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A framework to analyze 
municipalities’ capacities in 
planning for food systems 
resilience
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Recently, the increased vulnerability of food systems has put a renewed empha-
sis on food security and resilience. Local governments such as municipalities 
are often designated as important actors in promoting food systems resilience 
considering their many responsibilities related to food. However, their capacity to 
take this responsibility is less explored. This paper proposes a resilience capaci-
ties framework in order to explore what capacities municipalities have to pro-
mote food systems resilience. A division of resilience capacities into absorptive, 
adaptive, and transformative, served as the basis of the framework and enabled 
analysis of the three capacities, respectively. In addition, literature and frame-
works around food systems planning and governance, social-ecological systems 
(SES) resilience, and food systems resilience informed the selection of seven fac-
tors influencing food systems resilience capacities in municipalities. This article 
presents the development of the framework, and an example and discussion of 
how it was used for analysis. Based on data from interviews and policy document 
analysis in one Swedish municipality, the framework was used to analyze resil-
ience capacities in food systems planning. This enabled an analysis of resilience 
capacities, outlining weak versus strong capacities. Additionally, reflections from 
a workshop illustrates how the framework can be adopted as a planning tool in 
practice. The framework addresses a call for food systems governance frame-
works at the local level, and tools based on food systems, aiding authorities to 
prioritize actions. Furthermore, the framework addresses a previous research gap 
by combining municipal food systems planning, food systems resilience, and 
resilience capacities. As an analytical framework it allows analysis of empirical 
data, analyzing absorptive, adaptive, and transformative capacities respectively, 
offering an overview of weak and strong factors and interdependencies involved 
in municipal planning for resilient food systems.
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1 Introduction

In many countries, climate change, COVID-19, and the Russia-Ukraine war have put a 
renewed emphasis on food security (Sanderson Bellamy et al., 2021; Wood et al., 2023), stress-
ing the need to promote food systems resilience (Tendall et al., 2015; Zurek et al., 2022; Béné 
et al., 2023). Here defined as the “…capacity over time of a food system and its units at multiple 
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levels, to provide sufficient, appropriate and accessible food to all, in 
the face of various and even unforeseen disturbances.” (Tendall et al., 
2015, p. 19). Food systems are complex, and while the food we eat 
might come from far away, or rely on distant inputs and resources, an 
interplay of national, regional, and local governance is present 
(Moragues-Faus et al., 2024). Lately, the role of local governments in 
promoting sustainable and resilient food systems has been stressed 
(Moragues-Faus and Carroll, 2018; Sibbing et al., 2021; Morley and 
Morgan, 2021; Edwards et al., 2024; Béné and Abdulai, 2024).

While global sources of food and inputs are often important for 
supplying food locally, local and regional food systems are key in 
developing resilient food systems (Carey et al., 2021; Keegan et al., 
2024). Several definitions of local and regional food systems focus on 
relational processes and connectivity between different aspects; 
between rural an urban, between policy areas, and between people 
(Granvik, 2012; Sonnino, 2016; Granvik et al., 2017; Lever et al., 2019; 
Sonnino and Milbourne, 2022). Researchers warn about the so called 
“local trap,” referring to local food as something inherently good 
(Enthoven and Van Den Broeck, 2021; Granvik, 2012; Granvik et al., 
2017; Hinrichs, 2016; Morgan, 2009). Though, intensive local or 
regional farming could be as detrimental to the environment as global 
food systems (Wood et al., 2023). Still, local food systems can enable 
short food supply chains, support local food and culture, strengthen 
local economies and consumer-producer relationships, and create an 
understanding of resource flows and connections in a specific region 
(Hinrichs, 2016; Blay-Palmer et al., 2018, 2021; Roosendaal et al., 
2020; Ballamingie et al., 2020; Enthoven and Van Den Broeck, 2021). 
In turn, local actors like municipalities have an increased potential to 
respond to crises and build resilience and sustainability (Ambros and 
Granvik, 2020; Blay-Palmer et al., 2018; Borrelli et al., 2023; Granvik, 
2012; Granvik et al., 2017).

Local governments, e.g., municipalities, can promote resilient 
food systems in various ways (Biehl et al., 2018; Borrelli et al., 2023; 
Clark et al., 2021; Morley and Morgan, 2021). They have many respon-
sibilities related to food, such as school meal provisioning and sup-
porting local food businesses (Morley and Morgan, 2021). Moreover, 
they can develop local food strategies promoting local resilient food 
systems, and involve different actors in such processes (Arcuri et al., 
2022; Baldy et al., 2021; Clark et al., 2021; Sonnino, 2016; Zerbian and 
de Luis Romero, 2023). Such strategies can be seen as plans enabling 
local governments to ingrate a broad range of food systems issues into 
one strategy (Mansfield and Mendes, 2013; Sonnino, 2016). Food that 
is produced in proximity of urban areas where many people live can 
potentially ensure food supply in times of crisis without depending on 
distant sources (Carey, 2013; Blay-Palmer et al., 2018, 2021; 
Ballamingie et al., 2020; Carey et al., 2021; Borrelli et al., 2023). Here 
the preservation of agricultural land close to cities is important 
(Ballamingie et al., 2020), where local governments often have certain 
influence through spatial planning (Sonnino, 2016). Municipalities 
can also support local food systems by procuring local food (Sonnino, 
2016; Reis, 2019), promoting local food community initiatives 
(Dawkins et al., 2024), and collaborating with different food systems 
actors (Mansfield and Mendes, 2013).

However, municipalities’ capacity and role in promoting resilient 
food systems is not well explored (Termeer et al., 2018; Moore et al., 
2025). With the renewed emphasis on food security, preparedness and 
resilience, municipalities are given a heightened responsibility for such 
issues (Moore et al., 2025). Previous research shows there is a lack of 
systemic approaches and tools based on food systems, aiding 

authorities to prioritize what actions to take (Béné and Abdulai, 2024). 
Additionally, many studies on food systems resilience assessment have 
been conducted at the national level (Kc et al., 2024), and studies out-
lining factors of food systems resilience are often theoretical and not 
focused on local governments (Moore et al., 2025).

This study aims to contribute to this knowledge gap by exploring 
the possibility to analyze municipalities´ capacities in promoting local 
resilient food systems. In order to do this, a framework to analyze food 
systems resilience capacities in municipalities is suggested. The main 
aim of this article is to present the framework, drawing on various 
strands of literature into a framework of seven factors that are crucial 
for promoting local resilient food systems. It is also exemplified how 
the framework can be used for analysis of municipal food systems 
planning, using empirical data from interviews with municipal offi-
cials and steering documents from one Swedish municipality. In 
Sweden, municipalities have recently been identified as key actors in 
promoting food preparedness, however, they express a lack of support 
and guidance in working with these issues (The Swedish Agency for 
Public Management, 2023). The framework was also tested by munici-
pal officials in a workshop, illustrating how it can be used as a plan-
ning tool in practice.

