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Abstract: The City Region Food System (CRFS) approach has emerged in recent years as a frame-
work for shaping urban food governance and policies that overcome the methodological cityism of 
approaches limited to urban territories defined by administrative boundaries. This article critically 
analyses the concept referring to the case study of the metropolitan city of Turin, Italy, as part of 
action research contributing to ongoing efforts to establish food policies. The discussion focuses on 
three dimensions: (1) the spatial definition of the city region; (2) the relation between the support of 
short and the re-assessment of long supply chains, with reference to a relational understanding of 
space; (3) the tensions between the CRFS as an analytical concept and a transformative framework. 
Results suggest that there is no linear path to define the spatial limits for a CRFS analysis and that 
a pragmatic approach can best serve policies; that long supply chains should not be ignored but 
integrated into local food policies; that there are contradictions in the transformative dimension of 
the CRFS literature when investigating the underlying sustainable development framework from a 
growth-critical perspective; and that separating the analytical more clearly from the normative di-
mension could make the discussion more productive. 
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1. Introduction 
This paper is set in the context of growing attention to the construction of urban food 

policies as an area of convergence between experiences and processes in the global North 
and South [1–5]. As far as the North is concerned, the points of reference are the pioneer-
ing experiences and related debate of North American and Northern European cities that 
have been initiating urban food policy processes for a number of years, starting from is-
sues such as the fight against obesity and so-called “food deserts”, and the engagement 
of cities in actions against climate change and in favour of social and food justice [2,6–9]. 
This urban food planning movement has intersected with similar experiences in cities of 
the global South, starting with the issue of city provisioning and food security, which has 
long been an object of debate and policies [10], including in the context of the FAO’s “Food 
for the Cities” programme, launched as early as 1990 and recently relaunched, and the 
initiatives of associations such as RUAF or ICLEI and other international research centres 
[11,12]. 

The geography of urban food policies sees an increasing number of cities and their 
territories involved in processes and projects. This is well testified by the large number of 
adhesions to the Milan Urban Food Policy Pact (MUFPP), launched during EXPO 2015 in 
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Milan: as of July 2024, 280 cities were members, including almost 30 in Italy, with other 
cities and territories also active beyond MUFPP membership [13]. 

Urban food policies, in the form of an integrated and systemic approach aimed at 
linking consolidated actions and promoting new ones, are a new field of research and 
political action. Geographers, in both the Anglo-Saxon and French-speaking worlds, are 
playing a crucial role in this debate, which, as a new field, is, as such, not the prerogative 
of one discipline to the detriment of others [6]. The need for a convergence of a plurality 
of disciplines, approaches, and fields of study, interweaving urban, rural, and food stud-
ies, seems clear. This new field of reflection expresses a strong demand for knowledge 
and, above all, geography because it requires a different gaze at the city, focusing on its 
relationality: its relations with food and food systems, city–country relations, and the in-
tertwining of vertical and horizontal relations and between long and short networks in 
the functioning of food systems. This is also why, in the Italian debate, there is a preference 
to speak of local rather than urban food policies [14]. 

In this need for geographical knowledge, one of the most relevant questions is which 
might be the best territorial reference to develop and apply urban and local food policies 
[14]. At what scales and by which territorial administrations should they be applied, tak-
ing into account the need to combine territorial and reticular logics, both in the analysis 
and management of territories and food systems? Limiting urban/local food policies to 
municipal administrative boundaries would be problematic in an era in which urban 
boundaries are considered to be increasingly blurry. At the same time, though, one of the 
policy challenges is to explore and strengthen awareness about what the municipal scale 
can do, in the sense of a “local responsibility for the global” [15], to reorient food systems 
towards horizons of greater sustainability and justice. 

In this context, around a decade ago, the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), 
together with the RUAF Foundation, made an important contribution, introducing the 
concept of the City Region Food System (CRFS) [16]. The literature highlights that the 
appropriate territorial scale for local food policies transcends municipal boundaries. As a 
consequence, the CRFS has been developed from the concept of city region [17], which 
refers to both larger urban areas—be it big and megacities or clusters of smaller and me-
dium-sized towns—together with and in connection to their surrounding rural and agri-
cultural areas. Based on this concept of the city region, FAO defines the CRFS as “the 
complex network of actors, processes and relationships to do with food production, pro-
cessing, marketing, and consumption that exist in a given geographical region that in-
cludes a more or less concentrated urban center and its surrounding peri-urban and rural 
hinterland; a regional landscape across which flows of people, goods and ecosystem ser-
vices are managed” [5,17]. 

In spatial terms, the definition combines a relational and territorial perspective, re-
ferring to a geographical area comprising urban, peri-urban, and rural spaces, with vari-
able boundaries defined by functional interconnections between the city and its contigu-
ous hinterland. In other words, the development of a “city region-based” perspective on 
food systems implies an understanding of cities as being more than isolated entities and 
rather as being intricately linked with their surrounding peri-urban and rural regions. 
Thinking through this broader scale opens substantial possibilities for strategic planning. 

In May 2023, we searched for publications with the keyword “City Region Food Sys-
tem” on the Web of Science and Scopus databases, finding a total of 57 journal articles and 
book chapters discussing the CRFS. We have read the abstracts and a selection of complete 
papers. Considering the abstracts, while many of these publications employ the CRFS as 
a secondary reference while discussing other, more specific, issues, such as alternative 
food networks or food security, only a minority of papers attempt to make the CRFS an 
object of research as such. Many papers discuss, for instance, the effects of the COVID-19 
pandemic on food systems, considering this historical moment both as a reason to rein-
force the resilience and sustainability of food systems and as an occasion to do so, with 
the CRFS as a framework able to support this goal. In general, there are frequent 
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references in the abstracts to the goal of increasing the sustainability of food systems in 
the literature, usually in relation to the sustainable development goals. A main strategy 
discussed in this context is the reinforcement of short food supply chains and urban–rural 
linkages, also through alternative food networks. There are some publications oriented at 
a perspective in which attentive governance is supposed to be able to easily overcome the 
contradictions, which are pointed out, and another group of papers referring to the CRFS 
in the context of a call for a radical transformation of the current globalised agro-industrial 
food system. 

Crucially, indeed, the CRFS is not only a framework for analysis but also for the de-
velopment of policies. According to Blay-Palmer et al. [5], the CRFS is “both a conceptual 
framework and an integrative operational approach” (p.2). As an operational approach, 
CRFS seeks to increase access to food, generate decent jobs and income, increase the re-
gion’s resilience, foster rural–urban linkages, promote ecosystem and natural resources 
management, and support participatory governance. 

Meaning to provide a comprehensive understanding of CRFS, the intersection of def-
initions developed by the reviewed works suggests that it is thus a multidimensional ap-
proach (environmental, economic, social, and nutritional, other than a potential frame-
work of governance) aimed at improving the sustainability of local food systems. CRFS 
distinguishes itself due to its fundamental feature of interdisciplinarity and its systematic 
approach to dealing with both intra- and inter-urban food systems, crossing and integrat-
ing various fields and disciplines to comprehensively address the complexities of urban 
food systems [18]. Nonetheless, although CRFS’s potentials rely on the approach’s inter-
disciplinarity, it is relevant to underline that the CRFS’s conceptual innovation hinges on 
the crucial feature of implementing a territorial approach to govern urban food systems, 
considering the intricate urban–rural connections between multiple facets of food sys-
tems. There is thus a strong emphasis on territorial interconnectedness, encompassing not 
only the direct food-related links between the urban and rural areas of a city region but 
also the flows of nutrients, water, and energy, contributing to an increasing awareness of 
how food systems are deeply embedded in their territories. Moreover, the CRFS approach 
pays particular attention to governance aspects and the territorial specificities of a given 
city region, avoiding one-size-fits-all solutions. According to Sonnino [19], “the notion of 
“city-region food system” has emerged as a prism to explore and address the territorial 
dimension of uneven power dynamics, which have historically reduced rural areas to ex-
tractive sites of resources (including food) for ever-growing urban populations” (p. 3). It 
is thus a framework that aims to overcome the “methodological cityism” [20] that has long 
characterised not only the debate of urban sustainability in general but also that on urban 
food systems and the policies for their transformation [19]. 

