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ABSTRACT 

Social farming integrates agricultural production with social, educational, and therapeutic 
services. Among its diverse activities, the work inclusion of disadvantaged groups has gained 
increasing relevance, yet systematic knowledge remains fragmented. A systematic search was 
conducted in December 2024 across Web of Science and Google Scholar using predefined 
search strings. Eligible studies included peer-reviewed or review articles (2000–2024, English 
language) addressing work inclusion through social farming or agriculture. Data were 
extracted on publication year, geographical setting, study objectives, agricultural context, 
target groups, and type of production. Of 948 records screened, 51 met eligibility criteria. 
Studies spanned Europe, North America, Asia, and Africa, with Italy emerging as a key 
contributor. Four thematic areas were identified: (i) models of work inclusion, with farms 
acting as laboratories of integration for people with disabilities, migrants, NEET youth, and ex- 
prisoners; (ii) social interaction, highlighting the role of multi-actor networks in sustaining 
inclusive practices; (iii) temporary work, focusing on migrant labour programmes in Canada, 
Finland, and New Zealand that reveal both opportunities and vulnerabilities; and (iv) 
sustainability promotion, stressing integration of social justice and labour rights into envir
onmentally and economically sustainable models. Social farming offers promising pathways 
for inclusive and sustainable rural development. However, regulatory fragmentation, funding 
discontinuity, and weak impact assessment limit its long-term potential. Strengthening 
networks, embedding fairness into value chains, and improving protections for migrant 
workers are key priorities. Future research should focus on comparative analyses, long- 
term impacts, and underexplored vulnerable groups. 
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1. Introduction 

Social farming (SF) refers to the use of agricultural resources to provide social, health, educational, and 
employment opportunities, particularly for disadvantaged individuals. While its definition varies across 
countries and contexts, common features include social inclusion, therapeutic activities, and community 
engagement through farming. 

Although the formalised concept of Green Care is relatively recent, its foundational elements, namely the 
use of agriculture, outdoor work, and nature to support mental health, have longstanding precedents. 
These elements can be found both in contemporary movements in the USA (such as care farming) and in 
historical practices in New Zealand that represent early forms of proto–green care (Gorman & Cacciatore,  
2020; Stock & Brickell, 2013). In some countries, such as Canada, SF is still in an exploratory and 
developmental stage, where lessons from European operational models need to be adapted to the 
Canadian regulatory, safety, and cost frameworks (Innes et al., 2025). 

SF in Europe is strongly connected to multifunctional agriculture, rural welfare, and social innovation, 
and is increasingly recognized as a driver of sustainable development and alternative business models 
(García-Llorente et al., 2016; Genova and Maccaroni, 2020; Jarábková et al., 2022; Moruzzo et al., 2019; 
Nicolosi et al., 2021; Torquati et al., 2015). 

Across Europe, diverse models have emerged: a private, therapy-oriented approach in the Netherlands 
and Flanders; a more institutional, public-therapeutic model in France, Germany, and Slovenia; and a mixed 
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model in Italy, characterized by partnerships between agricultural enterprises and social cooperatives 
(Moruzzo et al., 2020). 

Specifically, social farming activities in Germany and Ireland are predominantly oriented towards the 
health sector. In contrast, in Italy, Slovenia, and France, these initiatives are more strongly linked to social 
and employment objectives, whereas in the Netherlands and Belgium, especially Belgium, such initiatives 
are primarily connected with the agricultural sector. Since its inception, Italian SF has developed significant 
social and labour inclusion activities, enabling vulnerable groups to enter work environments that respect 
their needs and rhythms. Italian SF is therefore often described as ‘inclusive’ (Dessein et al., 2013; Di Iacovo 
& O'Connor, 2009), given the predominance of inclusion-oriented initiatives compared to service-oriented 
models typical of some Northern European countries, which are characterised by substantially different 
welfare systems (Giarè et al., 2018c). Across countries, the target groups of social farming vary according to 
national welfare systems and agricultural traditions. In Italy, social farming primarily serves individuals with 
intellectual and developmental disabilities, migrants and refugees, and those facing social exclusion, 
reflecting the strong integration of agriculture with social cooperatives and labour insertion policies (Di 
Iacovo & O’Connor, 2009; Giarè et al., 2018b). In France and Ireland as well, employment-oriented initiatives 
involve a wide range of participants. However, they typically target individuals with less severe forms of 
disability, who possess relatively higher levels of autonomy and work-related skills (Di Iacovo & O’Connor,  
2009). In Germany, Slovenia, and Ireland, many social farms specialise in supporting people with mental 
health issues, older adults, intellectual disabilities, or drug- and alcohol-related problems. In Belgium and 
the Netherlands, most care farms are open to a more diverse group of participants, including individuals 
with mental health issues, older adults, people with intellectual disabilities, those with a history of 
addiction, young people, and the long-term unemployed (de Bruin et al., 2015; Dessein et al., 2013). 
Some initiatives also involve other vulnerable groups, including former prisoners (Hassink et al., 2014). In 
Norway, social farming initiatives also target older adults with dementia through farm-based day care 
services, as well as youth at risk, supported by national programs that link agriculture with community- 
based health services (Steigen et al., 2016). In the United Kingdom, care farms frequently support 
individuals with mental health challenges, young people excluded from school, and people with learning 
disabilities, shaped by commissioning practices within the health, social care, and education sectors 
(Hemingway et al., 2016; Leck et al., 2014). SF is a fast-growing sector in Europe, but the diversity of 
national contexts, including legal frameworks, cultural traditions, and rural–urban structures, means that it 
takes different forms and that definitions and available data vary considerably across countries. A recent 
European study (Elings et al., 2022) highlighted the prominence of SF in the Netherlands, widely considered 
the country where SF is most developed and widespread, in terms of the number of farms, participants, and 
degree of institutional integration. The study also identified Italy, Austria, Belgium (Flanders), and Ireland as 
countries with significant SF sectors, although their scale and organisational structures are generally more 
heterogeneous and, in some cases, more fragmented. 

The diversity of SF across Europe also reflects the variety of national legal frameworks (Di Iacovo & 
O’Connor, 2009; Knapik, 2018; Nazzaro et al., 2021). Italy was among the first countries to introduce a 
dedicated law (Law 141/2015), which promotes social farming within the broader concept of agricultural 
multifunctionality (Moruzzo et al., 2022), unlike many other countries where legal provisions are absent or 
less structured. By defining activities related to inclusion, education, therapy, and community services, the 
Italian law recognises that farms are no longer solely food producers but also actors in regional welfare 
systems, contributing to social cohesion and well-being (Di Iacovo & O’Connor, 2009). Among the various 

Article highlights 

• Social farming provides effective models for the work inclusion of disadvantaged groups—including people with dis
abilities, migrants, NEET youth, and ex-prisoners—yet regulatory fragmentation limits scaling and sustainability.  

• Strengthening multi-actor networks and embedding fairness and labour rights into agricultural value chains are crucial for 
fostering both social justice and economic sustainability.  

• Temporary and migrant labour programmes present opportunities but also expose workers to vulnerabilities, requiring 
stronger protections and policy safeguards.  

• Stable funding and robust impact assessment frameworks are needed to ensure long-term effectiveness and to guide 
evidence-based policymaking.  
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activities recognised by the law, work inclusion has become the most widespread in Italy. Recent studies 
confirm that Italian SF is a rapidly evolving sector, supported by its legal recognition, and that this growth 
generates not only economic benefits but also social and cultural value, helping to shape a dynamic model 
of inclusive rural welfare (Galardi et al., 2022; Paffarini et al., 2024). 

Social farms frequently provide training, mentoring, and employment opportunities for individuals with 
physical or psychological disabilities, migrants, and people experiencing socio-economic hardship, thereby 
promoting autonomy, empowerment, and community participation (Giarè et al., 2018a; Moruzzo et al.,  
2022; Torquati et al., 2016; Vaccari et al., 2021). 

Work inclusion constitutes one of the final stages within social inclusion pathways, challenging tradi
tional welfare approaches by shifting the emphasis from care provision to the enhancement of technical 
competencies, agricultural skills, and the interpersonal capacities of participants (Cacciola, 2013). Paffarini 
and Torquati (2019) show that behavioural and environmental barriers continue to limit the full participa
tion of people with disabilities in social and economic life. Recent Eurostat data corroborate these findings: 
in 2024, the employment rate for people with disabilities was 24%, compared with substantially higher 
levels among those without limitations (Eurostat, 2025a). Restricted access to employment also contributes 
to elevated poverty risks, with a relative poverty rate of 28.8% among people with disabilities versus 17.9% 
for the non-disabled population (Eurostat, 2025b). The “poverty or social exclusion” indicator encompasses 
not only income-related poverty but also severe material deprivation and low work intensity at the 
household level (Eurostat, 2025b; 2025c). According to the 2020 study by Borsotto and Giarè, socio- 
occupational inclusion for disadvantaged individuals or those at risk of exclusion is the most frequently 
adopted intervention method among the organisations surveyed (76%). The study also examined the 
profile of users benefiting from SF programmes: people with disabilities represent the largest group (90%), 
followed by prisoners and former prisoners (33%). Unemployed individuals experiencing socio-economic 
hardship and immigrants each account for 30% of beneficiaries (Borsotto & Giarè, 2020). The notion of 
“disadvantaged person” encompasses multiple conditions. European Regulation (EU) No. 651/2014 identi
fies disadvantaged workers as long-term unemployed, NEET (Neither in Employment nor in Education or 
Training) youth, older workers, migrants, and people with disabilities. Italian legislation complements this 
definition: Law 381/1991 focuses on people with physical, mental, or sensory disabilities, psychiatric 
patients, individuals with addictions, minors with family difficulties, and prisoners; Legislative Decree 
276/2003 further includes the long-term unemployed, unqualified youth, older workers nearing retirement, 
and marginalized minorities. These frameworks highlight the multidimensional nature of disadvantage and 
the role of SF in implementing inclusive interventions consistent with EU cohesion policies and the 
principle of substantive equality enshrined in the Italian Constitution. Table 1 summarizes the main legal 
frameworks at the International, European Union (EU), and Italian levels that define the notion of 
disadvantaged people, highlighting the heterogeneity of conditions addressed by social farming initiatives. 

At the policy level, recent EU reforms reinforce this orientation. Regulation (EU) 2021/2115 introduced 
“social conditionality,” linking CAP (Common Agricultural Policy) payments to respect for workers’ rights 
and employment standards in agriculture. The European Action Plan for the Social Economy (2021) also 
emphasizes labour inclusion and resilience in the context of the green and digital transitions. More recently, 
the G7 Inclusion and Disability meeting (Solfagnano, Umbria, Italy, 2024) adopted the Solfagnano Charter 
(2024), which reaffirms the centrality of independent living, talent development, and labour inclusion for 
persons with disabilities, explicitly recognizing work as a human right and a driver of empowerment. 

Although SF has gained increasing recognition as a means of promoting social inclusion, evidence on its 
contribution to work inclusion remains fragmented and dispersed across disciplinary domains. Existing 
reviews have mainly addressed definitional aspects, therapeutic functions, or general social outcomes; 
however, no systematic synthesis has examined how agricultural contexts support labour integration for 
disadvantaged groups. This gap is particularly relevant given that work inclusion represents one of the most 
widespread and policy-sensitive dimensions of social farming in many countries. 

Furthermore, research on labour inclusion in agriculture spans diverse fields, ranging from disability and 
migration studies to rural sociology and labour economics, hindered by the development of a coherent 
analytical framework. At the same time, recent policy developments, including the EU Social Economy 
Action Plan and the introduction of social conditionality in the CAP, highlight the need for robust, 
comparative evidence to guide the design of inclusive rural welfare strategies. 
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This review addresses these gaps by providing the first systematic synthesis of models, mechanisms, 
enabling factors, and barriers affecting work inclusion in social farming and agricultural settings. By 
analysing 51 studies published between 2006 and 2024, it identifies four core thematic areas (models of 
work inclusion, social interaction, temporary work, and sustainability promotion) offering an integrated 
perspective on how agricultural environments can contribute to inclusive and sustainable development. 

