to the macro level. In measuring social capital, Lewis (2010) therefore
emphasises three principles for measuring, analysing and applying social capital. These principles
are (1) levels, (2) forms and types of ties and (3) use and accumulation. Teilmann (2012) applied this
method to measuring social capital created by the implementation of the LEADER programme in
Denmark. Through the case study of a single LAG area, the author found that through affecting
the individual level (i.e., individual project promotors), social capital did accumulate new ties
through the LEADER approach, and thus increased social capital in the area. The study found no
significant link between the increase of social capital and the funding value of a project, suggesting
that emphasising on more smaller projects may lead to a greater accumulation of social capital,
compared to fewer larger projects.

Teilmann (2012) also uses micro-level findings as a proxy for increased social capital across lev-
els and the territory. While such an approach allows for the possible use of a comparative index
across multiple FLAG areas, in using proxies, it does not address the problem of social capital
becoming a diluted concept, in that its presence at the micro level is framed only as leading to pos-
itive connotations at the meso and macro levels. Furthermore, this approach may not capture the
quality and quantity of relationships within a territory’s internal and, perhaps more importantly,
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external networks and how LAGs might increase social capital and thus strengthen the overall
governance of local territories (OECD, 2006, 2009; Secco & Burlando, 2017; Shortall, 2008). While
networks might be comparable in terms of structure and the types of actors involved, if different
cultures, values and norms are present, outcomes may vary significantly, particularly as social
capital is accumulated across levels (Rostila, 2011).

The most widely accepted and used framework for understanding social capital is that of
Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998), who distinguish between structural, cognitive and governance
social capital. (Eagle et al., 2010; Pisani, 2017; Westlund & Adam, 2010). Structural social cap-
ital refers to social networks, supplemented by rules, procedures and precedents that facilitate
mutually beneficial collective action. For example, the local development strategies of FLAGs are
defined by horizontal and vertical relations developed through public—private partnerships. The
outputs of a FLAG are generally considered to be generated from processes of investing in social
capital; they relate to innovation and the strengthening and development of new connections and
forms of co-operation (Marquardt et al., 2012).

Normative-cognitive social capital focuses on the meanings and understanding that individuals
or groups share: These include shared norms, values, attitudes and beliefs and predispose peo-
ple towards mutually beneficial collective action (Krishna & Shrader, 2002). Normative-cognitive
social capital is considered less tangible (Christoforou, 2017). Pisani (2017) argues that it provides
information that can be lacking in structural capital analysis. For example, it can provide contex-
tual information on the ways in which actors interact across networks. While networks might be
comparable in terms of structure, if different cultures, values and norms are present, outcomes
may vary significantly (Rostila, 2011).

While both structural and normative-cognitive social capital refer to networking and relation-
ships between individuals and groups, a third dimension of social capital refers to governance
and decision-making processes, including how and why decisions are made and by whom. When
making reference to natural resources, such as fisheries, this facet of social capital interconnects
with concepts of participatory governance and refers to the basis of rules and power distribution
amongst actors (Fristch & Newig, 2012). Such forms of governance are typically characterised as
interactions between network-based private—public collaborative organisations such as FLAGs
(Da Re et al., 2017).

As governance and social capital are interrelated, network governance is particularly impor-
tant when analysed in the context of network-based, public-private multisector organisations
that are based on collaboration, that is, LAGs and FLAGs (Secco & Burlando, 2017). Despite the
connections between governance and social capital, to date, there is still limited knowledge on
how governance is related to social capital (Gérriz-Mifsud et al., 2016; High & Nemes, 2007), and
whether it fosters innovation and favourable economic and social outcomes (Secco & Burlando,
2017).

As argued by Woolcock and Narayan (2000), obtaining one single measure of social capital is
inappropriate. However, approaching its measurement from multiple angles may provide a more
detailed explanation of its impact by offering both broader and more specific inferences (Christo-
forou, 2017). Furthermore, each of the forms of social capital can be further broken down into
several sub-dimensions. Widely recognised sub-dimensions in the literature are those proposed
by Krishna and Shrader (2002) who identify, for normative-cognitive social capital: (1) shared
values (including reciprocity and solidarity), (2) social norms (e.g., trust), (3) behaviours and (4)
attitudes. According to the authors, structural social capital refers to: (1) the structure of horizontal
networks, (2) collective decision-making processes, (3) accountability of leaders and (4) collective
action.
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Network Absolute
Governance Fisheries
Social Capital Dependency

Relative

Normative- Fisheries
Cognative Dependency

Social Capital FLAG areas with a
high market share
of fisheries short

Structural Reflexsive food supply chains
Social Capital LAG Localism (SFSCs)

FIGURE 1 Conceptual model.