2 Developing the analytical framework

In developing the analytical framework, literature on food systems 
planning and governance, social-ecological systems (SES) resilience, 
and food systems resilience was explored. Food systems span from 
local to global and can be seen as social-ecological systems (SES), 
encompassing many different factors, activities, and actors; from the 
environment, people, institutions, inputs, infrastructures, etc. to how 
food is produced, processed, transported, and consumed, including 
food waste (Béné, 2020; Zurek et al., 2022). Potential outcomes of the 
system are also included, both socio-economic and environmental, 
e.g., poor or good health, food security or insecurity, or environmental 
degradation (Béné, 2020; Zurek et al., 2022).

Food systems governance can be described in different ways, and 
in this article the definition by Hammelman et al. (2020, p. 73) is used: 
“The concept of food systems governance can be described broadly as 
the establishment of rules, practices, and processes that structure the 
flows of power and control in the food system, from production and 
harvesting to consumption and waste management.” In this paper, the 
focus is on local governments and municipal food systems planning, 
which is seen as one part of food systems governance. I use the terms 
“municipality” and “local government” interchangeably, and a munici-
pality is defined as a local public authority (Krantz and Gustafsson, 
2021). Planning involves developing documents such as plans, pro-
grams, strategies and policies, coordinating and regulating different 
processes, and altering the direction of developments and change pro-
cesses (Hermelin, 2005). Food systems planning involves having a 
systems perspective, taking different aspects of the food system into 
consideration. Moreover, there is a focus on collaboration, both within 
the municipal organization and with other regional and local actors 
in the food system (Carey, 2013; Mansfield and Mendes, 2013; 
Morgan, 2015; Hoey, 2022; Borrelli et al., 2023). At the local level, it is 
conducted by municipal officials representing different departments, 
as well as other actors working with food locally as, e.g., farmers and 
wholesalers (Carey, 2013; Morgan, 2015).
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Within the social-ecological systems tradition of resilience-think-
ing, resilience is the ability to deal with uncertain changes facing the 
environment and society, and is based on the notion that there are 
strong feedbacks and interactions between social and ecological sys-
tems (Biggs et al., 2015; Folke et al., 2010). Béné et al. (2023, p. 1438) 
stress the capacity of individual and institutional food system actors 
to respond to shocks and stressors in a way that promotes well-being 
as key in resilience analysis. Resilient food systems should ensure 
availability and affordability of sufficient, nutritious, and safe food for 
all, decent livelihoods, and environmental integrity (Tendall et al., 
2015; Zurek et al., 2022; Béné et al., 2023).

In resilience thinking, Folke et al. (2010) outlines three aspects of 
SES resilience: persistence, adaptability and transformability. Similarly, 
others describe three resilience capacities: absorptive, adaptive, and 
transformative (Béné et al., 2012; Haider et al., 2021; Haider and 
Cleaver, 2023). Béné (2020) defines resilience capacities as elements 
that actors can use in response to a crisis or shock, while resilience is 
the system’s ability to recover. Connecting resilience to capacities can 
potentially provide a toolkit applicable to a variety of issues (Doherty 
et al., 2023). Absorptive capacity means being able to resist a shock/
crisis by using coping strategies, and often short-term responses (Béné 
et al., 2012; Haider and Cleaver, 2023). Adaptive capacity is the capac-
ity to learn, adapt and adjust to both internal and external processes, 
by incremental changes (Walker et al., 2004; Folke et al., 2010; Béné et 
al., 2016; Haider et al., 2021; Haider and Cleaver, 2023). Transformative 
capacity is the capacity to fundamentally change the system (Walker 
et al., 2004; Folke et al., 2010; Westley et al., 2013; Béné et al., 2016; 
Haider et al., 2021; Haider and Cleaver, 2023). In this study, the focus 
is on capacities local governments have to promote resilient food sys-
tems. Considering the multitude of both continuous and abrupt issues 
facing food systems, such as climate change, biodiversity loss, geopo-
litical events, and disruption of supply chains to mention a few 
(Tendall et al., 2015; Schipanski et al., 2016; Béné, 2020; Blay-Palmer 
et al., 2021; Sanderson Bellamy et al., 2021; Zurek et al., 2022; Kc et al., 
2024), one can argue that they need to be able to withstand and adapt 
to shocks, as well as transform. As such, absorptive, adaptive, and 
transformative capacity are all needed for developing resilient food 
systems (Kc et al., 2024). Additionally, Béné and Abdulai (2024) argue 
that it is not only food systems that must transform, but also the gov-
ernance of such systems.

In this study, food systems resilience capacities were explored in 
a municipal food systems planning context. In order to do so, a 
framework was developed with absorptive, adaptive, and transfor-
mative capacities serving as the basis. Additionally, the proposed 
analytical framework consists of factors influencing municipal resil-
ience capacities in planning for resilient food systems. To identify 
factors outlined as relevant in planning for resilient food systems, 
literature on SES resilience (Folke et al., 2010; Béné et al., 2012; Cote 
and Nightingale, 2012; Westley et al., 2013; Bahadur and Tanner, 
2014; Moore et al., 2014; Cinner and Barnes, 2019; Haider and 
Cleaver, 2023) and food systems resilience (Tendall et al., 2015; 
Ballamingie et al., 2020; Zurek et al., 2022; Wood et al., 2023; Borrelli 
et al., 2023; Moore et al., 2025) was explored. Literature on urban 
transformative capacity was used to better understand transforma-
tive capacity at the local governance scale (Wolfram, 2016; Wolfram 
et al., 2019; Borgström, 2019; Castán Broto et al., 2019). Finally, to 
understand what factors mentioned in this literature were most rel-
evant for local governments, literature on municipal and urban food 
systems planning and governance was studied (Carey, 2013; 

Mansfield and Mendes, 2013; Sonnino et al., 2014; Manganelli, 2020; 
Vara-Sánchez et al., 2021; Moragues-Faus et al., 2024). Furthermore, 
the framework was inspired by several previous frameworks outlin-
ing factors especially related to food systems governance and plan-
ning, SES resilience, and food systems resilience. One presented by 
Termeer et al. (2018) which outlines how to govern food systems 
holistically, with a focus on the national level. They propose elaborat-
ing on the framework in other contexts, for example, in local com-
munities (ibid). Wood et al. (2023) list seven resilience principles for 
food systems based on the seven resilience principles developed by 
Biggs et al. (2015) and Moore et al. (2025) outline resilience attri-
butes important for local governments’ emergency food response 
efforts. A framework by Wolfram (2016), that outlines factors for 
urban transformative capacity was also an inspiration since the 
developed framework includes transformative capacity and focuses 
on local governance. However, these frameworks are either not 
focused on the local and municipal scale, planning, and/or do not 
outline resilience capacities.

