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Introduction

Care farming as a swiftlydeveloping sector in
The Netherlands

Introduction

Care farming or social farming swiftly developingsector across Europe
(Hassink andran Dijk2006; 'L, DFRYR D Q G2A9RFRaQ QR U
innovative practice where agricultural production is being combined with
health and sociaervices (Hassink and van DRK06).1t is an innovation
at the crossroads afyricultue and health catevhere the agricultural
sector is actively involved in providing care for different client groups.
Clients or participants in the vocabulary of care farmars involved in
agricultural productionCare farms offer day careygported workplaces
and/or residential places for clients with a varietyisfHilities (Elings
and Hassink008).

Care farming is emerging in many European countries due to the
increasing focus on different aspects of multifunctional agricylage
well as concerns about public health expenditure and the efficacy of social
VHUYLFHV 'L ,DFRYR DG farfinaareached
different stages of development in different countréesl dfferent
orientationscan bedentified (Hassink2009). In Italy and Frangecare
farming is directed towards labour integration and care inclusion provided
by communitybased organizeons like care cooperativesdsminant. In
Norway, the Netherlands amklgium Flander$, care farming is mainly
provided by private family farmandcare farmsare examples of
agricultural diversificationln Germany, Austria, Irelan&lovenia and
Poland mostcare farms are communitased care services offered by
institutional partnersilacovo and2 1 & RQ QR U and Farktad
2009; Dessein et al. 201Hassink2009).

Care farming has developed between and on top of two existing
sectors, agriculture and health care. It can be understoogtasirecting
two sectorghat had become disconnected through modernization,
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although traditionally therevere alwaysmportant connection®uring

the Middle Agesmany hospitals and monasteries looking after the sick
had gardens as an adjunct tougeration and healing (Frumk2®01).
People with psychological problems were éogpd for therapeutic
reasons in agricultural settings, for instance on a farm at Saragossa
Hogpital in Spain (Facault 1969). In the village of Geel in Flanders, care
was provided in a rural agricultural setting since tHecetury (Roosens
and van dé&Valle 2007). People with learning disabilities were employed
predominantly in the farming sector before industrialization (Wiesinger
and Neuhauset006).In the 19" century the hygienist movement
promotedfresh air and sunshine and farm labor as kegtitoient of

moral treatment ant regain capacit{Edgington1997; Beait 2011;
Caldwell2002, Parr2007). Many institutions ran faand were located

in forests and rural areashile farm produce helped institutions make
ends meet (Portdr992; Scull2005). Labor was considered to contribute
to the curing of pagnts (Canon Gehandicaptenz@@D6).

However, since the beginning of the"fentury and especially
since World Watl, agriculture and healttare largely dissected, mainly
due to theprocesses of urbanization and intensification, rationalization
and specialization in agriculture and medicalization, specialization and
professionalization in health caf®chuitmake2012) Agriculture became
knowledge and capitaintensive,andtherefoe highly specializedyith
traditional mixed farming sjiting into livestock androps and even
beyond towards pigor chicken farms, and eventually chicken farms
specializingn eggor meat productioriGeels 2009; Elzen et &012).
Through a similar process of modernization, health care beiteme
responsibility of trained professionals. Health care institutions focussed on
medication and therapBékker et al2002 de Swaar2004;Farla 2012;
SchuitmakeR012). Disease was mainlpcated in bodily dysfunction;
lifestylesand life conditions werto a large extenteglectedn pathology.
Medicinewas dividednto disciplines that each focused @particular
class of dysfunctions, located in specific organs. Mind and body were
considered largely separate{chuitmaker2012)In this process,
agriculture and health canghile eachachieving significant successes in
thdr respective areadad driftedapart(Farla2012)
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The fact that, over the past twenty five yeaagyricultue and
health were reconnected in so many European countries seems to point
VRPH XQGHUO\LQJ IDFWRUV 7R EH VXUH D TXL
readily availableFrom the perspectivef agriculture, at the core was the
fact that through moderniza&in, agriculture has beconaamuch less
lucrative business, Since 1990, the extension of the EU has led to
increasing competitioMeanwhile, oncerrs about the environment,
animal welfare and homogenization of the landscape/ (Meerburg et
al. 2009).In addition, since the 1992 MacSharry reformasresponse to
budgetary pressures, liberalization of global ftradle and the call for
sustainable development (GandMarijnen2011) tawareness has
grown amongst farmetbat real change is needéthey areto survive.
Adding different sources of inconte food prodiction is one response.
(Wilson 2008)

