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Abstract: The article addressed issues related to the concept of rural development in the EU, namely smart villages. It
is necessary to consider what instruments will contribute to the creation of smart villages in EU countries. The tool that
was analysed in this paper is Short Food Supply Chains (SFSCs). The aim of this paper is to identify the common points
between the features of SFSCs and the main components of smart villages. The author posited research hypothesis that
SFSCs contribute to the development of smart villages in the EU. The main objective and research hypothesis required
the use of qualitative research methods (critical literature analysis and comparative analysis). The first part of the article
presents the definition of SFSCs in literature. Next, the author indicates the main features of SFSCs. The third part includes
a short description of the history of implementing and supporting SFSCs by EU under rural development policy. Then,
the concept of smart villages is presented. The author identified the areas that constitute the components of smart villag-
es (smart economy, smart society, smart environment, smart agriculture, smart governance and smart accessibility). Next,
the comparative method was used to identify common areas between smart villages and SFSCs concepts. The analysis
shows that promoting and implementing SFSCs will lead to creating smart villages in the EU.

Keywords: smart villages, smart environment, rural policy, smart accessibility, sustainable rural development

Streszczenie: W artykule poruszono kwestie zwiazane z koncepcja rozwoju obszaréw wiejskich w UE, a mianowicie jakie
instrumenty przyczynig sie do powstania inteligentnych wiosek w krajach UE. Narzedziem analizowanym w tym artykule
s krotkie tancuchy dostaw zywnosci (SFSC). Celem niniejszego artykutu jest wskazanie punktéw wspdlnych cech SFSC
i gtéwnych komponentow inteligentnych wiosek. Autor postawit hipoteze badawczg, ze krétkie tancuchy dostaw zywnosci
przyczyniaja sie do rozwoju inteligentnych wiosek w UE. Gtéwny cel i hipoteza badawcza wymagaty zastosowania jako-
sciowych metod badawczych (krytycznej analizy literatury i analizy poréwnawczej). Pierwsza czes¢ artykutu przedstawia
sposéb definiowania terminu SFSC w literaturze. Nastepnie, autor wymienia gtéwne cechy SFSC. Trzecia cze$¢ zawiera
krotki opis historii wdrazania i wspierania SFSC przez UE w ramach polityki rozwoju obszaréw wiejskich. Nastepnie, przed-
stawiono koncepcje inteligentnych wiosek. Autor zidentyfikowat obszary, ktére stanowia komponenty inteligentnych wio-
sek (inteligentna gospodarka, inteligentne spoteczeistwo, inteligentne Srodowisko, inteligentne rolnictwo, inteligentne
zarzadzanie i inteligentna dostepnosc). W kolejnym kroku zastosowano metode poréwnawcza, aby zidentyfikowac ob-
szary wspdlne miedzy koncepcjami inteligentnych wiosek i SFSC. Analiza pokazuje, ze promowanie i wdrazanie SFSC
doprowadzi do tworzenia inteligentnych wiosek w UE.

Stowa kluczowe: inteligentne wioski, inteligentne Srodowisko, polityka wiejska, inteligentna dostepnos,
zréwnowazony rozwdj obszaréw wiejskich




Barbara Panciszko-Szweda

60

Introduction

The globalization processes in the 21st cen-
tury, called by some researchers hyper-
globalization, have led to the unification
of dietary trends on a global scale. Accord-
ing to the Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs
food next to water, breathing, sleep, cloth-
ing and shelter belong to the physiologi-
cal needs (basic needs). Without satisfy-
ing them, humans do not feel safe. Today,
one of the bases of human security, namely,
food, is transported over long distances
before being consumed. In the United
States, processed food travels over 1,300
miles, and fresh produce travels over 1,500
miles, before it reaches the final consumer
(Hill 2024). This causes economic, social and
environmental consequences (increasing
importance of intermediaries, concentra-
tion of suppliers and operators on the mar-
ket, limiting the number of small produc-
ers, high transport costs and ecological
costs: high carbon footprint or biodiversity
loss). These are the challenges facing rural
development policy in the European Union
(EU). The foregoing approaches to rural
development have not taken into account
all these new challenges. In the second
decade of the 21st century, the EU began
to promote a new approach to rural devel-
opment, i.e., smart villages. It is necessary
to consider what instruments will contribute
to the creation of smart villages in EU coun-
tries. At the same time, the EU promotes
SESCs as an element of rural development
policy. Therefore, in this article, the author
will analyse this tool in the context of smart
rural development. The aim of this paper
is to identify the common points between
the features of SFSCs and the main com-
ponents of smart villages. If the concept
of smart villages is a basic approach to rural
development policy in the EU, it is crucial
to find an answer to the following question:
Should the EU still support the development
of SFSCs or not? The research hypothesis
posits that SESCs contribute to the devel-
opment of smart villages in the Euro-
pean Union. The author aims to address

