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AKi ouiHO4YHI cMcTeMM 3aCTOCOBYIOTb

A/A OLIHKM AiA/NbHOCTI 3 gorasaay

3a pepmMepCbKUM rocnogapCcTBom

y cpepi oxopoHu 340poB's?

Miacymku cuctemHoro orasay nirepatypu

diopesna Mis Canbeamope’,
®panyecko Konmo't

tYHigepcumem ®00uca, M. ®0odxcd, Imanis
fynisepcumem ®odxmca, m. ®odxwa, Imanis

MeTa po60TH - BWABUTU B HAyKOBIl AiTepaTypi BUAWM OCHOBHOT
AiANIBHOCTI COLia/IbHOr O Ci/IbCbKOrO FOCNoAapCTBa i po3pobuTu
/1€rKO PO3YMIETLCA METOA,0/10rit0 YNpaBAiHHA HUMMU.

Anzaiin/MeToa/MNiaxig AOCAigKEHHA -  CUCTEMHUIA  Or/AA4
niTepaTtypu.
Pe3sy/bTaT  AOC/igKEHHS. Cdopmy/iboBaHO PO3yMiHHA

MeTOoA0/0rii ANA OLiHKM Ta ynpaBAiHHA iCHYO4YMMKU BUAAMMU
AIAZIBHOCTI  COLjabHOrO  Ci/IbCbKOrO  rocnoAapcrea  3a
AO0MNOMOrOK0 OMUCY CUCTEMMU.

TeopeTuyHe 3Ha4YeHHA AOCNiIKEHHA. CneuianizoBaHi
rocnogapcTea no AorAaay — ue Hanbizbl iHHOBaLiMHe BUMpa3

6araToPyHKLiOHa/LHOMO  Ci/IbCbKOrO  rocrnogapcrea.  3a
AOMOMOrol0  PO3pODOKM  B3AaEMOAOMOBHIOIOYMX  3aXOAiB,
NoB'A3aHUX 3  BUPOOHWLTBOM  MpOAOBO/bCTBA,  BOHU

NpeAcTaBAAlOTb  COBOK0  MOX/AMBICTb BMABUTM  HE3/YEHHI
pecypcu Ci/lbCbKMX paloHiB ¢BiTy. OLiHKa cucTeMu Aif/bHOCTI
crewianizoBaHMX rocnogapcTs No 40r/184y 403BO/AE BUPOOGUTH
YiTKe BU3HAYEHHA NOCAYT 417 FPOMajAH.

MpakTnuHe 3Ha4YeHHA AOCNiAKEHHS. /loan MOXYTb
BMKOPUCTOBYBATU COLlia/IbHe Ci/IbCbKe rOCnoAapCTBO AK OAMH
i3 cnocobiB NoA0/1aTH CTpec, NoB'A3aHuii 3 poboTorn. Komnaii,
MicueBi Ta HaliOHa/bHi OpraHu B/AaAM MOBMHHI OLHIOBATH,

nigTpumyBatT i ynpaBAATM  COLja/bHUM  CilbCbKUM
rocrnogapcTsom.
OpwriHanbHicTb/LiHHicTb/HayKkoBa HOBM3HA AOC/iAKEHHA.

3po6/eHO BUCHOBOK MpO Te, WO CilbCbKa MiCLEBiCTb |
Ci/IbCbKOroCnogapCbKuMii MpoLec npeacTaBAaTy GakTopu, AKi
CNpUAOTL CoujiasbHil iHTerpauii B rpomagax. ToMy oujiHKa
CUCTeMM  COLLiaZibHOrO  CiIbCBKOMO  rOCMoAapcTBa Habysae
6i/1bLLIOro 3Ha4eHHA AK A/1A NiABULLLEHHA 3HaYyLWOoCTi depmepa,
Tak i A/nA 36i/blUEHHA MigTPUMKM  COLia/ZIbHOI MOAITUKU B
paioHax 3 HeBE/MKOIO CiIbCbKOrOCNOAAPCbKOLO LiiHHICTIO.
MepcnekTUBM NOAANbLIMX AOC/AIAKEHb — BUBYEHHA AiA/IbHOCTI 3
OLHKM COLia/IbHOrO Ci/IbCbKOrO FOCMOAApPCTBa; iHCTPYMEHTU
A/1A MOAINLIEHHA NpoLecy MPUIHATTA pilleHb Npo MalbyTHi
cueHapii gaa cycniAbCcTBa npouecis 3 A0or/ia4y; noAiNWeHHA
06C/1yroByBaHHA 3 METOK YHMKHEHHA MOripWeHHA CTaHy

340pOB'A  Hace/eHHA Ta, TaKUM YMHOM, MOIMWEHHA
BM3HA4Y€eHHA COoLia/IbHOT NONITUKU.