The article is structured as follows: Section 2 presents the methods, including eligibility criteria, search 
strategy, and data collection. Section 3 outlines the results, Section 4 discusses the findings, and Section 5 
draws the conclusions. 

2. Methods 

2.1. Eligibility criteria 

Studies were eligible if they addressed the work inclusion of disadvantaged people in the context of social 
farming, or more broadly in agriculture. Although the primary focus of this review is social farming, we also 
included studies addressing labour inclusion within the broader agricultural sector. This decision reflects 
the existence of a substantial body of research on the employment of disadvantaged groups, particularly 
migrant and seasonal workers, in agricultural contexts. Such studies provide essential insights into working 
conditions, vulnerabilities, and integration processes that are directly relevant to understanding the role of 
social farming in promoting inclusive labour pathways. Excluding this literature would have limited the 
analytical depth of the review and overlooked the structural interdependence between social farming and 
general agricultural labour regimes. 

Given the relatively recent conceptualization and legislation of social farming, we considered the period 
2000–2024 and included only publications written in English. 

2.2. Database and search strategy 

The literature search was conducted in December 2024 in two databases: Web of Science (WoS) and Google 
Scholar. Search terms combined keywords related to social farming, agriculture, and disadvantaged groups, 
using Boolean operators. The main search strings were: 

Table 1. Definitions of “disadvantaged people” in International, European Union (EU) and Italian legislation relevant to 
Social Farming.      
Level Legislation/Policy Definition of disadvantaged people Examples of groups included   

International International Labour 
Organization (ILO) 

Disabled person is ‘an individual whose 
prospects of securing, returning to, retaining 
and advancing in suitable employment are 
substantially reduced as a result of a duly 
recognized physical, sensory, intellectual or 
mental impairment.’ (Code of Practice on 
Managing Disability in the Workplace). 

Migrants, refugees, indigenous people, ethnic, 
racial, or religious minority groups, women, and 
people with disabilities. 

EU Regulation (EU) No. 
651/2014 

Disadvantaged workers are individuals whose 
full participation in working life is limited by 
personal, social, or economic factors. 

Long-term unemployed, NEET youth, workers over 
50, migrants, people with disabilities, low- 
education groups. 

Italy Law No. 381/1991 
(Social 
Cooperatives Law) 

Exhaustive list of categories (art. 4, paragraph 1). Physical, mental and sensory invalids, former 
patients of psychiatric institutions, including 
judicial ones, subjects in psychiatric treatment, 
drug addicts, alcoholics, minors of working age 
in situations of family difficulty, persons detained 
or interned in penitentiary institutions, convicts 
admitted to the alternative measures to 
detention or work outside, additional categories 
that can be identified by decree of the President 
of the Council of Ministers. 

Italy Legislative Decree No. 
276/2003 

It recalls the 381/1991 law. In addition to the previous categories, it expressly 
adds ‘Integrate disabled people for the purposes 
of the reserve quota’ (law 68/1999). 

Italy Law No. 141/2015 
(Social Farming Law) 

In general, it recalls the 381/1991 law, but adds 
categories. 

Long-term unemployed, young NEETs, over 50 s, 
migrants and refugees, workers with 
disabilitiesminors included in social rehabilitation 
projects (not just in family difficulty).   
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“Work inclusion” AND “social farming” 
“Migrant workers” AND “social farming” 
“Prison farm” 
“Inclusion disadvantaged person” AND “agriculture” 
“Future work” AND “agrifood” AND “migrant workers” 
“Future work” AND “agrifood” AND “disadvantaged people” 

In particular, the keyword ‘future work’ was included to capture studies examining structural transformations in 
agricultural labour markets, including technological change, labour shortages, migration dynamics, and the 
evolution of employment within agri-food systems. We considered this literature relevant for two main reasons: 
i) Work inclusion in social farming must be understood within the broader transformations of agricultural labour 
markets, and ii) anticipating future labour challenges helps contextualise why inclusive agricultural models are 
necessary. As highlighted by Christiaensen et al. (2021), countries worldwide are experiencing a shift from farm- 
based to agri-food-system employment, a decline in domestic agricultural labour supply, and an increasing 
reliance on migrant or vulnerable workers. These macro-dynamics directly influence the demand for inclusive, 
socially oriented employment models such as those offered by social farming. Furthermore, the “future of work” 
perspective identifies several forces (e.g. automation, digitalisation, migration pressures, demographic shifts) that 
are altering the composition, availability, and stability of agricultural jobs. SF initiatives operate within these same 
dynamics and, in many contexts, respond to labour shortages, worker vulnerability, or the need for new forms of 
employment that combine social and productive goals. Instead, the keyword “prison farm” was included to 
capture agricultural activities implemented within custodial settings, which, although not traditionally classified as 
SF, share several conceptual and functional features with it. Recent research shows that agricultural work in prisons 
contributes to rehabilitation, empowerment, vocational training and social inclusion, reflecting socio-welfare 
purposes similar to those underpinning SF initiatives. As evidenced by Andreoli et al. (2024), prison-based 
agricultural programmes can exhibit many of the core characteristics of socially oriented agricultural practices. 
Including this term therefore ensured a comprehensive mapping of models in which agriculture serves rehabilita
tive or socially integrative functions, even when not explicitly framed within the SF paradigm. 

The WoS search returned 348 records (using the database’s “Topic” function), and the first 600 Google 
Scholar results were retrieved (100 for each search string, using the “sorted by relevance” function), giving a 
total of 948 records for screening. 

2.3. Data collection process 

All records (n = 948) were exported to Microsoft Excel for management and duplicate removal. During the 
screening phase, after removing duplicates (n = 14), a qualitative thematic analysis was conducted based on the 
reading of titles, abstracts, and keywords. This process assessed the relevance of the retrieved studies to the two 
main thematic areas: i) social farming and work inclusion, and ii) the agriculture sector and work inclusion. As a 
result, 809 records were excluded, and 125 records were selected for full-text analysis. Subsequently, publica
tions without full text, and non-peer-reviewed sources (such as editorials, opinion pieces, and short conference 
abstracts) were excluded from the 125 records, resulting in a final sample of 51 articles included in the analysis. 

The selection process is presented in Figure 1 using a PRISMA-inspired flow diagram (Moher et al., 2009). 
For each included record, we extracted the following information: publication year, geographical setting, 

study objectives, agricultural context, characteristics of disadvantaged people involved, and type of agricultural 
production. It should be noted that the search strategy was limited to two databases (Web of Science and 
Google Scholar) and to publications in English. As a result, some relevant studies published in other languages 
or available only as grey literature may not have been included. These restrictions may introduce language and 
selection bias, and the findings should therefore be interpreted with these limitations in mind. 

3. Results 

3.1. Overview 

The 51 records included in this review were published between 2006 and 2024. The earliest contributions 
date back to the mid-2000s, including an exploratory study on farm labour and social sustainability in the 
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USA (Shreck et al., 2006). The number of publications has increased steadily since 2015, reflecting the 
growing academic and policy interest in the role of social farming in labour inclusion. Most of the 
contributions are peer-reviewed journal articles (n = 42), complemented by case studies (n = 4), working 
papers (n = 2), one review article, and 2 conference proceedings. 

From a geographical perspective, Italy accounts for the largest share of studies (n = 17), followed by 
other European countries, including Spain, the UK, Belgium, Germany, Finland, the Czech Republic, 
Romania, Slovakia, Portugal, and Switzerland (n = 16). North America contributes 11 studies (mainly from 
the USA and Canada), while Asia is represented by four publications (China, India, Thailand, and the 
Philippines), and Africa by one (Ghana). This distribution confirms the centrality of Europe, and Italy in 
particular, in consolidating the scientific debate on social farming, while also highlighting the global 
dimension of including disadvantaged people in agriculture. 

In terms of settings, most studies focus on farms. A second group of records addresses the SF initiatives 
and the labour market, followed by those centred on rural areas and on cooperatives. Only a small number 
of studies explore more specific or marginal contexts, such as NGOs, agroindustry, peri-urban agriculture, 
and prison farms. 

Regarding the characteristics of people involved, 21 records focus explicitly on migrant workers, 
underlining the centrality of migration in the debate on agricultural labour inclusion. Fifteen studies 
directly involve disadvantaged people (e.g. those with physical or mental vulnerabilities), while 13 
analyse agricultural labourers in general. Only two records address specific groups, such as adults with 
autism and people with addiction, indicating that these populations remain underexplored in the 
literature. 

Regarding the type of production, most studies (72.5%) focus on agriculture in general. However, several 
focus on specific sectors: horticulture (n = 2) (Mattila et al., 2021; Prause, 2021), food production (n = 2) 
(Weiler et al., 2016; Saldanha, 2021), allotment gardens (n = 1) (Cabannes & Raposo, 2013), dairy farming 
(n = 1) (Collins & Bayliss, 2020), organic farming (n = 1) (Shreck et al., 2006), and single crops such as tobacco 
(n = 1) (Bridi, 2022) and tomato (n = 1) (Martín-Moreno et al., 2023). This reflects the heterogeneity of social 
farming contexts but also suggests that detailed sector-specific analyses are still limited. 

Finally, when considering human welfare and health perspectives, most articles focus on social devel
opment (41.2%), understood as the societal process of enhancing collective well-being. A smaller subset of 
studies (n = 4) explicitly addresses social innovation, conceptualised as the development and implementa
tion of new solutions to social problems rather than the replication of existing ones. Other recurring themes 
include fair labour (17.6%) and inclusion-related issues, including digitalisation strategies (15.7%). Fewer 
studies address farm labour supply (7.8%), health and equity (7.8%), sustainability (n = 3), and policy-related 
aspects (n = 2). 

1. Identification                       2. Screening                                          3. Eligibility                                4. Included

Records 
identified 

though Web of 
Science

348

Records 
identified 

though Google 
Scholar

600

Records 
after 

duplicates 
removed

934

Records 
excluded 
by title & 
abstract

809

Records 
screened 
by full 

text 
eligibility

125

Records 
excluded 
by full 

text        
eligibility

72

Records 
included

51

Figure 1. PRISMA-inspired flow diagram.       
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Overall, the literature portrays social farming as a multi-dimensional and evolving field, primarily rooted 
in farm-based practices and the inclusion of migrant labour, while also incorporating emerging perspectives 
on digitalization, social innovation, and the diversification of agricultural systems. 

3.2. Classification of the analysed studies 

The classification of the analysed studies was based on a qualitative thematic analysis conducted at the full- 
text level. Following the screening and eligibility phases, each of the 51 articles was read in full in order to 
identify the specific dimension of work inclusion in agriculture, both in social farming and in agriculture 
more broadly, on which the authors primarily focused. 

Through this inductive process, four distinct analytical focal points emerged. Some studies primarily 
examined the work inclusion models adopted by farms and organisations, while others focused on the 
social relationships and interactions generated by work inclusion, both within the workplace and in the 
broader community context. Additional studies addressed temporary and migrant labour, whereas a further 
group focused on issues related to promoting sustainability from social, economic, and environmental 
perspectives. Each article was assigned to one of the four thematic areas that best reflected its dominant 
analytical focus: (i) models of work inclusion, (ii) social interaction, (iii) temporary work, and (iv) promoting 
sustainability. 

(i) Models of work inclusion 
This first category comprises 14 studies, most of which focus on work inclusion in agricultural contexts. 