the following research questions: What are
the main features of SFSCs? What features
of the SFSCs are emphasized by EU insti-
tutions? What are the main components
of smart villages? What features of SFSCs
implement the assumptions of the smart vil-
lages concept?

The above-mentioned objectives and
research hypothesis required the use
of qualitative research methods. The criti-
cal literature analysis method was used
to identify the main features of SFSCs. Then,
the research tool to conduct comparative
analysis was developed, namely, a question-
naire. This tool allowed to identify common
areas between the concept of smart villages
and SFSCs.

1. Short Food Supply Chains

There are several terms related to Short
Food Supply Chains in literature: Alternative
Agro-Food Networks (AAFNs), local food
system, Alternative Food Networks (AFN),
Short Food Chains (SFC). Researchers point
out that SFSCs are an alternative agri-food
system to the industrial food supply (Rent-
ing, Marsden and Banks 2003, 394). Karner
(2010, 9) believes that they are an element of
Alternative Agro-Food Networks (AAFNs)
which are defined as alternative networks
that differ from conventional ones in many
respects. She indicates the main differences:
agricultural and organizational structures,
supply chains, policy support and the spe-
cific importance of the quality of offered
products, the production of which takes into
account not only economic issues, but also
the ethical, social and environmental ones.
SESCs take various forms of cooperation
and distribution (Parker 2005) and are char-
acterized by the absence or a small number
of inter+++mediaries (Kawecka, Gebarski
2015, 1). The distance between the producer
and the final consumer is short. As a result,
it is easy to identify all entities that create
such a chain (Szymanska, Lukaszova 2019,
91).

At the European Union level, the legal def-
inition of SFSCs is included in Regulation
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(EU) No 1305/2013 (Article 2, letter m),
according to which “short supply chain:
means a supply chain involving a limited
number of economic operators, committed
to cooperation, local economic development,
and close geographical and social relations
between producers, processors and consum-
ers” In Regulation (EU) No 807/2014 (Arti-
cle 11), the European Commission states that
in the case of support for the creation and
development of short supply chains, there
may be only one intermediary between
the producer and the consumer. Mardsen,
Banks and Bristow (2000, 425-426) argue
that short supply chains have “the capac-
ity to re-socialize or re-spatialize food”.
The consumer evaluates food based on his/
her own experience, knowledge and obser-
vations. Food products are linked to a spe-
cific location or farm which gives them
a high-quality attribute. It is not the number
of transshipments or kilometres that deter-
mines what we define as SFSCs, but the rela-
tionship between the seller and the buyer.
Vitterso et al. (2019, 2) emphasize the need
for re-connection of production and con-
sumption. This will strengthen the relation-
ship between the producer and consumer
and build a transparent distribution system
based on fair and honest practices.

2. Main Features of SFSCs

The issue of positive features and opportu-
nities of SFSCs that arise for the producer,
consumer, environment and the broader
economy, and society is broadly discussed
in scientific literature. Table 1. presents
an overview of assumptions pertaining
to this topic formulated by the EU entities
and well-known and cited authors in this
field".

There are features that are pointed out
by several authors. Sometimes, they called
them differently, but the meaning is iden-
tical. In the group of economic features,

1 Marsden, Banks, Bristow 2000 (1 323 citations
on ResearchGate), Renting, Marsden, Banks 2003
(2 121 citations on ResearchGate).

researchers most often mention building
direct relations between consumers and
producers, having a positive impact on local
economy, offering better quality products,
ensuring better prices for consumers, and
higher incomes for producers. The common
socio-cultural features include creating new
workplaces, enhancing local tradition and
recipes, increasing the level of participation
and trust. Among environmental features
researchers underline reducing waste pro-
duction, pollution, greenhouse gas emis-
sions and resource consumption.

