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Abstract
Purpose – To explore food producers’ motivations and challenges whilst participating in short
food supply chains (SFSCs). This paper compares findings with previous literature and
investigates the topic in the context of producers’ motivations.
Design/methodology/approach – The paper includes a literature review concerning
producers’ motivations to engage in SFSCs. A case study was designed to investigate
motivations underlying producers’ engagement in SFSCs, as well as the challenges that they
face. Semi-structured interviews were conducted in a farmers’ market located in Mexico.
Thematic analysis is used to identify the principal issues for producers’. Propositions based on
findings are presented.
Findings – Findings suggest that small, large, part-time and full-time producers are willing to
engage with farmers’ markets (FMs) for diverse primary economic and non-economic
motivations. Individual and collective challenges were also identified.
Originality/value – This research helps to explain producers’ motivations and challenges
within SFSCs in an under-researched context, namely a focus on producers’ and in the Global
South.
Keywords Short Food Supply Chains, farmers’ markets, farmers’ economic and non-economic
motivations, challenges, Mexico
Paper type Research paper
1. Introduction
Case studies about individuals organising themselves and interacting with food systems in an
alternative way have been documented since the late 1990s. Initiatives involve both consumers
and producers looking for alternatives to conventional food networks, and their varied motives
for doing so. Consumers are becoming more aware about environmental, health and animal
welfare issues. On the supply side, producers are looking for ways to recapture value within
their supply chains, in order to ameliorate the impact of the price squeeze (Renting et al., 2003);
with disproportionate value often accruing to larger and powerful retailers (Hingley, 2005). To
exemplify alternative approaches, farmers’ markets (FMs), community-supported agriculture
(CSA), box schemes, cooperatives, farm shops and other initiatives have all been used (MichelVillarreal et al., 2019). The phenomena have been studied from various theoretical and
conceptual perspectives such as alternative food networks (AFNs) (Sage, 2003; Watts et al.,
2005), short food supply chains (SFSCs) (Renting et al., 2003) and more recently, civic food
networks (Bos and Owen, 2016; Renting et al., 2012).
Extensive research has been conducted around consumers’ perceptions of SFSCs
(Crawford et al., 2018; Dodds and Holmes, 2017), consumers’ behaviour towards purchasing
in SFSCs (Giampietri et al., 2016), consumers’ motivations underlying their preference for
SFSCs (Elghannam et al., 2018; Petrescu et al., 2017) and consumers’ challenges within SFSCs
(Garner and Ayala, 2018). In contrast, the issue of producers’ motivations to engage and the
challenges that they face remain under researched (Charatsari et al., 2018). Only recently, some
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studies have attempted to shed some light on this (Bellante, 2017; Cox et al., 2008; Demartini
et al., 2017). Even though recent efforts have started explaining producers’ motivations to
participate in SFSCs, the collective challenges that they encounter within SFSCs have received
little attention. Furthermore, the most recent literature is based on evidence from developed
countries in the Global North (Dados and Connell, 2012) where SFSCs are widespread. The
same issues are yet to be addressed in the low- and middle-income countries in the Global
South (Bellante, 2017). Hence, there are opportunities for further research in the areas
highlighted previously. In order to address these shortcomings in existing literature, we pose
the following two research questions:
RQ1. What are the producers’ motivations to engage with SFSCs?
RQ2. What challenges do producers face within SFSCs?
As such, the main aim of this research will be to understand producers’ motivations to engage
with SFSCs and challenges that they face. Particularly, we are interested in the motivations and
challenges of producers in the Global South, due to the geographical imbalance in current
literature indicated above. To do so, in this paper we adopt the theoretical perspective that uses
the concept of SFSCs as the framework for analysis and discussion.
The remainder of this paper consists of five main sections. Section 2 presents a review
of the current state of literature with a focus on overarching concepts such as SFSCs and
farmers’ markets (FMs). We also review literature that addresses the motivations to engage
with SFSCs and challenges within SFSCs from a producer’s perspective. The selected research
approach is justified and explained in section 3; and a case study approach is considered the
most appropriate. Section 4 summarises the results from the analysis of collected data. In
section 5, we present a discussion of emerging findings in relation to existing literature and
formulate some propositions. Lastly, the paper concludes with a summary of implications,
limitations and recommendations for future research in section 6.
2. Literature review
This literature review contains three main sections. First, we review the different
understandings of SFSCs; secondly, we focus on the concept of FMs as an instance of the SFSC
phenomena, and finally, discussion addresses producers’ reasons and motivations to engage
with SFSCs according to the extant literature.
2.1 Short food supply chains, SFSCs
SFSCs have been conceptualised through a variety of criteria such as number of intermediaries,
physical distance, social relations and organisational structure. For instance, the French
Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forestry relies on just one criterion and suggests that short
food supply chains are those systems that involve only one or fewer intermediaries (Galli and
Brunori, 2013). Building on this, the European Network for Rural Development defines SFSCs