According to Hafsteinsdóttir and Hardonk (2023), “work inclusion… refers to a situation in which people 
have full access to valued professional roles and opportunities for meaningful participation”, thereby 
generating recognition, trust, and social relationships, particularly for underrepresented groups (IFC 
2023). In agriculture, inclusion is not only a contractual or economic dimension, but also a relational one 
that reshapes development trajectories (Rammelt & Gupta, 2021) and fosters workers’ empowerment 
(Quisumbing et al., 2021). Within social farming, inclusive practices are implemented by agricultural and 
horticultural farms integrating disadvantaged individuals, such as people with physical, mental, or emo
tional disabilities, young offenders, addicts, or the long-term unemployed, into their labour force. As 
Schäfer (Schäfer, 2016, p. 2) highlights, “inclusive farming embraces provision, inclusion, rehabilitation 
training and a better quality of life.” The importance of such approaches is also reinforced by the United 
Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (United Nations, 2006). 

(ii) Social interaction 
Another 14 records investigate social interaction, where interaction constitutes a fundamental process 

through which individuals build both society and their own identities. Blumer (1969) defined it as “the 
mutual influence of individuals on each other’s behaviour”, while Henslin (Henslin, 2017, p. 98) emphasized 
that it includes “all how the people respond to one another.” From a complementary perspective, Goffman 
(1959) highlighted the performative dimension of interaction, stressing how individuals adapt their 
behaviour to the expectations of others, thereby shaping social reality. These insights, widely applied in 
psychology, education, and anthropology (Crocetti et al., 2022; Fracchiolla et al., 2020; Junge et al., 2020; 
Postmes et al., 2005; Williams et al., 2019), underline that interaction is central to processes of development, 
learning, and identity formation. With specific reference to workplace inclusion, social interaction is crucial 
for developing supportive relationships, co-constructing knowledge, and integrating employees into 
organizations. This is particularly relevant for disadvantaged groups—such as migrants, women, and people 
with disabilities—whose inclusion depends heavily on the quality and intensity of workplace interactions 
(Lindsay et al., 2018; Randel et al., 2018; Shore et al., 2018). 

(iii) Temporary work 
Nine studies focus on temporary and seasonal employment, often concerning migrant workers. 

According to Eurostat, ‘Temporary employment refers to employees with fixed-term contracts’ with ‘a 
specific period of time, includes fixed-term, project- or task-based contracts, as well as seasonal or casual 
work, including day labour.’ (International Labour Organization - ILO (2016)). These workers are typically 
employed during peak periods of the production cycle (Köroğlu, 2023). Frequently, they belong to 
vulnerable groups (Yaman & Kilic, 2023), with migrants playing a particularly prominent role in this segment 
of the agricultural workforce (Arcury & Quandt, 2011; Köroğlu, 2023). 
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(iv) Promoting sustainability 
The final group, also including 14 studies, addresses sustainability as a multidimensional transition. Since 

the Brundtland (1987), sustainable development has been understood as meeting present needs without 
compromising future generations. Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO, 1991) further operationalized 
this vision by linking sustainability to the conservation of natural resources and the adoption of socially 
acceptable, economically viable, and environmentally sound practices. In agriculture, sustainability thus 
entails balancing the three pillars—environmental, economic, and social—through measurable indicators 
(Godfray & Garnett, 2014; Gómez-Limón & Sanchez-Fernandez, 2010; Tilman et al., 2002). García-Llorente 
et al. (2016) highlighted that social farming plays a key role in sustaining local areas not only by integrating 
agricultural activities with social services to strengthen community wellbeing, but also by enhancing the 
ecological, economic, and social sustainability of rural and peri-urban landscapes. The studies in this 
category analyse social farming as a potential driver of sustainability transitions, not only by reducing 
environmental impacts and enhancing economic viability, but also by placing social inclusion at the core of 
agricultural models. 

4. Discussion 

Building on the results presented above, the discussion interprets the evidence from the 51 studies 
reviewed, highlighting convergences, divergences, and innovations across the four thematic clusters 
identified: (i) models of work inclusion, (ii) social interaction, (iii) temporary work, and (iv) promoting 
sustainability. While each cluster addresses a specific aspect, together they depict social farming as a 
dynamic, multi-actor field in which employment, welfare, and sustainability intersect. 

4.1. Models of work inclusion 

Work inclusion of disadvantaged people emerges as a central concern across multiple experiences, 
spanning rural, agricultural, and urban settings, and motivated by diverse objectives, from social 
reintegration to social justice to personal autonomy and local development. The 14 studies included in 
this category, published between 2009 and 2024, address the topic from multidisciplinary perspectives, 
uncovering both convergences and tensions. 

In Italy, social farming is often described as a “laboratory of inclusion,” combining production, care, and 
community welfare. Empirical contributions (Giarè et al., 2018b, Giare et al., 2020; Torquati et al., 2019; Dal 
Borgo et al., 2024; Beni et al., 2021; Macrì & Orsini, 2024) document models where agricultural cooperatives 
and multifunctional farms employ individuals with disabilities, mental disorders, ex-prisoners, migrants, or 
NEET youth into their workforce. Activities typically include adapted agricultural tasks, vocational training, 
job accompaniment, and therapeutic support. Core features of these models are the customization of 
pathways, the valorization of residual capacities (skills and autonomy that a person, despite an illness or 
disability, can still exercise independently), and close integration with local public services. At the same 
time, recurrent challenges emerge, particularly in relation to economic sustainability, regulatory fragmen
tation, and difficulties in assessing social impact. 

From an economic perspective, other contributions (Chovanec et al., 2024; Prause, 2021) discuss 
experiences within the social economy, such cooperative supermarkets, solidarity networks, and commu
nity food hubs, which place the inclusion of vulnerable groups (e.g. women, long-term unemployed, urban 
migrants) at their core. These models emphasize participation, economic democracy, and solidarity-based 
relations. 

Studies focusing on migrants, particularly in the United State (Griffith, 2009; Zimmerer et al., 2020), 
denounce systemic exclusion: despite being essential to industrial agriculture, migrants workers remain 
invisible and subject to exploitation, even in the presence of unions and advocacy campaigns. These 
authors underline the importance of multilevel governance and formally recognized public–private co- 
design to establish territorial welfare systems capable of generating social capital. 

More institutionalized approaches are also identified. Andreoli et al. (2024) analyse the Scandinavian 
penitentiary model, where agriculture is used as a tool of empowerment, enabling inmates to work, receive 
training, and be remunerated within organic farming systems. Similarly, Raghubanshi et al. (2021) adopting 
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an institutional work perspective, identifying three mechanisms, relational work, inclusion work, and equity 
work, through which social enterprises build alliances and transform local institutions, addressing systemic 
inequalities linked to caste, gender, and economic status. 

Overall, the studies converge on the view that work inclusion is a contextualised, relational, and 
multidimensional process. It depends on the specific social environment, on meaningful relationships 
among participants, and on the integration of personal, social, and economic factors. At the same time, 
important divergences persist between bottom-up (community-based) and top-down (institutionalised) 
models, between genuinely inclusive and more instrumental practices, and between social justice objec
tives and economic sustainability priorities. Across these differences, a recurring element of innovation is 
the development of multi-actor networks—including public institutions, businesses, civil society, and third- 
sector organisations—which enhance continuity, scalability, and, ultimately, processes of institutional 
change. 

4.2. Social interaction 

This cluster (14 studies) examines the role of social interaction in processes of social and work inclusion, 
distinguishing between ten papers focusing on social farming contexts and four addressing broader labour 
integration settings. 

The ten social farming studies (2013–2023) consistently describe SF as a complex, multi-actor ecosystem, 
in which social interaction among cooperatives, public institutions, communities, NGOs, and private actors 
is a structural component of inclusion. These interactions not only facilitate integration of disadvantaged 
individuals but also shape the sustainability and innovation capacity of social farming systems. Italian 
studies in particular show that agricultural entrepreneurs and social cooperatives act as organizational hubs 
(Colombo et al., 2024), embedded within networks involving social-health professionals, families, associa
tions, and public bodies (Di Iacovo, 2020; Mion et al., 2023; Nicolosi et al., 2021). Local communities actively 
participate both as beneficiaries and contributors (Musolino et al., 2020). As a result, several authors 
conceptualise SF as inherently relational and network-based (Borsotto et al., 2019; Colombo et al., 2024), 
with cooperative networks enabling scaling processes and horizontal diffusion. 

Despite these strengths, persistent critical issues emerge, including legal fragmentation (Borsotto et al.,  
2019), restrictive eligibility criteria in Italian law 141/2015 (Colombo et al., 2024), funding discontinuity, and 
tensions between social and market logics (Kucerova, 2018; Mion et al., 2023). Farmers frequently struggle 
to balance agricultural and social and health-related demands (Jarábková et al., 2022), while limited 
institutional support in marginal areas leads to isolation of social farms (Musolino et al., 2020). Several 
studies also highlight a gap between political rhetoric and effective implementation of social farming 
policies (Kucerova, 2018). 

Conversely, enabling factors include supportive public policies (Borsotto et al., 2019; Cabannes & Raposo,  
2013), coordinated inter-organizational networks (Mion et al., 2023; Musolino et al., 2020), trust-based 
partnerships, and inclusive leadership by social entrepreneurs acting as “brokers.” Strong community 
embeddedness and the direct involvement of beneficiaries enhance local legitimacy (Colombo et al.,  
2024), while connections with broader networks (e.g. Libera) and collaboration with universities strengthen 
organisational capacity (Nicolosi et al., 2021). Processes of mutual learning and co-production processes are 
repeatedly identified as a key conditions for sustainability and innovation (Jarábková et al., 2022). 

Beyond social farming, four studies address social and work integration in broader agricultural and rural 
contexts. These contributions converge in framing integration not as a linear or unilateral pathway, but as a 
dynamic and bidirectional process shaped by continuous negotiation and mutual adaptation between 
migrants and host communities, with social interaction playing a decisive role. In European rural settings, 
Vergunst (2009) shows how local communities often avoid rigidly imposing their cultural norms on 
newcomers. Instead, integration takes place through gradual forms of negotiation and exchange, which 
generate hybrid practices and reciprocal adaptations. In some cases, agricultural employers have even 
come to value migrants’ work ethic more highly than that of local labourers, while local workers, in turn, 
have progressively assimilated some of the values and practices introduced by migrants. These dynamics 
underline how migrant labour integration extends beyond economic dimensions, reshaping local identities 
and labour relations through cultural and relational processes. The role of social networks further amplifies 
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and reinforces these processes and dynamics. Chi (2022), analysing Chinese rural workers, demonstrate how 
migration experiences contribute to expanding individuals’ social capital, particularly by enlarging “weak 
ties” beyond the immediate family networks. Such ties provide access to information, support, and 
employment opportunities and often span multiple spatial contexts. Zou et al. (2024) show that migrants 
who maintain trusted arrangements for managing farmland in their places of origin report higher levels of 
urban integration, whereas those who sever these ties experience greater disconnection and integration 
difficulties. Continuity and trust with origin communities thus emerge as critical resources for sustaining 
integration in destination contexts. From a structural perspective, Wassink, 2018) provides further nuance 
by analysing long-term trends in Mexico. His work demonstrates that improvements in education, infra
structure, and public services can support a transition from informal agricultural labour to more formal and 
better-paid employment opportunities. However, these inclusive effects are unevenly distributed, tending 
to concentrate in already advantaged territories and thereby raising concerns about spatial inequality and 
uneven development. Taken together, these four contributions (Vergunst, 2009; Chi, 2022; Zou et al., 2024; 
Wassink, 2018) reinforce the understanding of social and work integration as a multilayered and evolving 
process. Rather than being driven by a single factor, integration emerges from the interplay of cultural 
exchanges, interpersonal networks, and structural conditions, producing transformative outcomes for both 
migrants and host societies. The interaction between micro-level social relations and macro-level institu
tional contexts ultimately shapes the inclusiveness and sustainability of integration trajectories. 