Tun cTaTTi — TeopeTuyHa.

Kaouwosi cnrosa: depma 3 pgornagy;  cuctemMa  OLiHKM;

CUCTEMaTU3YIOHUIA OT/IAA NiTepaTypu.

0%

Kakue oueHo4YHble CUCTEMbI MPUMEHSAIOT
ANA OLLEHKU AeATe/IbHOCTU MO yXoay

3a pepMepCcKMM XO3AMCTBOM

B cepe oxpaHbl 340pOBbA?

UToru cuctemHoro o63opa iMTepaTyphl

duopenna Mus Canbeamops’,
®panyecko Konmo't

tYHusepcumem ®00xca, Podxwa, Umanus
#YHusepcumem ®odxwa, Podxca, Umanus

Llenb paboTbl — BbIABUTL B Hay4HOW /IMTepaType BUAbl OCHOBHOWM
AEeATE/IbHOCTU  COLMA/IbBHOTO  Ce/IbCKOr0  XO3ANCTBA U
pa3paboTaThb /1erko NOHMMaeMyto MeTOA0/I0MMI0 YrpaB/IeHNUA
UMK,

Auzaiin/MeToa/lloaxoa wccaiefOBaHUA —
/UTepaTypbil.

PesysbTatbl ucciegoBaHuA.  CHOPMY/IMPOBAHO  MOHMMAHWeE
METOAO/I0MMU A/1A OLEHKU U yrpaB/eHUA CyLLecTBYOLWUMU
BUAAMW [EATe/NIbHOCTU COLMA/bHOrO Ce/bCKOrO XO3ANCTBA
nocpeACTBOM OMUCAHUA CUCTEMDI.

TeopeTuyeckoe 3HayeHMe UcciegoBaHUA. CrelManM3MpoBaHHble
XO03AMCTBAa MO YyxoAy - 3TO Haubosee WHHOBALMOHHOE
Bblpa)KeHne MHOrOQpYHKLMOHA/IbHOrO Ce/bCKOr0 XO3AMCTBA.
MNocpeacTBOM paspaboTku B3aMMO/,0MO/HAOLLMX
MePOMNPUATHIA, CBA3AHHBIX C MPOU3BOACTBOM NMPOAOBO/IbCTBUA,
OHU NpeacTaBAAloT cobOM  BO3MOXKHOCTb  OBHapYXWTb
HeCMeTHble Ppecypcbl Ce/bCKMX paioHoB Mmupa. OleHka
CUCTEMBI AEATE/IbHOCTU CMeLnaM31pOBaHHbIX XO3AMCTB MO
yXO4y No3Bo/AeT BblpaboTaTb YeTKOe ornpese/ieHne yeayr ana
rpaxgaH.

MpakTMyeckoe  3Ha4yeHMe  uccaegoBaHuA.  /liogu  moryT
MCMo/Ib30BaThb COLMA/bHOE Ce/IbCKOe XO3ANCTBO KaK OAMH U3
CnocoboB npeopfoneTb CTpPecC, CBA3AHHbI C  paboToM.
KomnaHuu, MecTHble 1 HaLMOHa/IbHble OpraHbl BAACTU 40/KHbI

CUCTEeMHbIVE  0630p

OLleHUBaTb, MOAAEPXKMBATb W  YNPaB/AATb  COLMA/bHLIM
Ce/IbCKMM XO3ANCTBOM.
OpurMHaabHOCTb/LleHHOCTb/HayyHas HOBM3HA  UCC/I€40BaHUA.