We see the emergence of multifunctional agriculture. Farmers
include nonagricultural activities thateetdifferent societal demands
such as recreation and nature and landscape se@crand and van
Huylenbroeck003). Ithas beemecognized that entrepreneurial skills
were cruciato this transformation in agriculture (van der Ploeg et al.
2000).At the same timetraditional heah care has come under pressure
due to criticisnregardingts narrow medical orientation and concerns
about rising costdeading to call$or thedeinstitutionalization and
socialization of care (Lamb and Bachrach 200he dominant paradigms
in the heah sector are changinffom an emphasis on disease and disease
preventionand limitations (Nygren et a2005) tavarda more positive
approach focussing on health promotion and possibjlaied from care
toward participation (Antonovsky 1987; Lindstrém and Eriks2006;
Newman and Tonkens 201Fienig et al2011).Equally important, due to
the sacalledepidemiologic shift, nowtommunicablaliseases (such as
heart failure, diabete§OPD)have replaced infecus diseases as the
mainfocus of health care practicasd policies (OEC2013. Especially
in case ouchhealth problemdifestyles, lifeconditions and mental
pressurean no longer be neglectdahthin diagnosis anth treatment
This has led to ee-appreciation of théealing effect of nature (RMNO
2007).



However while these longerm trends are indeed important
drivers, they still cannot explain why some initiatives failetile others
succeeded, why particular types of care farming emergeglsome care
institutions supported and others opposed the development of care farms
and how regional and national support organizations devel®pedaim
here isto better understand the development of care farming as a sector by
analyzing these questis.In other wordslam LQWHUHVWHG LQ WKH
the emergence of this new sector

Societal andacademic contextspbjectivesand central
guestion

Societal context and relevance

Thisis aquestionthatis of wider interest, as care farming is but one
example of a wider trend: the emergencaef/sectorsand the
application ofnewvalue creatiomodesk. Illustrations arether forns of
multifunctional farming, where agriculture is combined wahreation,
education, child care or naiconservation (Seuneke et2013) but also
the production of biomass energpased on the synergy betwegaste
and energyRaven2007). Various authors (Per&013;Rifkin 2014)
argwe that current conditionsysh for a shift towardsewmodes of value
creations, where items thateconsidered cost factors or waste in one
sector, become a production factor, or an additional product, in another
one.

The emergence of a novel type of businaedwgre value is created
preciselyfrom the synergy between two formerly separate kinds of
activity, can also beeenin pradice. Water purification plants start to
recover scarce resources, like phosphates and celltrogethe water
and markethem thusbecomingD pUHV R XUFHYV udedtei@uU\ § :KD
plantdesignedo produce clean water, with waste as a cost factoy,
turns waste into a commodity a similar wayorganic waste is now used
as a renewable @liin electricity plants (Rave2007) and greenhouses
todayproduce, in addition to food, also heat, optimigboth products, for
instance by developing modektomab growing that are less energy

intensive (Elzen et al2012) More generally, notions like green economy,
10



natureinclusive business modedsmdcircular economyppear to inspira
wide range of crossectoral innovationgTEEB 2010)

Understanding the emergence of care farmasmiguchas well as
learning from itwith regard tahe wider issue of the emergerafenew
sectorsand the application ofavel models of value creatipare the two
societal objectives of this dissertation.