In this article, we aim to explore, in particular, the following three issues in order to 
deepen the conceptualisation of the CRFS. To begin with, we contend that there is a double 
spatial question in this perspective, which must first be disaggregated before it can be 
reassembled. First, there is the question of the adequate spatial definition of the city region 
itself, which is a precondition for the CRFS approach to be able to effectively address and 
overcome the extractive use of rural areas by cities in order to allow an effective involve-
ment of rural areas in the city region in a perspective of governance and transformation. 
We will discuss the challenges of this task in Section 2. 

But then, secondly, we cannot ignore in the context of a growing awareness of spatial 
relationality [15] in general and the processes of planetary urbanization, specifically [21–
23] that the food systems in which a city region is involved do not simply stop at its bor-
ders—even when they are much wider than those of a single municipal administration. 
Thus, in Section 3, we discuss the need to tackle more explicitly the relation between short 
and long supply chains between rather localised or regionalised and globalised food sys-
tems. 

Third and finally, there is an ambiguity in the debate about the CRFS in how far it 
should be understood as an analytical or, rather, a transformative framework. In Section 
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4, we suggest that this creates risks of confusion in both research and policy agendas and 
that a clearer distinction between the two dimensions could be helpful. Furthermore, em-
pirical evidence collected, for instance, Sonnino [19] hints at contradictions between dif-
ferent goals of CRFS’s underlying sustainability agenda. We argue that this could be re-
lated to underlying contradictions in the sustainable development framework itself 
[24,25], which could be fruitfully addressed by developing a de- or post-growth perspec-
tive on food system transformation [26–28]. 

We substantiate these arguments by references to ongoing action research in the met-
ropolitan area of Turin in north-western Italy. Turin, Italy’s fourth-largest urban area in 
terms of population, is a relevant case in this context due to the city’s holistic approach to 
food system management. In particular, thanks to the EU Horizon project FUSILLI, a long-
term food system vision has been constructed, including a plan that tackles both pressing 
needs and long-term sustainability goals. Through FUSILLI, Turin has begun developing 
an urban food policy, driving conversations and practices towards innovative, sustainable 
solutions for the local food system [29]. 

Furthermore, in the framework of the national research project Agritech, funded by 
the National Recovery and Resilience Plan (PNRR), of which this article establishes parts 
of the theoretical framework, we are trying to widen the perspective of Turin’s food poli-
cies both geographically and content-wise. This project of action research moves beyond 
the city level to the metropolitan scale, taking into particular consideration the area’s pol-
ycentricity; the project’s aim is not only to perform research but also to support the actors 
in the CRFS to define policies towards a more Sustainable and Sufficient CRFS in the met-
ropolitan area of Turin. 

2. Spatialising CRFS: The Pursuit of a Geographical Definition 
After defining CRFS and understanding its potential, it is necessary to establish an 

inclusive, adaptive, and cross-sectoral policy and planning framework to integrate CRFS 
into spatial planning. This can facilitate cooperation, coordination, and integration be-
tween producers, distributors, and consumers along the urban–rural gradient to build a 
more equitable and functional relationship between populations, as well as management 
strategies to support both cultivated land in urban territories and multifunctionality in 
rural productive landscapes. 

Nonetheless, one of the main issues highlighted in the discussion of CRFSs is the 
challenge of spatial governance. If there is no easy way to define the boundaries of a city 
region, and if its boundaries are, per definition, set by functions and flows that move 
across multiple scales, then a city region also transcends administrative boundaries and 
involves multiple actors in asymmetrical ways [30]. This can make the realisation of gov-
ernance of a CRFS a difficult endeavour. 

One pragmatic response to this issue consists in the acceptance that the definition of 
a city region will always be imperfect and that it is more important to have a public ad-
ministrative body in order to effectively enable the use of the framework for food system 
transformation, even if this administrative body does not perfectly correspond to a func-
tionally-defined city region. Choosing such an approach would be reasonable when the 
difference between administrative and functional areas is not excessive, leaving funda-
mental components of the food system out of reach. 

Indeed, it is necessary to recall that FAO’s definition of the CRFS draws extensively 
on the theoretical framework of the “city region”. As defined by Rodriguez Pose [31], the 
city region is a “node” that “tend[s] to coincide with relatively large cities or with systems 
of medium-sized cities in close geographical proximity that articulate the economic and 
social developments of suburban, peri-urban, and rural hinterlands. This interaction be-
tween an urban core and its semi-urban and rural hinterland is the essence of the city 
region (pp. 1025–1026). Although there is a broad consensus concerning the main features 
of a city region, a universally accepted definition is missing, resulting in broad interpre-
tations encompassing a spectrum of spatial scales below the national level. 
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For the purposes of the present reflection, it is relevant to underline that this ambi-
guity transcends mere semantics; it reveals the fundamental complexities of classifying 
urban spaces that exhibit remarkable diversity in their form and function. “City regions” 
may encompass distinct entities—conurbations, urban agglomerations, or other urban 
clusters—differentiated by their urban density and economic integration. In other words, 
the concept of the city region is inherently fluid and needs to be adapted to diverse con-
texts. In some cases, like Toronto in Canada and Medellin in Colombia, a city region might 
embody a tightly-knit network of urban and suburban areas characterised by a clear urban 
core, robust but somewhat asymmetrical economic linkages, and shared infrastructure. In 
other cases, like Kitwe in Zambia and Utrecht in The Netherlands, the term might describe 
a diffuse system of smaller urbanised areas without a clearly defined core, less integrated 
economies, and more independent identities. 

According to Parr, the term “city region” is applied to a range of spatial configura-
tions that encompass significantly diverse territorial scales, lacking a universally agreed-
upon definition. Often, it is employed to highlight the vast size or spatial scope of a met-
ropolitan area [32]. This can be defined by three criteria. Firstly, the criterion of homoge-
neity emphasises groups of municipalities with shared characteristics such as population 
size, density, and socioeconomic traits. This approach facilitates a coherent analysis of ur-
ban and metropolitan dynamics by identifying settlements with comparable features. Sec-
ondly, the criterion of morphology considers the spatial configuration of the territory, in-
cluding aspects like contiguity and integration within specific geographic or orographic 
systems. Finally, the criterion of interdependence analyses the intricate functionality that 
connects municipalities within a metropolitan area. By examining the flows of people, 
goods, and information, it addresses the networks and mutual dependencies that trans-
cend administrative boundaries. This highlights the dynamic nature of metropolitan ar-
eas, where interactions among diverse actors and sectors diverge from immediately 
knowledgeable features [33,34]. A metropolitan perspective is especially valuable in areas 
where cities blend into suburban sprawl, which crosses the boundaries of municipal gov-
ernments. Working together, they can use resources more efficiently, prevent overlapping 
projects, and make sure that policies support each other for a greater overall impact. 

In their review of the literature exploring the capacity of food systems to improve the 
multifunctionality of urban landscapes, with a focus on social cohesion and quality of life, 
Säumel et al. [35] highlighted an imbalance of rural–urban relations. Considering the goal 
of establishing fairer urban–rural relationships, the concept of city region is problematic. 
CRFS aims to overcome methodological cityism, i.e., the tendency to prioritise strategies, 
policies, and initiatives enacted by specific cities over and above a more comprehensive 
and systemic rural–urban perspective [19,36]. Yet, critics have argued that the city region 
approach has a strong urban-centric bias disregarding any sense of an overarching, inter-
regional rural condition, which establishes and reinforces notions of geographical central-
ity and hierarchies and marginalising rural concerns within structures of urban domina-
tion [37,38]. It is important to pay more attention to constructing a CRFS across different 
territories, including locally present and prevalent discourses, and relying on the analyti-
cal and factual level. It is, therefore, necessary to consider the specific and potential agri-
food production of the territories and the presence and strength of local food systems, 
understood as short networks involving actors from different stages of the supply chains 
and as the capacity of these actors to work together in a local, territorial food system [39]. 

In the case of Turin, located in the north-west of Italy, the central city’s municipal 
boundaries, which extend to a radius of approx. 15 km, are too small to include all com-
ponents of a food system, lacking, in particular, relevant spaces of food production. Ra-
ther, Turin’s city region can be defined as expanding its borders in different ways (Figure 
1). At first, as visible in Figure 1, it can be considered the functional urban area, which 
extends ca. 20 km from the city centre [40]. 
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Figure 1. The Metropolitan City of Turin. Source: authors’ elaboration. 