CaenaH BbIBOA O TOM, 4TO Ce/bCKasd MeCTHOCTb MU
Ce/IbCKOXO3ANCTBEHHbIN MpOoLecC MNpeacTaBaAAlT (akTopsbl,
KOTOpble COAENCTBYIOT COLMa/IbHOM MHTEerpaumm B obLiMHaXx.
Mo3TOoMy OLeHKa CMCTeMbI COLMasIbHOrO Ce/bCKOro X03A1CTBa
rpuobpetaet 60/blIOe 3HauyeHWME KaK AAA  MOBbILLEHUA
3HaYMMOCTM pepmepa, Tak M AAA YBeNUHEHUA MOAAEPXKKM

COUMaZbHOW  MO/MTMKM B palioHax ¢ Hebo/bLuoi
Ce/IbCKOXO03ANCTBEHHOM LIeHHOCTbIO.
MepcnekTMBbI  AaZbHEMWIMX  UCCIEAOBaHUI  —  U3y4veHue

A,EeATe/IbHOCTU MO OLLeHKe COLMa/IbHOrO Ce/IbCKOrO XO3AMCTBa;
MHCTPYMEHTbI A/1A Y/Iy4LLIEHUA MPOLecca NPUHATHA peLLeHuit o
ByAyLMX CLEHapUAX MPOLLeCcCoB MO yxogy AAA obLecTsa;
y/aydlieHne 0oBCAyKMBaHWA BO uM3bexaHue  yXyALleHus
COCTOAHMA 340POBbA Hace/eHWA W, Takum 0bpasom,
y/lyulleHWe npoLecca onpeseneHna CoLmuanbHON MO/MTHUKM.

Tun cTaTbm — TeopeTnyecKan.

Kawouesble cnosa: depma no yxoay;
cUcTeMaTU3UpYHOLLMIA 0630p AMTEpaTypbl.

cnMcTeMa  OUEeHKU;
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Introduction

income source, but it is a useful solution to give value in the

agricultural areas and a good solution to increase the well-
being state of disadvantaged people or with health problems
(Mueller, & Mueller, 2010). Answering these needs, agriculture
becomes multifunctional allowing not only to distinguish the tools
available to citizens but also to link socially inclusive actions with
care activities as provided by the national institutions (Zasada, 2011;
Conto et al., 2013; Hassink et al., 2013). Integration between the
primary sector and the new ideology of business is achieved
through the provision of socio-sanitary services in the care farms
(Zasada, 2011; Hine, 2008). The entities guide their services furniture
towards several kinds of clients with different health problems
such as psychological and/or learning difficulties (Sempik et al.,
2010). The activities that involve the participants are different, for
example only for day-activity, or therapy, or spending time with
animals (Artz, & Davis, 2017; De Krom, & Dessein, 2013; Leck et dl.,
2014). These lead the agriculture to play an important role in the
treatment, rehabilitation and general care of people with
disabilities. In the last decades, the agriculture’ branch called Social
Agriculture (SA), has been institutionalized becoming an ordinary
action for those who had behaviour problems or other diseases.
The idea of the farm involved in the green care, has changed over
time; it was seen like a facility able to re-establish the normality
concept among the participants to became a new way to observe
the people staying occupied, have discovered the role of
responsibilities actually expedite rehabilitation and return to the
society (Sempik et al., 2010).

:: n recent times, agriculture is changing since it is not just an

In a framework like that, the European Union has focused its
attention on multifunctional farming aspects combining the
principal function of the agriculture with therapies and alternative
ways to help people in difficult situations. In Europe there are many
initiatives launched about this purpose including the famous
initiative called “European Farming for Health” (Elings, & Hassink,
2006), launched in 2004 by the University of Wageningen. It
represented a synthesis of a varied panorama: from the Dutch
farms to the green care diffused in Scandinavian and Anglo-Saxon
Countries, from England’s horticultural therapy to the Social
Agriculture in Italy. The cooperation has created a huge European
network of 11 representatives from different countries in which
some nations as Germany, Ireland and Slovenia have not only
promoted private investment but they have taken on a public set-
up has leading to the emergence of “institutional” companies
engaged in the dissemination of good practices (Niggli et al., 2008;
Darnhofer et al., 2010; Bragg et al., 2013). In the Holland context,
thanks to the Exemption from Medical Expenses (EMEA), there are
an increasing number of structures that decide to organize
associations or foundations at regional level for admission to EMEA.
As far as the efficiency of the practice, Dutch law provides a set of
rules for the recruitment of farm staff. More specifically,
employees must have different skills to assist patients in the most
appropriate way and must have professional knowledge necessary
for the sector. Holland is not the only example of how this policy is
going to be successful. Interest in farming practices has grown in
the various European countries in simultaneous times and a
process of analysis has beeninitiated in the field of welfare services
and, more generally, on the development of the local-communities’
quality of life.