Theoreticalcontextand scientific objectives

As has become clear, in this stuthge aim isto understand how the care
farming sector has developsd quickly, in spite othe challenges

associated with connecting two different sectors and for farmers to cross
the boundaries of agriculture and care professionals to work with farmers.
The generabbjective ofthis study is thus an exploratory one.

| have oriented this exploration, more specifically, towards the
main challenges of the new sector as a starting point. The key challenge is
to bridge the gap between two sectors that have drifted apagloping
legitimacy, professional organizations and sustainable financing structures
for the care servicdbatcare farmerare providing (Blom and Hassink
2008). Morespecifically,care farming practices are often newconters
one sector, while beingutOLHUYV LQ WK H,mHichlgeRi®tel VHFWR U
specific challenges of overcomiadack of legitimacyand problems in
finding financial and knowledge resources. These problems are common
to sacalled system innovations (Hekkert et2007), i.e. innovadns that
involve both changes in practices and changes in the structures in which

theyare embedded. (Grin et 2004)
In the field of transition studies, the mtkvel perspective

(MLP) has been proposed adroad framework for understanding the
challenges and dynansof such systemic chang®4LP captures the

essence of transitions as a process of mutually reinforcing changes at three
levels:niche innovations, socitechnological regimes and so€io

technological landscape (RgmdKemp1998; Geels and Schot 200[k)is
compatible with the basic idea from social theory in which agency
(intentions and behawip of actorsland structurérules, regulations,

routines at regime levethape each other under the influence of

exogenous devetments Giddens1984;Grin 2006).The landscape level
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forms a broad exogenous environment that is beyond the direct influence
of regime and niche actoisandscape pressures can build gradually or
appear suddenly and can trigger changes in logics andcpsagtregime

level (Geels and Sch@010).Relevant changes at landscape level that put
pressure on the care and agricultural regimeghaempowerment of

clients, liberalizatiorand the increasing concern for animal welfare,
landscape anthe environmentas indicated abov@he regime refers to
dominant practices and the shared rules, resources and routines on which
W KH\ Ghbebudedland routines of sodiechnical regimes account for
stability. Normal innovations draw on these structwi@iments and

typically reproduce dominant practicéiches form the micrdevel

where radicalnnovationsemerge whichare often protecteuh the

starting phaséom mainstream market selection by dedicated actors
(Schot 1998).Care farming can be sees @ niche innovation at the cross
roads of agriculture and health cabare farms are hybrid practices that
relate to both agricultural and care regin@smplex interactions can lead

to different transition patterns and transition pathwayse{&and Satt

2010). Care farming is an example of an w#gstem pathway, where
formerly de-aligned care and agricultural regimes araligned System
innovationdike care farmingare more radical than normal innovations, in
that they do not just reproduteumbent practices, and therefare not
(entirely) servedy regime structures or, even worse, experience barriers
resulting from indV LW XWLRQDO L QKH U LW DVQURHIW %D O H
(LinderandPetersl995: 133)and embedded agency (SaulCreed

20@; Garud et al2007).Generally speakingush more radical
innovationsthatdemand structural change, initially deyelo niches,

where they are less exposed to the adverse influences of the incumbent
regime and may find (temporary) rules and resources on which they may
draw. Wecan sedhe levels of thé/ILP as different levelsf

structuration. (Grir2006, 2008Geels andchot2010).Seeinghe MLP

from the wider perspective of structuration the@®yddens1984) agents

will be seen aknowledgeable, reflexive and purposeful and can alter
structures in which they mov8&ifith2007). Especially when understood

in this way the multilevel perspective can be helpful in understanding
interactions between init/ RUVY DIJHQF\ DQG H[LVWLQJ VW
KHDOWK FDUH DQG DJULFXOWXUDO UHJLPH DOQ
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society and thehange irstructureghrougha niche innovation like care
farming.

While the MLP ha®een widelyandsuccessfullyused as a
framework for understanding transitions, several aspects are not well
understood or need more attentitirnas been argued that more attention
should be given to agenayiche actors whpush for niche innovations
and regime changée.g. Smithet al 2005; Genus and Coles 2008). In
addition it has beemcknowledged thatot enouglattention has been
paidto interactions across system boundaaied multiregime
interactiongdRaven and Verbong009) and that taking on board
sustainable issues fields like health care instead of the classic ckeah
topics in energy willead tovaluable insights (Markard et al. 2012).
Studiesso farsuggest that this may be beneficial when a niche innovation
can be linked as a solution to multiple regimeay@R and Verbong
2007), but problematic when the objectives of the regimmggire
conflicting actions or create additional problems and uncertainties
(Lauridsen and Jorgens2010; Schot and Geek908). The case the
care farming sector may contribute to these debates, as it may help
uncover the role of agency in innovations that transcend system
boundaries.