in relation to the reduction of intermediaries, and physical distance between the producers and
consumers being at a minimum (Peters, 2012). Conversely, Marsden et al. (2000) propose that
the number of intermediaries or the physical distance that products travel is not what ultimately
distinguishes SFSCs; instead, the connection between consumers and producers through
products embedded with information is what is critical. Following a similar line of thought,
Renting et al., (2003) define SFSCs in terms of ‘shortened’ producer-consumer relations and
information-embedded products. They propose a framework to better understand the wide
empirical variety of SFSCs using two interrelated dimensions, organisational structures and
quality definitions/conventions. The first dimension relates to organisational structures and to
the “specific mechanisms entailed in these to extend relations in time and space” (Renting et
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al., 2003, 399). Here, they propose three different categories: face-to-face SFSCs, proximate
SFSCs and extended SFSCs, with each category involving a different degree of proximity
between producers and consumers. The second dimension relates to the quality dimensions or
conventions “communicated to consumers to convince them of paying premium prices” within
SFSCs. They identify two main categories of quality definitions. The first one is defined by the
regional or artisanal characteristics of products (i.e. speciality, fair trade, etc.) whereas the
second one relates to the ecological or natural characteristics (i.e. organic, free range, etc.).
Topics such as the role of trust in consumer-producer relationships (Giampietri et al,
2018), social relations during shopping (Kopczyńska, 2017) and consumer-producer
interactions and collaboration (Opitz et al., 2017) have been widely investigated. Despite the
growing body of literature, the issue of producers’ motivations to engage in SFSCs continues
to be under-explored (Charatsari et al., 2018). To date, researchers’ preference for studying
social relations within SFSCs hinders the opportunity to better understand what motivates
producers to create or participate in these supply chain arrangements in the first place. We
argue that refocusing attention on the drivers to engage in SFSCs may provide further
understanding regarding producers’ expectations, the types of relations that they build inside
SFSCs and practical approaches to nurturing SFSC structures. This may support policymakers
in developing better informed decisions on how to strengthen producers’ sustainability through
their predisposition to participate in and even collaborate within SFSCs.
2.2 Farmers’ Markets as a real-life manifestation of SFSCs: Challenges and motivations to
engage
Whilst aware of the variety of SFSCs configurations, FMs have been chosen in this paper as
instances of the broader SFSCs phenomena. In terms of research, due to their inherent
arrangement (direct selling), FMs represent an instance of SFSCs where the boundaries in the
roles played by producers and consumers are well-defined. This facilitates collecting
observations of roles, preferences, intentions and motivations of producers in particular; the
latter being the focus of this research. Furthermore, FMs have experienced recent rapid growth
and diffusion (Murphy, 2011) and are one of the most widespread and popular forms of SFSCs
(Arabska, 2018), hence they provide a useful ground to study the phenomena in possibly under
researched contexts. In this regard, a bibliometric study by Figueroa-Rodríguez et al., (2019)
identified that the most frequently cited publications related to FMs mainly document cases in
North America and Western Europe. Additionally, and unlike other SFSCs, FMs have been
extensively promoted and funded by local and regional governments (Carey et al., 2011;
Savoie-Roskos et al., 2017). Thus, a study focused on FMs could have greater impact in terms
of public policymaking.
FMs have been defined as “public areas where fruit and vegetable producers gather to
sell their produce directly to consumers” (Figueroa-Rodríguez et al., 2019); although, it has
been observed that larger FMs also offer non-agricultural products such as handicrafts
(Spilková and Perlín, 2013). Figueroa-Rodríguez et al., (2019) identified some attributes of
FMs such as type of products offered, size (i.e. number of stands), hours and days of operation,
location, type of property (public vs. private) and origin of products (e.g. local or non-local).
Thus, FMs can display a wide variety of configurations depending on their attributes. For
instance, just the number of vendors can vary from 20 to 100 (Spilková and Perlín, 2013).
FMs provide positive spillover by bringing producers and consumers together in a
particular site at specific times or days, such as market days (Hinrichs, 2000). One of these
benefits is creating a platform where actors can interact and exchange information. Brown
(2002) identified other potential benefits of FMs, such as an increase in employment and
establishment of businesses, improved farm profitability, bigger customer spending, higher
diversification of regional agriculture and increased communication and trust between
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producers and consumers. In comparison with other forms of direct selling, such as farm shops,
e-commerce, box schemes, FMs seem to provide benefits for a larger number of producers as
they involve certain degree of collaboration. However, it has been suggested that, because of
their ‘alternativeness’ in comparison to conventional food systems, FMs tend to attract rather
small, local and organic producers (Murphy, 2011; Szmigin et al., 2003). Therefore, their
potential impacts could be restricted to certain groups.
In terms of FMs long-term sustainability, it is important to recognise current challenges.
Whilst it is true that the number of FMs worldwide keeps growing, they have also been
criticised for appealing to a particular demographic and excluding certain social groups