4.3. Temporary work 

Nine studies address the issue of temporary work by migrants in agriculture, mostly between 2014 and 
2022. Five of them focus on the Canadian context, which has developed some of the most structured 
programmes, notably the Seasonal Agricultural Worker Program (SAWP) and the Temporary Foreign Worker 
Program (TFWP). These initiatives enable workers, often male heads of households, to engage in agricultural 
employment for periods ranging from six weeks to eight months (Bridi, 2022; Narushima & Sanchez, 2014; 
Weiler et al., 2016, Svensson et al., 2023). Migrant workers typically reside in employer-provided housing, 
such as “bunkhouses” (Perry, 2022), and their return to the programme the following year depends on 
employer evaluations. The literature highlights the economic motivations underlying participation in these 
programmes.: As Perry (2022) observes, “workers who decide to work transnationally in Canada do so 
because they can make more money as migrant workers than they can tending their own fields,” enabling 
them to support both their families (Narushima & Sanchez, 2014) and sustain small-scale farming activities 
in their countries of origin. At the same time, these programmes raise significant concerns related to limited 
labour rights, strong dependence on employers, and social isolation. Several authors propose measures to 
improve the functioning and inclusiveness of temporary labour schemes. Narushima and Sanchez (2014) 
call for employer guidelines and clearly defined farm rules to establish fair standards, while Perry, (2022) 
highlights the need for pre- and post-employment training and cultural activities aimed at fostering 
communicative parity. Svensson et al. (2013) identify three key priorities: (i) fair recruitment procedures, 
(ii) stricter enforcement of employment and housing standards, and (iii) adjustments to programme size to 
avoid excessive precarity. More broadly, the literature emphasises the need for host countries to guarantee 
adequate legislation and services that protect migrant workers’ rights and to strengthen the enforcement 
of existing safeguards (Narushima & Sanchez, 2014). 

Despite these structural challenges, some authors underline the positive contribution of migrant farm 
workers to host societies. Narushima and Sanchez (2014), for example, argue that migrant workers are 
essential to the prosperity of local communities and should be recognised accordingly. In this sense, SAWP 
is often described as a “win–win programme” for both Canadian farmers and migrant workers. Comparable 
dynamics are observed in other national contexts. In Finland, Mattila et al. (2021) demonstrate that 
temporary foreign workers are indispensable to agricultural productivity, yet they face challenges due to 
physically demanding work, low wages, language barriers, and social isolation. Improving guidance, 
training, communication, and working conditions could enhance both workers’ well-being and farm 
resilience. In New Zealand, Collins and Bayliss (2020) argue that decent temporary work requires reducing 
precarity, ensuring equal rights, overcoming nationalist biases, and recognising the human and social value 
of migrant labour. Several studies also highlight the importance of outreach work in protecting and 
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empowering migrant workers. Mattila et al. (2021) and Zadra and Elsen (2024) describe four phases of 
outreach (contact, needs analysis and service pact, connection with local services, and evaluation/reporting) 
which together help address vulnerabilities, including risks of human trafficking. These approaches under
line the value of a transdisciplinary, multi-agency perspective in fragmented welfare systems, with strate
gies such as mediating supply and demand for agricultural labour, promoting enterprise self-regulation, 
and developing coordinated networks such as the Network of Quality Agricultural Work. 

Overall, the studies converge on the view that while temporary migrant labour is vital to agricultural 
economies, it must be supported by stronger institutional protections, community-based engagement, and 
innovative practices in order to prevent exploitation and promote genuine social inclusion. 

4.4. Promoting sustainability 

The 14 studies classified under this theme (2009–2024) consistently show that sustainability in agriculture 
must be understood not only in environmental and economic terms but also as a social imperative (Barna 
et al., 2023; Kalkanci et al., 2019). In this regard, Barna et al. (2023) emphasize the transformative potential of 
the social economy, particularly in generating employment within the circular economy, where the green 
transition and social inclusion mutually reinforce each other. 

A recurrent concern across the literature relates to labour conditions and fair practices. Burmeister and 
Tanaka (2017) emphasize the role of ILO-based certification systems in strengthening transparency and 
accountability within fair trade and alternative agrifood chains. Similarly, Martín-Moreno et al. (2023), using 
Social Life Cycle Analysis (S-LCA), assess the conditions of immigrant workers in Almería’s intensive green
house tomato production, identifying critical issues such as sub-minimum wages, unsafe working environ
ments, and limited freedom of association. Their findings underline the urgent need to embed ethical and 
socially sustainable practices in agrifood production in order to safeguard workers’ rights and well-being. 

Certification systems and values-based supply chains (VBSCs) are frequently cited as mechanisms to 
integrating social sustainability into agrifood systems. Burmeister and Tanaka (2017) discuss how 
‘agriculture-of-the-middle’ supply chains, often led by producer and consumer cooperatives, aim to ensure 
stable flows of values-based products while promoting fair labour standards. Earlier contributions, such as 
Shreck et al. (2006), similarly argued that organic certification can and should be linked to ethical and social 
criteria, thereby connecting sustainability goals with labour justice. 

Beyond certification, sustainable value chain development is explored by Doherty and Kittipanya-Ngam 
(2021), who use the Business Model Canvas (BMC) to analyse hybrid organizational models and identify 
features that foster inclusive value chains. Complementary methodologies, such as Social Network Analysis 
(SNA) and Social Return on Investment (SROI), offer additional tools to measure the economic and social 
viability of social farming initiatives. Basset and Giarè (2021), for instance, found that nearly 90% of the total 
SROI in their case studies accrued to three stakeholder groups: disadvantaged people, host companies, and 
local communities, demonstrating both broad and distributed social impacts. 

Several studies explicitly connect social farming to sustainability transitions. Di Iacovo et al. (2014, 2015) 
argue that SF can act as a social protection instrument in low-income countries, offering opportunities to 
rethink development paradigms by combining welfare, inclusion, and sustainability. Borgi et al. (2019) 
stress the importance of network facilitation in diversifying actors and fostering cost-effective, nature-based 
partnerships, while Tulla and Vera (2019) emphasise the importance of socially oriented, proximity-based 
agriculture supported by informed consumers willing to pay for products that are both socially and 
environmentally sustainable. 

Technological innovation is also identified as an enabling factor. Singh et al. (2016), for example, 
demonstrate how digital platforms such as mKRISHI® CCA can facilitate the participation of disabled 
farmers, supporting both livelihoods and social inclusion. At the same time, social and solidarity economy 
models, such as those documented by Boadu et al. (2024) in Ghana, provide evidence that cooperatives 
promote access to productive resources and enhance members’ social status, particularly in contexts of 
economic vulnerability. 

Taken together, these studies show that social farming and related initiatives are progressively aligning 
with broader policy and development strategies, such as the EU2020 agenda, which promotes smart, 
sustainable, and inclusive development (Di Iacovo et al., 2014). Overall, the literature confirms that 

NJAS: IMPACT IN AGRICULTURAL AND LIFE SCIENCES 11 



sustainability cannot be pursued solely through environmental or economic indicators but also must 
integrate social justice and labour inclusion as essential pillars. Organic farming, one of the fastest- 
growing segments of the global food system (Shreck et al., 2006), illustrates this trajectory, offering 
potential not only for ecological sustainability but also for the empowerment of smallholders and 
disadvantaged workers within an increasingly interconnected agrifood economy. 

4.5. Cross-cutting insights 

Across the four thematic clusters analysed several cross-cutting insights emerge. First, work inclusion in 
agriculture is never a purely economic process: it is relational, contextual, and embedded in community and 
institutional networks. Social farming provides innovative frameworks that combine production with care 
and welfare, yet its long-term viability depends on overcoming structural challenges of funding, regulation, 
and impact assessment. 

Second, social interaction is revealed as a structural condition for inclusion. The literature shows that 
integration processes are relationally mediated: success depends on the quality of networks connecting 
farms, cooperatives, institutions, communities, and beneficiaries. These interactions enable co-production, 
innovation, and legitimacy, but they are also vulnerable to fragmentation, policy inconsistencies, and 
funding discontinuities. 

Third, studies on temporary migrant labour highlight both the indispensability of migrant workers to 
agricultural systems and their persistent vulnerability. While structured programmes such as the Canadian 
SAWP or the Finnish experiences provide opportunities for income and mobility, they often fall short in 
guaranteeing rights, well-being, and integration. Outreach work and multi-agency approaches emerge as 
promising strategies to balance economic needs with social justice. 

Finally, the cluster on sustainability demonstrates that environmental and economic goals cannot be 
separated from social ones. Certification systems, value-based supply chains, and social farming initiatives 
all point to the need for agricultural models that embed fairness, inclusion, and community empowerment. 
Sustainability thus becomes multidimensional, demanding systemic approaches that integrate labour 
justice, ecological resilience, and economic viability. 

Taken together (Table 2), the evidence suggests that social farming and related initiatives represent a 
transformative arena for rural welfare and labour inclusion, capable of linking local practices with broader 
sustainability transitions. However, realizing this potential requires overcoming persistent tensions between 
bottom-up and top-down approaches, between social and market logics, and between short-term projects 
and long-term institutionalization. These dynamics set the stage for the Conclusions, where we identify 
future directions for research, practice, and policy. 

5. Conclusions 

This review analysed 51 studies published between 2006 and 2024 on the role of social farming (SF) and 
agriculture in promoting the work inclusion of disadvantaged people. The findings confirm that inclusion in 
agriculture is never a purely economic process; rather, it is relational, contextual, and embedded within 
community networks and institutional arrangements. Across the four thematic clusters, SF emerges as a 
promising arena for social innovation and rural welfare, while also revealing persistent structural obstacles 
that constrain its transformative potential. 

A first major obstacle concerns the fragility of work inclusion models, which often rely on short-term 
project-based funding, fragmented regulatory frameworks, and limited tools for assessing social impact. 
From a research perspective, this calls for longitudinal and comparative studies that can capture the long- 
term economic, social, and capability-enhancing effects of SF pathways. From a policy and practice 
standpoint, the findings suggest the need for more stable and integrated funding schemes, clearer 
regulatory recognition of work inclusion within agricultural multifunctionality, and the institutionalisation 
of standardised evaluation frameworks (e.g. SROI, S-LCA, mixed-methods impact assessment). Such tools 
could support evidence-based policymaking and enable public authorities to allocate resources more 
effectively while increasing the accountability and legitimacy of SF initiatives. 
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A second obstacle relates to weak institutional coordination and uneven collaboration among the 
multiple actors involved. While social interaction, networking, and co-production are repeatedly identified 
as enabling factors, many initiatives remain isolated or overly dependent on individual entrepreneurs or 
local champions. Future research should therefore explore governance arrangements that enhance conti
nuity, scalability, and innovation, analysing how different configurations of public institutions, cooperatives, 
private farms, NGOs, and community actors influence inclusion outcomes. In policy and practice terms, 
these findings point to the importance of fostering multi-actor governance platforms, territorial partner
ships, and intermediary organisations capable of acting as brokers between agriculture, welfare, and labour 
market institutions. 

Third, studies focusing on temporary and migrant workers reveal persistent vulnerabilities linked to 
migration regimes, employer dependency, and limited access to services. These results indicate an urgent 
research agenda aimed at understanding how SF and related initiatives can interact with, or partially 
mitigate, these structural constraints, for instance, through alternative recruitment channels, outreach 
services, bridging mechanisms, and culturally adapted training programmes. From a policy and practice 
perspective, the literature highlights the need to strengthen labour protections, improve enforcement 
mechanisms, and integrate agricultural labour policies with social services and local welfare systems, 
particularly in rural and peripheral areas. 