To develop our understanding of such cresstoral agency
(actions to connect different sectofsjther, the notionof
entrepreneurshimay be of helpln fact, literature on multifunctional
agriculturalhasidentified the need for enhancement of entrepreneurship
to start new notiarming businesses (Seuneke et al. 2013). Therdfore
take entrepreneurship to @ir agency in MLP in chapte and 4 and to
analyze behavior of initiators of care farrivy focus isonthe
opportunitybased conceptualizatia entrepreneurship (Shane and
Venkatamaran 2000). It is about entrepreneurial individuals seizing
lucrative gportunities andinvolvesopportunity identification and
exploitation and entrepreneurial behaworthe parbf farmers and other
actors (e.g. health care professional$le concept of boundary spanning
adds to the theory of entrepreneurship indtwetext of crossectoral
agencyas it focuses on the challenges of connecting two different sectors.
Boundary spanners are key individuals who creatmectiongo
overcome difficulties (AldrictandHerker1977; DobbieandRichards
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Schuster 2008; Williams 2002).Boundary spanners link two or more
RUJDQL]DWLRQV 3ZKRVH JRDOV DQG H[SHFWDW.L
SDUWLDOO\ FRQIOLFWLTXKH\ OLOWWUDFW ZLWK F
inside their organization and negotiate system interchangesméther
RUJDQL]DWLR@®92:6WWHDGPDQ

A successful boundary spanner is a leader and entrepreneur who deploys
effective relational and interpersonal competences to develop mutual
understandig, trust and respect (Willian2002).

To understand howollective action came about, social
movement theory may be helpf@ocial movement theory accentuates the
struggle for innovation and change in societal systems, the entry of new
actors and groups searching for emerging organizational forms and
appropride collaborationand collective action strategies and contentious
politics about problematic issues and situations and possible solutions for
them Swaminathan and Wade 2001; Davis e2805).A collective
action frame (shared beliefs and concerns agenious issues) must
emerge to justify the existence of social movemeshsred identity
building is crucial to the success of social movementdtaadonstructed
through interactions with nemembers, counter movemeiaitsd media
(Swaminathan and Wa@®01).We use insights from social movement
theory to understand how new organizatigagsupport and find
avenues for collaborative actidacilitating both learning and legitimacy
building (Miner and Haunschilti995).

Another important notiors inditutional entrepreneurshipe.
forms of entrepreneurship that consider its institutional context not just as
a given, but as a variable that may be adapted in order to deal with
institutional inheritance and inertig chapters 2 and Witiators of
regional organizations are institutioreitrepreneurs creatimgw
institutions and particular institutional arrangemews.use insights
from institutional entrepreneurship to understand the development of
regional organizations. Institotal entrepreneurship provides additional
insight irto the challengesf creatng new institutions or transform
existing ones and to change particular institutional arrangements as is the
case for the establishment of regional organizations of care farms
(Maguire et al2004; Levy and Scully 2007). Institutional

14



entrepreneurship deals with questiassohow an institutional field may
be intentionally transformed (Levy and Scully 2007). Institutional
entrepreneurs combine entrepreneurial tasks like opptyrtu
identification and exploitatigrand institutional tasks directedaards
institutionalizng new practices (Garud et @007).Existing literature
placesinstitutional entrepreneurship at the intersection of past practices
and emerget futures (Henidsson and Yo@014) and points out that
institutional entrepreneutsaveto cope withthe secalledparadox of
embedded agency (SaadCreed2002).This studywill explore reflexive
agency- i.e. agency which critically scrutinizes and seeksansform its
structural context as part oinsttutional work (Lawrence et a013).
Figure 1. gives an illustration of the context of care farming in terms of
the multilevel perspective

Fig. 1. lllustration of the context of care farming in terofghe multk
level perspective.
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Against this background, the masnientific objectiveof this
study is to enrich the multevel perspective. Taking MLP as a framework
for understanding system innovations, the first goal is to better
understanding agendy transitions using entrepreneurship, institutional
entrepreneurship and social movement theory. The second goal is to
identify and better understand challenges associated with interactions
across system boundaries like care farming and understand turs/ Gam
deal with these challenges.