A further possible spatial definition of Turin’s city region corresponds to the territory 
administered by the Metropolitan City of Turin, which includes 312 municipalities (Figure 
1) [41]. This would be a pragmatic definition, as proposed at the beginning of this section, 
a definition we have chosen to adopt in our research. The territory of the Metropolitan 
City of Turin comprises an immense diversity, from high mountain landscapes to hills and 
plains, from rarely roamed valleys and peaks to dense urban cores, and from small alpine 
pastures to intensive industrial agriculture in the plains, but it is governed by one admin-
istrative body. The territory of the Metropolitan City of Turin—like that of the other Italian 
Metropolitan Cities—has not been the outcome of a specific process of defining the bound-
aries of a functional territory of the city region; instead, it has been the result of transform-
ing the pre-existing Province of Turin into the Metropolitan City [41]. This is, without a 
doubt, a major limitation in relation to the definition of a city region as a functional unit. 
Indeed, as visible in Figures 1 and 2, the functional urban area of Turin does not match 
the boundaries of the Metropolitan City. Comparing Turin to other Italian metropolitan 
cities, it is evident that the territories of the metropolitan cities of Florence, Rome, or Bo-
logna, for instance, correspond to a larger degree to their respective functional areas (see 
Figure 2); a closer alignment between administrative boundaries and their functional ur-
ban areas allows for more cohesive reflections on the food system governance of these 
cities, which face similar challenges. 

 
Figure 2. Some metropolitan areas of Italy and their respective functional urban areas. Source: Es-
pon, from [34]. 
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All the same, in relation to the area’s food system, according to previous research 
[40], the functional urban area of Turin has a food self-sufficiency rate of 92%. While it is 
important to take into account that this calculation is based on a series of approximations 
(e.g., considering a homogeneous productive potential for all areas across the territory), 
this number, even if potentially somewhat overestimated, suggests that the area’s agricul-
ture is a relevant means of sustenance for the functional urban area. Even if this urban 
functional area does not perfectly match the boundaries of the Metropolitan City, only a 
small portion of it remains outside, while another portion of prevalently agricultural ter-
ritory is included. In the meantime, the Metropolitan City, as an administrative body with 
competencies in spatial planning, has the potential to effectively enact a transformation of 
this food system, combining territorial resources and facilitating a process of working to-
wards shared goals. Furthermore, the territory of the Metropolitan City of Turin is char-
acterised by a marked polycentricity, which the ongoing research project attempts to re-
flect by not working only in the main central city, Turin, but also in a series of minor cit-
ies—which constitute relevant centres for their respective territories—such as Chieri, 
Ivrea, Settimo Torinese, the Susa Valley, and Pinerolo. Even though these towns present 
marked specific local identities, with stakeholders in our workshops often feeling their 
towns to be at the centre of the surrounding territories (which lack formal definitions), it 
would be counterproductive to design food policies independently from each other in a 
highly interconnected Metropolitan territory. Interacting in this process of transforming 
the CRFS with the kind of administrative body that the Metropolitan City represents al-
lows streamlining of efforts and maximising of resources. Indeed, the Metropolitan City 
is currently revising its strategic planning, including a broadly defined work on food sys-
tems, to which the ongoing action research relates, with the attempt to build tools that 
support an effective creation of food policies at a Metropolitan scale, respecting its poly-
centricity. 

Finally, Turin can be seen as a key node within the broader city region of north-west-
ern Italy’s historical “industrial triangle”, which includes Milan and Genoa, all within a 
100 km radius. By integrating their food systems, Turin, Milan, and Genoa could enhance 
a resilient and cohesive City Region Food System that benefits the entire area (Figure 3). 

 
Figure 3. The city region of the Italian industrial triangle. Source: authors’ elaboration. 
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The map (Figure 3) illustrates the city regions of Turin, Genoa, and Milan, each sche-
matically represented by a 100 km radius circle. The overlapping yellow areas mark zones 
where food production activities are possibly shared between two city regions. While this 
map is foremost a geometrical exercise without directly relating to concrete food systems, 
the large area of intersection suggests the presence of a significant degree of interaction 
between the respective food systems. The visualisation emphasises the interconnected na-
ture of food production and distribution systems within these major city regions, display-
ing how this previous industrial triangle could possibly remain a relevant territory of in-
terregional cooperation regarding this/these city region(s’) food system(s). 

After this analysis, it is possible to consider that, for the present purposes, the terri-
tory of the metropolitan city is certainly not the only possible spatial definition for Turin’s 
CRFS, but it provides a reasonable starting point (see Table 1). Most importantly, its cohe-
sive administrative structure aligns with the need to improve effective governance. There-
fore, choosing the metropolitan unit as the basis for the CRFS framework is not just about 
convenience; it strategically leverages established governance structures. Schmid [42] 
highlights the importance that administrative boundaries retain in terms of governance 
and law, even though the urban as a phenomenon has long transcended these boundaries. 
This allows the effective addressing of complex food system issues, the fostering of equi-
table urban–rural relationships, and the laying of the groundwork for successful CRFS 
implementation across the entire city region. 

Table 1. Delimiting Turin’s city region. 

City Region Radius City Region Definitions Administrative Levels 
7.5 km Municipal boundary Municipal 
15 km First belt of Turin Municipal 
20 km Functional urban area Metropolitan 
50 km Metropolitan City of Turin Provincial 
100 km Industrial triangle Regional 
Source: authors’ elaboration. 

3. The CRFS in and beyond Its Geographical Limits: The Debate About (Re-) 
Localisation and the Relationship between Short and Long Supply Chains 

The proposal of the CRFS is closely related to its geographical space. As discussed in 
Section 2, the concept of the city region is by no means a straightforward one. This is clear 
when reflecting on its territorial limits, and it further complicates when taking into ac-
count the metabolic nature of food systems (i.e., the fact that they are made of relations, 
such as supply chains, rather than predefined geographical units) and in this context the 
normative stance for (re)localisation in the CRFS proposal (and not only there). To clarify 
the complex interplay between these aspects, it is fruitful to engage with the notion of the 
relationality of space: according to Massey [15], to put it simply, space is made through 
relations, places are where relations intersect, and these relations evolve constantly, with 
the human species being mobile as much as rooted. These relations tend to transcend and 
modify borders, which are imagined as fixed. This further complicates the pursuit of a 
city region’s territorial definition, and it problematises the idea of a well-defined local 
sphere “back to” which something like a food system might be (re)localised. Limiting the 
gaze only to what happens inside a CRFS, in other words, would risk reintroducing a 
methodological cityism (widened to the city region) through the back door. 

The debate on planetary urbanisation (PU) [21,22] indeed has highlighted how, over 
the last decades, urbanization processes have extended in such a way that  considering 
only cities inside their predefined administrative borders, or understanding cities simply 
as a phenomenon of physical agglomeration, has become a problematic act of “methodo-
logical cityism” [20]. Methodological cityism is problematic as the relations external to 
these boundaries, which are fundamental for the very existence of cities, are obscured. PU 
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instead suggests the importance of understanding urbanisation foremost as a process that 
has become planetary: in some way, practically every corner of the planet, also the appar-
ently most rural one, has been “operationalised” [21], according to this perspective. Post-
colonial and feminist observers [43,44] of this debate have rightly criticised the totalising 
tendencies in this interpretation, obscuring, for instance, that there have always been dif-
ferences, alternatives, and resistances to these processes, which the language of PU risks 
to obfuscate [45]. Even so, the observation that, even if this does not necessarily regard 
each and every corner and even if there are important differentiations to make, PU tends 
to violently subjugate and operationalise large areas of the globe, extending urban hinter-
lands through complex networks of production, supply, and consumption far beyond 
those topographically contiguous to cities, is fundamental and backed by a large amount 
of empirical evidence [23,27,46–48]. This is also and particularly true in the context of 
globalised agrarian production and consumption and, thus, a fundamental issue for any 
approach to urban food systems (see, for instance: [23,27]); global agro-industrial food 
systems indeed can be understood as one of the specific processes through which land-
scapes are operationalised under planetary urbanisation [49]. Opening the analysis be-
yond the terminology and methodology of planetary urbanisation, one can add the obser-
vation that global food systems have long been an often extractive and exploitative trans-
formative force of global ecologies and societies. Similar discussions have been made, for 
instance, in relation to studies of commodity frontiers in colonial times [50], de-peasanti-
sation [51], and commodity chains [52]. Finally, this is also the basis of the rationality of 
advocating for their (re-)localisation in the context of urban food policies in general and 
the CRFS approach in particular. An idea of spatial relationality and the perspective of 
PU, though, helps in the understanding of how profoundly cities are immersed in these 
planetary geographies and that a naive perspective of relocalisation that focuses exclu-
sively on what happens inside a city region risks simply obscuring those relations, which 
de facto extend far beyond their territories. 