Although the SA is growing rapidly, in literature there is a lack of
assessment system to consider the health evolution. The problem
is determined in the not easy identification and definition of all the
characteristics related to the different realities. SA assessments
take into account the evaluation of some pillars, such as
environment, society and economy (Gémez-Limén, & Sanchez-
Fernandez, 2010), which are implied for the assessment of the care

O

activities at regional, national and international levels (Binder et al.,
2010). At the farm level, the assessment systems encounter some
specific problems as regarding the data collection or to evaluate
the environment or the social context in which the activities with
disabilities people are performed. Despite these complications,
some studies have suggested to develop different methodologies
to assess and manage the green care activities (Artz, & Davis, 2017;
Steigen et al., 2016), but additional attempts are required to create
an easily readable framework about the findings identified till now.
In accordance with the existing studies, this research suggests a
way to examine in-depth the activities carried out in a care farm.
Through a deepened systematic literature review, the goal of this
study is to create an evaluation-system-based framework for the
therapies and activities involving disabled people, with the aim of
ranking farms according to different objectives, in order to
elaborate future perspectives re-qualifying rural areas with a
socially useful approach.

In many sectoral studies (Mulder, 2006; Adato, & Meinzen-Dick,
2007), there are no actions about the care farming assessment but
just insights useful to answer specific problems (Maaz et al., 2018).
The sector reconsideration comes from understanding SA as a new
way of conceiving rurality and opens up new points of view on the
recent welfare systems (Relf, 2006). On the other hand, the
growing demand for the necessary services and the resulting
reduction in public funds, is reflected more heavily in agricultural
areas where there is a high percentage of elderly people that incur
high costs (Sayadi et al., 2009; Cont0 et al., 2015). This is verifiable in
the local welfare systems because they are more effective in
promoting actions to increase the efficiency of traditional
networks based on reception, reciprocity and promotion of
practices enhancing the individual’s well-being (Hart, 2013; Hassink
et al, 2016). In this sense, social farming shows itself as an
innovation capable to give benefits not only for the public health
sector, but also for who could improve their social-health status
with other activities (Hassink et al., 2017). A better understanding of
the therapeutic interventions effects in the SA can develop
innovative tools in the field of healthy lifestyle (Fraser et al., 2005;
Fritze et al., 2008) and, at the same time, be a strategic element in
the evolution of a multifunctional farming practice.

The objectives of this new insight, are:

- mobilize resources still hidden;

- ensure a dense network of social protection;

- join care activities and work inclusion actions (Barrientos, 2014;
FAO, 2015).

Today, the phenomenon has evolved and the main actors are not
just farmers and agricultural entrepreneurs but also agricultural
engineers and social-health therapists. Their activity is to
rediscover multifunctionality in agriculture serving the community
(Hassink et al., 2018). Thanks to the importance of social issues and
to the presence of new operators, the agriculture role in this field
has become predominant. In particular, looking for non-hospital
solutions carried out in the primary sector (Caswell et al., 2001).

In each European country the culture of re-evaluating traditional
systems is becoming increasingly popular in order to obtain
innovative practices and services to satisfy the needs of health
support (Figueiredo, & Raschi, 2011). The use of therapies for
disabilities people, care for patients with chronic illnesses or even
work solutions for people with social problems are examples of
integration between agriculture and health services (Zasada, 2011).
The phenomenon of care farms, therefore, contributes to
spreading an innovative vision of the rural world that combines the
educational and cultural services of the agriculture multifunctional
concept with the ability to generate wellbeing even for those who
are poor members of the society (Pedersen et al., 2012).
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Research question

has been analyzed in the literature about the systems used to

evaluate the activities performed in the care farms. In the first
step, the study aims to carry out a SLR following the methodology
used by Tranfield et al. (2003), Dixon-Woods et al. (2004), Velten
(2015), Bgczyk et al. (2018) in order to:

:: ystematic Literature Review (SLR) approach identifies what

(1) identify the actions adopted by care farming;

(2) evaluate how different conceptions and different assessment
systems about social farming, are combined in a academic
debate.

As the second step, the existing actions are classified by system-
describing pattern to realize an interpretative framework (Hansen,
1996; Yin, 2009). It allows the assessment determining strengths
and weakness of the activities performed in the care farms.
Successively, thanks to the literature review procedure, possible
useful measures for evaluating and improving activities performed
in a farm are suggested.