To meet the societal and scientific objectives formulated above,
the following central question will provide guidance to this study: how
has care farming, as a new sector, in between health care and agriculture,
develped and what conditions and strategies have been of key
importance in the process?

Research desigrand data acquisition and analysis

The research design has been informed by the exploratory nathee of
researclguestion First,| have chosen timvestigate care farming in one
FRXQWU\ ZKHUH WKH pKRZY RI LWV HPHUJHQFH
various anglesThe NetherlandsThis is a rather relevant caseterms of
exploring the development of care farming assjtwith Norway, the
leadingcountry in terms of absolute numbers of care farms, and also one
of the leading counieswith regard tahe share of farmers providing care
services (Table 1).

In addition, but not less important, a reason for selecting The
Netherlands, is that it is oré the pioneering countries in care farming,
so that the development of the sector could not rely on examples of other
practices and their structural embedment. This is expected to provide a
relatively comprehensive picture of the development of a netarsdde
first care farms started in the 1970s (Termaat 2010), but they really took
off around 2000: the number of care farms increased rapidly from 75 in
1998, to 1100 in 2011 (Ernst and Young 2012). The total annual turnover
of care servicesonfarms BUR X QG Y PLOOLRQ DQG WKH
WXUQRYHU SHU IDUP LV DURXQG % 9DQ GF
Extrapolating the data of 2005 (Hassink et al. 2007), more than 20,000
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clients use the services of care farms and the care farming sector has

created akeast 1000 additional jobs. Compared to other European

countries, the care farming sector in the Netherlands has become a

relatively developed sector, with regional and national support
RUJDQL]DWLRQV DQG D GLYHUVLW\ RI LQLWLDW
2009), making Netherlands an interesting case for this study.

Table 1 Number of care farms in different European countries

Country Number of care | % of farms Reference
farms providing care
(ref. eurostat)
Netherlands 1100 1.5 Ernst and Young
2012
Norway 1100 2.2 Norwegian
Ministry 2012
Italy 700 0.04 Dilacovo and
29&R QQIR U
Belgium 660 1.4 Steunpunt Groene
Zorg 2013
France 500 0.1 Dilacovo and
29&R QQIR U
Austria 250 0.2 Renner2010
Germany 160 0.04 Dilacovo and
291&R QQIR U
Ireland 130 0.01 Dilacovo and
29&R QQIR U

Seconty, the explorative nature diis studyrequiresan
interactiveand grounded theompproach, iterating between the relatively
broad theoretical notiorend academic literatudiscussed aboyand
empiricalfieldwork andanalysis Glaser and Straud967; Strauss and
Corbin1998).Data analysis was an inductive, iterative process as

proposed by Strauss and Corbin (1998). Falétranscripts and
17



documents were read. Instead of using a pdeterminedtategory

scheme, themes were allowed to emerge from the subjects own words as
recommended for exploratoresearch (Strauss and Corth®98). A

constant comparative method was used to simultaneously code and
analyse the data in order to categorize it id@veloping themes

representing patterns of behaviours and meanings. Once themes were
identified, the datavasmined for elements representing those themes.

Thirdly, the research design is a qualitatineultiple case study
approachThis allows for a defiled and contextualized analysis of care
farming. Different chapters explore different questions. The multiple case
designmakes it possible to condugtcrosscase analysis by contrasting
cases and searching for similarities and differences in pattedns a
mechanisms. Case studies are partibulaseful for exploratory studies
when the object is to gain a holistic understanding of how dynamics
unfold in reallife settings(Yin 2009).More specifically we will contrast
successsand falures within the countryusing this overaltelatively
successful development of the sector to explore the conditions and
strategies that may contribute to the successful formation of a novel sector
built on two existing sectors.