Together, the literature and frameworks mentioned above enabled 
the development of a framework specifically adopted to analyze resil-
ience capacities in municipal food systems planning. The literature 
and frameworks informed the selection of seven factors relevant to 
promoting food systems resilience in a municipal food systems plan-
ning context: 1. Persistence; 2. Collaboration, participation, and link-
ages; 3. Learning, 4. Supportive structures; 5. Food champions and 
diversity; 6. Perceptions and meaning; 7. Power and Justice. Each 
factor was then placed in absorptive, adaptive, and transformative 
capacity respectively, based on the synthesis of the literature. Drawing 
on such a diverse set of literature allows for a comprehensive frame-
work (Termeer et al., 2018). However, while the framework builds on 
a variety of literature, I do not claim this framework to be exhaustive, 
and there might be other factors that are also important. In contrast 
to previous frameworks, the suggested analytical framework aims to 
provide an overview of factors influencing municipalities capacities in 
promoting resilient food systems, whether it is as a response to an 
emergency or promoting more long-term resilience and transforma-
tion of the food system. As such, the framework contributes to the 
research on food systems resilience factors and adds additional resil-
ience factors. Rather than measuring the resilience of a local food 
system, the framework contributes to food systems planning research 
by enabling analysis of municipal absorptive, adaptive and transfor-
mative capacity respectively, as well as where a municipality has weak 
capacity or where it has strong capacity. Finally, the framework 
addresses a gap in previous research by combining municipal food 
systems planning, food systems resilience, and resilience capacities, 
providing an analytical lens to explore municipal capacity in planning 
for resilient food systems.

Below, the seven factors of the framework are first outlined. 
Secondly, the framework is presented. Thirdly, an example of how the 
framework can be used for analyzing empirical data is presented. 
Finally, the framework’s applicability as a planning and analytical tool 
is discussed.

2.1 Seven factors influencing resilience 
capacities in local food systems planning

In this section, the relevance of each factor in the context of resil-
ient food systems planning is argued, based on the overview of the 
literature.
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2.1.1 Persistence

The literature states coping strategies and being able to absorb or 
buffer the impacts from a shock or crisis as one part of resilience 
(Folke et al., 2010; Béné et al., 2012; Zurek et al., 2022; Haider and 
Cleaver, 2023). This influences the capacity of an individual, commu-
nity, or system to resist the shock in the short term (Béné et al., 2012; 
Haider and Cleaver, 2023). Often, it is easier to resist less intense 
shocks (Béné et al., 2012). It implies “…predetermined responses to 
preserve and restore essential basic structures and functions.” (FAO, 
2021, p. 8). For example, having certain infrastructural systems in 
place, such as robust transport systems (FAO, 2021) or redundant 
power sources that can help resist a shock to the energy supply (Béné 
et al., 2012). In regards to food systems, municipalities can develop 
urban areas to support pollinators and strengthen food reserves as 
ways to moderate the impact of a shock and maintain the outcomes of 
the systems (Zurek et al., 2022). Moore et al. (2025) highlight that 
experiences of previous disturbances can influence preparedness for 
new shocks, for example, that local governments develop emer-
gency plans.

2.1.2 Collaboration, participation, and linkages

Broad participation across scales and policy areas is one principle 
connected to resilient food systems (Sellberg et al., 2018; Wood et al., 
2023). In relation to SES and food systems, certain scholars mention 
that reflexive governance is needed (Marsden, 2013; Sonnino et al., 
2014; Voß and Bornemann, 2011). In reflexive governance there is a 
diversity and plurality of perspectives, expectations, and strategies to 
problem-solving. Underlying is an understanding that societal change 
requires a multitude of actors and actions (Manganelli, 2020; Marsden, 
2013; Sonnino et al., 2014; Voß and Bornemann, 2011). In food sys-
tems planning, collaborative processes between a variety of actors, 
including municipal officials, neighboring municipalities, farmers, 
businesses, and NGOs, can foster opportunities and solutions to chal-
lenges facing the local food system (Carey, 2013; Morgan, 2015; 
Termeer et al., 2018; Zink et al., 2022). Additionally, there is a focus 
on connecting people and stakeholders, and on linking different 
policy areas, where a systems approach is emphasized (Granvik, 2012; 
Mansfield and Mendes, 2013; Sonnino, 2016, 2023; Blay-Palmer et al., 
2018, 2021; Roosendaal et al., 2020; Ballamingie et al., 2020; Clark et 
al., 2021). In crises, strong networks can facilitate cooperation and 
timely responses (Carey et al., 2021; Moore et al., 2025). Collaboration 
across departments within a municipality can create a shared under-
standing and put food systems planning on the municipal agenda 
(Zink et al., 2022).

2.1.3 Learning

Reflexivity, learning and shared knowledge creation are key fac-
tors in governing SES (Castán Broto et al., 2019; Folke et al., 2005; 
Manganelli, 2020; Termeer et al., 2018). Continuous learning is essen-
tial since SES constantly develop (Biggs et al., 2015; Wood et al., 2023). 
In order to manage the uncertainty and change in SES, different types 
of knowledge are needed. Accumulating knowledge about SES is an 
ongoing process where people, institutions and organizations learn 
over time, and managing change in these systems should be seen as a 
continuous learning process (Balvanera et al., 2017; Folke et al., 2005; 
Voß and Bornemann, 2011), involving both internal and external 

actors (Sellberg et al., 2018). In municipal food governance, learning 
from different actors in co-production of knowledge has been seen as 
beneficial (Carey, 2013; Moragues-Faus et al., 2024; Moragues-Faus, 
2020; Vara-Sánchez et al., 2021).