The literature on CRFS does recognise this need; what we aim to contribute here is to 
argue that this aspect is central and that it needs a more explicit discussion both in research 
and practice. 

In a recent review of the CRFS [53], the authors highlight the experiences of Euro-
pean, Canadian, and Australian communities during the COVID-19 pandemic. While re-
affirming the necessity of a transformation towards more localised food systems, the au-
thors do not advocate for complete isolationism of food systems; rather, their intention is 
to underscore the significance of evaluating and empowering local food systems in order 
to set up proactive systems capable of resisting external stresses. In other words, the study 
highlighted the importance of reducing external market influence over local food systems’ 
processes, meaning to expand territorial capacity of self-responding to food-related needs. 
It called for a comprehensive analysis and evaluation of food systems with the ultimate 
goal of mitigating the risks associated with international supply chain disruptions at the 
local level [5]. 

The point, thus, is to understand what this call for a sort of differentiated relocalisa-
tion can mean under the premises of planetary urbanisation. Here, it can be useful to turn 
briefly to the large debate on relocalisation in the literature on the spatialisation of 
degrowth. Degrowth is a framework that, sceptical of the idea of sustainable develop-
ment, as the possibility of decoupling economic growth from ecological impact appears 
to be an illusion [24,25], advocates for an “an equitable downscaling of production and 
consumption that increases human well-being and enhances ecological conditions at the 
local and global level” [54]. While for many early degrowth proposals, in the tradition of 
utopian ecological thought [55], relocalisation has been a fundamental proposal, under-
stood as organising space in largely autonomous communities [56]. By hoping in this way 
to be able to radically reduce the social metabolism, other contributions have problema-
tised this proposition, reminding of the limits of communities (which do not automatically 
take globally sustainable decisions) and, fundamentally, arguing that the proposal of 
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structural relocalisation ignores the complexity of existing human geographies and un-
derestimates the ecological cost of transforming physical space in different forms [57,58]. 
In another context, Purcell [59] wrote about the “local trap” of attributing predetermined 
values to certain geographical scales rather than analysing problems in their specific con-
text. Fundamentally, this debate is an invitation to be more precise about what localisation 
could and should mean in a certain geographical context and a certain field of policy. 

Now, food systems can certainly be seen as a field in which the relationality of space 
is particularly evident. It is one of the areas of social metabolism that needs to be tackled 
to mitigate the current poly-crisis in general and the climate crisis in particular. According 
to several studies [60–62], food systems globally are responsible for between a quarter and 
around forty percent of global greenhouse gas emissions. The same data sets show that 
most of these emissions are caused by the production phase and land use change, while 
transport emissions play a minor role and that animal products have far higher emissions 
than plant products. Thus, to reduce emissions, it seems that the most important step 
would be dietary changes towards a more plant-based diet, which is already recom-
mended as both healthy and sustainable [63]. But in many geographical contexts, climatic 
conditions do not allow for a diversified and year-round production of vegetables (be-
cause it is too dry, too cold, etc.); this is actually an argument against being too radical 
about the trade of food. Considering in particular, plant-based food, on the contrary, con-
trasting food trade, in general, might oblige those areas with little agricultural potential 
to increase their reliance on the consumption of animal-based food or, in some cases, even 
prejudicate their food security. Indeed, from a global historical perspective, the increase 
in food trade has helped to reduce nutrition insufficiency in many places, compensating 
for insufficient levels of agricultural production in many countries over the decades [64–
66]. The same studies hint to the fact that the benefits of this increase in global food trade 
have been unequally distributed—most problematic of all, their data hint to the fact that 
a main beneficiary has been high levels of meat consumption in wealthy countries. This 
may not be surprising, thinking, for instance, of the deforestation in Amazonia for the 
export of meat production [67], which again is an important source of greenhouse gas 
emissions beyond the devastating impacts on biodiversity [68]. Animal products also re-
quire much larger surfaces to be produced (not all of these, of course, could be adapted to 
crop production) [69]. Also, non-meat global food chains are not without problematic im-
pacts. In a case like fruit produced in Chile for global export markets, the problematic 
dimension of this production system is less a question of the climate impacts of transport 
but of competitive structures in global markets, which contribute to unequal power struc-
tures impacting negatively on small producers and precarious workers and favour large 
scale monocultures with their negative impacts on economic and biodiversity [27]. In this 
framework, it is also worth mentioning the Sub-Saharan African context, where inappro-
priate lending by the World Bank left nations indebted and without productive assets to 
service their debts. Structural Adjustment Policies (SAPs) were then imposed, forcing na-
tions to cut spending on essential sectors such as agriculture, education, housing, and 
health [70]. This situation allowed private foreign investments to extract resources that 
were crucial for local communities’ livelihoods. Consequently, SSA countries fell into a 
vicious cycle of debt and interest payments, depleting cash reserves needed for domestic 
expenses and limiting the development of efficient and locally appropriate domestic food 
production and supply chains (ibidem). For example, fishing activities have slowly fallen 
under the control of multinationals’ vessels, particularly in Western Africa, pushing some 
species towards extinction and damaging the marine ecosystem that supports local fish-
eries [71]. Within this framework of weakened domestic agricultural capacity and de-
pleted marine resources, unregulated food imports enter African markets. These imports 
often come from countries with heavily subsidised agriculture, allowing them to be sold 
at lower prices than locally produced goods. This situation undercuts local farmers, fur-
ther discouraging investment in domestic food production and increasing dependency on 
imported food [70]. 
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At the same time, the Chilean case also shows that alternative forms of trade relations 
do exist; there are cases of fruit produced for export in Chile in which agroecology is ap-
plied in the field, fair trade mechanisms support small producers and workers, and the 
production for export is part of a diversified local economy actively built by a Mapuche 
community in Southern Chile—these good practices, though, have two fundamental im-
plications: (1) quantities produced for export are reduced and, (2) only if systemic power 
structures change, they can become the blueprints for systemic transformation instead of 
remaining in niches, often dedicated to elite consumption [27]. 

Turin can be a case for introducing a further consideration; also, on the consumption 
side, space is relational. Doreen Massey has illustrated in writing about her London neigh-
bourhood [72] that the characteristic identity of being a (very local) place was shaped 
through the (very global) relations of migration, exchange, and trade that crossed in her 
neighbourhood. Similarly, in Turin, a market like Porta Palazzo (one of the largest open 
air markets in Europe) is constantly remade as a social place through the infinite (in-
ter)connections between producers, vendors, products, and consumers who come from 
both the contiguous and the extended hinterlands of the city; with intricate cases like 
farmers of Chinese origins who sell their Chinese varieties of vegetables produced just 30–
40 km from the city, vendors of Southern Italian or Moroccan origins who sell oranges 
from Southern Italy (at least 1000 km away), or products which are considered typical for 
the City of Turin, like chocolate, coffee, or anchovies, which can be there only due to the 
long supply chains. Anchovies are historically connected to the salt trade from the bor-
dering region with sea access of Liguria to the land-locked Piedmont and have an im-
portant place in the local cuisine. Chocolate and coffee are essential parts of the local cul-
inary heritage, but their local transformation and consumption have been made possible 
by colonial violence and far-reaching transport systems. Without wanting to give an es-
sentialist evaluation of these intricate geographies, they certainly illustrate the complexi-
ties of relations between local and global supply chains; human interactions that are im-
plicated in a food system like that of Turin illustrate that cultural values also play an im-
portant role in this. 