(Colasanti et al., 2010; Garner and Ayala, 2018). In particular, several authors suggest that
consumers who shop at FMs are women (Onianwa et al., 2006; Stanco et al., 20.19; Ylitalo et
al., 2019), who are highly educated (Wolf et al., 2005; Aguirre Gonzaléz, 2009; Spilková,
2018) and have a high income (Onianwa et al., 2006; Baker et al., 2009). However, other
studies suggest that evidence to support such claims is inconclusive and therefore propose that
FMs’ consumer base may be diversifying (Wolf et al., 2005; Byker et al., 2012). Another
challenge for FMs is long-term survival. A high failure rate for FMs that are between one and
four years old has been documented. This failure rate is also dependent on other factors such
as small size, lack of vendors and high manager turnover (Stephenson et al., 2008).
On the supply side, FMs face a variety of problems. For instance, some challenges that
limit growth of FMs can be lack of reliable supply and therefore convenient access for the
consumer (Garner and Ayala, 2018). Furthermore, producers tend to struggle with getting
access to consumers and building networks, because of the significant distance that separates
them and the time that they need to invest (Koutsou and Sergaki, 2019). On the demand side,
inconvenient location and opening hours have been found to limit consumers’ engagement in
FMs (Byker et al., 2012). Further, Webber and Dollahite (2008) recognized price as another
important barrier to FMs shopping.
Only recently, studies have started to focus on analysing producers’ motivations to
engage in FMs and other SFSCs. Findings suggest that producers with good communication
and collaboration competencies show increased willingness to participate in SFSCs (Charatsari
et al., 2018). Furthermore, both economic and non-economic motives may be displayed by
producers within SFSCs (Bellante, 2017; Leiper and Clarke-Sather, 2017). Particularly,
“diversifying income streams”, “educating consumers” and “contributing to local economy”
were identified as motivations to engage in a Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) scheme
(Cox et al., 2008). A similar study conducted in a farmers’ market (FM) identified both
economic and social motivations to engage. Producers mentioned economic motivations such
as access to higher prices, cutting out intermediaries and close proximity to the FM. Social
motivations included meeting community members and direct interaction with consumers.
Some of these reasons were also acknowledged as benefits of engaging in a FM in a study
conducted in Mexico (Bellante, 2017). All producers interviewed agreed that price premiums
are a key reason for their engagement with the FM. A further study conducted in New Zealand
found out that the main reason for producers to join FMs was “product promotion” whilst only
one vendor considered income from the market as their main income (Guthrie et al., 2006).
Producers also show a marked interest in increasing their sales through SFSCs (Demartini
et al., 2017; Migliore et al., 2015). On the other hand, the desire to establish social connections,
with consumers and other producers, and protecting the environment are also recognised by
some producers (Migliore et al., 2015). Kupke and Page (2015) suggest that producers’
attitudes towards engaging in FMs reflect their personal circumstances. They further propose
that larger and part-time producers are less motivated to engage in FMs. Brown’s (2002)
findings support the proposition that larger producers tend to see the economics of FMs as
adverse. On the other hand, her findings contradict Kupke and Page’s (2015) proposition
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regarding part-time producers’ participation in FMs. Her findings suggest that many FMs’
producers are part-time producers with additional occupations and household incomes (Brown,
2002).
Overall, these studies provide an overview of producers’ motivations to engage with FMs
and SFSCs. Although it must be noted that must studies have been conducted in the Global
North. Additionally, individual and collective challenges faced by producers already involved
in FMs have not been extensively addressed. Investigating such challenges may shed some
light on how to improve producers’ predisposition to participate in FMs and how to scale-up
SFSC initiatives. Accordingly, the main focus of this paper is to expand this body of literature.
In particular, we are interested in investigating producers’ motivations to engage in FMs and
the challenges they may face in the context of emergent economies located in the Global South.
3. Research design
The present study seeks to understand a real-life contemporary phenomenon, in depth and
within its context. The main focus is on producers’ motivations to engage in SFSCs and their
challenges. Accordingly, this research relies on the use of case study research (Stake, 1994;
Yin, 2014). This method has been chosen because it facilitates a more comprehensive study of
social networks and the actions, decisions and motives that they involve (Feagin et al., 1991).
Case study is considered useful when the researcher is trying to understand why a decision or
a set of decisions were taken (Schramm, 1971), thus it seems particularly suited to investigate
why producers decide to engage with SFSCs.
3.1 Case selection
This study focuses on the in-depth exploration of a single case. Single cases are selected based
on theoretical reasons and not following random or stratified sampling principles (Eisenhardt
and Graebner, 2007). The case selected represents an opportunity to explore the phenomena in
an under-researched context, the Global South. Thus, it may facilitate contrary replication
based on the comparison of emergent findings and existing theory (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin,
2014). In line with Stake’s (1994) view, our approach is an instrumental case study. Therefore,
the focus is not on understanding the selected case, but on understanding something in