2.1.4 Supportive structures

The dedication of funds and personnel specifically assigned to 
implementing and maintaining new practices is central in promoting 
resilience (Moore et al., 2014; Walker et al., 2004). Support from lead-
ership and the dedication of funds have been noted as influencing 
resilience planning (Sellberg et al., 2018). Likewise, in food gover-
nance and planning, previous studies have noticed that a strong politi-
cal will, staff and financial resources are necessary for developing food 
system strategies and projects (Carey, 2013; Termeer et al., 2018; 
Doernberg et al., 2019; Roosendaal et al., 2020; Vara-Sánchez et al., 
2021; Moore et al., 2025). Support from leaders higher up in the gov-
ernance structure has also been outlined as an important factor in 
both food governance and resilience planning (Termeer et al., 2018; 
Sellberg et al., 2018; Roosendaal et al., 2020; Moore et al., 2025). The 
leadership can support by, e.g., taking decisions in the form of taxes, 
subsidies, restrictions in marketing, or national food policies and goals 
(Dawkins et al., 2024; Béné and Abdulai, 2024). Integrating food 
policy into various existing strategies and plans, or developing local 
food strategies, illustrates how local governments can promote sus-
tainable and resilient food systems and align resources and goals 
(Morgan, 2009; Sonnino, 2016; Biehl et al., 2018).

2.1.5 Food champions and diversity

Both experimentation and innovation at small scales is often a 
vital part of creating more transformative changes at a larger scale 
(Folke et al., 2010; Moore et al., 2014). For this type of innovative 
practices to happen, the role of institutional entrepreneurs who can 
respond to opportunities, resource flows, and key leverage points 
within the system are crucial. They can understand contextual factors, 
allowing them to work in tune with the system and challenge the cur-
rent trajectory (Moore et al., 2014; Westley et al., 2013). The key role 
of such actors in transformations, called food champions or policy 
entrepreneurs, has been noticed in various food governance settings 
(Mansfield and Mendes, 2013; Moragues-Faus and Morgan, 2015; 
Giambartolomei et al., 2021; Arcuri et al., 2022; Dawkins et al., 2024; 
Béné and Abdulai, 2024). They can facilitate in “…framing problems 
and solutions, building networks and trust, gaining political support, 
and aligning available resources and goals.” (Arcuri et al., 2022, 
p. 295).

In SES transformations, being able to make sense of the current 
state, and what is most problematic, is important in order to decide 
what and how something should change. Participatory planning is an 
approach beneficial in order to think about alternatives and uncertain-
ties, and building new networks is important in complex systems 
where more than one actor is needed for transformation (Bennett and 
McWhorter, 2019; Biggs et al., 2015; Moore et al., 2014), especially 
since transformations are often resisted for various reasons (Moore et 
al., 2018). Transformability involves having a diversity in actor groups, 
networks, and learning opportunities (Folke et al., 2010), as well as 
inclusive stakeholder involvement, relations between various organi-
zational and administrative levels, collective decision-making, and 
individuals who can act as brokers between sectors (Wolfram, 2016; 
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Castán Broto et al., 2019; Wolfram et al., 2019). A diversity of actors 
has overlapping functions as well as a diversity of functions, meaning 
that they probably can respond in different ways to various changes 
(Biggs et al., 2015; Moore et al., 2025).

2.1.6 Perceptions and meaning

Reflexivity implies that one should acknowledge and perhaps 
question fundamental assumptions, norms and institutional practices 
(Feindt and Weiland, 2018; Manganelli, 2020; Marsden, 2013; Sonnino 
et al., 2014; Voß and Bornemann, 2011). This informs “a capacity to 
see, interrogate, and reimagine the taken-for-granted structures that 
sustain current systems and people–planet relationships.” (Moore et 
al., 2018, p. 3). Reflexive learning processes can lead to actors readjust-
ing and re-framing actions and strategies (Manganelli, 2020). For 
example, trying to reframe how food is perceived and valued 
(Moragues-Faus and Morgan, 2015), and challenge the status quo to 
overcome resistance to change (Béné and Abdulai, 2024). In food sys-
tems transformation research, alternative narratives, innovations, and 
changes in behavior and institutional arrangements are seen as impor-
tant for transformation to happen. Being able to see new alternatives 
and set new directions is central, as well as being able to turn these 
alternatives and visions into viable actions (ibid). The complexity of 
food systems highlights a need to work with food from a systems per-
spective (Sonnino, 2023; Termeer et al., 2018). Local food strategies 
can provide a systems lens and a comprehensive understanding of 
food systems. Food strategies are stressed as crucial in food systems 
planning, linking food to several policy areas and over different 
municipal units as well as organizations and stakeholders (Carey, 
2013; Doernberg et al., 2019; Edwards et al., 2024; Moragues-Faus and 
Morgan, 2015; Morley and Morgan, 2021). The importance of systems 
analysis is also mentioned in urban transformative capacity literature 
(Wolfram, 2016; Wolfram et al., 2019).

2.1.7 Power and justice

Resilience research has been criticized for not considering politics 
and power relations to a high degree (Olsson et al., 2014). Power rela-
tions might mean that the most powerful actors get to decide what a 
desired state is, while certain actors are left outside. Therefore, it is 
important to reflect upon power dynamics and politics that shape 
resilience, and that actors might have different ideas about what is 
considered desirable, sustainable, or just, and that this can change over 
time (Bahadur and Tanner, 2014; Castán Broto et al., 2019; Cinner and 
Barnes, 2019; Cote and Nightingale, 2012; Duit et al., 2010; Moore et 
al., 2014). Similarly, power dimensions are sometimes overlooked in 
research on food governance and transformation (Béné and Abdulai, 
2024), missing issues on who participates and why, and which knowl-
edge and discourses that shape decisions. In most cases, transforma-
tions and trying to build resilience will result in trade-offs between 
dimensions of the food system and interests of different actors (Zurek 
et al., 2022; Béné et al., 2023; Béné and Abdulai, 2024). For example, 
there can be trade-offs between food prices and environmental 
impact, between businesses and citizens, or between human develop-
ment and environmental protection (Bahadur and Tanner, 2014; 
Zurek et al., 2022). Food crises are often rooted in structural and sys-
temic inequities and a focus on equity and community in promoting 
food systems resilience was seen as crucial by local governments in the 
study conducted by Moore et al. (2025). Therefore, it is vital to con-
sider how to deal with complex and uncertain feedbacks and 

trade-offs of certain actions (Moore et al., 2014; Zurek et al., 2022). 
One can ask; Resilience of what? For whom? At what cost to others? 
And who decides what is desirable, and whether something should be 
transformed? (Bahadur and Tanner, 2014; Cote and Nightingale, 2012; 
Lebel et al., 2006; Olsson et al., 2014).