3. EU Support for Short Supply Chains

The issue of SFSCs began to be discussed in
the European Union at the end of the first
decade of the 21st century. It appeared in
the context of regulations implementing
three initiatives aimed at promoting food
quality systems, i.e. Protected Designation
of Origin (PDO), Protected Geographi-
cal Indication (PGI), Traditional Special-
ity Guaranteed (TSG) (Council Regulation
510/2006) and common rules for organic
farming (Council Regulation 834/2007).
The European Parliament (EP) has pub-
lished a number of resolutions on this
issue. In the first one (European Parliament
2010a), Members of the European Parlia-
ment emphasised the importance of small
and medium-sized farms whose produc-
tion meets local needs. Moreover, the EP
announced its support for initiatives pro-
moting agricultural markets managed
directly by producers. These markets offer
high-quality, seasonal products, promote
products associated with a specific place,
and encourage consumers to make choices
dictated by the quality of products whose
price reflects the real costs of production.
The EP called on the European Commission
(EC) to develop proposals for solutions sup-
porting the position of producers through-
out the supply chain by promoting short
chains and agricultural markets that will
enable direct contact between farmers and
consumers (European Parliament 2010b).
In 2012, the EP once again called on the EC
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Tabel 1. Features of SFSCs — literature review

Author Features of SFSCs
European Contributing to the development of rural areas;
Network for Rural | Differentiation of the rural economy;

Development 2012

Making rural area more resistant and adaptive to change;

Increasing income for local producers;

Increasing cooperation between entities;

Building trust between producers, manufacturers and consumers;

Increasing the level of innovation;

Lower transport carbon footprint;

More climate-friendly production;

Less energy-consuming;

Promotion of seasonal products, preservation of traditional varieties and increasing biodiversity;
Promotion of traditional knowledge - preservation of heritage;

European
Parliament 2016

Direct sell;

Higher income for farmers;

More resources for investment and modernization of agricultural holdings;
Fresh and seasonal products;

Possibility of product tracking;

Affordable price for the consumer;

Better communication between consumer and producer;
Better cooperation between local businesses;

Positive impact on local economy;

Creating workplaces;

Element of local identification;

Positive impact on tourism;

Less resource consumption (water and energy);
Reducing the use of fertilizer and pesticides;

Marsden, Banks,
Bristow 2000

Much less complex than conventional supply chains;

Creating networks within a region/local community, not only at a national level;

The value of goods is calculated not only on the basis of the price of production, but also its connection
to local tradition and identity;

Positive impact on farmers' incomes;

Direct producer-consumer relations;

Renting, Marsden,
Banks 2003

The potential to reduce the influence of corporate industrial supply chains that limit the profits
of primary producers;

Creating new linkages between agriculture and society, producers and consumers;
Direct contact between farmers and consumers;

Products which quality comes from a given region;

Linking a product to a given region;

Transparent supply chain;

Ability to obtain information directly from the producer;

Increased consumer trust;

Promotion of sustainable, environmentally friendly production methods;

Building networks throughout the supply chain;
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Author

Features of SFSCs

Szymariska,
Lukaszova 2019

Direct communication and understanding between producer and consumer;

Opportunity to learn about the history of the product;

Opportunity to learn about the product’s manufacturing methods and its specific features and values;
Emergence of consumer loyalty;

Ability to trace the product from producer to consumer;

Higher profit for the farmer, elimination of intermediary costs and margins imposed by them;
Lower price for the consumer;

Environmental protection;

Better quality of products;

Reducing transportation costs;

Reducing greenhouse gas emissions;

Slower wear of local roads;

Kawecka, Gebarski | Higher profit for the producer who can use it for investments;
2015 Limiting the role of the intermediary;
Building own brand as a manufacturer;
Direct contact with the consumer which allows to gain knowledge about their needs and preferences;
High quality products;
Health and nutritional value of products;
Certainty about the origin of the product;
Availability of niche products;
Support for local producers and local economy;
Maintaining social ties;
Parker 2005 A new dimension of citizenship - consumer-citizenship;
Higher consumer consciousness of the impact of human activity on the environment;
Building relationships and networks in rural areas;
A closer relationship between consumer and producer;
Possibility to provide personal opinion about the product (including criticism);
High-quality, sustainably produced, organic products;
Building dialogue and mutual trust - shaping social capital;
Participation in the creation of food democracy;
Whatmore, Stassart, | Element of "economy of qualities”;
Henk 2003 A manifestation of contestation of the American style of production and consumption;
Karner 2010 Social:

Guaranteeing equal access to food,

Creating solidarity between citizens,

Avoiding the influence of big corporations;

Increasing responsive local governance;

Involvement of many entities in decision-making process;
Cultural:

Promotion of fresh, vital, healthy food;

Preserving and supporting local traditions;

Creating networks between producers and consumers;
Positive impact on the health and nutrition of the population;
Economic:

Building consumer-producer relationships while taking into account ethical aspects;
Increasing autonomy towards the agri-industrial system;
Higher profit for the producer;

Fair price for the consumer;

Negotiating the conditions of competition among producers;
Environmental:

Positive impact on the climate;

Limiting the use of agrochemicals;
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Author

Features of SFSCs

Vitterso et al. 2019

Direct communication;

Support for local producers;

Reducing resource consumption;
Availability of organic products;

Reducing food waste;

Part of the local community, also in a historical dimension;
Development of relationships between participants, often based on trust;
High level of cooperation between producers;

Increased knowledge of products and production methods;

The money spent stays in the local community;

Increased income for producers and their security and independence;
The price of the product reflects the real costs of production;
Reduction of greenhouse gas emissions;

Animal production carried out in accordance with the animal welfare concept;

Reducing resource consumption for packaging;

Source: own elaboration.

to propose solutions that would strengthen
the position of farmers in the supply chain in
order to ensure their proper income (Euro-
pean Parliament 2012).

Ensuring the transparency of food supply
chains and strengthening the role of pro-
ducers in the entire process began to play
a greater role in the EU’s rural develop-
ment policy in the 2014-2020 financial per-
spective. In Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013
which defines the framework of this policy
for the next seven years (and, as it turned
out in practice, until 2023), for the first time
at the EU level a legal definition of SFSCs
was included.

For the period 2014-2020, EU decision-
makers identified six priorities for rural
areas. These were:

1. Fostering knowledge transfer and inno-
vation in agriculture, forestry, and rural
areas;

2. Enhancing farm viability and competi-
tiveness of all types of agriculture in all
regions and promoting innovative farm
technologies and sustainable manage-
ment of forests;

3. Promoting food chain organisation,
including processing and marketing
of agricultural products, animal welfare
and risk management in agriculture;

4. Restoring, preserving and enhancing
ecosystems related to agriculture and
forestry;

5. Promoting resource efficiency and sup-
porting the shift towards a low carbon
and climate resilient economy in agri-
culture, food and forestry sector;

6. Promoting social inclusion, poverty
reduction and economic development
in rural area (Regulation 1305/2013,
art. 5).

Priority 3 related to SESCs, namely pro-
moting food chain organisation. This was
related to “improving competitiveness
of primary producers by better integrating
them into the agri-food chain through qual-
ity schemes, adding value to agricultural
products, promotion in local markets and
short supply circuits, producer groups and
organisations and inter-branch organisa-
tions” (Focus Area 3A) and supporting farm
risk prevention and management (Focus
Area 3B).

The indicated priorities were to be imple-
mented through 20 rural development
measures, adapted to the realities and needs
of individual countries and regions. Farm-
ers could get support for creation, devel-
opment, research, innovation projects
related to SFSCs under several measures
(Regulation 1305/2013): Knowledge trans-
fer and information actions (Art. 14), Advi-
sory services, farm management and farm
relief services (Art. 15), Quality schemes
for agricultural products and foodstuffs
(Art. 16), Investments in physical assets
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(Art. 17), Farm and business development
(Art. 19), Basic services and village reveal in
rural areas (Art. 20), Setting up of producer
groups and organisations, Animal welfare
(Art. 33) Cooperation (Art. 35) including
the LEADER approach (Art. 42-44).