All these considerations finally suggest a differentiated approach to the question of 
the localisation of food systems. There are certainly, in many cases, problematic relations 
of social exploitation and ecological devastation implicated with global supply chains, but 
this is not necessarily the case. The point should not be if, in absolute terms, something is 
transported from far away but rather a reflection on the quantity and quality of such rela-
tions [83]. There is no doubt that the global social metabolism needs to be reduced [24,25] 
and that the food system needs to be part of this. But then, looking at data, the first point 
should be to reduce the forms of food trade linked to animal products, while there may 
be arguments to think differently about the trade of such forms of plant-based products, 
which allow for diversified and healthy plant-based nutrition everywhere. Certainly, 
though, the conditions of production must also be considered, contrasting large-scale 
monocultures, exploitative working conditions, etc., thus favouring only quotas of pro-
duction for export, which are compatible with diversified economies in the places of pro-
duction. And then, the conditions of trade itself need to become more equitable and soli-
dary. 

In sum, a CRFS approach needs to take into consideration and assume responsibility 
for relations that constitute city regional food systems that transcend, by far, territorial 
boundaries. In this context, it should certainly aim to reinforce local food systems, but it 
also needs to take into account relations and supply chains that are implied in it at all 
scales, assessing and critically discussing the if, the what, the how much, and the how of 
these exchange relations. Planetary urbanisation cannot simply be substituted by autono-
mous city regions; rather, it needs to be “undone” through multiscalar and complex pro-
cesses [49], of which a well-understood CRFS approach could be a part, and also when the 
wider relationalities it is part of are adequately recognised. In a case like Turin, this might 
mean much less meat to be imported and coffee and chocolate imported in somewhat 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?K0wQ7p
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?K0wQ7p
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?K0wQ7p
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lower quantities but from fair trade chains at somewhat higher prices (the equitable access 
to their consumption then is, of course, a further relevant question in terms of social eq-
uity)—but it does not necessarily mean that, in winter, one can only eat pumpkins, cab-
bage, pears, and apples and coffee to be substituted by barley. 

4. Towards Sustainable and Sufficient CRFS beyond Growth 
As we have discussed in the introduction, the CRFS approach needs to be understood 

both as an analytical scheme and as a framework for the transformation of food systems 
[5]. We argue that this double meaning creates a certain ambiguity in the literature be-
tween an analytical and a normative dimension, as it remains often unclear if the reference 
to the CRFS of a certain city refers to an empirical reality or a project. To overcome this 
ambiguity, we suggest understanding the CRFS as such as an analytical concept that com-
prises the actors and functioning of a food system in a city region, as discussed in Section 
2. If the CRFS is understood as analytical, this should not imply abandoning its transform-
ative scope but rather defining it more clearly. We suggest clarifying this normative di-
mension by proposing the framework of Sustainable and Sufficient City Region Food Sys-
tems. In this section, we will discuss the rationale and the defining characteristics of this 
framework. 

Sonnino [19] has studied the perspective of food system transformation at the urban 
scale, with specific reference to the CRFS. They noted both at the theoretical level and in 
their empirical study, based on interviews with actors involved in food system transfor-
mation, both at the global scale and the local scale in the UK, a certain difficulty in devel-
oping strategies for concrete systemic change based on “co-benefits” between different 
goals of sustainability. We contend that this difficulty is not only due to a limited capacity 
of developing strategies due to limited information (causes which Sonnino and their in-
terviewees analyse convincingly) but that it also has a structural dimension: the issue is 
the underlying assumption that all dimensions of sustainability when understood as sus-
tainable development, as framed by the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals, can be rec-
onciled. The growth and development critical literature shows the hidden costs of the ide-
ology of development [73,74] and argues convincingly for recognising the impossibility 
of decoupling continued economic growth from ecological and social impact and destruc-
tion [24,25]. The causes for this impossibility lie in a series of phenomena, among which 
cost-shifting practices, i.e., mechanisms through which (apparent) sustainability in one 
place is achieved through the externalisation of impactful practices elsewhere, and re-
bound effects, i.e., when gains of efficiency are eaten up by the increase of consumption 
levels incentivised by the lower costs of consumption thanks to efficiency, are probably 
the most relevant for the present discussion [24,25]. Furthermore, if many of the problem-
atic issues of existing food systems are due to an uncompromising drive for profit-making, 
it is important to consider one of the root causes of this logic: the commodification of land 
[75]. 

Taking the learnings from these discussions seriously means that if these issues re-
main untackled, there is necessarily a structural limitation to the possibility of reconciling 
different goals of sustainability. This is evident, for instance, in relation to the phenome-
non of planetary urbanisation discussed in the section above, which is fundamentally a 
consequence of the drive towards unlimited growth, which is unavoidably destructive 
due to the ever-increasing quantities of matter and energy it requires and the following 
necessarily increasing tendency of subjugating and operationalising rural areas, trans-
forming them into passive hinterlands, and global agro-industrial food systems play an 
important part in this [49]. Consequently, for a real chance to make (city region) food sys-
tems sustainable, the systemic goal of growth needs to be problematised. 

So far, the literature that discusses food systems from a growth-critical perspective is 
quite limited. In their review, Guerrero-Lara et al. [26] furthermore argued that most ex-
isting degrowth discussions in relation to food are limited one-sidedly on small, bottom-
up projects of alternative food production, neglecting both other dimensions of food 
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systems (such as supply chains, processing, distribution, and consumption) and the larger 
scale of food systems and their complexity. Similar to CRFS, there is an emphasis on relo-
calisation but without engaging effectively with the complex mutliscalar reality of existing 
food systems. Re-assessing the CRFS approach through a degrowth lens can contribute to 
an advancement on both sides; an analytical CRFS approach can provide the right per-
spective to understand the systemic, scalar, and territorial complexity of food systems, 
while a growth-critical or degrowth approach can contribute to a more critical under-
standing of sustainability and the conflictual interaction between its various dimensions. 

In this context, we propose understanding the normative dimension for food system 
transformation of the CRFS approach more precisely as one of building Sustainable and 
Sufficient City Region Food Systems. The proposal of Sustainable and Sufficient operates 
with the goal of contributing to a just ecological transformation, recognising the lesson of 
growth-critical analyses. This is achieved in the first place by incorporating the concept of 
sufficiency. Sufficiency reconciles social and ecological goals through the recognition of 
both minimum levels of resource use necessary for dignified living standards and maxi-
mum sustainable levels of resource appropriation in a global justice perspective [76–78] 
instead of aspiring to growth as a goal as such. Considering the distribution of ecological 
impacts in the food system, with the predominant role of animal products, this perspec-
tive suggests, for instance, arguing for limiting the consumption of animal products in 
quantitative terms without obliging anyone to become vegan; it is a question of global 
quantities rather than individual perfection. At the same time, sufficiency in food con-
sumption also refers to the right for all to access a good and various diet. 

Secondly, in spatial terms, this framework recognises the importance of the relation-
ality of space and of not limiting analyses and policies to pre-defined borders. This is cer-
tainly already part of the original formulation of CRFS, but as we have tried to argue in 
Sections 2 and 3, these features are not easy to define and are worth discussing in detail. 
Concretely, this should imply reflections about the interaction of local, regional, national, 
and global food supply chains and the goal to take a “local responsibility for the global” 
[15], transforming extractivist into solidary trade relations [27,79]. Today’s global food 
system, more often than not, subjugates rural landscapes, transforming them into opera-
tional landscapes of extended (planetary) urbanisation [23]. Building Sustainable and Suf-
ficient CRFS can be understood as a strategy for undoing planetary urbanisation [49]. This, 
in relation to food systems, regards, to be sure, not only a relation between the global 
North and the global South but also an urban dominance over the rural, both in reality 
and in discourse [26,28]. A CRFS approach is well positioned to change this relationship 
as it aims to include rural areas in the definition of food systems and relative policies. 