3 Analytical resilience capacities 
framework for local food systems 
planning

The resilience capacities framework for local food systems plan-
ning is presented in Table 1. The suggested framework outlines the 
seven factors presented above; 1. Persistence; 2. Collaboration, partici-
pation, and linkages; 3. Learning; 4. Supportive structures; 5. Food 
champions and diversity; 6. Perceptions and meaning; 7. Power and 
justice. Table 1 offers examples of what the factors might entail. 
Examples are based on the literature as well as the interview and policy 
document analysis. All factors are divided into absorptive, adaptive, 
and transformative capacity respectively, based on the synthesis of the 
literature. While the developed framework is an attempt to make a 
division between capacities, the factors are interdependent, and all of 
them need to be taken into consideration to promote resilience—a 
focus on selected factors, however, is likely to undermine resilience 
capacity (Béné et al., 2012). Consequently, having absorptive and 
adaptive capacity is essential also for transformative capacity, and 
adaptive and transformative capacity can lead to the adoption of new 
absorptive capacities and so on. For example, starting to build up a 
food reserve could enable local governments to see that there is little 
local food available for this, and perhaps they also start to promote 
and strengthen local food in different ways. This circularity is illus-
trated in Figure 1.

4 An illustrative example: 
operationalizing the framework in food 
systems planning

In order to exemplify how the framework can be operationalized 
to analyze empirical data, semi-structured interviews and policy doc-
ument analysis conducted in a Swedish municipality were used. This 
municipality is one of three case study municipalities in a current 
research project about resilient local food systems running from 2022 
to 2026. The municipalities were selected from an analysis of a 
national survey conducted within the project. The municipality 
selected for testing the framework was in this survey proved to be one 
of the most active municipalities working with local food systems 
based on the responses in the survey, for example by: stating a long 
experience of working with local food system initiatives, reporting a 
high political will and officials committed to promoting local food 
systems, working with food preparedness and security, running a food 
systems related project, stating ongoing collaborations around food 
both within the municipality and with external actors, as well as indi-
cating a high interest in taking a leading role in collaborative pro-
cesses. The interviews and document analysis were initially performed 
within the larger research project to explore how municipalities work 
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with the development of local food systems, how and why they col-
laborate, as well as barriers and enablers they experience in their work 
and why. In this article, this data was analyzed using the framework. 
The framework was also applied in a workshop with officials repre-
senting the three case study municipalities, in order to test its applica-
bility as a planning tool.

4.1 Using the framework for analysis of 
empirical data

To explore how the selected municipality is working to promote 
resilient food system, data from semi-structured interviews and local 

steering documents were used for the analysis. Interviews were con-
ducted with non-elected municipal officials from different policy areas 
responsible for food-related issues in October 2023. First, the officials 
who had answered the survey were contacted regarding conducting 
interviews, and one of them directed me to the official currently work-
ing strategically with food systems. The respondents were selected on 
the recommendation of this official after explaining that the aim was 
to interview officials from different food policy areas, working strate-
gically with food. The interviewees are outlined in Table 2.

The aim was to gain explicit knowledge from the officials in their 
professional role. This type of interview offers context-specific knowl-
edge of the structures and procedures in the given municipality. 

TABLE 1  Analytical resilience capacities framework for local food systems planning.

Factor Examples

Absorptive capacity

Persistence

Moderate or buffer the impacts

Coping strategies

Strengthening food reserves

Land management to support pollinators

Support ecosystem services

Food contingency plans for school kitchens

Adaptive capacity

Collaboration, participation, and linkages

Collaboration and acting collectively

Taking local context into consideration

Collaborative networks and projects with different actors (at the local, regional, and national level)

Interdepartmental collaboration within the municipality

Consideration of the local context, challenges and opportunities in planning and policy

Learning

Foster innovation and experimentation

Knowledge exchange, continual and effective learning

Take advantage of opportunities

Learning from previous shocks to be prepared for the next

Possibilities for learning about the policy areas within the municipality and for other actors

Sharing of knowledge and information

Supportive structures

Leadership

Align resources and goals

Adapting food policies/strategies

Multiple policy options and ways to respond to a crisis. Capacity to switch between strategies

Adjusting rules and regulations

Political will

Financial and personnel resources

Transformative capacity

Food champions and diversity

Challenge the status quo

Create new partnerships and networks

Diversity in actor groups, networks, and learning 

opportunities

Food champions, policy entrepreneurs

Starting to work with a previously not focused upon area related to food. For example, preparedness/resilience 

around food

Changed institutional structures around food. For example, a new employee to work with the issue

New collaborations

Perceptions and meaning

Framing of problems and solutions

Whole system perspective

Reframing and readjusting

System-centered planning acknowledging the complexity of food systems

Comprehensive food policies/strategies

Perceptions change. For example, starting to see agricultural land/biodiversity/local food as a vital resource for 

food production

Power and justice

Taking power structures into consideration

Manage conflicts, contradictions, and trade-offs

Forms of participation trying to include all relevant stakeholders and enable discussions, including around 

trade-offs

Efforts to include marginalized groups

Acknowledgement of trade-offs and power imbalances
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A semi-structured approach was followed which allowed for 
flexibility, for example: changing the order of questions, go deeper into 
a certain topic, or asking new follow-up questions or probes if this 
seemed relevant during the interview. However, an interview guide 
was followed for all of the interviews. The interview guide (see 
Supplementary material section 1) was developed based on a theoreti-
cal and conceptual overview of resilient food systems and municipal 
food systems planning, as well as the initial reading of the policy docu-
ments, focusing on how the municipalities work with local food sys-
tems, collaborations in relation to food systems, as well as barriers and 
enablers experienced in such work. After obtaining written consent, 
the interviews were conducted face-to-face or online and recorded, 
followed by a transcription. They lasted between 30 min to an hour. 
The analyzed steering documents were all plans, policies, or strategies 
somehow related to food (see Table 3). The documents provided infor-
mation and insights about the case study municipality since public 
documents guide decision-making and describe issues and solutions.

Qualitative text analysis was used to analyze both interviews and 
steering documents. To begin, the data was coded by the author using 
Nvivo. Previous literature and the theoretical and conceptual overview 
were used as a starting point to arrive at initial codes. While reading 

the texts an open mind was kept and codes were changed or added 
based on the interpretation, which resulted in a mix of deductive and 
inductive coding, or abduction.