The Member States also had the possibil-
ity to include sub-programmes in their rural
development programmes that address spe-
cific needs. They could be related to young
farmers, small farms, mountain areas,
women in rural areas, climate change mit-
igation and adaptation as well as biodiver-
sity and short supply chains (Regulation
1305/2013, art. 7).

In 2015, the EC established the Agricul-
tural European Innovation Partnership (EIP-
AGRI) Focus Group on Short Food Supply
Chains. The task for the group of experts
was to prepare a report on the possibilities
and prospects of development of SFSCs in
the EU. Researchers identified and compared
models of their functioning in the Member
States, potential benefits in the economic,
social and environmental areas (EIP-AGRI
Focus Group 2015). The final report pub-
lished in 2015 listed six main benefits asso-
ciated with the development of short supply
chains. There are: “improved product range
available to consumers, resource sharing
amongst producers and processors, main-
taining local food chain infrastructure (such
as abattoirs), increased negotiating power
for groups of producers, reduced competi-
tion between small producers, and mutual
support to combat isolation and stress” (EIP-
AGRI Focus Group 2015, 3).

In 2019, the EC published a strategy for
Member States for 2050 called the European
Green Deal. It is the basis for creating Euro-
pean policies, including agricultural policy
and rural development policy. Agriculture
is expected to contribute to the reduction
of greenhouse gases, and all participants
in the supply chain should actively work
to build a sustainable agricultural system.
The EC announced that the farmer’s posi-
tion in the value-added system should be
strengthened. In addition, actions should

be taken to reduce food waste and the costs
of transport, distribution, storage, and pack-
aging (European Commission 2019, 14-15).
Detailed solutions were to be included in
the “From Farm to Fork” Strategy. According
to its provisions, the new EU food system is
to be more sustainable and based on envi-
ronmentally friendly practices. The EC has
noted that, as a result of the Covid-19 pan-
demic, EU citizens are calling for the crea-
tion of short supply chains (European Com-
mission 2020, 3). The document states that
the EU will promote and reward farmers
who have implemented sustainable practices
on their farms and support those who want
to implement them. The strategy does not
contain any provisions stating that the EU
will support short supply chains. This refers
to food chains that are supposed to have
a neutral or positive impact on the envi-
ronment, contribute to the restoration
of ecosystems and limit the long-distance
transport of food products (European Com-
mission 2020, 6, 16).

The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)
in the period 2023-2027 will implement
nine specific objectives. In the context
of SFSCs it should be noted that the EU
wants to improve the farmers’ position in
the value chain and to support viable farm
income and resilience of the agricultural sec-
tor across the Union. An important aspect is
adaptation to climate change and activities
related to reducing greenhouse gas emis-
sions as well as efficient management of nat-
ural resources such as water, soil and air, and
also reducing chemical dependency. SESCs
can contribute to achieving the objectives
of halting and reversing biodiversity loss
and to attract and sustain young farmers and
new farmers and facilitate sustainable busi-
ness development in rural areas. Improving
the producer’s position in the supply chain
will have a positive impact on local develop-
ment in rural areas, due to higher employ-
ment rates and income of residents. The EU
still wants to promote high-quality, safe,
and sustainably produced food (Regulation
2021/2115, art. 6). When analysing the CAP
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objectives for 2027, it should be noted that
EU decision-makers declare broad sup-
port and promotion of the SFSCs instru-
ment. Each country spends various financial
amounts for this support and the impor-
tance of this instrument in rural develop-
ment programmes varies.

4. Smart and Sustainable Rural
Development

The concept of sustainable rural develop-
ment includes stable economic and social
development while maintaining ecological
balance (Wilklin 2011; Wlazty 2018; Wos,
Zegar 2002). Therefore, it is a develop-
ment based on responsible use of natural
resources so that future generations could
benefit from them as we do today. Smart
development is based on knowledge, inno-
vation, information and communication
technologies (European Commission 2010,
13). Smart rural development is character-
ized by a multisectoral, participatory and
territorial approach to development. It
postulates support and development of all
sectors of the economy, based on techno-
logical achievements and use of the latest
knowledge. Planned interventions take into
account local specificity and the special val-
ues, and resources available to a given com-
munity (Panciszko 2022, 32-33). Rural areas
perform a number of different functions
(similarly to multifunctional rural develop-
ment), i.e. food production, social, environ-
mental, cultural, service, residual, aesthetic
and recreational ones (Michalewska-Pawlak
2015, 32—-33).