Methodology

ccording to the mentioned methodology, the studies were
identified in two electronic databases: Scopus and Web of
Science (WOS). Information for the reference articles trough

reference lists and through meeting with experts, have been
obtained.

The keywords searched have been: “care farm” and “assessment”.

Inclusion and exclusion criteria have been used in the following
way. As inclusion criteria, only papers published from 2007 to 2018
have been selected. The subject areas: “medicine”, “agricultural
and biological sciences”, ‘“social science”, ‘“environmental
science”, “business, management and accounting” for SCOPUS
research and “agriculture”, “public environmental occupational
health”, “health care science services”, “business economics” and
“sociology” for WOS research, have been used to specify the field
of research.

Furthermore, the research only considers papers in English to
obtain an international validity of studies. Instead, as exclusion
criteria, proceedings paper, conference proceedings, special issues
and dissertations have not been taken into account to avoid a
dispersal of the study.

Pursuant to procedure, 43 papers in Scopus and 63 in WOS have
been obtained (fig. 1).

After a descriptive analysis of the obtained database of
international relevance, a content analysis to identify the therapies
used in the farm and the future scenarios of the social agriculture
management system will be carried out.

Recordsidentified in Published Definition of e o I .
) Py " Scientific Article onlyin
Scopus (‘assessment between year database- articles Enslish
AND “care farm") 20072018 research area (n=44) (nf )
(n=64) (n=63) (n=54) “4e -
Recorf!_sndentiﬁerl in Published _ Definition of Scientific Article only in
WOS (““assessment between year database- articles Enslish
AND “care farm") 20072018 research area —(_66 :'6
(n=139) (n=147) (n=68) (n=66) (n=63)

Fig. 1. Databases investigated and the total papers identified using filtering steps

Results and Discussion

and confirmed for review inclusion through an iterative

C ccording to the SLR the articles identified were filtered, sorted
selection procedure as shown in fig. 1.

Following this process, the duplicates have been deleted, eligibility
confirmed from abstracts and papers in full text have been
reviewed considering the previous research questions. All articles
subject to analysis have been re-evaluated to include or exclude
themselves in the descriptive and content analyses (Moher et dl.,
2009). In total a number of 103 studies have been selected and
declared positives for the SLR and relevant to answer our previous
research lines.

The first step of descriptive analysis has been an analysis of the
papers distribution during years from 2007 to 2018. This aspect
highlights the trend of research streams during the analyzed
period. In the fig. 2 it has been demonstrated that the most of
research were published both in SCOPUS and WOS from 2015 and
2017 represents the years with the highest number of publications,
which highlights the emerging and growing nature of the research
fields.

In addition, just 6 articles have already been identified in the first
two months of year 2018. This represents a forecast about another
year of growth for the research streams.

&d

TIME DISTRIBUTION

W SCOPUS OWOS

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Fig. 2. The trend of research streams

The projection is also close to the researches of other authors that
studied the integration of care, social activities and work inclusion
actions function for the disabilities and elderly people (Garcia-
Llorente et al., 2016; Rossignoli et al., 2017). As regarding the
geographical locations of the studies published in SCOPUS and
WOS, are demonstrated in fig. 3. The outcomes were produced
based on the location information contained in the menu available
in the international literature databases. The graphic revealing the
most studies for the research streams under review, were
conducted in USA with 19% of publications identified in this
geographical area. Netherlands was also another popular country
for research in this field with 18% of academic articles. Instead, in
the area “others”, all the other countries contributing to the
research in the minor part are represented.
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COUNTRY

Fig. 3. The geographical locations of the studies

The finding reflects the remarkable role both of United State and
some EU countries in driving the social activities development in
the care farms and support the spread of some possibilities for
disadvantaged people.