particular, specifically the motivations and challenges of producers within the selected case.
The selected case is a FM located in Mazatlán, a city in the northwest of Mexico. FMs
are still nascent phenomena in the Global South (Bellante, 2017). In the case of Mexico, the
Mexican Network of Tianguis and Organic Markets (La Red Mexicana de Tianguis y Mercados
Orgánicos) had records in 2015 of only 37 FMs, distributed throughout the country
(Schwentesius-Rindermann and Gómez-Cruz, 2015).
3.2 Data collection and analysis
We used a combination of methods (Yin, 2014), including secondary data from social media
and semi-structured interviews for the collection of primary data.
Semi-structured interviews were chosen for data collection as they facilitate the
collection of rich data related to participants’ views (Saunders et al., 2016). Furthermore, the
nature of semi-structured interviews, as opposed to unstructured interviews, may increase
reliability by ensuring that the data collection procedures can be replicated (Yin, 2014).
Through fourteen questions, the semi-structured interview schedule investigated
demographics, product diversification, sales channels, motivation to engage in FMs and
challenges faced within the FM. Data was obtained from six producers. Interviews lasted
between 15 and 22 minutes. They were audio recorded and later transcribed for analysis. The
data was collected during December 2018.
The selection of interviewees was based on two main criteria. Firstly, we excluded non
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farmers, such as craftsmen, as we were particularly interested in investigating motivations and
challenges of farmers (urban and rural). Secondly, we used data saturation to determine when
to stop interviewing. When using the data saturation approach “decisions about when further
data collection is unnecessary are commonly based on the researcher’s sense of what they are
hearing within interviews” (Saunders et al., 2018, p.1899); this decision is usually made before
data analysis. This approach allowed us to acquire a sense of conceptual depth and, therefore,
to stop when no additional insights were being gained.
Secondary data was collected from the FM social media, (specifically their Facebook
webpage). This particular type of secondary data has proved useful in previous SFSC studies
(Bos and Owen, 2016; Hayden and Buck, 2012). Collected secondary data helped to better
understand the history of the FMs, the type of vendors involved and the marketing strategies
used. To date, the FM does not have a website and their only online communication and
advertising channel is their Facebook webpage.
The data analysis process of semi-structured interviews was based on a six-phase
thematic analysis approach (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Thematic analysis allowed the coding
and categorizing of data, which are processes suited for the systematic, comprehensive and
cumulative analysis of case study data (Simons, 2009). The use of tables complements the case
study narrative and is essential to emphasise the depth and detail of the empirical evidence
(Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007) and to provide a consistent mapping that readers can follow.
From a theory building perspective, the final product of the analysis is a set of propositions that
aim to explain the phenomena under study (Eisenhardt, 1989).
3.4. Research quality and rigour
Several criteria were used for ensuring the goodness or quality of the research (Lincoln and
Guba, 1985). In order to address dependability, two researchers carried out all the phases of
the thematic analysis separately. Then, final codes and themes were agreed between the
participant researchers. Credibility was addressed by having researchers’ interpretations
validated by the participants. To this end, transcripts of interviews were sent back to
participants for review before proceeding to the thematic analysis. In theory building, internal
validity can be addressed by comparing emerging findings with existing literature. In our study,
our own findings were contrasted with literature that conflicts with it and literature that presents
similar findings. Adopting this strategy can result in increased internal validity and
generalizability (Eisenhardt, 1989).
4. Empirical results
4.1 The case study: Mercado Orgánico de Mazatlán (Mazatlan Organic Farmers’ Market)
The SFSC examined in this study is situated near the old town of Mazatlán. Mazatlán is located
in a predominantly farming state (Sinaloa) in Mexico. The Mercado Orgánico de Mazatlán
(MOM) takes place in a public park every Saturday from 8.00am to 12.00pm from November
to April. Vendors are commonly producers from nearby rural villages, although some stalls
sell food from restaurants and small businesses located in the urban area. According to MOM’s
Facebook page, their aim is to offer healthy and organic food directly to the final customer
without the use of intermediaries.
MOM takes seriously the concept of ‘organic’, as shown by interviewees who indicated
that all of their production must be organic to become part of MOM. They are also required to
pay a not specified fee and bring their own tables. From the beginning, they are required to
provide a list of the products that they will be selling weekly and they must adhere to it. On the
day of our visit at MOM, there were 18 stalls selling a wide variety of organic fruits, vegetables,
meats, cheeses, eggs, herbs, flowers, etc. Processed food such as artisanal salsas, jams, coffee,
ice cream, pastries, bread, and traditional products such as tamales and handmade tortillas are
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also sold in the market. Additionally, there were a few stalls selling handicrafts.
4.2 Profile of producers within MOM
The first section of the semi-structured interview consisted of several questions aimed at
better understanding producers’ characteristics. Table 1 summarizes key demographics.
Table 1. Characteristics of MOM producers interviewed (Own elaboration).
Interviewee