After that, the developed analytical framework was used to inter-
pret and place the coded segments according to which of the seven 
factors it best fitted into based on the examples outlined in the frame-
work. For example, data mentioning food reserves, land management 
to support pollinators, support of ecosystem services or food contin-
gency plans were sorted into Persistence. Any type of collaboration 
was put in the Collaboration, participation, and linkages factor. 
Possibilities for learning, knowledge exchange or information sharing 
was placed in the Learning factor. Descriptions of resources, regula-
tions, goals, political will and policies were sorted into Supportive 
structures. Accounts of starting to work with new policy areas, new 
collaborations or people committed to food system issues were placed 
into Food champions and diversity. Responses were food was 
described from a systems perspective taking different aspects into 
consideration or descriptions of changed understandings of food sys-
tems were sorted into Perceptions and meaning. Accounts of trade-
offs between issues or attempts to ensure inclusivity in collaborative 
efforts were placed in the Power and justice factor. In 
Supplementary material section 2, additional questions that were used 
to guide the analysis can be found. The data was also sorted into 
aspects that were considered to either weaken capacity or to strengthen 
capacity, based on them acting as an enabler or as a barrier. Each 
factor can act as either strengthening capacity when present and weak-
ening capacity when absent. For example, a stated lack of personnel 
and financial resources was sorted into weakening capacity. This divi-
sion was interpretative in nature, and based on the author’s reading of 
the data. Possibly, another person could interpret the data differently, 
but the text outlining the factors above as well the examples provided 
in the framework and guiding questions, should ensure a similar 
interpretation. Below, the result of analyzing the empirical data from 
the documents and interviews in the municipality is presented, see 
Tables 4–6.

By outlining what factors that influence resilience capacities, the 
framework aided an analysis of absorptive, adaptive, and transforma-
tive capacities respectively, and detailed where the municipality had 
weak capacity or where it had strong capacity. From the analysis, it was 
found that the municipality have factors that indicate some level of all 
three resilience capacities. In particular, the analysis indicate that the 
municipality has a strong capacity when it comes to several of the 
factors in the framework indicating both adaptive and transformative 
capacity: Collaboration, participation, and linkages, Learning, Food 

FIGURE 1

The interdependence between resilience capacities.

TABLE 2  Time of interviews, number of interviews, and what area the interviewees work in.

Time of 
interviews

Interview 
number

Municipal 
department

October 2023 IN1 Spatial planning

IN2 Head of spatial planning

IN3 Public meal planning

IN4 Head of public meal 

planning

IN5 Business and rural 

development

IN6 Contingency planning

IN7 Local government head

TABLE 3  List of documents.

Document Year

Comprehensive plan/master plan 2016

Development plan 2020

Environmental policy 2015

Local economy policy 2017

Local food project reports (n = 2) 2023

Procurement policy 2019

Policy for meals in schools and elderly 

care

2022

Rural development strategy 2014
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champions and diversity and Perceptions and meaning. For example, 
the municipality coordinated two consecutive projects around local 
food, preparedness, and circular flows of food. Both projects had a 
high focus on knowledge exchange and learning, involving different 
actors across the regional scale, such as officials from different munici-
palities and policy sectors, farmers, businesses, local food and civil 
society organizations, a green industry interest and business 

organization, and researchers. The explicit goal to share experiences 
and learning outcomes between the projects, shows an example of 
social learning and reflexivity. At the same time, the results showed 
that collaboration needed to increase internally, and that it was diffi-
cult to reach certain external actors in the project, which has also been 
seen as an issue in previous studies (Manganelli, 2020; Sonnino, 2023). 
Having the time to collaborate was another barrier. Outside of the 

TABLE 4  Absorptive capacity.

Factor Weakening capacity Strengthening capacity

Persistence Almost no packing or processing locally. Difficult making 

the whole chain local

Climate impact from food should be lower

Important to develop new buildings which can be on 

agricultural land, though also a will to preserve agricultural 

land

Storing of water and food not fully developed

Need to develop deals with local actors around food crisis 

preparedness

Downside of local food: if they buy from only one local 

producer, what happens if their harvest fails?

They produce a lot of food

Long time interest in local food. Identity as an agricultural municipality

Climate impact from public meal services should be lower

Biodiversity and ecosystems services are mentioned as important

Production of legumes should increase

Storing of food and water

Two crisis kitchens

Reserve power

TABLE 5  Adaptive capacity.

Factor Weakening capacity Strengthening capacity

Collaboration, participation, 

and linkages

Lack of time to collaborate

Most officials have to work broadly in a small 

municipality, hard to specialize

Difficult to reach the industry for collaboration

Need to strengthen interdepartmental collaboration

Inclusion of many local and regional actors in two consecutive projects on 

local food systems

The municipality important in creating meeting spaces, networks, and forums 

for collaboration

Closeness to everyone in the municipality facilitates collaboration

Procurement together with nearby municipalities

Important with a living countryside

Dialogue with citizens, farmers, and producers

Agricultural land important for food supply

Businesses important for crisis preparedness

Local businesses should be able to sell to the municipality

Learning The projects will end. How to make it last long-term? Testing to grow new green proteins. Innovate with businesses.

There is a will to develop in the local government, committed politicians

Learning from each other in the projects (study visits, workshops, knowledge 

exchange)

Knowledgeable officials, learning from each other

Will to learn and develop

Taking things from the first project and deciding to move on with another 

project. Applying for funding for projects

Supportive structures Lack of national rules for municipalities’ role in food 

preparedness

Lack of personnel and financial resources

Unclear division of responsibility within the 

municipality

Public Procurement Act hindering procurement of 

local food

Big players win most of the procurement

Hard meeting municipal demands

Procuring local food is time consuming

Lack of goals for local food

No comprehensive food strategy

Agricultural land should be protected

Identity as an agricultural municipality

Political decision and committed staff

Space to act for officials, trust and responsibility given to them

Local food businesses should be supported

Food policy states they should have 3 weeks preparedness for public meals

Several documents mention that local food and environment should be 

supported and prioritized in procurement

Projects could lead to a strategy

Goal for less food waste (in public meals)

Goal for organic food (in public meals)

Goal for lower climate impact (in public meals)
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projects, collaboration was less evident. This shows an uncertainty 
concerning what will happen to established collaborations and ongo-
ing activities when the project ends. This raises the question whether 
the projects can implement learning outcomes and spur transforma-
tion in the long-run.

The will to include different and new actors, and to create meet-
ing spaces and regular interactions in order to share experiences 
with a focus on learning from each other, indicate there is a potential 
for beneficial collaboration and participation in the studied munici-
pality, increasing resilience capacity. Still, diversity in actors can also 
increase complexity, making the system difficult to manage. For 
example, if actors have different interests, worldviews, and ideas 
about the problem, it can be difficult to collaborate and come to an 
agreement on how to respond (Biggs et al., 2015), and resources 
might be spent on communication and negotiation rather than 
taking action (Borgström, 2019). Too much connectivity between 
actors can also lead to homogenization and less diverse perspectives 
(Borgström, 2019). Though, the second project aimed to find and 
include additional actors to the previous one, which might decrease 
inaction and lead to more diversity rather than less. The projects 
have also enabled establishing a common view of the problem and 
solutions, and have contributed to a systems perspective on food 
issues, involving environmental issues, preparedness, local food and 
so on, strengthening transformative capacity. However, the lack of a 

comprehensive food strategy might lower the ability for a systems 
perspective in the long-term.