| wasin the unique positioto have been involved in the
development of care farming for the léifteen years.Having followed
care farming in the Netherlands closely as a researcher and having
established a care fatmysef, | amwell positioned to study a variety of
aspects ofhat process, enabling a rather comprehensive pidilyre.
experience as a practitioner, a researahd an advisor to the sector has
alsoprovidedmewith intimate knowledge of the sector and its evolution.
On the other hand, of course, there iskof being too much involved or
biasedl have dealt with that risk dimebasis of thénterpretive or
constructivistepistemologicaposition whichemphasizes thail analysis
involves a perspectiv&imilarly, the accounts from actors that are object
of analysis and sources of data will also unavoidably be informed by a
perspective(Furlong awl Marsh, 201 As Parediswho faced a similar
challenge(2013 78) notes, this awareness is already a imelp
safeguarding against a strong dominanc®dd ldvirvperspective. On
more practical level, made several choices in data acquisition and

18



analysisWhile the precise methods of data collection and analysis differ
between chapters and will be accourftadhere, they share some key
features.

Fig. 2. Outline of the different pieces of the puzzle described and
analysed in the different chapters of this thesis.

People, situations, organizations and processes were followed closely

during an extended period of time. | conducted s&mictured, open

interviews with a variety of people involved in the development of

different types of initiatives, to gain a mufierspective view. In addition,

| collected data from other sources, especially documents and databases;
19



and | made use of my own observations. Between these sources | did
triangulation, the understanding of a phenomenon by using different
methods to colleaiata, multiple data sources and use of multiple theories
(SchwartzShea 2006; Schwar@hea and Yanow 2006; Paredis 2013).
Finally, | discussed the insights, analyses and conclusions with other
researchers and actors of the care farming sdditpire 2 catains an
illustration of the different pieces of the puzzle that we describe and
analyse in the different chapters, with the aim of gaining an overall picture
and understanding of the development of this novel sector.

Outline of this study

In the firstchapter| describe the overall development of the care
farming sectarfocusng on the development in number and diversity of
care farms, changes in regulations affecting care farms and initiatives at
regional level and national lev@lheaim is togainaclearer
understanding afievelopment of the care farming sector in the
Netherlands and contribute to the discussion on how to understand
agricultural changd.develop a framewortaking MLP as a basiadding
complementary theories that can conttéto the understanding of the
development of innovative practicdi&e care farming.

In the second chaptdrtake a closer look at the three main types
of initiatives in the care farming sectoradbcal and regional leved)
individual care farmsb) regional organizations of care farmers and c)
care institutions collaborating with a group of farmers. From each type of
initiative, | describe one characteristic and successful piptigeaim
beingto understand how these pioneering examples coviglae
successfullyand develop a framework for their success

In the third chaptei shed light orthe diversity of care farms and
establish a typology for care farms. Fitstise different theories to
identify key dimensions for such a typologgkingthe ratio between
agriculture and care, locus of entrepreneurship and alignment with the
environment as dimensions for the typology. In addjtiGearch for
empirical support for the theoretibabriven typology and describe the
different type<of care farms that have been developeertime.

20



In chapterfour, | select successful anshsuccessful examples of
thevarioustypes of care farms and describe and analyse their
developmentincludingpioneerswho facealack of legitimacyand later
ertrants who benefitfrom adequate financing structures and support
organizationsThe objective is to provide insight into the key factors
contributing to the staip and growth of these different types of care
farms.My specific research questions aat kind of entrepreneurial
behaviour is needed to be successful for different types of care farms in
the pioneering phase and later phases.

In chapter five, the focus @nregional organizations of care
farms that camelpfarmersgainaccess to budgetd the care sectot.
select two contrasting examples of regional collaboration of care farmers
BEZIG and Landzijde. BEZIG is a collective initiative of existing care
farmers, while Landzijde is the initiative of an individual entrepreneur.
Themain objective is to compare and analysestinategiesand
development of both types of organizations in their challenge to gain
legitimacy in the care sector aptbvideaccess to care budgethie main
research question is to understéiogv strategiesabigned to establish
regional organizations of care farms unfold and are translated into
entrepreneurial behaviour, organizational identity and legitimacy, and
help provide access tmudgets of the care sector

In chapter sixthefocusis on initiatives br collaboration between
care organizations and groups of farmers at regional, leveiparing
initiatives taken by different actors, for different client groups, in different
regions.The objective is to describe the processes of collaboration and
implementation of care farm services in the care organization and identify
factors that affect successful collaboratibhe main research question is
to understandvhat kind of actiosand boundary spanning behavior are
needed to establish a successhilaboration.
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Chapter 1.