Both sustainable and intelligent develop-

ment are the basis for building smart villages.
At the EU level, smart villages are defined as
“communities in rural areas that use inno-
vative solutions to improve their resilience,
building on local strengths and opportuni-
ties” They use available digital technologies
to improve the situation in the social, eco-
nomic and environmental areas. They are
characterized by high rates of citizen par-
ticipation in the process of developing and
implementing development strategies.

Smart villages consist of six components:
smart economy, smart society, smart envi-
ronment, smart agriculture, smart govern-
ance and smart accessibility (Panciszko 2021,
44).

Smart economy ensures economic devel-
opment in rural areas. One of the most
important aspects of this is an increase in
the income of residents, including those
working in the agricultural and forestry
sectors, ensuring a high standard of liv-
ing and income adequate to the effort put
in. The second aspect is an introduction
of circular economy principles contribut-
ing to the reduction of resource consump-
tion and minimization of waste (Panciszko-
Szweda 2023, 101-102). Kalenyuk et al. point
to the importance of the growth process,
intellectual activity and its results (called
intellectualisation), innovation, digitalisation
(in all spheres of life, not only economic) and
ecologisation (meaning the implementation
of environmental values and principles in all
processes of management and life). Globali-
zation processes, which create connections
spanning the entire world and limiting inde-
pendence, are also important for building
a smart economy (2024, 26-27).

Smart society protects and cultivates local
culture and traditions. Residents of the local
community engage in activities for the com-
mon good. It is a society characterized by
low rates of social exclusion and margin-
alization (Panciszko-Szweda 2023, 101).
A smart society means also an information
society. Citizens have a high level of knowl-
edge and skills in the use of information and
communication technologies (Tomczyk
2010). They are able to use the latest knowl-
edge and apply it in practice, which makes
their awareness grow in many areas.

Smart environment is manifested by
a clean environment and sustainable use
of its resources, protection of water, air, soil,
biodiversity, and reduction of the carbon
footprint (Muhamad et al. 2022, 274). Pro-
duction methods should be environmentally
friendly. It is also postulated to use modern
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technologies that contribute to the highest
possible level of nature protection.

Smart agriculture assumes the use of mod-
ern technologies in the agricultural produc-
tion process, based on Big Data, Internet
of Things, mapping, GPS, sensors, precise
dosing of fertilizers and water consumption
(Pattharaporn et. al, 2023).

Smart governance also implies implement-
ing e-administration, e-management and
e-participation tools. It involves all inter-
ested parties in the decision-making process
and creating development strategies (Pan-
ciszko 2021, 46). Smart governance mani-
fests itself in co-governance, which means
cooperation and co-responsibility between
public administration and citizens (Pinkas
2021, 138-140).

Smart accessibility is about creating con-
ditions for technical infrastructure in rural
areas, public services (transport, medical
care, education etc.) (Panciszko-Szweda
2023, 101). In the context of food, the impor-
tance of physical and economic access
to food products and access to safe food
should also be emphasized.

5. Contribution of SFSCs
to the Construction of Smart Villages
in the EU

In this part of the article, the author com-
pares the main features of the smart villages
concept and the features of SFSCs (Table 2).
A research tool was prepared to carry out
the comparison, namely, a questionnaire. In
the first stage, the features of the compo-
nents of smart villages concept have been
identified. Then, in the second stage, based
on the list of SFSC features listed in Table 1,
they were compared with the features
of the smart villages concept.

The analysis shows that promoting and
implementing SFSCs on a large scale will
lead to creating smart villages in the EU.
SFSCs will allow to build a smart society,
smart environment, smart economy, smart
accessibility, smart governance and smart
agriculture. It is important to emphasize
that each component will have a greater or

lesser impact on this process. At the same
time, it will depend on many factors such as:
the structure of farms, the size of the coun-
try or the wealth of society.