Gender

Occupation

Agricultural
system

Produce

I1

Male

Agronomist/
part-time
producer

Organic and
urban agriculture

I2

Female

Full-time
producer

I3

Male

Agronomist/
part-time
producer

Organic
agriculture and
hydroponics
Organic
agriculture

I4

Female

I5

Male

Full-time
producer
Full-time
producer

More than 40 different seasonal
fruits, vegetables, herbs and
plants.
Some
processed
products, such as salsas and
jams
Several types of lettuces,
spinach, beans and others
seasonal produce
Strelitzia reginae flower (aka
bird of paradise flower), small
bananas, avocado and starfruit
when in season
Organic chicken and eggs

I6

Female

Full-time
producer

Organic
agriculture
Conventional and
organic
agriculture
Organic
agriculture

More than 70 products. Only
sells a few seasonal organic
products in the FM
A wide variety of seasonal fruits
and vegetables, plus herbs and
handmade traditional products,
such as tortillas and tamales

4.3 Producers’ motivations to engage in the MOM
Findings from interviews suggest that there are a number of economic and non-economic
motivations to engage in MOM. All interviewees agreed that access to better prices is one of
the main benefits of participating in MOM, which they complemented with a wide variety of
other economic motivations. MOM is seen as a mechanism that generates opportunities for
brand positioning, advertising, creation of jobs, access to better prices and niche markets
(see table 2).
Table 2. Motivations to engage in the Mercado Orgánico de Mazatlán. (Own elaboration).
Emergent
themes
Codes
Illustrative quotes
Economic
"The bird of paradise flower, our main
• Access to better prices
motivations
product, can be sold to a higher price
• Access to a niche market
in the MOM than in local flower
• Brand positioning strategy and shops"
building credibility
• Direct selling
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•
•

Non-economic
motivations

•
•
•

Needs to produce and sell
organic because she lives in a
protected nature reserve
Network connections to
additional buyers (i.e.
restaurants)