The following step is based on the assessment of the green care
activities. Several studies demonstrate that economic analysis of
the care activities’ results or health analysis of the activities’ effects
on disabled people, are the issues more treated in the literature
(Van der Ploeg, 2007; Yin, 2009; Harbison, 2010; Hassink et al., 2018).
The studies on benefits of horticulture and animal-assisted
practices, beneficiaries’ types of the green care, contexts to carry
out care activities, are noteworthy because reveal the typical
characteristics of the countries in which they are performed (Chan
et al., 2017; Elings, 2012). Nowadays, there are no tools that consider
several and different multidisciplinary factors useful to evaluating
the actions performed in the SA. The only exemption are the
Hassink’s studies in which economic and efficient aspects on the
beneficiaries conditions are analyzed (Hassink et al., 2012 - 2018).
Most practices in the international studies (Weltin 2013; Torske et
al., 2016; Artz et al., 2017) regarding context specified as hospitals
or specialized centers for the treatment of specific pathologies or
urban contexts for the management and use of green spaces
(community gardening). According to other studies about the
effects produced by the occupational therapy on patients with
mental iliness (Torske et al., 2016; Cipriani et al., 2018; Oh et al., 2018),
the horticulture therapy shows immediate positive reactions on life
satisfaction, well-being, self-perception and on all components of
the quality of life. The analyzes conducted are characterized by
comparisons between groups of patients who have participated in
horticultural therapy projects and groups that have participated in
other projects or have not been included in any therapeutic
pathway. Therapeutic contexts (previous or contemporary
therapies, role of families, etc.) are not taken into consideration or
totally described. Beneficiary subject of therapeutic activity
represents generally the focus. As regarding the benefits deriving
from the animal-assisted therapies, investigations results show
benefits on the cognitive, physical and psychological level (Artz, &
Davis, 2017; Oh et al., 2018).

&

In light of these main activities, it is argued that there is no method
of evaluating therapies using plants or animals, even if the last
experiences have multiplied both in protected contexts (hospitals,
rehabilitation centers, etc.) and in production area contexts
(cooperatives, companies, etc.) (Etheredge et al., 2016; Gorman &
Cacciatore, 2017; Soga et al, 2017). In many other researches
(Etheredge et al., 2016; Bradley et al., 2017; Kelley et al., 2017; Im et al.,
2018; Lehmann et al., 2018) there is just a collection of data and
information not supported by an appropriate methodological
approach. In other cases (Aldous, 2015; Artz, & Davis, 2017), instead,
an exact method and excellent results do not correspond to the
validity of the study confirmed by the academic community. All
these new perspectives allow to operate a clear difference (tab. 1).

Table 1
A review of the activities performed in the main centers

Activities
The green care activity plays a
limited role (generally a few

Centers
Training activity centers;
occupational therapy and

co-therapy with | hours per day for a few days per
rehabilitation centers; | week). The tasks carried out
local health company; | concern only part of the

associations;
municipalities and social
cooperatives;

agricultural production process
and other subjects spend their
time to gardening.

hospital; psychiatric

hospital; rehabilitative

centers.

Care farms; farms; | People are fully involved in

agricultural social | agricultural and related activities

cooperatives. (agritourism, catering,
educational activities,
packaging, sales, etc.) carrying
out different actions and

contributing to the business.

Overall, many studies have adopted the participatory evaluation
approach in progress (Kelley et al., 2017; Soga et al., 2017; Cipriani et
al., 2018). It allows to deepen the process (to find out exactly the
object in examining and to identify an operative evaluation model)
and to improve the practices through the possible modification of
the activities.

Since the use of systems to categorize the activities in this field is
mostly undetected, the technique to obtain a delineated
framework is the Yin’s approach (2009). It focuses on the case
study research, but in this context, it has been proposed for
formulating an easily readable interpretative framework-model
about the existing SA actions, trough a system-describing pattern.
it is adopted to analyze experiences characterized by agricultural
practices and participation of subjects with different problems.
Each one must be considered in the evaluation process and with
the system-describing pattern; the individual experiences-
peculiarities are identified highlighting the strengths and weakness
to take into account for the evolution of the business involved in
the SA sector. A possible theoretical framework that suggests
useful measures for business to evaluate how to improve the
activities is shown in the tab. 2.

The framework outlined defining the strength and weakness of the
most common activities carried out in a farm, contributes to define
the concept of multifunctionality in agriculture, giving a strong
innovative impulse to the entire agricultural sector by re-evaluating
rural areas and laying the bases for the care farms’ new concept
(Bird, 2007; Haubenhofer et al., 2010; Hassink et al., 2018).
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Own elaboration about the main activities of the care farms based on Yin’s study (2009)

Table 2

Activities

Obijectives

Strength

Weakness

Suggested measures

Education
(De Krom, & Dessein,
2013; Leck et al., 2014;
Rotheram et al., 2017)

Improve the knowledge
about agricultural
practices developing the
natural sensitivity in
disabled people.

Increased confidence in
the farming community
and
changes the farmers’
attitude.

Limited investments and/or

delay in the availability of
funds in setting up or
expansion of SA education
actions.