SESCs implement the assumptions of
the smart villages concept as part of the
smart economy component (in the area
of: economic growth, increasing com-
petitiveness of local businesses, creating
good workplaces/maintaining existing
workplaces) smart society (in the area of:
increasing citizen awareness, high level
of health protection, protecting local
tradition, access to infrastructure), smart
environment (in the area of: protection
of natural resources, climate, biodiversity,
and ecosystems, reduction of energy use,
pollution, waste). SESCs also contribute
to the implementation of smart governance
by enabling networking, increasing the level
of participation and improving resilience
to crises, and smart agriculture in the area
of sustainable production. Implementation
of food security allows to create the com-
ponent of smart accessibility.

Conclusion

The article addressed the issues related
to the concept of rural development in
the EU, namely smart villages. This is a new
approach within the EU policy. It assumes
the development of the village based on its
own resources and the use of opportunities
that appear in the environment using mod-
ern technological tools and innovations that
allow to solve social problems, improve
the quality of life and provide services. One
of the tools that could potentially contrib-
ute to the construction of smart villages are
SESCs.

The literature review allowed to iden-
tify the most important features of SFSCs.
Then these features were compared with
the assumptions of the components of smart
villages. The comparative analysis showed
that the widespread use and broader sup-
port for the construction or reconstruc-
tion of SFSCs can support implementation
of the concept of smart villages.
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Table 2. Features of smart villages and features of SFSCs — comparative analysis

Component

Features of smart villages

Features of SFSCs

Increasing citizen awareness

Increasing consumer awareness in the field of production methods,
additional taste and health benefits of local products;

Greater consumer awareness of the impact of human activity on
the environment;

High level of health

Locally produced food is tailored to the nutritional needs of residents;

environment

protection Itis characterized by a higher content of essential nutrients and lower
. content of contaminants;
smart society Health and nutritional value of products;
Protecing local tradition Promotion of local heritage;
Promotion of folk knowledge;
Learning the history of the product;
Learning the methods of manufacturing the product and its specific features
and values;
Access to infrastructure Slower deterioration of local roads;
Economic growth Economic growth through purchasing from local producers;
Food expenditures stay in the community in the form of profits and taxes;
Increasing competitiveness | Increasing competitiveness of local food producers;
of local businesses Limiting oligopolies and monopolies in the food market;
Real prices of products;
Smart Transparent supply chain;
economy Lower prices for consumers;
Limiting the importance of intermediaries;
Creating good workplaces/ | Creating jobs on small farms;
maintaining existing Maintaining existing jobs on small farms;
workplaces Increasing income for local producers;
Diversifying rural economy;
Protection of natural resources | Using natural resources without generating losses during transportation,
distribution and sale;
Protection of climate Reduction of greenhouse gas emissions due to reduced transport;
Smart Protection of ecosystems Protecting ecosystems from overexploitation;

Energy use reduction

Reduction of energy consumption for transporting, storing and selling
products;

Reduction of pollution

Limited use of fertilizers and plant protection products such as herbicides;

Protection of biodiversity

Cultivation of local plant varieties, often threatened with extinction.
Breeding local breeds of farm animals, often threatened with extinction;

Food production in

Greater opportunities for food security;

of participation

Smfart sustainable way Implementation of sustainable food system;

agriculture . . . )
Promotion of sustainable production methods;

Networking Establishing contacts between consumers and producers, producers and

producers, producers and producer cooperatives;
Creating networks at local and regional levels;
Building trust between the participants in food supply chain;

Smart Direct contact between producer and consumer;

governance | Increasing the level Increasing consumer participation and importance in the food system;

A new dimension of citizenship - consumer-citizenship;
Participation in the creation of food democracy;

Improving resilience to crises

Making rural area more resistant and adaptive to change (food crises,
economic, environmental);
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Component | Features of smart villages Features of SFSCs
Smart Implementation of food Increasing independence of states and local communities in the area
accessibility | security of ensuring healthy and safe food;

Increasing food self-sufficiency;
Increasing availability of niche products;
Guaranteeing equal access to food;

Source: own elaboration.

The research results provided confirm
the hypothesis that SESCs contribute
to the development of smart villages in
the European Union. This result has a con-
sequence. The EU should still promote this
mechanism, because of social, environmen-
tal and economic benefits that SESCs can
bring. This requires financial, legal and pro-
motional support from EU institutions and
Member States. SFSCs are one of the possi-
ble elements that can help to create smart
villages but not the only one.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applica-
ble.
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