Promoting own brand
It represents an opportunity to
reconnect with nature (going
back to the land)
Desire to offer healthier
products

“Attending an organic FMs is a way
for them to increase credibility and
trust in their organic products.”
"The main reason to attend the MOM
is to promote our own brand of organic
and hydroponic lettuces. we are also
interested in connecting with new
potential buyers in the city of
Mazatlán. Whilst I attend the stall in
the MOM, my husband visits
restaurants and hotels to offer our
products"
"The MOM gave me the chance to
combine my full-time job and my
passion for farming"
"We are interested in providing a
healthier alternative to consumers"

Even though all interviewees recognise the economic advantages of engaging with the FM, two
of them cited non-economic reasons as their main motivation to join in the first place.
Interviewee 1 explained that his motivations have to do with a desire to reconnect with nature.
Through the interview, it was noticeable that he is a strong supporter of organic agriculture and
its many benefits for the environment, producers’ livelihoods and human health. This suggests
that his ethical motivations outweigh his economic motivations. Non-economic motivations
were also closely linked to the producers’ operational constraints.
“Since the area where our farm is located was declared a nature reserve by the federal
government in 2000, we have not been allowed to use conventional agriculture anymore
or clear any land to increase production” (Interviewee 6, 2018).
Thus, she joined MOM because it represented a source of employment and livelihood for her.
She is now able to use organic agriculture and get fair prices for her produce.
4.4 Producers’ challenges within MOM
A wide variety of challenges were identified by producers. We divide them into individual
challenges and collective challenges (see summary in table 3). Individual challenges relate to
struggles specific to each producer, in terms of transport, production, operations, etc.; whereas
collective challenges have to do with difficulties that they all face as a group inside MOM.
Table 3. Challenges to engage in the Mercado Orgánico de Mazatlán (MOM). (Own
elaboration).
Emergent themes
Codes
Illustrative quotes
Individual
“This year, I was hesitant to join
•
Increased
labour
requirements
for
challenges
the MOM because I did not have
organic products.
any fresh produce. I sowed
• Lack of Mexican organic
multiple times this year and
certification schemes.
nothing grew because the heat
• Storage requirements for organic
has been too intense. A few
eggs.
plants are starting to grow only
• Transportation of fragile products. now”
“I cannot produce more because
• Travelling expenses to get to the
organic production is very time
MOM.
and labour demanding”
• Weather-related events affecting
organic production.
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Collective
challenges

•
•
•

Attracting more customers to the
MOM.
Communication and coordination
among members of the MOM.
Lack of public awareness about
the benefits of local/organic
products.

"One of the main challenges for
us has been the handling and
transportation of the flowers as
they are very fragile and lose
value easily"
"I have been attending the
MOM for a few years now and I
still have the same customers
buying every week"
"One of the main difficulties we
face is that people do not know
or appreciate the organic
produce"