Four key dimensions of network governance are outlined by Pisani (2017): (1) decision-making
processes, (2) efficiency and effectiveness, (3) organisational culture and capacity and (4) vertical
structure of the organisation. As noted in reference to governance and vertical structures, FLAGs,
as multi-sectoral organisations, rely on integration within a territory as a key feature for achieving
strategic goals (FARNET, 2013, 2015; van de Walle et al., 2015).

Furthermore, to fully understand and interpret measures of social capital and how it operates, it
is important to explore its local context (Babb, 2005). As such, to understand the impact of FLAGs
on social capital and specific outcomes such as the development of SFSCs, an understanding of
the area’s sectoral and territorial situation is required, for example, in terms of levels of absolute
and relative fisheries dependency (Phillipson & Symes, 2015). Absolute fisheries dependency is a
measure of a territory’s dependency on fisheries as a primary sector. Relative fisheries dependency,
by comparison, refers to an area’s comparative dependency in relation to other economic and
social factors, such as a well-balanced regional economy with significant opportunities outside of
fisheries and high diversification of fisheries activities into other sectors.

An area’s dependency on fisheries impacts significantly on a FLAG’s local development strat-
egy, and thus the types of social capital that may be present in a territory. For example, areas
with a developed tourism sector may have a high relative dependency on fisheries to supply the
industry, particularly given the rise in pesca and gastronomy tourism. In such areas, we could
expect to see high levels of social capital bringing these two sectors together in economic out-
comes such as SFSCs. Key questions here are: What types of social capital are more important in
combination with fisheries dependency in achieving the outcome of an area having a high degree
of SFSCs? Are all types of social capital important in the presence of different territorial factors?
It is also possible that a local community has a common positive attitude towards the localisation
of food systems and SFSCs (referred to as reflexive localism; DuPuis & Goodman, 2005), regard-
less of its dependency on fisheries or the social capital at play through the FLAG. How these
conditions combine in achieving SFSCs as an outcome are illustrated in the conceptual model in
Figure 1.

DATA AND METHODS
Research design

Data collection occurred between September 2020 and July 2021 with a sample comprising FLAG
managers from 14 EU member states (see Table 2). The sampling frame was all the 368 FLAGs
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TABLE 1 Sample characteristics.

Fisheries Local Mean

Action Groups surface Mean
Country (FLAGS; cases) area (km?) population
Bulgaria 1 553 67187
Croatia 3 755 27,910
Cyprus 1 516 120,350
Estonia 2 1728 16,895
Finland 6 11,286 304,000
France 3 1073 161,584
Greece 5 6750 160,000
Germany 1 4 247
Ireland 5 2424 24,240
Ttaly 1 448 117,463
Portugal 4 771 161,401
Spain 9 538 165,600
Sweden 1 5427 325,000
UK 3 4165 679,770
Total (average) 46 2603 166,546

implementing local development strategies under the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund
(EMFF). The final sample accounts for 12% of all FLAGs across the EU. From the 368 surveys dis-
patched, 78 questionnaires were returned, representing a response rate of 21%. From the returned
questionnaires, 28 were completed fully, while 50 were completed only partially (with reasons
given) due to the unavailability of the data requested or further clarity required in providing
accurate data. From the 50 partially completed responses, follow-up semi-structured telephone
interviews were conducted with 18 respondents to complete the questionnaire, giving a final sam-
ple of 46 FLAGs (Table 1). On average, the surveys took 130 min to complete across multiple visits
to the surveying platform. The detailed nature of the survey often required desk research by the
respondent and several visits to the platform.

The survey comprised three main sections. The first concerned the FLAG area and collected
information on demographics, geography and the local economy. This included information
related to the area’s primary and secondary sectors and detailed information on the area’s
fisheries. The second section collected information on SFSCs. This included data on imports
and exports, market concentration and the SFSC types present in the area. The third sec-
tion of the survey concerned the FLAG and social capital and was broken down into three
sub-sections, each evaluating a specific social capital type (structural, normative-cognitive and
network governance). In this section, detailed information was gathered relating to the struc-
ture of the FLAG, its local development strategy, projects and beneficiaries and the stakeholders
involved.