For the factor Supportive structures, the capacity seemed weaker. 
For example, the data showed a political will in supporting resilient 
food systems, but at the same time a lack of direction from the leader-
ship on how to work and who is responsible for what. Additionally, 
there were no goals or no food strategy where the political will was 
outlined and documented. The data also showed a lack of personnel, 
time and financial resources to work with resilient food systems. 
Political will and the availability of resources are often mentioned as 
crucial aspects of food systems governance in previous studies 
(Doernberg et al., 2019; Roosendaal et al., 2020; Termeer et al., 2018; 
Vara-Sánchez et al., 2021). The importance of a food strategy has also 
been documented previously (Doernberg et al., 2019; Mah and Thang, 
2013; Roosendaal et al., 2020; Sonnino, 2016) as well as time for learn-
ing in the case of resilience planning in practice (Sellberg et al., 2018). 
Considering the Supportive structures factor, there are some aspects 
that the municipality cannot really influence on its own. For instance, 
similar to this study, previous research shows that Swedish municipali-
ties experience challenges in procuring local food due to the Public 
Procurement Act (Granvik, 2012), and unclarity from the national 
level considering what the role of municipalities is regarding food 
security (The Swedish Agency for Public Management, 2023). This 
highlights the fact that capacity to govern food systems is dependent 

TABLE 6  Transformative capacity.

Factor Weakening capacity Strengthening capacity

Food champions and 

diversity

Very dependent on committed officials and politicians The projects: E.g. growing new things

Reuse food waste

Production of legumes should increase

New employees to work with preparedness

Through the projects: Trying to find new partnerships. New project 

includes more actors than the previous

Diversity in actor groups, networks, and learning opportunities through 

the projects

Officials and local politicians are committed to local food and food 

preparedness

Perceptions and 

meaning

Conflict between new building developments and agricultural land

No food strategy

Need for systems thinking

Potential to look too much at preparedness

Finding a common view in the projects

How can locally produced food be consumed locally?

Understanding of climate and environmental impacts from the food 

system

Biodiversity and ecosystems services are important

Agriculture: important resource but has environmental impacts

Long term thinking by the preservation of agricultural land

Realization that local food concerns more than just the municipality

Projects include local food, environment, preparedness, and circular 

flows of food

Starting to realize they need to have systems thinking

Awareness of barriers higher up in the system, such as Public 

Procurement Act, and ideas on how to change this

Preparedness increasingly important since 2020

Preparedness one part of the new project

Public meals are important for crisis preparedness

Power and justice Agricultural land vs. new building development

Local vs. environment

No mentioning of power imbalances or ways to include more 

people/citizens in decision-making processes

A will to preserve agricultural land when possible
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on many different actors, and that this multi-level aspect needs to be 
taken into consideration (Wolfram, 2016). Some factors are entirely 
place-based, such as practical experimentation, while others depend 
on aspects outside of the specific geographical area (Castán Broto et 
al., 2019), in this case, a dependence on national/EU laws and guid-
ance. Still, municipalities can take actions even if their role is unclear, 
which is demonstrated by the findings from the studied municipality 
presented in this paper.

4.2 Workshop: using the framework as a 
planning tool

Together with two or three officials representing different 
departments from the case study municipalities, a one-day work-
shop on resilient food systems was arranged on November 12th 
2024 as a part of the research project. A full list of participants can 
be found in Supplementary material section 3. After the interviews, 
the respondents identified as the most active in working strategi-
cally with food systems were contacted regarding their interest in 
participating in a workshop on resilient food systems, and they 
were asked what they would like to discuss during such a work-
shop. Based on this, the intention with the workshop was mainly 
to learn from each other’s work related to building resilience in the 
food system, and to discuss resilience capacities in their respective 
contexts. During the workshop, a first pilot-test of using the frame-
work as a planning tool was conducted. First, I presented the 
research forming the basis of the resilience capacities framework, 
its purpose, and how it was intended to be used as a planning tool, 
showing them the framework as well as the examples. Each munic-
ipality was then given the opportunity to test the framework 
together in a group by sorting different competencies, resources 
and activities into the seven factors, and then discuss its applicabil-
ity as a planning tool. The workshop was recorded after consent 
from the participants, and two project members took notes during 
the workshop. Moreover, the participants had the opportunity to 
reflect upon using the framework, consider benefits and draw-
backs, and offer concrete suggestions for improvement. This was 
done both in written form and handed anonymously to the work-
shop organizers, and through a group discussion. The recordings, 
notes, and the written feedback was summarized by the author, 
identifying data pertaining to the experience of using the frame-
work as a planning tool. This was used as a basis for analyzing the 
applicability of the framework as a planning tool.

The results showed that by using the framework in the work-
shop, a common picture on each respective municipality’s absorp-
tive, adaptive, and transformative capacities and what factors they 
considered being strong and weak emerged. The participants 
expressed that the framework was fitting for a planning context; 
enabling discussions, establishing a common view, and providing 
an overview of ongoing processes. Moreover, the workshop partici-
pants stated it could be used to evaluate ongoing work, but also to 
plan for new processes. The division into absorptive, adaptive and 
transformative was said to enable a good dialogue.

Some of the officials also mentioned the framework would be 
somewhat difficult to use without clear instructions, and that it was 
challenging to assign aspects to a specific factor or capacity. To 
facilitate its usage in planning contexts, a clear and instructive 
guide book on how to use the framework and explain key concepts, 
was suggested to be developed. The concrete examples related to 

the seven factors, were said to be helpful. It was also requested to 
have a column for “what are we doing” vs. “what are we missing,” 
which led to that columns on weak and strong capacities were 
added to the framework. It was also mentioned that working with 
the framework in practice requires some time since it is a bit chal-
lenging at first to familiarize yourself with it. One comment was 
also that it would be beneficial to use the framework together with 
officials from other departments in their municipal organization 
to get additional perspectives, knowledge and ideas on how to 
strengthen the municipality’s resilience capacities in their local 
food systems planning.