Finally, the sustainability cluster demonstrates that environmental and economic transitions cannot be 
decoupled from labour justice. Social sustainability remains the least developed pillar in both agricultural 
policy and research. Future studies should therefore investigate how values-based supply chains, ethical 
certification schemes, digital tools, and social economy models can more effectively embed fairness, labour 
rights, and inclusion into agrifood systems. For policymakers and practitioners, this implies supporting 
integrated sustainability strategies that recognise social farming not only as a welfare tool, but also as a 
lever for inclusive green transitions and decent work creation. 

Overall, the obstacles identified in this review suggest that the transformative potential of social farming 
depends on its capacity to become more institutionally embedded, economically resilient, and socially just. 
Advancing this agenda requires interdisciplinary research that bridges agricultural economics, social policy, 

Table 2. Comparative overview of the four thematic clusters.        

Cluster 
N. of 

studies Context/Focus Main findings Critical issues/Challenges Innovative/Enabling factors   

4.1. Models of 
work 
inclusion 

14 Rural, agricultural, and 
urban settings; Italy, 
US, Scandinavia 

Farms and cooperatives as 
“laboratories of inclusion” 
integrating people with 
disabilities, NEET youth, ex- 
prisoners, and migrants; 
pathways include training, 
adapted tasks, job 
accompaniment, therapy. 

Economic sustainability, 
fragmented regulations, 
difficulties in social 
impact assessment, risk 
of instrumental 
inclusion. 

Multi-actor networks; 
institutional models (e.g. 
prison farms); solidarity- 
based economy; 
customization of 
pathways. 

4.2. Social 
interaction 

14 Social farming 
ecosystems; migrant 
integration in rural/ 
urban contexts; 
Slovakia, Czech, 
Italy, China 

Interaction between 
cooperatives, institutions, 
communities, NGOs is 
structural to inclusion; 
integration is a bidirectional 
and negotiated process; 
social networks enhance 
migrants’ social capital. 

Legal fragmentation, 
funding discontinuity, 
limited institutional 
support in marginal 
areas; gap between 
rhetoric and practice. 

Multi-sectoral networks, co- 
production, inclusive 
leadership, community 
participation, trust-based 
partnerships, 
collaboration with 
universities. 

4.3. Temporary  
work 

9 Canada (SAWP, TFWP), 
Finland, New 
Zealand 

Temporary migrant workers 
essential for agriculture; 
programmes provide income 
and mobility but entail 
dependence on employers, 
isolation, limited rights. 

Precarity of contracts, 
weak enforcement of 
protections, health and 
safety risks, language 
barriers. 

Outreach work (multi- 
agency approach); fair 
recruitment; training and 
cultural activities; 
stronger labour 
standards; recognition of 
migrant contributions. 

4.4. Promoting 
sustainability 

14 Agrifood chains, 
cooperatives, 
organic farming, 
circular economy; 
Italy, US, Spain 

Sustainability addressed as 
economic, environmental, 
and social; emphasis on fair 
labour, ethical standards, 
social innovation, inclusive 
value chains. 

Low income in rural areas, 
precarious labour in 
intensive systems, 
uneven policy support. 

Certification systems (ILO, 
organic, fair trade); 
values-based supply 
chains; SROI and SNA 
tools; digital inclusion 
technologies; social and 
solidarity economy 
models.   
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labour studies, and sustainability science, as well as coordinated policy frameworks that align rural 
development, welfare, and labour market objectives. In this sense, SF represents not only a field of practice, 
but also a laboratory for rethinking inclusive labour markets and developing new paradigms of rural welfare 
grounded in participation, dignity, and equity. The findings of this review can also be interpreted in light of 
the inclusive labour market framework, which emphasises the removal of structural barriers, capability 
enhancement, and supportive institutional arrangements for disadvantaged workers. While an in-depth 
theoretical elaboration of this framework exceeds the scope of the present systematic review, it will be the 
focus of a forthcoming article by the authors. 

Finally, although this review highlights several tensions inherent in the dual welfare–productivity mission 
of social farming, such as trade-offs between social objectives and market sustainability, or the risk of 
instrumental forms of inclusion, these issues require deeper theoretical and empirical investigation. 
Addressing such tensions represents a key avenue for future research and policy debate, with important 
implications for the design of inclusive, resilient, and just agrifood systems. 

Author contributions 
None. 

Disclosure statement 
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s). 

Funding 
This research was funded by Rural Development Programme for Umbria 2014–2022 (RDP Umbria 2014–2022), Sub- 
measure 16.9 “Support for the diversification of agricultural activities into activities related to healthcare, social 
integration, community-supported agriculture, and environmental and food education”— grant number 
24250088630, “Terra Fraterna” project. 

ORCID 
Veronica Rossi 0009-0006-0021-3382 
Chiara Paffarini 0000-0003-0653-4655 
Biancamaria Torquati 0000-0003-1950-3030 

References 
Andreoli, M., Frieri, F., Giordani, G., & Giarè, F. (2024). Prison farms around Europe: The contribution of social farming in 

the path towards the empowerment of inmates. In the Italian Association of Agricultural Economists Conference 
(pp. 95-98). Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-65168-7_15 

Arcury, T. A., & Quandt, S. A. (2011). Living and working safely: Challenges for migrant and seasonal farmworkers. North 
Carolina Medical Journal, 72(6), 466–470. https://doi.org/10.18043/ncm.72.6.466 

Barna, C., Zbuchea, A., & Stănescu, S. M. (2023). Social economy enterprises contributing to the circular economy and 
the green transition in Romania. CIRIEC-España, revista de economía pública, social y cooperativa, 107, 47–69. 
https://doi.org/10.7203/CIRIEC-E.107.21738 

Basset, F., & Giarè, F. (2021). The sustainability of social farming: A study through the social return on investment 
methodology (SROI). Italian Review of Agricultural Economics, 76(2), 45-55. https://doi.org/10.36253/rea-13096 

Beni, C., Aromolo, R., & Rossi, G. (2021). Territorial networks of social agriculture for the socio-labor inclusion of migrants: 
Experience in the Lazio region. Italian Review of Agricultural Economics, 76(1), 91-99. https://doi.org/10.36253/rea-12156 

Blumer, H. (1969). Symbolic interactionism: Perspective and method. University of California Press. 
Boadu, C., Koomson, F., & Ntiri, R. O. (2024). Social and solidarity economy and social inclusion of cooperatives in the 

Assin Fosu Municipality, Ghana. Heliyon, 10(5), e27094. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e27094 
Borgi, M., Marcolin, M., Tomasin, P., Correale, C., Venerosi, A., Grizzo, A., Orlich, R., Cirulli, F. (2019). Nature-based 

interventions for mental health care: Social network analysis as a tool to map social farms and their response to social 
inclusion and community engagement. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 16(18), 
3501. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16183501 

Borsotto, P., & Giarè, F. (2020). L’agricoltura sociale: un’opportunità per le realtà italiane, Rapporto 2020. CREA, Centro di 
ricerca Politiche e Bioeconomia. 

14 V. ROSSI ET AL. 

http://orcid.org/0009-0006-0021-3382
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0653-4655
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1950-3030
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-65168-7_15
https://doi.org/10.18043/ncm.72.6.466
https://doi.org/10.7203/CIRIEC-E.107.21738
https://doi.org/10.36253/rea-13096
https://doi.org/10.36253/rea-12156
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e27094
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16183501


Borsotto, P., De Vivo, C., Papaleo, A., & Gaito, M. (2019). An exploratory study on the construction of networks in social 
farming. Economia agro-alimentare, 2019/2, 481–506. https://doi.org/10.3280/ECAG2019-002015 

Bridi, R. M., 2022. Spaces of alienation in the tobacco fields: The case of migrant workers in Ontario, Canada. GeoJournal, 
87(1), 131-146. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10708-020-10238-9 

Brundtland, G. H. (1987). Our common future: Report of the World Commission on Environment and Development (Vol. 
Rep. A/42/427 Geneva: United Nations. Accessed 4 May 2025. https://docs.un.org/en/A/42/427 

Burmeister, L. L., & Tanaka, K. (2017). Fair labor practices in values-based agrifood supply chains? Journal of Agriculture, 
Food Systems, and Community Development, 7(3), 17–22. http://dx.doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2017.073.019 

Cabannes, Y., & Raposo, I. (2013). Peri-urban agriculture, social inclusion of migrant population and right to the city: 
Practices in Lisbon and London. City, 17(2), 235-250. https://doi.org/10.1080/13604813.2013.765652 

Cacciola, S. (2013). L'agricoltura sociale e la costruzione di un welfare di comunità. In Giarè F. (a cura di) Coltivare salute: 
agricoltura sociale e nuove ipotesi di welfare, Atti del seminario svoltosi a Roma, presso il Ministero della Salute, il 18 
Ottobre 2012. 

Chi, L. (2022). How does migration working experience change farmers’ social capital in rural China? International 
Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 19(20), 13435. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph192013435 

Chovanec, T., Eze, F. O., Muhammad, A., Moudrý, J., Bartoš, P., Mukosha, C. E., & Eke, O. G. (2024). Sustainability and social 
farming in the Czech Republic: The impact of selected factors on the employment of disadvantaged persons in 
agriculture. Sustainability, 16(21), 9520. https://doi.org/10.3390/su16219520 

Christiaensen, L., Rutledge, Z., & Taylor, J. E. (2021). The future of work in agri-food. Food Policy, 99, 101963. https:// 
doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2020.101963 

Collins, F. L., & Bayliss, T. (2020). The good migrant: Everyday nationalism and temporary migration management on 
New Zealand dairy farms. Political Geography, 80, 102193. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2020.102193 

Colombo, L. A., Bailey, A. R., & Gomes, M. V. (2024). Scaling in a post-growth era: Learning from social agricultural 
cooperatives. Organization, 31(6), 907-928. https://doi.org/10.1177/13505084221147480 

Crocetti, E., Albarello, F., Meeus, W., & Rubini, M. (2022). Identities: A developmental social‑psychological perspective. 
European Review of Social Psychology, 34(1), 161–201. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2022.2104987 

Dal Borgo, A. G., Gambazza, G., & Lucchesi, F. (2024). Social farming as a driver of innovation for migrant empowerment 
and sustainability. The Italian experience. Belgeo. Revue belge de géographie, 1/2024. https://doi.org/10.4000/126x4 

de Bruin, S. R., Strop, A., Molema, C. C. M., Vaandrager, L., Hop, P. J. W. N., & Baan, C. A. (2015). Green care farms: An 
innovative type of adult day service to stimulate social participation of people with dementia. Gerontology and 
Geriatric Medicine, 1, 1–10. Retrieved from: http://ggm.sagepub.com/content/1/2333721415607833.full.pdf+html 
(open in a new window) 

Dessein, J., Bock, B. B., & De Krom, M. P. (2013). Investigating the limits of multifunctional agriculture as the dominant 
frame for green care in agriculture in Flanders and the Netherlands. Journal of Rural Studies, 32, 50-59. https:// 
doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2013.04.011 

Di Iacovo, F. (2020). Social farming evolutionary web: From public intervention to value co-production. Sustainability, 
12(13), 5269. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12135269 

Di Iacovo, F., & O’Connor, D. (2009). Supporting policies for social farming in Europe: Progressing multifunctionality in 
responsive rural areas. Firenze: ARISA. 

Di Iacovo, F., Moruzzo, R., Rossignoli, C., & Scarpellini, P. (2014). March. Innovating rural welfare in the context of 
civicness, subsidiarity and co-production: Social Farming, In Proceedings of the 3rd EURUFU Scientific Conference: 
Social Issues and Health Care in Rural Areas (pp. 4–21). Sondershausen, Germany. 

Di Iacovo, F., Petrics, H., & Rossignoli, C. (2015). Social farming and social protection in developing countries in the 
perspective of sustainable rural development. Connect. Local Glob. Food Sustain. Solut. Public Food Procure, 14, 326. 