Secondary data on the FLAG and its territory—including population, surface area, the make-up
of the fishing fleet and sector and the FLAGS’ strategic objectives—were also collected to reduce
the information required from primary data collection. The lead author compiled these data for
the Fisheries Areas Network Support Unit of the Directorate-General for Maritime and Fisheries
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TABLE 2 Definition of fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis (fsSQCA) variables.
Conditions Set membership
Outcome Short food supply chains (SFSCs) FLAG areas with a high market share of SFSCs
Conditions  Structural social capital FLAG areas with high structural social capital
Normative-cognitive social capital ~ FLAG areas with high normative-cognitive social capital

Network governance social capital ~ FLAG areas with high network governance social capital

Absolute fisheries dependency FLAG areas with a high absolute dependency on fisheries
Relative fisheries dependency FLAG areas with high relative dependency on fisheries
Reflexive localism FLAG areas with high reflective localism (proximity)

Affairs as part of the reporting of CLLD by member states and from FLAG websites and official
documentation including their local development strategies.

The data were analysed using the fsQCA method. fsQCA offers a novel empirical approach, par-
ticularly to the study of situations with multilevel influences and explanations (Woodside, 2013).
The method allows for a detailed analysis of how causal conditions contribute to a given result
and how different combinations of causes may lead to the same outcome (Xie et al., 2016). QCA
is also innovative in allowing for medium-size samples of cases that are not large enough to apply
traditional quantitative methods (Ragin, 2000) while remaining suitable for investigating high
levels of causal complexity (Rihoux & Ragin, 2009).

In QCA, a set is the classification of a group of cases (in this research FLAGs/FLAG areas)
with shared values that serve as a predictor for indicating an observed outcome of interest. Such
sets are categorised by a membership function that assigns each case with a membership value
between 0 and 1 (Pappas & Woodside, 2021). Conventional QCA employs dichotomous variables
known as crisp sets, which are limited to a value of 0 or 1 (i.e., ‘yes’ or ‘no’ logic). To overcome this
limitation, fuzzy set theory can be applied to QCA allowing for the use of continuous variables
(Pappas & Woodside, 2021). In fsQCA, each case is given a value between 0 and 1. Values over 0.95
are considered as having full set membership (i.e., above this value, the case is fully in the set). A
value of 0.05 or lower means the case is considered to have full none set membership. Any value in
between is considered either more ‘in’ than ‘out’ (e.g., a value of 0.75), or more ‘out’ than ‘in’ (e.g.,
avalue of 0.25) as a continuous variable, with 0.5 being the point of maximum ambiguity (Rihoux
& Ragin, 2009). The definitions of variables included in the fSQCA, with associated conditions,
are illustrated in Table 2.

Measures

Seven fsQCA variables were used in the present study, including one outcome variable and six
causal conditions (Table 3). The outcome variable used was the market share of SFSCs in a FLAG
area, measured using the percentage of seafood landed in the FLAG’s territory being sold through
SFSCs. This percentage was estimated by the FLAG managers. In the survey, SFSCs were defined
as supply chains operational within a 100-km radius of the landing or production source (in
the case of aquaculture). The survey emphasised that only supply chains for food were to be
considered, excluding supply chains for other markets including pharmaceuticals and fish used
for aquaculture feed. Respondents also identified the types of SFSCs operational in their FLAG
areas (i.e., local fish markets, home deliveries, local festivals and events, box schemes, consumer
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TABLE 3 Summary of social capital types and sub-dimensions measured.

Social capital type Sub-dimensions
Structural Relational properties—how and why new connections are created and their
benefits

Network members—number and types of members in the network

Structure (horizontal)—ties between actors or groups with similar resources,
functions and power

Accessibility and transparency—extent to which the network and its benefits are
accessible to all potential actors

Normative-cognitive Trust—interpersonal trust between actors

Quality of the network—effective and efficient information sharing, cognition
and reputation

Quality of participation—composition of group and meetings, rate of attendance,
expression of opinion

Shared values—shared cultural norms, traditions and practices

Network governance Structure (vertical)—ties between actors or groups with varying resources,

functions and power; links to external bodies

Decision-making processes—how decisions are taken, implemented and put into
force

Efficiency and effectiveness—as an organisation and its wider integration in the
territory

Organisational culture and capacity—culture of learning, enabling knowledge
transfer, collaboration and growth

Source: Krishna and Shrader (2002), Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998), and Pisani et al. (2017).

co-operatives, local shops, fishmongers, restaurants and catering institutions and local tourism
enterprises). The six conditions used in the analysis were the three types of social capital (struc-
tural, normative-cognitive and network governance), fisheries dependency (absolute and relative)
and reflexive localism.