Such food system transformations can hardly come about without a certain degree 
of conflict; the existing CRFS approach seems to assume a certain peaceful automatism of 
transformation once everyone agrees on the CRFS as a framework. But, if overcoming the 
goal of economic growth at all costs is crucial to achieving sufficiency and solidary rela-
tions between the global North and the global South, as well as between the urban and 
the rural, then this also regards economic interests. In workshops in the metropolitan area 
of Turin, where we are in the process of discussing food system change at the city region 
scale, often the goal of guaranteeing access to good food for all has emerged; this is possi-
ble by reducing inequalities broadly and/or de-commodifying the food system. In both 
ways, this challenges the fundamental dynamics of capitalism. It is maybe not a surprise 
then that those food system actors, which concentrate most power—supermarket chains, 
large food producers, and industries [27], seem to be particularly difficult to involve in 
these processes; they seem to operate in a different sphere from those often small-scale 
and locally active actors who let themselves be involved easily by local administrations 
when it comes to discussing a change in food systems. But it is in supermarkets where 
most food is sold [80], at least in Turin. As Guerrero Lara et al. [26] highlight, a food system 
transformation beyond growth would involve a large process of decommodification, 
transforming food systems from focused on producing commodities for profit into a 
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common good-oriented system, oriented in the first place not at profit-making but at sat-
isfying the needs of its community of reference—but it would also include, as discussed 
in Section 3, solidary forms of trade to assure food security globally and guarantee access 
to a varied plant-based diet everywhere. 

5. Conclusions 
The City Region Food System is a valuable framework for understanding food sys-

tems in relation to and as a fundamental dimension of urbanisation. It combines a multi-
disciplinary approach with a complex understanding of space and scale. In some regards, 
though, its fundamental openness and broad definition risks creating ambiguities and 
confusion. We have discussed three issues in relation to the CRFS, as it has been discussed 
so far in the literature, trying to sharpen its conceptualisation and situate it in relation to 
specific geographical debates. We suggest that clarifying these issues can help to make 
this approach more effective in supporting policymaking in city regions. 

First, we have looked at the geographical definition of the CRFS as such, reflecting 
on what repercussions different ways of defining the city region can have on the CRFS. 
We argue that it is a very ambitious task to identify the “right” dimension of the city re-
gion, considering, for instance, territorial overlaps with other city regions and the poly-
centricity of the city region itself. The definition of the territorial dimension of the city 
region is crucial in terms of governance because it impacts the identification of the correct 
institutional level that may activate food policies. While we recognise that institutional 
innovation is required in order to shift from a restricted urban approach to food policy to 
a more comprehensive CRFS approach, we suggest that operating a pragmatic choice of 
adopting the scale of an existing administrative body may not always be the worst option, 
as it allows to effectively mobilise existing resources and structures for both the analysis 
and the transformation of the CRFS. Certainly, this pragmatic choice should not lead to 
ignoring what happens beyond these boundaries. Also, the goal of the CRFS of creating 
fairer, more inclusive rural–urban relationships cannot be taken for granted but rather 
must be actively constructed. 

Secondly, there are relations that necessarily transcend the boundaries of a city re-
gion; we have reflected on the relation between short and long supply chains in the CRFS, 
critically assessing the call for relocalisation in the literature, arguing that long supply 
chains should not simply be regarded as harmful, considering that environmental impacts 
are not always as linearly associated to long supply chains as is frequently assumed and 
that many long supply chains are profoundly historically and culturally entangled in spe-
cific places and are in some places essential to guarantee food security. Rather, these sup-
ply chains should be assessed in more detail and transformed from exploitative to soli-
dary. Actively assessing the role of long supply chains in an existing CRFS is, therefore, 
an essential part of its transformation towards a more Sustainable and Sufficient CRFS. 

Finally, we have scrutinised the normative dimension of the CRFS approach, sug-
gesting that using the term “CRFS” both for describing the empirical reality of a city re-
gional food system and for the normative goal of transforming this empirical reality cre-
ates ambiguities. More importantly, we suggest that the anchoring of the CRFS approach 
in the sustainable development paradigm hides contradictions that a growth-critical lens 
unveils. In this latter perspective, we argue for the understanding of the normative dimen-
sion of the CRFS as one of building Sustainable and Sufficient CRFS, evidencing the prin-
ciple of sufficiency and the ability to reconcile social and ecological goals through the 
overcoming of the goal of unlimited economic growth and affirming a local responsibility 
for the global in a relational perspective of space. 

Author Contributions: Conceptualisation, L.B., G.B., R.G.B., E.D., K.K.; writing—original draft 
preparation, Section 2: L.B., R.G.B.; Sections 1, 3–5: K.K.; writing—review and editing, L.B., G.B., 
R.G.B., E.D., K.K.; project administration, K.K., G.B., E.D.; funding acquisition, E.D. All authors have 
read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript. 



Sustainability 2024, 16, 8569 15 of 17 
 

Funding: This research was funded by Next Generation EU-National Recovery and Resilience Plan 
(PNRR)-Mission 4, Component 2, Investment 1.4, National Research Centre for Agricultural Tech-
nologies -AGRITECH, identification code: CN00000022, CUP: D13C22001330005. 

Institutional Review Board Statement:  Not applicable. 

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable. 

Data Availability Statement: Data are contained within the article. 

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. 

References 
1. Morgan, K.; Sonnino, R. The Urban Foodscape: World Cities and the New Food Equation. Camb. J. Reg. Econ. Soc. 2010, 3, 209–224. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsq007. 
2. Sonnino, R. The New Geography of Food Security: Exploring the Potential of Urban Food Strategies. Geogr. J. 2016, 182, 190–200. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/geoj.12129. 
3. Magarini, A.; Nicolarea, Y.; Dansero, E.; Bottiglieri, M. Urban Food Policies: Decentralized Cooperation and African Cities. Rev. Int. 

Des Études Du Dév. 2017, 232, 67–93. https://doi.org/10.3917/ried.232.0067. 
4. Moragues-Faus, A.; Battersby, J. Urban Food Policies for a Sustainable and Just Future: Concepts and Tools for a Renewed Agenda. 

Food Policy 2021, 103, 102124. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2021.102124. 
5. Blay-Palmer, A.; Santini, G.; Dubbeling, M.; Renting, H.; Taguchi, M.; Giordano, T. Validating the City Region Food System Approach: 

Enacting Inclusive, Transformational City Region Food Systems. Sustainability 2018, 10, 1680. https://doi.org/10.3390/su10051680. 
6. Dansero, E.; Pettenati, G.; Toldo, A. The Relationship between Food and Cities and Urban Food Policies: A Space for Geography. Boll. 

Della Soc. Geogr. Ital. 2017, 13, 4–19. 
7. Morgan, K. Feeding the City: The Challenge of Urban Food Planning. Int. Plan. Stud. 2009, 14, 341–348. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13563471003642852. 
8. Morgan, K. The Rise of Urban Food Planning. Int. Plan. Stud. 2013, 18, 1–4. https://doi.org/10.1080/13563475.2012.752189. 
9. Battersby, J.; Watson, V. Urban Food Systems Governance and Poverty in African Cities; Taylor & Francis: Abingdon, UK, 2018. 
10. Bricas, N.; Barles, S.; Billen, G.; Routhier, J.-L. Urbanization Issues Affecting Food System Sustainability. In Designing Urban Food Policies: 

Concepts and Approaches; Springer International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2019; pp. 1–25. 
11. De Zeeuw, H.; Dubbeling, M. Cities, Food and Agriculture: Challenges and the Way Forward; RUAF Foundation: Leusden, The Netherlands, 

2009. 
12. Tefft, J.; Jonasova, M.; Zhang, F.; Zhang, Y. Urban Food Systems Governance: Current Context and Future Opportunities; FAO, Rome, Italy; 

The World Bank: Washington, DC, USA, 2021. 
13. Dansero, E.; Nicolarea, Y.; Spadaro, C. Le Politiche Locali Del Cibo in Italia: Una Mappa. Re|Cibo 2022, 1, 102–106. 
14. Dansero, E.; Marino, D.; Mazzocchi, G.; Nicolarea, Y. Lo Spazio Delle Politiche Locali Del Cibo: Temi, Esperienze e Prospettive. 2019; 

pp. 1–322. Available online: https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Davide-Marino-2/publication/344631988_ROMA_UNA_POL-
ICY_SENZA_POLITICA_IL_PROCESSO_PARTECIPATIVO_PER_UNA_POLITICA_DEL_CIBO_A_SCALA_METROPOLI-
TANA/links/5f85b4fba6fdccfd7b5d01c1/ROMA-UNA-POLICY-SENZA-POLITICA-IL-PROCESSO-PARTECIPATIVO-PER-UNA-
POLITICA-DEL-CIBO-A-SCALA-METROPOLITANA.pdf (accessed on 26 August 2024). 