Doherty, B., & Kittipanya-Ngam, P. (2021). The role of social enterprise hybrid business models in inclusive value chain 
development. Sustainability, 13(2), 499. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13020499 

Elings, M., O'connor, D., Briers, S., Burlando, C., & Doimo, I. (2022). Social agriculture in selected EU countries: A market 
outlook. European Countryside, 14(3), 439-455. https://doi.org/10.2478/euco-2022-0022 

Eurostat (2025a). Employment gaps for women & people with disabilities. https://ec.europa.eu/Eurostat/web/products- 
Eurostat-news/w/ddn-20250527-1 

Eurostat. (2025b). Disability statistics – poverty and income inequalities. https://ec.europa.eu/Eurostat/statistics- 
explained/SEPDF/cache/34425.pdf 

Eurostat. (2025c). Temporary and permanent employment – statistics. https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics- 
explained/index.php?title=Temporary_and_permanent_employment_-_statistics&utm_source= 

FAO. (1991). Sustainable agriculture and rural development (SARD). Rome: Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations. https://www.FAO.org/4/w7541e/w7541e04.htm 

Fracchiolla, C., Prefontaine, B., & Hinko, K. (2020). Community of practice approach for understanding identity 
development within informal physics programs. Physical Review Physics Education Research, 16(2), 020115. 
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevPhysEducRes.16.020115 

Galardi, M., Filugelli, L., Moruzzo, R., Riccioli, F., Mutinelli, F., Espinosa Diaz, S., & Contalbrigo, L. (2022). Challenges and 
perspectives of social farming in North-Eastern Italy: The farmers’ view. Sustainability, 14(14), 8390. https://doi.org/ 
10.3390/su14148390 

NJAS: IMPACT IN AGRICULTURAL AND LIFE SCIENCES 15 

https://doi.org/10.3280/ECAG2019-002015
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10708-020-10238-9
https://docs.un.org/en/A/42/427
http://dx.doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2017.073.019
https://doi.org/10.1080/13604813.2013.765652
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph192013435
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16219520
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2020.101963
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2020.101963
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2020.102193
https://doi.org/10.1177/13505084221147480
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2022.2104987
https://doi.org/10.4000/126x4
http://ggm.sagepub.com/content/1/2333721415607833.full.pdf+html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2013.04.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2013.04.011
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12135269
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13020499
https://doi.org/10.2478/euco-2022-0022
https://ec.europa.eu/Eurostat/web/products-Eurostat-news/w/ddn-20250527-1
https://ec.europa.eu/Eurostat/web/products-Eurostat-news/w/ddn-20250527-1
https://ec.europa.eu/Eurostat/statistics-explained/SEPDF/cache/34425.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/Eurostat/statistics-explained/SEPDF/cache/34425.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Temporary_and_permanent_employment_-_statistics&amp;utm_source=
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Temporary_and_permanent_employment_-_statistics&amp;utm_source=
https://www.FAO.org/4/w7541e/w7541e04.htm
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevPhysEducRes.16.020115
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14148390
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14148390


García-Llorente, M., Rossignoli, C., Iacovo, F., & Moruzzo, R. (2016). Social farming in the promotion of social-ecological 
sustainability in rural and Periurban areas. Sustainability, 8, 1-15. https://doi.org/10.3390/SU8121238 

Genova, A., Maccaroni, M., & Viganò, E. (2020). Social farming: Heterogeneity in social and agricultural relationships. 
Sustainability, 12(12), 4824. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12124824 

Giarè, F., Borsotto, P., & Signoriello, I. (2018a). Social farming in Italy. Analysis of an «inclusive model». Italian Review of 
Agricultural Economics, 73(3), 89-105. https://doi.org/10.13128/REA-25107 

Giarè, F., Borsotto, P., & Signoriello, I. (2018b). The socio and working inclusion of disadvantaged people in agriculture: 
the “model” of social farming in Italy. Cooperative strategies and value creation in sustainable food supply chain. 
Franco Angeli, Milano, Italy. ISBN 9788891786883. 

Giarè, F., De Vivo, C., Ascani, M., & Muscas, F. (2018c). L’agricoltura sociale: un modello di welfare generativo. Italian 
Review of Agricultural Economics, 73(2), 125–146. https://doi.org/10.13128/REA-24079 

Giare, F., Ricciardi, G., & Borsotto, P. (2020). Migrants workers and processes of social inclusion in Italy: The possibilities 
offered by social farming. Sustainability, 12(10), 3991. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12103991 

Godfray, H. C. J., & Garnett, T. (2014). Food security and sustainable intensification. Philosophical transactions of the 
Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 369(1639), 20120273. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2012.0273 

Goffman, E. (1959). The presentation of self in everyday life. Anchor Books. 
Gómez-Limón, J. A., & Sanchez-Fernandez, G. (2010). Empirical evaluation of agricultural sustainability using composite 

indicators. Ecological Economics, 69(5), 1062-1075. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2009.11.027 
Gorman, R., & Cacciatore, J. (2020). Care-farming as a catalyst for healthy and sustainable lifestyle choices in those 

affected by traumatic grief. NJAS-Wageningen Journal of Life Sciences, 92, 100339. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.njas.2020.100339 

Griffith, D. (2009). Unions without borders: Organizing and enlightening immigrant farm workers. Anthropology of Work 
Review, 30(2), 54-66. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1548-1417.2009.01021.x 

Hafsteinsdóttir, Á., & Hardonk, S. C. (2023). Understanding work inclusion: Analysis of the perspectives of people with 
intellectual disabilities on employment in the Icelandic labor market. Work (Reading, Mass.), 75(2), 433–445. https:// 
doi.org/10.3233/WOR-211219 

Hassink, J., Hulsink, W., & Grin, J. (2014). Farming with care: The evolution of care farming in the Netherlands. NJAS- 
Wageningen Journal of Life Sciences, 68, 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.njas.2013.11.001 

Hemingway, A., Ellis-Hill, C., & Norton, E. (2016). What does care farming provide for clients? The views of care farm staff. 
NJAS: Wageningen Journal of Life Sciences, 79(1), 23-29. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.njas.2016.09.001 

Henslin, J. M. (2017). Sociology: A down-to-earth approach (13th ed.). Pearson. 
Innes, A., Dal Bello-Haas, V., Burke, E., Churchyard, R., & Waldron, I. (2025). Green care farms as an approach to support 

people living with dementia: An exploratory study of stakeholder perspectives. International Journal of 
Environmental Research and Public Health, 22(7), 1016. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph22071016 

International Labour Organization (ILO). (2016). What is temporary employment?, Retrieved August 22, 2025, from. 
Accessed 18 June 2025 https://www.ilo.org/resource/other/what-temporary-employment 

Jarábková, J., Chreneková, M., & Varecha, L. (2022). Social farming: A systematic literature review of the definition and 
context. European Countryside, 14(3), 540-568. https://doi.org/10.2478/euco-2022-0027 

Junge, C., Valkenburg, P. M., Deković, M., & Branje, S. (2020). The building blocks of social competence: Contributions of 
the consortium of individual development. Developmental Cognitive Neuroscience, 45, 100861. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.dcn.2020.100861 

Kalkanci, B., Rahmani, M., & Toktay, L. B. (2019). The role of inclusive innovation in promoting social sustainability. 
Production and Operations Management, 28(12), 2960-2982. https://doi.org/10.1111/poms.13112 

Knapik, W. (2018). The innovative model of community-based social farming (CSF). Journal of Rural Studies, 60, 93-104. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.03.008 

Köroğlu, M. A. (2023). Sociocultural problems of seasonal migrant agricultural workers in Manisa region (Turkey): A qualitative 
study. Humanities and Social Sciences Communications, 10(1), 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-01832-6 

Kucerova, E. (2018). Social inclusion in the context of Czech rural development policy. Agricultural Economics/ 
Zemedelska Ekonomika, 64, 9. AGRICECON" type="start">https://doi.org/10.17221/160/2016-AGRICECON 

Leck, C., Evans, N., & Upton, D. (2014). Agriculture–who cares? An investigation of ‘care farming’ in the UK. Journal of 
Rural Studies, 34, 313-325. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2014.01.012 

Lindsay, S., Cagliostro, E., Albarico, M., Mortaji, N., & Karon, L. (2018). A systematic review of workplace disclosure and 
accommodations for youth with disabilities. Disability and Rehabilitation, 40(23), 2755–2770. https://doi.org/ 
10.1080/09638288.2017.1350733 

Macrì, M. C., & Orsini, S. (2024). Policy instruments to improve foreign workforce’s position and social sustainability of 
the agriculture in Italy. Sustainability, 16(12), 4998. https://doi.org/10.3390/su16124998 

Martín-Moreno, M., Hueso-Kortekaas, K., & Romero, J. C. (2023). Social life cycle analysis of intensive greenhouse 
farming: A qualitative view of tomato production in Almeria (Spain). World, 4(3), 624-636. https://doi.org/10.3390/ 
world4030039 

Mattila, T. E., Ovaska, U., Kinnunen, B., Tuure, V. M., Leppälä, J., Taattola, K., & Rautiainen, R. H., Rinnola, V. (2021). 
Experiences and challenges of foreign agricultural workers in Finland. Journal of Agricultural Safety and Health, 
27(1), 13-28. https://doi.org/10.13031/jash.13893 

16 V. ROSSI ET AL. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/SU8121238
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12124824
https://doi.org/10.13128/REA-25107
https://doi.org/10.13128/REA-24079
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12103991
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2012.0273
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2009.11.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.njas.2020.100339
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.njas.2020.100339
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1548-1417.2009.01021.x
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-211219
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-211219
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.njas.2013.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.njas.2016.09.001
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph22071016
https://www.ilo.org/resource/other/what-temporary-employment
https://doi.org/10.2478/euco-2022-0027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dcn.2020.100861
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dcn.2020.100861
https://doi.org/10.1111/poms.13112
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-01832-6
https://doi.org/10.17221/160/2016-&#x0003C;mac_avoidhyphen/&#x0003E;&#x0003C;mac_gene2&#x0003E;AGRICECON&#x0003C;/mac_gene2&#x0003E;
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2014.01.012
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2017.1350733
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2017.1350733
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16124998
https://doi.org/10.3390/world4030039
https://doi.org/10.3390/world4030039
https://doi.org/10.13031/jash.13893


Mion, G., Baratta, R., Bonfanti, A., & Baroni, S. (2023). Drivers of social innovation in disability services for inclusion: A 
focus on social farming in nonprofit organizations. The TQM Journal, 35(8), 2141-2161. https://doi.org/10.1108/TQM- 
05-2022-0153 

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., & Altman, D. G. (2009). Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta- 
analyses: The PRISMA statement. Annals of Internal Medicine, 151(4), 264–269. https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819- 
151-4-200908180-00135 

Moruzzo, R., Di Iacovo, F., Funghi, A., Scarpellini, P., Diaz, S., & Riccioli, F. (2019). Social farming: An inclusive environment 
conducive to participant personal growth. Social Sciences, 8, 301. https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci8110301 

Moruzzo, R., Granai, G., De Benedictis, C., Galardi, M., Colosimo, V., Sforzi, J., & Di Iacovo, F. (2022). The development of 
sustainable social farming in Italy: A case studies analysis. Sustainability, 14(22), 14878. https://doi.org/10.3390/ 
su142214878 

Moruzzo, R., Riccioli, F., Galasso, A., Troccoli, C., Espinosa Diaz, S., & Di Iacovo, F. (2020). Italian social farming: The 
network Of Coldiretti and Campagna Amica. Sustainability, 12(12), 5036. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12125036 

Musolino, D., Distaso, A., & Marcianò, C. (2020). The role of social farming in the socio-economic development of highly 
marginal regions: An investigation in Calabria. Sustainability, 12(13), 5285. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12135285 

Narushima, M., & Sanchez, A. L. (2014). Employers’ paradoxical views about temporary foreign migrant workers health: A 
qualitative study in rural farms in Southern Ontario. International Journal for Equity in Health, 13, 1-12. https:// 
doi.org/10.1186/s12939-014-0065-7 

Nazzaro, C., Uliano, A., & Marotta, G. (2021). Drivers and barriers towards social farming: A systematic review. 
Sustainability, 13(24), 14008. https://doi.org/10.3390/su132414008 

Nicolosi, A., Laganà, V. R., Di Gregorio, D., & Privitera, D. (2021). Social farming in the virtuous system of the circular 
economy. An exploratory research. Sustainability, 13(2), 989. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13020989 

Paffarini, C., & Torquati, B. (2019). Sperimentazione di un percorso di alternanza scuola-lavoro in ambito di agricoltura 
sociale, In XII Conferenza ESPAnet, Territori del welfare:(de-) globalizzazioni, innovazioni e conservazioni (Vol. 
19):21-09. 