Social capital in the present study was broken down into three main types that were measured
separately (see Table 3). The sub-dimensions of each social capital type were measured using an
adaptation of Pisani et al.’s (2017) framework of indicators used to assess social capital in LEADER
LAGs, modified slightly to the fisheries and aquaculture context.

Absolute fisheries dependency is a measure of a territory’s dependency on fisheries as a pri-
mary sector. This includes areas with high fisheries employment, significant fisheries catch
(tonnes), high added value and a well-developed infrastructure in relation to harbours, local
markets and processing. In contrast, relative fisheries dependency is a measure of the area’s
comparative dependency in relation to other economic and social factors, such as the extent
to which there is a well-balanced regional economy with substantial opportunities outside of
fisheries, diversification of fisheries activities into other sectors and low levels of market con-
centration in the fisheries sector. Adapted from the conceptual framework of Phillipson and
Symes (2015), absolute and relative fisheries dependency were measured on a five-point Likert
scale.

Reflexive localism is a measure of proximity between local actors. In the present study, proximity
relates to food systems and the distance between producers and consumers in terms of space,
attitudes and perceptions of food systems in a given territory. Drawing on DuPuis and Goodman
(2005) and DuPuis et al. (2006), reflexive localism was measured using six items, answered on
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a five-point Likert scale with items ascertaining the proximity between actors in the FLAG area
and their orientation towards seeking alternatives to mainstream and globalised fisheries supply
chains.

Data treatment

The critical step of fSQCA is the calibration of the data used (Ragin, 2008). Considering fuzzy sets
as groups of cases, the process of calibration defines the degree to which a FLAG case belongs to
each set (i.e., a group of FLAGs with a similar score for a causal condition, e.g., all FLAGs with a
high degree of structural social capital). The outcome variable is also considered as a set (i.e., the
group of FLAGs with a high market share of SFSCs being present in the area). In fsSQCA, the degree
to which a case is ‘in’ or ‘out’ of a set is referred to as membership (Ragin, 2008). To determine the
set membership of each FLAG case, the direct method of fsSQCA data calibration was used to
transform the data into comparable values between 1 and 0. In the direct method of calibration,
three qualitative breakpoints (or thresholds) are used to define the level of membership of each
case (Fiss, 2011). The present study used the typical values for these breakpoints, which are 0.95,
0.50 and 0.05 (Greckhamer et al., 2018).

To establish the three qualitative breakpoints (thresholds), percentiles were used to allow for
the calibration of any measure regardless of its original value (Greckhamer et al., 2018). As several
different measurement types were used in the present study, for example, Likert scales with a
range [0-5] and percentages [0-100], the data were calibrated to form comparisons through the
fsQCA on a common scale [0-1]. After the data calibration process, the main analysis, called a
truth table solution, was performed. In fsQCA, a truth value is attached to a statement instead of a
probability (Ragin, 2008). For example, the variable representing structural social capital can be
coded as ‘high structural social capital’, and in the analysis, we look for the presence or absence
of the condition of high structural social capital.

The main output from an fsQCA, the truth table, documents truth values as to how the causal
conditions combine when the outcome of interest occurs (Ragin, 2008). In other words, the truth
table shows which variables have a high number of FLAG cases and where a combination of
these variables with a high number of cases consistently leads to the outcome of interest, that is,
SFSCs having a high market share. The truth table is then used to compute simplified solutions
to the fSQCA. A ‘solution’ refers to a combination of variables that is supported by a high num-
ber of FLAG cases for which the configuration of variables consistently leads to the outcome of
interest.

Two key measures assess the robustness of fSQCA, the model’s overall solution consistency and
its overall solution coverage. The overall solution consistency ranges from 0 to 1 and refers to the
number of cases within any given configuration that are also in the outcome set (Greckhamer
et al., 2018). In the present study, we report an overall solution consistency of 0.891, meaning that
there is high consistency between FLAG cases within each of the causal configurations.? The over-
all solution coverage in fsSQCA is comparable to the R-squared value reported in regression-based
analyses (Woodside, 2013). In the present study, the results indicate an overall solution coverage
of 0.796, which indicates that a substantial proportion of the outcome of interest is covered (i.e.,
explained) by the fSQCA solutions. Put plainly, the causal combinations of the variables used in
the study are associated with the outcome of interest: a high market share of SFSCs being present
in the FLAG area.
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RESULTS
Overview of marketing channels and social capital