Several interviewees views coincided concerning the same individual challenges. For instance,
transport and lack of certification schemes were recurrent themes. On the other hand, the
discussion about collective challenges showed more contradictions. For instance, some
interviewees agreed that attracting more customers to MOM was a key challenge, but others
did not agree. Some were even positive about this aspect explaining that as time passes more
customers are attending MOM.
5. Discussion
In this paper, we have paid attention to the personal stories of producers and aimed at
understanding how those stories can further explain the SFSCs phenomenon. In their
study on rural producers in South Australia, Kupke and Page (2015) suggest that the attitudes
of producers towards engaging in FMs relate to personal circumstances: level of farm income,
being full or part time producer, family commitments and farm size. Our findings suggest
that motivations go beyond those personal circumstances and are closely linked to personal
stories of each producer. Economic motivations such as networking opportunities, brand
positioning and access to a niche market, as well as non-economic motivations such as the
opportunity to reconnect with nature and adopting and promoting healthier diets, can also be
seen as primary motivations to engage in FMs. This is in line with previous research which has
shown that producers may show both economic and social reasons to engage in FMs and other
SFSCs (Cox et al., 2008; Leiper and Clarke-Sather, 2017; Vilalta-Perdomo and Hingley, 2018).
However, conversely to Kupke and Page (2015) findings, who suggest that larger
producers and part-time time producers are less likely to engage in FMs, our findings at MOM
suggest that both larger producers and part-time producers are also willing to engage in FMs,
for varied economic and non-economic reasons, mainly explained through their personal life
experiences. For instance, larger producers may be interested in brand positioning, marketing,
networking opportunities and alternative distribution channels outside of industrialised supply
chains; which may or not reflect in better prices but may also be explained as risk management
strategies.
Access to higher prices has been recognised as one of the economic benefits and
motivation to engage in SFSCs (Bellante, 2017; Demartini et al., 2017). Leiper and ClarkeSather (2017) conducted a study in FMs in the USA and suggested that most producers rely on
their FM sales as a substantial source of income and as key to their economic survival strategy.
However, our findings showed that the main income of most producers does not always come
from the sales in FMs. With the exception of one producer, most of them have off-farm jobs or
use a variety of sale channels. Furthermore, our findings indicate that economic reasons were
not always the main trigger for producers to join MOM. Our findings also support Brown’s
(2002) proposition which suggests that some producers are primarily motivated to use FMs
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because they feel that it is the best and/or only option to sell their products.
In summary, our findings contradict the Migliore et al. (2015) suggestion that the
majority of producers engaged in SFSCs are social entrepreneurs with social-oriented
behaviour and weak self-interest. MOM producers interviewed can be characterised as
independent-minded entrepreneurs, who largely seek profit improvement, business growth or
brand positioning. Even though they recognise the environmental benefits of organic food,
there is no evidence to confirm this to be their main motivation to engage with MOM. More
specifically, most producers displayed self-interest and little desire of establishing social or
community connections through the FMs. The previous discussion leads us to our first two
propositions:
P1. Small, large, part-time and full-time producers may be willing to engage with FMs
for diverse primary economic and non-economic motivations such as networking
opportunities, brand positioning, access to niche markets, the opportunity to reconnect
with nature and the desire to adopt and promote healthier diets.
P2. Producers within FMs can be independent-minded entrepreneurs, who primarily seek
profit improvement, business growth or brand positioning, with little desire of
establishing social or community connections with other producers or consumers.
Significant time and labour required for organic production, crop loss due to weather-related
conditions and a limited consumer base, were identified through our research as important
challenges. All of these challenges were also identified by Bellante (2017), who investigated
producers’ challenges in another FM in Mexico. Producers also identified challenges related to
stock handling expenses. This suggests that engagement with a SFSCs may represent additional
costs that producers would not need to incur if they used conventional sale channels. However,
the recognised access to higher prices through FMs may compensate for the increased handling
expenses. Whether or not premium prices can absorb the increased marketing and handling
costs is still unclear (Demartini et al, 2017; Hardesty and Leff, 2010). Lastly, this challenge
also suggests that producers engaged in some forms of SFSC, such as FMs, may need
to undertake activities usually associated with other actors in a conventional food supply chain,
such as a distributor, manufacturer or retailer. This not only implies increased costs but also
the need to develop new skills. These findings extend the discussion related to the limited
potential of SFSCs in terms of their impact on regional economies. The exclusionary
orientation, rather than openness, of SFSCs have been highlighted (Tregear, 2011). The case
study analysed in this paper is exclusionary by definition; only organic producers can join and
get access to the benefits of the FM. Furthermore, only those producers who have access to
transport and can cover extra handling expenses will be able to engage with MOM. Finally,
producers will need to adopt additional roles in order to join and perform in the FM. This last
discussion leads us to a final proposition:
P3. FMs may empower producers to develop and grow their farms, brands and
businesses. Nonetheless, this may imply a need to adopt additional roles and undertake
activities usually associated to other actors in a conventional food supply chain, such
as distributor, manufacturer or retailer. This may signify increased costs but also a
requirement to develop new skills.
Collective challenges such as attracting more customers to the FM, lack of public awareness