Multi-criteria analysis

Rural area services
(De Krom, & Dessein,
2013; Leck et al., 2014;

Hemingway et al., 2016)

Re-establish in the rural
contexts a livable milieu
even for the young
families.

Re-population the rural
areas; local development
increased; provision of
social services (like
kindergarten and
recreation activities for
children and elderly) in

economically viable ways.

Low level of farmers
participation (because of
high investments);
inadequate staff to
monitor the quality of the
services.

Cost-benefits
analysis

Rehabilitation
(Elings, 2012; Pedersen
et al., 2016; Artz &
Davis, 2017)

Improve the well-being of
the individual with some
health problems. The
activities are carried out
on farms that supply their
resources and expertise.

Increased independence,
sense of purpose and
safety-awareness.

A passive role of
agriculture being part of a
wider therapeutic project

because of the

“thaumaturgical” power of

the rural context.

Before-after
comparisons
analysis; QoL analysis

Occupational therapy
(Dessein, & Bock, 2010;
Elings, 2012)

Help the people to re-
acquire the own capacities
lost due toillness or
disability.

Increased expressing
emotions, confidence;
controlled decision-
making social-

relationships and anxiety.

Low political-economic
support for the business
that want to launch this

type of therapy.

Before-after
comparisons
analysis; QoL analysis

Horticulture therapy
(Dessein, & Bock, 2010;
Elings, 2012; Ferrini,
2016; Chan et al., 2017)

Enable and empower
clients to achieve
maximum independence
and improve well-being.

Improved responsibility,
mental exercises, motor
activities, and postural
control, social function.

Few public health
strategies to support the
socio-ecological aspects of
health.

Individual behavior
analysis; satisfaction
level analysis; QoL
analysis

Animal-assisted
practices (Dessein, &
Bock, 2010; Elings, 2012;
Artz, & Davis, 2017)

Promote improvement in
physical, social, emotional
and/or cognitive
functioning thanks to the
participation of a specially
trained animal-handler

Increased the physical
and cognitive
coordination, social
interaction and
decreased loneliness.

Little credibility of clinical
professionals to consider
the incorporation of
Animal-assisted therapy
into practice.

Project-results
verification;
satisfaction level
analysis; QoL analysis

team.

Conclusions

elements for the role of agricultural activity and for the

disabilities people in the therapeutic-rehabilitation processes
and in the processes of care has been highlighted. In all studies, the
protagonists have shown up how outdoor’ activity plays an
important role for the care of different pathologies and problems.
This is also confirmed by research related to the effects of
exposure to nature and in particular by the presence of animals in
certain therapies (Banks, & Banks, 2002). Animals-based treatments
creating a direct relationship with the patient, affect on the psycho-
affective state increasing the patient’s ability to relate to others
(Berget et al., 2008).

:: ccording to the recent literature, the importance of some

Moreover, the literature highlights that besides the agricultural
activity, another crucial factor is the physical activity that creates
an optimal rehabilitation condition and contributes at achieving
clear objectives with precise rhythms (Hine et al., 2008; Thompson
Coon et al., 2011). The cases taken into consideration carry out
various methods of activities’ examination. The main differences
are about the main focus of the examination. In some cases, the
focus is represented by the beneficiary subject and in others by the
single activity. Considering the measurement approaches, the
studies have developed different solutions as microanalysis of
individual behavior, satisfaction level analysis, social network
analysis, project verification, analysis of economic impact. They
represent just an example of the criteria used to evaluate the
activity’ progress in the farm (Lee et al., 2004; Kam, & Siu, 2010;
Gonzalez et al., 2011; October et al., 2013). One common element
among the case studies, is the choice of quality of life (QoL) as an
evaluating practices method (Aldous, 2015; Artmann et al., 2017; De

Boer et al., 2017; Fumagalli et al., 2017; Masel et al., 2017). QoL used in
social and health assessments, is also present in the economics and
rural management studies. The indicator represents a comparison
method for the system welfare and for the agricultural and rural
sectors. In this perspective, the concept of QoL seems to bring the
socio-health approach closer to the sociological approach and
offers a new perspective on the analysis of SA. With the previous
indicators, the evaluation of social farming practices can help to
identify the elements of a new European agriculture paradigm
guaranteeing multifunctional production processes (Van der Ploeg,
2007).

Finally, SA values diversity and gives new meaning to therapies
making not only important at the health level but are embedded in
more complex management processes inside in the farms.
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