All 46 FLAGs reported that SFSCs are present in their areas with, on average, 32% of locally landed
fish sold through SFSCs ( SD = 0.28). On average, FLAGs reported that the amount of locally
landed fisheries produce being sold through SFSCs over the past 10 years has increased by 61%.
The most frequent SFSC types across the FLAGs surveyed are local shops and restaurants (43%),
local fish markets (41%), dedicated retailers and fishmongers (39%) and local festivals and events
(34%). Across the sample, there is a relatively low fisheries market concentration (Herfindahl-
Hirschman Index [HHI| = 1263), indicating strong competition amongst producers. On average,
the FLAGs indicated that 71% of fishers in their area are small-scale (i.e., using vessels under 10
m in length). Of the FLAG managers surveyed, 43 (93%) have been in position for at least 1 year
and 29 for at least 4 years (63%).

After data normalisation (i.e., conversion to a common scale of 0-1), the mean combined social
capital reported by the FLAGs was 0.58 (SD = 0.21) indicating that FLAG managers perceive gen-
erally high social capital in their areas. However, across the sample, social capital varied by type.
FLAGsS reported their territories to have higher network governance social capital (M = 0.64,
SD = 0.20), compared to normative-cognitive (M = 0.60, SD = 0.11), and structural social capi-
tal (M = 0.49, SD = 0.30). FLAG managers believe that absolute dependency on fisheries is not
ubiquitous in FLAG areas (score of 0.53, SD = 0.14). Relative fisheries dependency is on average
only slightly higher but with a greater standard deviation (M = 0.54, SD = 0.20). Finally, reflexive
localism across the areas surveyed scored on average 0.52 (SD = 0.15).

fsQCA

Table 4 reports the results from the fSQCA, indicating seven solutions (i.e., seven combinations
of causal conditions that lead to the outcome of FLAG areas with a high market share of SFSCs).
To present the results in an accessible way, fSQCA standard practice is to visualise the presence
of a condition in a solution using a solid black circle (@) and the absence of a condition using a
circle with a * X’ (®). In fsQCA, the absence of a condition is as important as the presence of a
condition (Fiss, 2011). For example, for the presence of a causal condition (e.g., high normative-
cognitive social capital) to lead to a particular outcome (e.g., a high market share of SFSCs in a
FLAG area), the absence of another condition (e.g., high absolute fisheries dependency) may be
required.

The most important conditions—those that exhibit a strong relationship with the outcome—
are indicated with a large circle. These important conditions are referred to as ‘core conditions’
(Fiss, 2011). Conditions that exhibit a weak connection with the outcome are indicated with
a small circle. Such cases are referred to as ‘peripheral conditions’ (Fiss, 2011). Peripheral
conditions, while their connection to the outcome of interest is weaker than that of core
conditions, are still important to any given solution in the fsQCA. Finally, a blank space
in the table signifies a condition that may be either present or absent from the configu-
ration; in other words, the condition does not play a role in the specific configuration. In
fsQCA, such cases are typically referred to as the ‘do not care’ condition (Pappas & Woodside,
2021).4
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TABLE 4 fsQCA findings.

Solution
Configuration 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Social capital
Structural ® o () ® ®
Normative-cognitive . . ® ® [ () ®
Network governance o o ® [ J ® ® ®
Territorial factors
Absolute dependency ® ® () ® ® ®
Relative dependency [ [ [ [ ) ® ®
Reflexive localism . . . ([
Consistency 0.922 0.951 0.855 0.890 0.994 0.995 0.871
Raw coverage 0.430 0.437 0.182 0.251 0.241 0.201 0.221
Unique coverage 0.048 0.047 0.012 0.043 0.035 0.028 0.052

Overall solution consistency 0.891
Overall solution coverage 0.796
Note: Solid black circles (@) indicate the presence of a condition, and circles with a “ X’ (®) indicate the absence of such a condition.

Large circles indicate a core condition, and small circles indicate a peripheral condition. Blank space indicates the ‘do not care’
condition.

The seven combinations are presented in Table 4. Solutions 1 and 2 indicate combinations with
the presence of structural and network governance social capitals in the presence of high relative
fisheries dependency as core conditions, highlighting the importance of these factors.