5 Discussion

This article presented a framework for analyzing resilience 
capacities in municipal food systems planning contexts. It 
addresses a call for food systems governance frameworks at the 
local level (Termeer et al., 2018), and tools based on food systems, 
aiding authorities to prioritize actions (Béné and Abdulai, 2024). 
Additionally, the framework addresses a previous research gap by 
combining municipal food systems planning, food systems resil-
ience, and resilience capacities. As an analytical framework it 
allowed analysis of empirical data, analyzing absorptive, adaptive, 
and transformative capacities respectively, offering an overview of 
weak and strong factors and interdependencies involved in munici-
pal planning for resilient food systems.

The conducted workshop with officials representing different 
departments offered insights into the usage of the suggested resil-
ience capacities framework as a planning tool. Addressing the call 
for such tools in previous research (Béné and Abdulai, 2024), the 
results indicate that it can serve as an instrument to identify weak-
nesses and strengths in ongoing planning processes. The officials 
found it appropriate and helpful as a planning tool, enabling an 
overview of ongoing processes and the division into absorptive, 
adaptive and transformative facilitated a good dialogue. Therefore, 
I suggest the framework can be used for knowledge co-production 
and transdisciplinary research, which has been said to be impor-
tant to transform food systems (Edwards et al., 2024), but also for 
practical application in planning processes, where the framework 
can enable reflection on the multitude of factors that influence 
resilience capacities. It could be used as a stand-alone tool or as a 
part of a larger planning process. However, since the framework 
has only been tested in one workshop, its usage and applicability 
would need further testing in additional settings and contexts in 
order to fully be able to determine its relevance as a planning tool. 
Also, including participants from additional departments and 
policy areas could shed further light on its applicability. Since the 
case study municipalities were chosen based on them being con-
sidered forerunners in food systems planning, using the frame-
work in contexts where officials might have less or limited 
knowledge into these issues might prove very different. In such 
circumstances, further guidance on how to apply the framework 
might be warranted. Even though the example is from a Swedish 
perspective, the framework can probably be valuable as a planning 
tool for municipalities in an international context as well, and 
could be adapted to the specific conditions in different countries, 
for example providing examples relevant to that setting. Therefore, 
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I encourage development or revisions of the framework if needed, 
which will depend on each specific context.

In the framework the aim was to sort the factors according to 
where they were mostly mentioned in the literature. The literature 
explored in the overview stresses the importance of absorptive, 
adaptive, and/or transformative capacity, but it is not always out-
lined exactly what each capacity entails. Some literature specifically 
mentions adaptive capacity or factors needed for transformation, 
but few mention factors that can be seen as absorptive capacity. 
Furthermore, previous research has found that the distinction 
between absorptive and adaptive capacity is not clear-cut, but 
coping (what I call absorptive) generally denotes short-term strate-
gies, while adaptive means learning, experimentation and change, 
requiring planned and strategic actions (Paloviita et al., 2017). 
According to Moore et al. (2018) the distinction between factors 
affecting adaptive and transformative capacity is not well under-
stood either. Termeer et al. (2018) mention that while transforma-
tive capacity is relevant in food systems governance considering 
that many highlight the need to fundamentally change food sys-
tems, it is not very specific what it entails. Factors such as collabo-
ration, learning, and leadership are often mentioned as relevant 
both for adaptive and transformative capacity (Bennett and 
McWhorter, 2019; Biggs et al., 2015; Folke et al., 2005, 2010; Moore 
et al., 2014). Some research identifies factors that are key for trans-
formations though: being able to challenge existing systems, and 
to find viable options (Wolfram et al., 2019), seeing complexity, 
managing diversity, recognizing opportunities, and identifying 
cross-scalar relationships (Moore et al., 2018). In the framework, 
the strategy was to place relevant factors in the category transfor-
mative capacity only if they were mentioned as important for 
transformation. For example, while the final factor Power and jus-
tice can be considered important across all three, it was mostly 
mentioned in relation to transformation and/or transformative 
capacity. The framework was an attempt to show differences 
between absorptive, adaptive and transformative capacities. The 
distinction is not clear-cut, however, and as the capacities are 
dependent on each other (Béné et al., 2012), each capacity affects 
the other. The division can be seen as a guidance, enabling an 
understanding of different types of capacities. This distinction is 
important because it highlights a difference between short-term 
protection and stability of current systems and institutions, and 
long-term strategic actions, adjustments and change (Paloviita et 
al., 2017), which was also pointed out as a benefit of the framework 
by the workshop participants. There can also be trade-offs between 
different capacities. For example, focusing too much on transfor-
mative capacity can undermine the importance of stable and pre-
dictable institutions (Termeer et al., 2018). Lately, much focus is 
on transformation in sustainable development research, but there 
could also be a need to analyze when a transformation is needed, 
and when it might be better to focus on absorptive and adaptive 
capacities. Being able to decide which practices to maintain and 
when to try new ones, is important when adopting resilience 
capacities (Haider and Cleaver, 2023). The framework can shed 
light on all three capacities and enable a discussion around aspects 
that need to be maintained and those that need to be adapted or 
changed. Future studies could attempt to further discuss and 
develop the distinction and interrelationships between absorptive, 
adaptive and transformative capacities using empirical data.

Finally, I argue that the framework enables analyses of munici-
pal capacity in planning and governance for resilient food systems. 
For analyzing empirical data, I suggest the framework can be 
applied for analyzing food systems planning in different countries 
and contexts, since the factors are based on a broad set of literature, 
and not specific to Sweden. However, this study was based on one 
case study, which means that the conclusions drawn can be seen as 
preliminary. Additionally, the officials might be biased in present-
ing the municipality in a good light. Future studies applying the 
framework for analysis could further develop the framework and 
evaluate its applicability as an analytical framework. I suggest this 
framework to be further developed and applied by researchers, 
planners and practitioners in other local food system contexts. This 
could enable adapting and developing the framework for analysis 
and as a planning tool. While the goal was to develop a compre-
hensive framework, I acknowledge that there might be additional 
factors that influence resilience capacities, e.g., the capacity of 
other actors and governance levels since food systems resilience 
depends on multiple scales—from household and community to 
subnational and national (Kc et al., 2024). Analyzing capacities at 
other scales could thereby enhance understanding of capacities at 
the local scale. However, the focus in this article was the local gov-
ernance scale, and this framework was developed to be used at a 
subnational scale, specifically municipalities. While the framework 
is mainly meant for analyzing planning processes in municipalities, 
I suggest it can be used and adapted to other local or regional 
organizations as well, but this would need to be tested empirically. 
In conclusion, this framework can shed light on the food systems 
planning employed in each case, what capacities municipalities 
have, what enables them to promote resilient food systems, and 
what the major barriers are.
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