about the benefits of organic products and communication and collaboration among producers,
were also identified from the interviews. Interestingly, the current level of communication and
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collaboration was seen as good by some producers, but for others this aspect is still challenging.
In particular, Interviewee 3 suggested that product-exchange or bartering, could be
implemented in order to reduce surplus produce at the end of the day. This practice was
identified as an economic benefit in another FM in Mexico (Bellante, 2017). Overall, past
research on SFSCs has focused on investigating the interaction between consumers and
producers, and the relationships among producers continue to be under researched. Thus,
further comparison of our own findings regarding collective challenges proved difficult.
6. Implications for practice and future research
Experiences of FMs, such as the ones presented in this paper, offer important insights regarding
the difficulties of transitioning or integrating into SFSCs. In a country with a long history of
small-scale agriculture (Bellante, 2017), SFSCs can be an alternative for producers who lack
the resources to incorporate into conventional industrialised food networks. Equally, findings
presented here can be useful for scaling-up the incipient “SFSCs movement” in Mexico, and
other developing countries. By understanding current motivations and challenges, we may be
able to better inform stakeholders and support the design of effective public policies. SFSCs
have become an important aspect of agricultural policies in the Global North but they haven’t
been fully adopted by governments in the Global South. Therefore, we support FAO’s (2017)
recommendation to consider SFSCs as a strategic line of action within the three levels (federal,
state and municipal) of government in Mexico to strengthen small-scale agriculture. At the
same time, we acknowledge that future research is needed to better understand the policies
needed to successfully embed these initiatives in developing economies.
This paper indicates the need for additional studies concerning practices and motivations
to engage in FMs. Current literature focuses on countries of the Global North and suggests that
producers that engage in FMs mainly operate under a predominantly economic-based
rationales. This paper shows that there are other reasons for producers in the Global South to
participate in FMs. Furthermore, this paper suggests that FMs impact in society may go beyond
direct economic effects. Interviewees at Mercado Orgánico de Mazatlán showed that FMs are
beneficial for increasing the quality and quantity of secure employment in a traditionally
unstable economic sector. Thus, FMs have the potential of creating not only better incomes but
also secure access to markets and opportunities for value addition, which is key for the
achievement of the Sustainable Development Goal 2 (United Nations, 2020).
7. Conclusion
The main aim of this research has been to understand producers’ motivations to engage with
FMs and the challenges they face. We chose to conduct a case study to collect in-depth data
from a FM in Mexico. We were particularly interested in understanding motivations and
challenges of producers in the Global South, as there seems to be a geographical imbalance in
current literature. Thus, this study revealed main motivations to participate in an organic FM
in Mexico and the challenges faced by members. Even though ‘access to better prices’ was
recognised as a benefit of joining a FM, it was not identified as the main motivation to join in
the first place. On the contrary, other economic motivations such as networking opportunities,
brand positioning and access to a niche market were recognised as main triggers. Furthermore,
non-economic motivations such as the opportunity to reconnect with nature and adopting and
promoting healthier diets, were also described as primary motivations to engage in FMs.
Understating of social and environmental benefits of SFSCs was displayed by most producers.
However, they were not cited as the main motivations to join the FM either. Overall, most
producers displayed self-interest and little desire of establishing long-term social or community
connections through the FM. Ultimately, we suggested that individual motivations and
challenges are largely explained by personal life experiences of producers. Thus, findings from
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this study are not easily transferable. However, we provide theoretical propositions that can be
tested in other contexts to corroborate findings. This would improve current understanding of
the benefits and challenges of SFSCs in developing countries.
Despite the multiple motivations and individual challenges of producers in our case
study, evidences suggest that FMs can be vehicles for the creation of full- or part-time
employment and therefore wider economic development. This is particularly relevant where
socio-economic circumstances are not favourable for small-farmers. Furthermore, FMs can
empower producers to develop and grow their farms, brands and businesses. Nonetheless, this
may imply the need to take on additional roles (i.e. distributor, retailer, entrepreneur). In this
sense, from a policymaking point of view, this study agrees with recent arguments around the
need to support producers in the development of additional skills and capabilities (Charatsari
et al., 2018; Debruyne et al., 2016). We identify this as an area for future research as there is
limited understanding of the skills or support needed by producers to successfully integrate
their commercial activities into a FMs or other type of short food supply chain.
Through comparison with existing literature, we noticed similarities and differences in
terms of motivations and challenges across FMs and other forms of SFSCs. Motivations and
challenges may be influenced not only by the national or local socio-economic context of
SFSCs and producers, but also by the type, such as FM, CSA, cooperatives, etc., and by
attributes of the SFSCs under study. SFSCs are so diverse and heterogeneous, that even
proximate FMs located in similar contexts can display different circumstances and
characteristics that may explain motivations and challenges of producers (Garner and Ayala,
2018). The choice of a single case study was justified by the need to acquire an in-depth
understating of producers’ motivations and challenges. However, we recognise the need for
further research to test, expand and refine our propositions using additional cases to develop
more rigorous theory.
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