In Solution 1, the combination of structural and network governance social capitals with high
relative and absolute fisheries dependency as core conditions (i.e., the conditions are present in
the FLAG cases included in this solution) and normative-cognitive social capital as a peripheral
condition leads to the outcome regardless of the level of reflective localism in the area.

Solutions 1 and 2 are the only two solutions where two types of social capital (structural and
network governance) work in combination. In Solution 1, both high absolute and high relative
fisheries dependency are present as core conditions. The only change in Solution 2 is the ‘do not
care’ condition for absolute fisheries dependency, meaning that its presence in the solution is
irrelevant (Woodside, 2013). This indicates a greater importance of relative fisheries dependency
in FLAG areas with higher degrees of structural and network governance social capitals.

Solutions 3 and 4 are similar to Solution 1 but with only one social capital type present as
a core condition. In Solution 3, structural social capital is a core condition, and in Solution
4, network governance is a core condition, indicating that these social capital types can work
both in combination and independently in the presence of both absolute and relative fisheries
dependency.

Solutions 5 and 6 show normative-cognitive to be the only social capital type that leads to the
outcome, without the presence of any other core conditions. In both solutions, structural and net-
work governance social capitals are peripheral absent conditions. In Solution 5, absolute fisheries
dependency is a peripheral absent condition, and relative fisheries dependency is a ‘do not care’
condition. In Solution 6, both absolute and relative fisheries dependency are core absent condi-
tions. These results indicate that normative-cognitive social capital leads to the outcome with or
without the presence of absolute or relative fisheries dependency in a FLAG area.

35UB0 |7 SUOLIWIOD) dAIEaID d[qedl|dde sy Aq pauseAch afe saie YO ‘38N Jo Sa|nJ 1o} Akeid i auljuQ A3[IAA UO (SUOIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBY0D" A3 1M Ale.d 1)U UO//SAdNY) SUOIIPUOD pue SWid | 8Ly 39S " [£202/0T/92] Uo Arldiaulluo /]I ‘AisRAIUN 3ISedMON Ag GSiZT NIOS/TTTT OT/I0p/Wod A8 1M Akeiq 1jul|uo//sdny wolj papeojumod ‘0 ‘€256.97T



SOCIAL CAPITAL AND SHORT FOOD SUPPLY CHAINS | 13

Solution 7 is the only combination leading to the outcome in the absence of all three types of
social capital, as well as the absence of both fisheries dependency types. Here, reflexive localism as
a core condition alone leads to the outcome. In other words, reflexive localism alone is sufficient
in leading to a FLAG area having a high market share of SFSCs.

The results indicate that territorial characteristics are important to the presence of SFSCs in an
area. Solutions 1-4 reveal how different types of social capital work in combination with an area
that has a dependency on fisheries. Solutions 5 and 6 are contexts in which SFSCs are developed
through social capital without the presence of either absolute or relative fisheries dependency. In
Solution 5, normative-cognitive social capital leads to a high degree of SFSCs in FLAG areas in
the absence of (i) structural social capital, (ii) network governance social capital and (iii) absolute
fisheries dependency with (iv) the peripheral presence of reflexive localism. Similarly, in Solu-
tion 6, normative-cognitive social capital acts alone as the only social capital type, with absolute
and relative fisheries dependency being core absent conditions (i.e., the absence of both fisheries
dependency types has a strong causal connection to the outcome in this solution).

DISCUSSION

The present study examines how combinations of social capital and other territorial characteris-
tics affect the nature of fisheries SFSCs. While thriving SFSCs are a common goal, some initiatives
and localities have been more successful than others in nurturing their development, so it is
important to understand the factors associated with such desired outcomes. To establish this
understanding, we have used fSQCA to better understand the combinations of conditions that
lead or do not lead to SFSCs having a higher market share in a FLAG area.

The results indicate that all three social capital types, as well as wider territorial characteris-
tics, matter when it comes to realising SFSCs in a FLAG area. The fsQCA analysis reveals how
these variables can work in differing combinations, thus forming deeper insights into the role
of social capital and counteracting some of the criticisms of its application as being imprecise or
lacking explanatory power (e.g., Durlauf & Fafchamps, 2005; Woolcock, 1998). By breaking down
and attending to the multifaceted nature of social capital, FLAGs can potentially harness its eco-
nomic and social potential in achieving desired outcomes, such as increasing the role of SFSCs.
Moreover, understanding an area’s territorial situation is equally important in influencing those
aspects of social capital that will have the greatest impact on achieving such outcomes. These
findings suggest practical implications for FLAGs and LAGs in developing more focused local
development strategies under European territorial development programmes.