Paffarini, C., Torquati, B., Sannipoli, M., Fabbri, A., & Cecchini, L. (2024). Social farming and educational needs: How kindergarten 
farms could fill a gap. Agricultural and Food Economics, 12(17). https://doi.org/10.1186/s40100-024-00310-0 

Perry, J. A. (2022). SituateD Learning And Transnational Labor Migration: The Case of Canada’s seasonal agricultural 
worker program. Adult Education Quarterly, 72(4), 422-438. https://doi.org/10.1177/07417136221095480 

Postmes, T., Haslam, S. A., & Swaab, R. (2005). Social influence in small groups: An interactive model of social identity 
formation. European Review of Social Psychology, 16(1), 1–42. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280440000062 

Prause, L. (2021). Digital agriculture and labor: A few challenges for social sustainability. Sustainability, 13(11), 5980. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13115980 

Quisumbing, A. R., Heckert, J., Faas, S., Ramani, G. V., Raghunathan, K., & Malapit, H. J. (2021). Women’s empowerment 
and gender equality in agricultural value chains: Evidence from four countries in Asia and Africa. Food Security, 13(5), 
1101–1124. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-021-01193-5 

Raghubanshi, G., Venugopal, S., & Saini, G. K. (2021). Fostering inclusive social innovation in subsistence marketplaces 
through community-level alliances: An institutional work perspective. Industrial Marketing Management, 97, 21-34. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2021.06.009 

Rammelt, C. F., & Gupta, J. (2021). Inclusive is not an adjective, it transforms development: A post-growth interpretation of 
inclusive development. Environmental Science and Policy, 124, 144-155. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2021.06.012 

Randel, A. E., Galvin, B. M., Shore, L. M., Ehrhart, K. H., Chung, B. G., Dean, M. A., & Kedharnath, U. (2018). Inclusive 
leadership: Realizing positive outcomes through belongingness and being valued for uniqueness. Human Resource 
Management Review, 28(2), 190–203. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2017.07.002 

Saldanha, K. (2021). Making labor visible in the food movement: Outreach to farmworkers in Michigan. Qualitative 
Social Work, 20(5), 1297-1316. https://doi.org/10.1177/147332502097326 

Schäfer, W. (2016). Idea and practice of inclusive farming, Paper Presented at (Vol. Maataloustieteenpäivät 2016, 
pp. 12–13 1). Helsinki: Viikki. https://doi.org/10.33354/smst.75248 

Shore, L. M., Cleveland, J. N., & Sanchez, D. (2018). Inclusive workplaces: A review and model. Human Resource 
Management Review, 28(2), 176–189. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2017.07.003 

Shreck, A., Getz, C., & Feenstra, G. (2006). Social sustainability, farm labor, and organic agriculture: Findings from an 
exploratory analysis. Agriculture and Human Values, 23, 439-449. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-006-9016-2 

Singh, D., Karthik, S., Tiwari, A., Nar, S., Piplani, D., & Rajput, N. (2016). Digital inclusion for the differentaly-abled farmers, 
In 2016 IEEE International Symposium on Technology and Society (ISTAS) (pp. 1–6). IEEE. 10.1109/ 
ISTAS.2016.7764279 

Steigen, A. M., Kogstad, R., & Hummelvoll, J. K. (2016). Green care services in the Nordic countries: An integrative 
literature review. European Journal of Social Work, 19(5), 692-715. https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2015.1082983 

Stock, P. V., & Brickell, C. (2013). Nature's good for you: Sir Truby King, Seacliff Asylum, and the greening of health care in 
New Zealand, 1889–1922. Health and Place, 22, 107-114. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2013.03.002 

Svensson, M., Urinboyev, R., Wigerfelt Svensson, A., Lundqvist, P., Littorin, M., & Albin, M. (2013). Migrant agricultural 
workers and their socio-economic, occupational and health conditions–a literature review. Occupational and Health 
Conditions–A Literature Review. Working paper, July 1, 2013. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2297559 

NJAS: IMPACT IN AGRICULTURAL AND LIFE SCIENCES 17 

https://doi.org/10.1108/TQM-05-2022-0153
https://doi.org/10.1108/TQM-05-2022-0153
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-151-4-200908180-00135
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-151-4-200908180-00135
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci8110301
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142214878
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142214878
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12125036
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12135285
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-014-0065-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-014-0065-7
https://doi.org/10.3390/su132414008
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13020989
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40100-024-00310-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/07417136221095480
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280440000062
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13115980
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-021-01193-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2021.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2021.06.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2017.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/147332502097326
https://doi.org/10.33354/smst.75248
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2017.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-006-9016-2
https://doi.org/10.1109/ISTAS.2016.7764279
https://doi.org/10.1109/ISTAS.2016.7764279
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2015.1082983
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2013.03.002
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2297559


Wassink, J. T. (2018). Is local social development associated with workforce composition? A municipal analysis of Mexico, 
1990–2015. Population Research and Policy Review, 37(6), 941–966. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-018-9490-4 

The Solfagnano Charter. (2024). G7 Inclusion and Disability (inspired by the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons 
with Disabilities). Accessed 25 January 2025 https://www.g7italy.it/en/documents/ 

Tilman, D., Cassman, K. G., Matson, P. A., Naylor, R., & Polasky, S. (2002). Agricultural sustainability and intensive 
production practices. Nature, 418(6898), 671-677. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature01014 

Torquati, B., Tancini, C., Paffarini, C., & Illuminati, R. (2015). Empirical survey on business models of kindergarten farms. 
Agricultural and Food Economics, 3(1), 25. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40100-015-0043-4 

Torquati, B., Tittarelli, A., Vizioli, V., & Paffarini, C. (2016). L’agricoltura si eleva al quadrato, Ali&no editrice, Perugia. ISBN: 
978–88–6254–167–1 

Torquati, B., Stefani, G., Massini, G., Cecchini, L., Chiorri, M., & Paffarini, C. (2019). Social farming and work inclusion 
initiatives for adults with autism spectrum disorders: A pilot study. NJAS-Wageningen Journal of Life Sciences, 88, 
10–20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.njas.2019.02.001 

Tulla, A. F., & Vera, A. (2019). Could social farming be a strategy to support food sovereignty in Europe? Land, 8(5), 78. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/land8050078 

United Nations. (2006). Annex 1, Final Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on a Comprehensive and Integral International 
Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Rights and Dignity of Persons With Disabilities. A/61/611, 06- 
64530 (E) 081206, 33 p. Accessed 25 February 2025. http://daccess-ddsny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/LTD/N06/645/30/PDF/ 
N0664530.pdf?OpenElement 

Vaccari, F., Sacchetti, S., & Signoretti, A. (2021). Ridisegnare i sistemi di gestione delle risorse umane per l’agricoltura 
sociale. Impresa Sociale, IRIS Network https://doi.org/10.7425/IS.2021.02.05 

Vergunst, P. J. (2009). Whose socialisation? Exploring the social interaction between migrants and communities‐of‐place 
in rural areas. Population, Space and Place, 15(3), 253-266. https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.517 

Weiler, A. M., Levoke, C. Z., & Young, C. (2016). Cultivating equitable ground: Community-based participatory research to 
connect food movements with migrant farmworkers. Journal of Agriculture, Food Systems, and Community 
Development, 6(2), 73-87. http://dx.doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2016.062.012 

Williams, E. A., Zwolak, J. P., Dou, R., & Brewe, E. (2019). Linking engagement and performance: The social network 
analysis perspective. Physical Review Physics Education Research, 15(2), 020150. https://doi.org/10.1103/ 
PhysRevPhysEducRes.15.020150 

Yaman, S., & Kilic, M. (2023). Seasonal agricultural workers' personal well-being and preventive behaviors about Covid- 
19 in Turkey. BMC Public Health, 23(1), 102. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-023-15024-z 

Zadra, F., & Elsen, S. (2024). Preventing and redressing exploitation. Methods of anti-trafficking social work outreach in 
Northern Italy. European Journal of Social Work, 27(1), 151-164. https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2022.2139665 

Zimmerer, K. S., Jiménez-Olivencia, Y., Ruiz-Ruiz, A., & Porcel-Rodríguez, L. (2020). Agri-food land transformations and 
immigrant farm workers in peri-urban areas of Spain and the Mediterranean. Land, 9(12), 472. https://doi.org/ 
10.3390/land9120472 

Zou, J., Wu, F., Zhang, F., Xu, M., & Liu, S. (2024). The social integration of rural migrants in urban China: The effect of 
hometown land tenure. Population, Space and Place, 30(5), e2766. https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2766 

18 V. ROSSI ET AL. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-018-9490-4
https://www.g7italy.it/en/documents/
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature01014
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40100-015-0043-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.njas.2019.02.001
https://doi.org/10.3390/land8050078
http://daccess-ddsny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/LTD/N06/645/30/PDF/N0664530.pdf?OpenElement
http://daccess-ddsny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/LTD/N06/645/30/PDF/N0664530.pdf?OpenElement
https://doi.org/10.7425/IS.2021.02.05
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.517
http://dx.doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2016.062.012
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevPhysEducRes.15.020150
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevPhysEducRes.15.020150
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-023-15024-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2022.2139665
https://doi.org/10.3390/land9120472
https://doi.org/10.3390/land9120472
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.2766


Appendix A—Table A1. List of literature included in chronological order.         

Author Title Category Journal/Book name Year Country   

Shreck, A.; Getz, C., & 
Feenstra, G. 

Social sustainability, farm labor, and 
organic agriculture: Findings from an 
exploratory analysis 

Journal 
Article 

Agriculture and Human Values 2006 USA 

Griffith, D. Unions without borders: organizing and 
enlightening immigrant farm workers 

Journal 
Article 

Anthropology of Work Review 2009 USA 

Thompson, J. & Scoones, I. Addressing the dynamics of agri-food 
systems: an emerging agenda for social 
science research 

Journal 
Article 

Environmental science & policy 2009 UK 

Vergunst, P.J. Whose Socialisation? Exploring the Social 
Interaction Between Migrants and 
Communities-of-Place in Rural Areas 

Journal 
Article 

Population Space and Place 2009 Scotland 
(UK) 

Briones, R. M. Agriculture, rural employment, and 
inclusive growth 

Working 
Paper 

PIDS Discussion Paper Series 2013 Philippine 

Cabannes, Y. & Raposo, I. Peri-urban agriculture, social inclusion of 
migrant population and Right to the 
City: Practices in Lisbon and London 

Case Study City, Taylor & Francis 2013 UK, 
Portugal 

Svensson, M.; Urinboyev, R.; 
Wigerfelt Svensson, A.; 
Lundqvist, P.; Littorin, M. & 
Albin, M. 