15. Massey, D. For Space; Sage: London, UK, 2005. 
16. Jennings, S.; Cottee, J.; Curtis, T.; Miller, S. Food in an Urbanised World: The Role of City Region Food Systems. Urban Agric. Mag. 2015, 

29, 5–7. 
17. Forster, T.; Santini, G.; Edwards, D.; Flanagan, K.; Taguchi, M. Strengthening Urban Rural Linkages through City Region Food Systems. 

Reg. Dev. Dialogue 2015, 35. 
18. Blay-Palmer, A.; Renting, H.; Dubbeling, M. City Region Food Systems: A Literature Review; Carasso Foundation: Bellinzona, Switzerland, 

2015. 
19. Sonnino, R. Food System Transformation: Urban Perspectives. Cities 2023, 134, 104164. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2022.104164. 
20. Angelo, H.; Wachsmuth, D. Urbanizing Urban Political Ecology: A Critique of Methodological Cityism. Int. J. Urban Reg. 2015, 39, 16–

27. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.12105. 
21. Brenner, N.; Katsikis, N. Operational Landscapes: Hinterlands of the Capitalocene. Archit. Des. 2020, 90, 22–31. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/ad.2521. 
22. Brenner, N.; Schmid, C. Towards a New Epistemology of the Urban? City 2015, 19, 151–182. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13604813.2015.1014712. 
23. Ghosh, S.; Meer, A. Extended Urbanisation and the Agrarian Question: Convergences, Divergences and Openings. Urban Stud. 2021, 

58, 1097–1119. https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098020943758. 
24. Hickel, J.; Kallis, G. Is Green Growth Possible? New Political Econ. 2020, 25, 469–486. https://doi.org/10.1080/13563467.2019.1598964. 
25. Parrique, T.; Barth, J.; Briens, F.; Spangenberg, J.H. Decoupling Debunked. Evidence and Arguments against Green Growth as a Sole Strategy 

for Sustainability; European Environmental Bureau: Brussels, Belgium, 2019. 



Sustainability 2024, 16, 8569 16 of 17 
 

26. Guerrero Lara, L.; van Oers, L.; Smessaert, J.; Spanier, J.; Raj, G.; Feola, G. Degrowth and Agri-Food Systems: A Research Agenda for 
the Critical Social Sciences. Sustain. Sci. 2023, 18, 1579–1594. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-022-01276-y. 

27. Krähmer, K. Degrowth at a Global Scale? Geographies of Chile’s Fruit Industry between Extractivism and Socio-Ecological Transfor-
mation. Ph.D. Thesis, Politecnico di Torino, Turin, Italy, 2023. 

28. Spanier, J.; Feola, G. Nurturing the Post-Growth City. Bringing the Rural Back in. In Post-Growth Planning. Cities beyond the Market 
Economy; Savini, F., Ferreira, A., von Schönfeld, K.C., Eds.; Routledge: New York, NY, USA; London, UK, 2022; pp. 159–172. 

29. Allegretti, V.; Battisti, L.; Cuomo, F.; Dansero, E.; Pettenati, G.; Ravazzi, S.; Toldo, A. L’evoluzione Delle Politiche Alimentari a Torino. 
Re|Cibo Riv. Della Rete Ital. Politiche Locali Del Cibo 2022, 1, 40–54. 

30. Arthur, H.; Sanderson, D.; Tranter, P.; Thornton, A. A Review of Theoretical Frameworks of Food System Governance, and the Search 
for Food System Sustainability. Agroecol. Sustain. Food Syst. 2022, 46, 1277–1300. 

31. Rodríguez-Pose, A. The Rise of the “City-Region” Concept and Its Development Policy Implications. Eur. Plan. Stud. 2008, 16, 1025–
1046. https://doi.org/10.1080/09654310802315567. 

32. Parr, J. Perspectives on the City-region. Reg. Stud. 2005, 39, 555–566. https://doi.org/10.1080/00343400500151798. 
33. Mazzeo, G. Dall’area Metropolitana Allo Sprawl Urbano: La Disarticolazione Del Territorio. TeMA-J. Land Use Mobil. Environ. 2009, 2, 

7–20. 
34. La Sfida Metropolitana. Rapporto Giorgio Rota 2015; Centro di Ricerca e Documentazione Luigi Einaudi, Turin, Italy, 2015. 
35. Säumel, I.; Reddy, S.; Wachtel, T.; Schlecht, M.; Ramos-Jiliberto, R. How to Feed the Cities? Co-Creating Inclusive, Healthy and Sus-

tainable City Region Food Systems. Front. Sustain. Food Syst. 2022, 6, 909899. https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2022.909899. 
36. Moragues-Faus, A. The Emergence of City Food Networks: Rescaling the Impact of Urban Food Policies. Food Policy 2021, 103, 102107. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2021.102107. 
37. Woods, M. Rural Geography: Blurring Boundaries and Making Connections. Prog. Hum. Geogr. 2009, 33, 849–858. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132508105001. 
38. Ward, N. Rural Development and the Economies of Rural Areas. In A New Rural Agenda; IPPR: London, UK, 2006; pp. 46–67. 
39. Battisti, L.; Spadaro, C.; Dansero, E. Alcune Riflessioni Attorno al Concetto Di City Region Food System Nelle Politiche Locali Del Cibo. 

Mem. Geogr. Nuova Ser. 2022, 20, 243–248. 
40. Gottero, E.; Larcher, F.; Cassatella, C. Defining and Regulating Peri-Urban Areas through a Landscape Planning Approach: The Case 

Study of Turin Metropolitan Area (Italy). Land 2023, 12, 217. https://doi.org/10.3390/land12010217. 
41. Vetritto, G.; Guglielmi, F.; Giannino, C.; Canzonetti, A.; De Leo, M.; Gualtieri, S. I Dossier Delle Città Metropolitane: Città Metropolitana 

Di Torino; Dipartimento per gli Affari Regionali e le Autonomie Presidenza del Consiglio dei Ministri, Dara: Roma, Italy, 2017. 
42. Schmid, B. Post-Growth Municipalism: Exploring the Scalar Constitution, Strategic Relevance, and Legal Viability of the Municipal 

Scale for Tackling Growth Dependencies. Local Environ. 2023, 28, 1008–1025. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2023.2184780. 
43. Peake, L.; Patrick, D.; Reddy, R.N.; Sarp Tanyildiz, G.; Ruddick, S.; Tchoukaleyska, R. Placing Planetary Urbanization in Other Fields 

of Vision. Environ. Plan. D 2018, 36, 374–386. https://doi.org/10.1177/0263775818775198. 
44. Reddy, R.N. The Urban under Erasure: Towards a Postcolonial Critique of Planetary Urbanization. Environ. Plan. D 2018, 36, 529–539. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0263775817744220. 
45. Katz, C. Splanetary Urbanization. Int. J. Urban Reg. Res. 2021, 45, 597–611. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.13025. 
46. Kanai, J.M. On the Peripheries of Planetary Urbanization: Globalizing Manaus and Its Expanding Impact. Environ. Plan. D Soc. Space 

2014, 32, 1071–1087. 
47. Schmid, C.; Topalovic, M. (Eds.) Extended Urbanisation: Tracing Planetary Struggles; Birkhäuser: Basel, Switzerland, 2023; ISBN 978-3-

0356-2303-1. 
48. Valz Gris, A. Hinterlands of the Green Transition. Atacama, Lithium and the Extended Geographies of the Zero-Emission City. Ph.D. 