Structural social capital is a core condition in three of the seven solutions. However, for struc-
tural social capital to yield a higher degree of SFSCs, other conditions are required: either other
forms of social capital or the presence of particular territorial conditions. There is a strong corre-
lation between structural social capital and network governance, indicating the importance of a
connection between the structure of the FLAG and how it is governed. Both structural and net-
work governance social capital can act as the only social capital type leading to a high degree
of SFSCs, but in such cases, the FLAG area must also have both a strong absolute and a strong
relative dependency on its fisheries sector (see Solutions 3 and 4). One difference is the role of
reflexive localism (i.e., pre-existing attitudes towards the benefits of local food systems); the effect
of this is more apparent on network governance than it is on structural social capital (Solutions 2
and 4).
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The results show that normative-cognitive social capital impacts in a different way to structural
and network governance social capital. The main difference is that normative-cognitive social
capital is the only social capital type that can lead to a higher degree of SFSCs with or without
the presence of any other condition in the conceptual model; that is, with or without the presence
of structural and network governance social capital and whether or not an area has any type of
dependency on its fisheries sector. This supports the notion that interpersonal trust and shared
values are essential to fostering SFSCs (e.g., Kneafsey et al., 2008). An important finding, however,
is that normative cognitive social capital, while important, is not the only means for increasing
SFSCs in FLAG areas; in areas with a strong dependency on fisheries, structural and network
governance social capital can also lead to the presence of SFSCs.

As normative-cognitive is the only social capital type that can lead to SFSCs independently of
a FLAG’s governance and structure, this has implications for FLAGs wanting to achieve SFSCs as
a strategic objective, particularly areas that have no dependency on fisheries but that have small-
scale producers. Solutions 5 and 6 suggest a key role for FLAGs in fostering normative-cognitive
social capital as a basis for encouraging SFSCs, meaning that trust, the quality of the network,
participation and shared values put in place through the FLAG can help realise more substan-
tial fisheries SFSCs in an area. Furthermore, irrespective of an area’s dependency on fisheries, in
either absolute or relative terms, high levels of normative-cognitive social capital in a FLAG area
can lead to more substantial SFSCs. In other words, in the complete absence of absolute and rel-
ative fisheries dependency in a FLAG area (Solution 6), high levels of SFSCs can still be present
if high levels of normative-cognitive social capital are produced through the FLAG’s activities.

Overall, the findings provide insights for any FLAG wanting to focus on SFSCs in its local
development strategy, by hinting at the best ways in which to develop social capital in its area,
depending on the territorial situation. For example, FLAG areas with higher levels of absolute
and relative fisheries dependency might want to focus their efforts on fostering structural social
capital (i.e., relational properties, members of the network, the network’s horizontal structure,
accountability and transparency) and network governance social capital (i.e., the network’s ver-
tical structure, decision-making processes, efficiency and effectiveness and its organisational
culture and capacity). Both types of capital work in isolation and also together in areas where
there is high absolute and relative fisheries dependency (Solutions 1 to 4). As FLAGs try to focus
their resources, those that are set in areas with low levels of fisheries dependency or reflexive local-
ism may find that normative-cognitive social capital might be the best focus as a way to develop
SFSCs.

CONCLUSION

Using an fsQCA approach, the present study sheds light on how specific types of social capi-
tal impact upon the presence of higher degrees of SFSCs in FLAG areas, and therefore provides
insight into how FLAGs might look to create the conditions in which SFSCs are more likely to
flourish. It also identifies how these different types of social capital work in combination with
each other, as well as other key territorial factors such as levels of fisheries dependency and local
perceptions towards more localised supply chains (reflexive localism).

A key finding is that several combinations of the conditions used in the present study can make
it more likely that SFSCs are present in a given FLAG area. That is, there is no one solution to the
creation of SFSCs, and several combinations of social capital types can lead to higher degrees of
SFSCs in an area.
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However, normative-cognitive social capital is the only social capital type that can operate inde-
pendently without the presence of any other causal conditions. This highlights the important role
FLAGs should play in developing trust in their territories, which is a widely noted prerequisite
to the creation of SFSCs (Kneafsey et al., 2008). Normative-cognitive is the least tangible side of
social capital, and it can often fill in the missing links and gaps in structural and governance social
capital (Krishna & Shrader, 2002). The dimensions of normative-cognitive social capital (i.e., qual-
ity of the network, quality of participation in the network and shared values within the network)
emphasise the importance of FLAGs in bringing multiple stakeholders in an area together in creat-
ing SFSCs. Normative-cognitive social capital also leads to the presence of SFSCs when combined
with reflexive localism. While the two conditions have parallels, reflexive localism is a measure
of the existence of positive perceptions towards more localised supply chains in an area and a
common drive towards local initiatives. Reflexive localism is the only other variable that works
independently in increasing the degree to which SFSCs are present in a FLAG area.