Migrant agricultural workers and their 
socio‐economic, occupational and 
health conditions–a literature review 

Review Occupational and Health 
Conditions–A Literature 
Review 

2013 Sweden 

Di Iacovo, F.; Moruzzo, R.; 
Rossignoli, C. & Scarpellini, P. 

Innovating rural welfare in the context of 
civicness, subsidiarity and co- 
production: Social Farming 

Proceedings 
Paper 

The 3rd EURUFU Scientific 
Conference: Social Issues and 
Health Care in Rural Areas, 
Sondershausen, Germany 

2014 Italy 

Narushima, M. & Sanchez, A. L. Employers paradoxical views about 
temporary foreign migrant workers 
health: a qualitative study in rural farms 
in Southern Ontario 

Journal 
Article 

International Journal for Equity 
in Health 

2014 Canada 

Di Iacovo, F; Petrics, H. & 
Rossignoli, C. 

Social Farming and social protection in 
developing countries in the perspective 
of sustainable rural development 

Journal 
Article 

Connect. Local Glob. Food 
Sustain. Solut. Public Food 
Procure 

2015 Italy 

Dugarova, E. Social inclusion, poverty eradication and 
the 2030 agenda for sustainable 
development 

Working 
Paper 

UNRISD Working Paper 2015 Switzerland 

Singh, D.; Karthik, S.; Tiwari, A.; 
Nar, S.; Piplani, D. & 
Rajput, N. 

Digital Inclusion for the Differentaly-abled 
Farmers mKRISHI® CCA - A case Study in 
Dhar, MP 

Proceedings 
Paper 

Ieee International Symposium 
on Technology and Society 
(Istas) 

2016 India 

Weiler, A. M.; Levkoe, C. Z. & 
Young, C. 

Cultivating equitable ground: 
Community-based participatory 
research to connect food movements 
with migrant farmworkers 

Journal 
Article 

Journal Of Agriculture Food 
Systems and Community 
Development 

2016 Canada 

Burmeister, L. L. & Tanaka, K. Fair labor practices in values-based 
agrifood supply chains? 

Journal 
Article 

Journal of Agriculture, Food 
Systems, and Community 
Development 

2017 USA 

Giaré, F.; Borsotto, P. & 
Signoriello, I. 

The socio and working inclusion of 
disadvantaged people in agriculture: 
the “model” of Social Farming in Italy 

Journal 
Article 

Cooperative Strategies and 
Value Creation in Sustainable 
Food Supply Chain. 

2018 Italy 

Kucerova, E. Social inclusion in the context of Czech 
rural development policy. 

Journal 
Article 

Agricultural Economics/ 
Zemedelska Ekonomika 

2018 Czech 

Wassink, J. T. Is Local Social Development Associated 
with Workforce Composition? A 
Municipal Analysis of Mexico, 
1990-2015 

Journal 
Article 

Population Research and Policy 
Review 

2018 USA 

Borgi, M.; Marcolin, M.; 
Tomasin, P.; Correale, C.; 
Venerosi, A.; Grizzo, A.; 
Orlich, R. & Cirulli, F. 

Nature-based interventions for mental 
health care: social network analysis as a 
tool to map social farms and their 
response to social inclusion and 
community engagement 

Journal 
Article 

International journal of 
environmental research and 
public health 

2019 Italy 

Borsotto, P.; De Vivo, C.; 
Papaleo, A. & Gaito, M. 

An exploratory study on the construction 
of networks in social farming, 

Journal 
Article 

Economia agro-alimentare 
(Franco Angeli Editore) 

2019 Italy  

NJAS: IMPACT IN AGRICULTURAL AND LIFE SCIENCES 19 



Author Title Category Journal/Book name Year Country    

Kalkanci, B.; Rahmani, M. & 
Toktay, L. B. 

The role of inclusive innovation in 
promoting social sustainability 

Journal 
Article 

Production and Operations 
Management 

2019 USA 

Perry, J. A. Images of work, images of defiance: 
engaging migrant farm worker voice 
through community-based arts 

Journal 
Article 

Agricultural and Human Values 2019 Canada 

Torquati, B.; Stefani, G.; 
Massini, G., Cecchini, L.; 
Chiorri, M. & Paffarini, C. 

Social farming and work inclusion 
initiatives for adults with autism 
spectrum disorders: A pilot study 

Journal 
Article 

NJAS-Wageningen Journal of 
Life Sciences 

2019 Italy 

Tulla, A. F. & Vera, A. Could social farming be a strategy to 
support food sovereignty in Europe? 

Journal 
Article 

Land 2019 Spain 

Collins, F. L. & Bayliss, T. The good migrant: Everyday nationalism 
and temporary migration management 
on New Zealand dairy farms 

Journal 
Article 

Political Geography 2020 New 
Zeland 

Di Iacovo, F. Social farming evolutionary web: from 
public intervention to value co- 
production 

Journal 
Article 

Sustainability 2020 Italy 

Giarè, F.; Ricciardi, G. & 
Borsotto, P. 

Migrants workers and processes of social 
inclusion in Italy: The possibilities 
offered by social farming 

Journal 
Article 

Sustainability 2020 Italy 

Musolino, D.; Distaso, A. & 
Marcianò, C. 

The role of social farming in the socio- 
economic development of highly 
marginal regions: an investigation in 
Calabria 

Journal 
Article 

Sustainability 2020 Italy 

Zimmerer, K. S.; Jiménez- 
Olivencia, Y.; Ruiz-Ruiz, A. & 
Porcel-Rodríguez, L. 

Agri-food land transformations and 
immigrant farm workers in peri-urban 
areas of Spain and the Mediterranean 

Journal 
Article 

Land 2020 Spain 

Basset, F. & Giarè, F. The sustainability of social farming: a 
study through the Social Return on 
Investment methodology (SROI) 

Journal 
Article 

Italian Review of Agricultural 
Economics 

2021 Italy 

Beni, C.; Aromolo, R. & Rossi, G. Territorial networks of social agriculture 
for the socio-labor inclusion of 
migrants: experience in the Lazio region 

Journal 
Article 

Italian Review of Agricultural 
Economics 

2021 Italy 

Doherty, B. & Kittipanya- 
Ngam, P. 

The role of social enterprise hybrid 
business models in inclusive value chain 
development 

Journal 
Article 

Sustainability 2021 Thailand, 
UK 

Mattila, T. E.; Ovaska, U.; 
Kinnunen, B.; Tuure, V. M.; 
Leppälä, J.; Taattola, K.; 
Rinnola, V. & Rautiainen, R.H. 

Experiences and Challenges of Foreign 
Agricultural Workers in Finland 

Journal 
Article 

Journal of Agricultural Safety 
and Health 

2021 Finland, 
USA 

Nicolosi, A.; Laganà, V. R.; Di 
Gregorio, D. & Privitera, D. 

Social farming in the virtuous system of 
the circular economy. An exploratory 
research 

Journal 
Article 

Sustainability 2021 Italy 

Prause, L. Digital Agriculture and Labor: A Few 
Challenges for Social Sustainability 

Journal 
Article 

Sustainability 2021 Germany 

Raghubanshi, G.; Venugopal, S. 
& Saini, G. K. 

Fostering inclusive social innovation in 
subsistence marketplaces through 
community-level alliances: An 
institutional work perspective 

Case Study Industrial Marketing 
Management 

2021 India, USA 

Saldanha, K. Making labor visible in the food 
movement: Outreach to farmworkers in 
Michigan 

Journal 
Article 

Qualitative Social Work 2021 USA 

Bridi, R. M. Spaces of alienation in the tobacco fields: 
the case of migrant workers in Ontario, 
Canada 

Journal 
Article 

Geojournal 2022 Arab 
Emirates 

Chi, L. How Does Migration Working Experience 
Change Farmers' Social Capital in Rural 
China? 

Journal 
Article 

International Journal of 
Environmental Research and 
Public Health 

2022 China 

Jarábková, J.; Chreneková, M. & 
Varecha, L. 

Social farming: A systematic literature 
review of the definition and context. 

Journal 
Article 

European Countryside 2022 Slovakia 

Perry, J. A. Situated Learning and Transnational 
Labor Migration: The Case of Canada's 
Seasonal Agricultural Worker Program 

Journal 
Article 

Adult Education Quarterly 2022 Canada  

20 V. ROSSI ET AL. 



Author Title Category Journal/Book name Year Country    

Barna, C.; Zbuchea, A. & 
Stănescu, S. M. 

Social economy enterprises contributing 
to the circular economy and the green 
transition in Romania 

Journal 
Article 

CIRIEC-España, revista de 
economía pública, social y 
cooperativa 

2023 Romania 

Martín-Moreno, M.; Hueso- 
Kortekaas, K. & Romero, J. C. 

Social Life Cycle Analysis of Intensive 
Greenhouse Farming: A Qualitative 
View of Tomato Production in Almeria 
(Spain) 

Journal 
Article 

World 2023 Spain 

Mion, G.; Baratta, R.; Bonfanti, 
A. & Baroni, S. 

Drivers of social innovation in disability 
services for inclusion: a focus on social 
farming in nonprofit organizations 

Case Study The TQM Journal 2023 Italy 

Andreoli, M.; Frieri, F.; Giordani, 
G. & Giarè, F. 

Prison Farms Around Europe: The 
Contribution of Social Farming in the 
Path Towards the Empowerment of 
Inmates 

Journal 
Article 

The Italian Association of 
Agricultural Economists 
Conference 

2024 Italy 

Boadu, C.; Koomson, F. & Ntiri, 
R. O. 

Social and solidarity economy and social 
inclusion of cooperatives in the Assin 
Fosu Municipality, Ghana 

Journal 
Article 

Heliyon 2024 Ghana 

Chovanec, T.; Eze, F. O.; 
Muhammad, A.; Moudrý, J.; 
Bartoš, P.; Mukosha, C. E. & 
Eke, O. G. 

Sustainability and Social Farming in the 
Czech Republic: The Impact of Selected 
Factors on the Employment of 
Disadvantaged Persons in Agriculture 

Journal 
Article 

Sustainability 2024 Czech 
Republic 

Colombo, L. A.; Bailey, A. R. & 
Gomes, M. V. 

Scaling in a post-growth era: Learning 
from Social Agricultural Cooperatives 

Case Study Organization 2024 UK 

Dal Borgo, A. G.; Gambazza, G. 
& Lucchesi, F. 

Social farming as a driver of innovation 
for migrant empowerment and 
sustainability. The Italian experience 

Journal 
Article 

Belgeo. Revue belge de 
géographie 

2024 Italy 

Macrì, M. C. & Orsini, S. Policy Instruments to Improve Foreign 
Workforce's Position and Social 
Sustainability of the Agriculture in Italy 

Journal 
Article 

Sustainability 2024 Italy, 
Belgium 

Zadra, F. & Elsen, S. Preventing and redressing exploitation. 
Methods of anti-trafficking social work 
outreach in Northern Italy 

Journal 
Article 

European Journal of Social Work 2024 Italy 

Zou, J.; Wu, F. L.; Zhang, F. Z.; 
Xu, M. R. & Liu, S. Y. 

The social integration of rural migrants in 
urban China: The effect of hometown 
land tenure 

Journal 
Article 

Population Space and Place 2024 China, UK     

NJAS: IMPACT IN AGRICULTURAL AND LIFE SCIENCES 21 


	Abstract
	1. Introduction
	Article highlights
	2. Methods
	2.1. Eligibility criteria
	2.2. Database and search strategy
	2.3. Data collection process

	3. Results
	3.1. Overview
	3.2. Classification of the analysed studies

	4. Discussion
	4.1. Models of work inclusion
	4.2. Social interaction
	4.3. Temporary work
	4.4. Promoting sustainability
	4.5. Cross-cutting insights

	5. Conclusions
	Author contributions
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	References
	mk:APPH1_22