Thesis, Politecnico di Torino, Torino, Italy, 2021. 
49. Varvarousis, A.; Krähmer, K. Undoing Planetary Urbanization for Degrowth. Towards a Solidary Interconnectedness of Place and 

Space. forthcoming. 
50. Moore, J.W. Sugar and the Expansion of the Early Modern World-Economy: Commodity Frontiers, Ecological Transformation, and 

Industrialization. Review (Fernand Braudel Cent.) 2000, 23, 409–433. 
51. Murray, W. From Dependency to Reform and Back Again: The Chilean Peasantry during the Twentieth Century. J. Peasant Stud. 2002, 

29, 190–227. https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150412331311069. 
52. H. From Silver to Cocaine: Latin American Commodity Chains and the Building of the World Economy, 1500–2000; Topik, S., Marichal, C., 

Frank, Z., Eds.; Duke University Press: Durham, NC, USA, 2006. 
53. Blay-Palmer, A.; Santini, G.; Halliday, J.; Malec, R.; Carey, J.; Keller, L.; Ni, J.; Taguchi, M.; van Veenhuizen, R. City Region Food Systems: 

Building Resilience to COVID-19 and Other Shocks. Sustainability 2021, 13, 1325. 
54. Schneider, F.; Kallis, G.; Martinez-Alier, J. Crisis or Opportunity? Economic Degrowth for Social Equity and Ecological Sustainability. 

Introduction to This Special Issue. J. Clean. Prod. 2010, 18, 511–518. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2010.01.014. 
55. Mocca, E. The Local Dimension in the Degrowth Literature. A Critical Discussion. J. Political Ideol. 2020, 25, 78–93. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13569317.2019.1696926. 
56. Widmer, H.; Schneider, F. Neighbourhoods as the Basic Module of the Global Commons. In Housing for Degrowth; Nelson, A., Schnei-

der, F., Eds.; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2018; pp. 156–170. 
57. Heikkurinen, P. Degrowth: A Metamorphosis in Being. Environ. Plan. E Nat. Space 2019, 2, 528–547. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2514848618822511. 



Sustainability 2024, 16, 8569 17 of 17 
 

58. Xue, J. Is Eco-Village/Urban Village the Future of a Degrowth Society? An Urban Planner’s Perspective. Ecol. Econ. 2014, 105, 130–138. 
59. Purcell, M. Urban Democracy and the Local Trap. Urban Stud. 2006, 43, 1921–1941. https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980600897826. 
60. Poore, J.; Nemecek, T. Reducing Food’s Environmental Impacts through Producers and Consumers. Sciences 2018, 360, 987–992. 

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaq0216. 
61. Crippa, M.; Solazzo, E.; Guizzardi, D.; Monforti-Ferrario, F.; Tubiello, F.N.; Leip, A. Food Systems Are Responsible for a Third of 

Global Anthropogenic GHG Emissions. Nat. Food 2021, 2, 198–209. https://doi.org/10.1038/s43016-021-00225-9. 
62. Tubiello, F.N.; Rosenzweig, C.; Conchedda, G.; Karl, K.; Gütschow, J.; Xueyao, P.; Obli-Laryea, G.; Wanner, N.; Qiu, S.Y.; Barros, J.D.; 

et al. Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Food Systems: Building the Evidence Base. Environ. Res. Lett. 2021, 16, 065007. 
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ac018e. 

63. FAO. WHO Sustainable Healthy Diets: Guiding Principles 2019; Food and Agriculture Organization: Rome, Italy, 2019. 
64. Fader, M.; Gerten, D.; Krause, M.; Lucht, W.; Cramer, W. Spatial Decoupling of Agricultural Production and Consumption: Quantify-

ing Dependences of Countries on Food Imports Due to Domestic Land and Water Constraints. Environ. Res. Lett. 2013, 8, 014046. 
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/8/1/014046. 

65. Porkka, M.; Kummu, M.; Siebert, S.; Varis, O. From Food Insufficiency towards Trade Dependency: A Historical Analysis of Global 
Food Availability. PLoS ONE 2013, 8, e82714. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0082714. 

66. Marson, M.; Saccone, D.; Vallino, E. Total Trade, Cereals Trade and Undernourishment: New Empirical Evidence for Developing 
Countries. Rev. World Econ. 2023, 159, 299–332. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10290-022-00468-z. 

67. Hecht, S.B. The Logic of Livestock and Deforestation in Amazonia. Bioscience 1993, 43, 687–695. 
68. Lesschen, J.P.; van den Berg, M.; Westhoek, H.J.; Witzke, H.P.; Oenema, O. Greenhouse Gas Emission Profiles of European Livestock 

Sectors. Anim. Feed Sci. Technol. 2011, 166, 16–28. 
69. Westhoek, H.; Lesschen, J.P.; Rood, T.; Wagner, S.; De Marco, A.; Murphy-Bokern, D.; Leip, A.; van Grinsven, H.; Sutton, M.A.; Oenema, 

O. Food Choices, Health and Environment: Effects of Cutting Europe’s Meat and Dairy Intake. Glob. Environ. Chang. 2014, 26, 196–205. 
70. Bjornlund, V.; Bjornlund, H.; van Rooyen, A. Why Food Insecurity Persists in Sub-Saharan Africa: A Review of Existing Evidence. Food 

Secur. 2022, 14, 845–864. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-022-01256-1. 
71. Watkins, K.; Gutierrez, M.; Matheson, I. Western Africa’s Missing Fish: The Impacts of Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated Fishing 

and under-Reporting Catches by Foreign Fleets. 2016. Available online: https://odi.org/en/publications/western-africas-missing-fish-
the-impacts-of-illegal-unreported-and-unregulated-fishing-and-under-reporting-catches-by-foreign-fleets/#:~:text=Western%20Afri-
ca's%20missing%20fish.%20Download%20PDF.%20Alfonso%20Daniels,%20Miren%20Gutierrez, (accessed on 26 August 2024). 

72. Massey, D. A Global Sense of Place. In Space, Place and Gender; University of Minnesota Press: Minneapolis, MN, USA, 1994. 
73. Escobar, A. Development, Critiques of. In Degrowth: A Vocabulary for a New Era; D’Alisa, G., Demaria, F., Kallis, G., Eds.; Routledge: 

Abingdon, UK, 2015; ISBN 978-0-203-79614-6. 
74. Mignolo, W.D. Delinking: The Rhetoric of Modernity, the Logic of Coloniality and the Grammar of de-Coloniality. Cult. Stud. 2007, 21, 

449–514. https://doi.org/10.1080/09502380601162647. 
75. Bauman, A.; Alexander, S.; Burdon, P. Land Commodification: A Structural Barrier to Degrowth Transition. In De Gruyter Handbook of 

Degrowth: Propositions and Prospects; Heron, K., Eastwwod, L., Eds.; De Gruyter: Berlin, Germany, 2024; pp. 251–271. 
76. Bohnenberger, K. Can ‘Sufficiency’ Reconcile Social and Environmental Goals? A Q-Methodological Analysis of German Housing 

Policy. J. Hous. Built. Environ. 2020, 36, 171–189. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-020-09762-4. 
77. Monbiot, G. Private Sufficiency, Public Luxury. In Proceedings of the Key Note Speech Alla ISEE, ESEE & Degrowth International 

Conference, Manchester, UK, 5–8 July 2021. Available online: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KWRRPed4Ds0  (accessed on 26 
August 2024). 

78. Muller, A.; Schader, C. Efficiency, Sufficiency, and Consistency for Sustainable Healthy Food. Lancet Planet. Health 2017, 1, e13–e14. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(17)30012-8. 

79. Brokow-Loga, A.; Krähmer, K. The Case for Solidary Degrowth Spaces. Five Propositions on the Challenging Project of Spatializing 
Degrowth. In De Gruyter Handbook of Degrowth: Propositions and Prospects; Heron, K., Eastwood, L., Eds.; De Gruyter: Berlin, Germany, 
2024. 

80. Camera di commercio di Torino Osservatorio Sulle Spese Delle Famiglie|Camera Di Commercio Di Torino. Available online: 
https://www.to.camcom.it/spesefamiglietorinesi (accessed on 2 April 2024). 

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual au-
thor(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to 
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content. 


	1. Introduction
	2. Spatialising CRFS: The Pursuit of a Geographical Definition
	3. The CRFS in and beyond Its Geographical Limits: The Debate About (Re-) Localisation and the Relationship between Short and Long Supply Chains
	4. Towards Sustainable and Sufficient CRFS beyond Growth
	5. Conclusions
	References