The results suggest that structural and governance social capital can both work independently
of other social capital types. However, it seems that these forms of social capital may rely on the
presence of other causal conditions to strengthen SFSCs in a FLAG territory. While both can oper-
ate as the only form of social capital present, they each rely on the presence of absolute and relative
fisheries dependency in an area for more substantial SFSCs to occur. In the case of governance
social capital, the peripheral presence of reflexive localism is also required. This suggests that
social capital through governance has the least impact on the presence of SFSCs. In other words,
governance, while important to several solutions, is the type of social capital most dependent on
other causal conditions (i.e., in three of the seven solutions).

In some settings, all three types of social capital lead to stronger SFSCs. Here, the results of the
current research suggest that relative fisheries dependency may be a prerequisite. That is, all three
social capital types work in combination with the presence of a regional economy with significant
opportunities outside of fisheries, high diversification, low market concentration in the fisheries
sector and a dependence on mainly small-scale fishing enterprises.

As FLAGs move into a third programming period of CLLD under the European Maritime, Fish-
eries and Aquaculture Fund (EMFAF), there is an expectation of more focused local development
strategies. Specifically, under the new EMFAF, FLAGs are expected to focus their activities around
fostering a sustainable blue economy in which shorter supply chains are paramount. The present
research offers practical implications for new and existing FLAGs wanting to stimulate SFSCs
through their activities, as well as offering a novel approach to assessing CLLD and its future
directions for related policy. While CLLD is a bottom-up approach to development driven by
local actors, the findings of the present fsSQCA show that there is no one-size-fits-all approach
to achieving specific outcomes through local development. Importantly, the research demon-
strates equifinality in the combinations of conditions, social capitals and circumstances that lead
to SFSCs having a high market share in a FLAG area.

Finally, the study offers a novel application of fSQCA: the ability to examine the conditions
within a designated territory associated with strong SFSCs. It is subject to some limitations, which
can inform future research. First, the approach is cross-sectional as it only addresses responses
at one point in time, limiting our ability to understand dynamic changes. Second, while fsQCA
is a theory-based approach, there may be other important factors, beyond social capital, which
we do not capture in this research. Further research could expand the coverage by applying the
same method to LAGs under other European Structural and Investment Funds, particularly the
European Agriculture Fund for Rural Development. By applying the method to the context of
rural LAG areas and agriculture, several food and supply chain types could be explored, forming
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valuable comparisons. Further research could also investigate emerging forms of social capital in
the context of SFSCs. For example, digital social capital within a network could be an important
factor to consider. Notwithstanding these limitations, the present research presents a novel way
of assessing the impact of LAGs and social capital on economic objectives such as the creation of
SFSCs.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
This research was funded by the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC), UK.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT

We confirm that this article has not been published elsewhere and is not under consideration by
another journal. There are no conflicts of interest. All authors have approved the manuscript and
agree with its submission to Sociologia Ruralis.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
The data that support the findings of this study are available from the corresponding author upon
reasonable request.

ORCID
Richard Freeman MSc, MA (© https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4575-0468

ENDNOTES

ICLLD was first introduced to fisheries areas under Axis 4 of the European Fisheries Fund 2007-2013. Following
the EMFF 2014-2020, FLAGs and CLLD are again being implemented under the new EMFAF 2021-2027.

2In fsQCA, the acceptable overall solution consistency threshold is >0.800 (Pappas & Woodside, 2021).

3The HHI was used to ascertain market concentration in the FLAG areas. The HHI ranges from 0 to 10,000 with a
lower score indicating a more competitive market.

“Core conditions are present in both the parsimonious and intermediate solutions of the fSQCA, both of which
were considered in the present study. Peripheral conditions are only present in the intermediate solution, which
is a simplified sub-set of the parsimonious solution obtained through a counterfactual analysis. For a detailed and
mathematically justified description of the steps in a counterfactual analysis, see Mendel & Korjani (2012).
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