Farming with care: the evolution of
care farming in the Netherlands
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1. Farming with care: the evolution of care
farming in the Netherlands

Abstract

The aim of this paper is to describe and understand the evaolditibe

care farming sector in one of its pioneering countries, the Netherlands.
Care farms combine agricultural production with health and social
VHUYLFHYV &DUH IDUPLQJ LV D SKHQRPHQRQ WHEK
associated with connecting two differefttmains. Organizational

ecology, social movement theory and the rdelNiel perspective are

helpful concepts in interpreting and contextualizing the developments that
have taken place. Organizational ecology explains how the number of care
farms, and theelgitimacy and diversity of the care farming sector, have
increased rapidly over time. Strategic actions of dedicated boundary
spanners have played an important role in the development of the sector.
Social movement theory explains the impact of collabagatttion in the
pioneering and later stages. The mildtiel perspective explains changes

in the care regime, like the introduction of the personal budget of patients
and the liberalization of the Dutch health care sector, helping to provide
access of fondations of care farms to the collective health insurance for
the costs of longerm care. Media exposure, contacts with ministries and
politicians and the development of a quality system have contributed to
the legitimacy of the sector. Changes in thecagime and collective

action promoted a further expansion of the sector and provided direction
to the ways the sector developed qualitatively, especially in terms of the
emergence of structures aimed at facilitating existing and promoting new
care farmiig practices. Our framework sheds light on changes in
agriculture and transsectoral collaboration.

Published asHassink, JHulsink, W. and Grin, J. 201€rossroad
innovation in agriculture and health care: care farming as a rHeitel
and transsectorgbhenomenorMNJAS Wagaingen Journal of Life
Sciences 681), 1-11.
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1.1 Introduction

(XURSHDQ DJULFXOWXUH KDV XQGHUJRQH
past century. Due to economies of scale and in order to remain
HFRQRPLFDOO\ SUR;WDEOM VIOHPHUMLY@BHD@I
external inputs, while minimizingbor use per hectare. Enviraantal
problems, homogenization of the landscape, outbreaks of animal diseases
and poor animal welfare resulted in a negative image of the agricultural
sector (Meerburgt al. 2009). The growing concern for nature
conservation and environment and the incregasonpetition from new
functions such as housing and recreation put pressure on the sector
(Frouws and van Tatenhove 1993; Hermans et al. 2009). Increasing
pressuren the agricultural sector and changing demands from society
changed the focus of an increasing number of farmers in the Netherlands.
It generated an increasing interest in innovative practices such as
environmental co-operaives, organic farming and ntifunctional
agriculture (Vereijken 2002; Goewie 2002; Wiskerke et al 2003).
Multifunctional agriculture integrates new activities around the core of
agricultural production (Meerburg et al. 2009; Ibery 1988). Various case
VWXGLHY KDYH D Qd@dtitie§ sGdh dsreckéehtiph, Eodd
processing/direct marketing and agroforestry (Maye et al. 2009; Northcote
and Alsonso 2011). In this study, we describe and analyse the
development of the care farming sector in the Netherlands. Care
farming isan interesting example of multifunctional agriculture that faces
the challenge of connecting and bridging two different domains, namely
agriculture and health care. In grelustrial society, agriculture and
health care were closely linked to local andairecale communities, but
the two sectors drifted apart with the emergence of modern society. From
the 1990s onwards, the agricultural sector has been increasingly involved
in the offering of health care and social services to different patient groups
(Di, DFRYR DQG 2T&RQQRU $OVR KHDOWK FELC
organizations began to approach farmers to offer all kinds of services to
people with a mental illness, intellectual disabilities, elderly persons,
children, drug addicts, and lostgrm unemplged persons.

As such, care farming is an example of multifunctional agriculture

WKDW KDV UHFHLYHG OLWWOH VFLHQWL{,{F DWW
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agricultural produebn with health and social seces. They offer day
care, assisted workplaces andgsidential places for clients with a
variety of disabilities (Hassink and van Dijk 2005). Care farms can be
considered examples of innovative commuitigsed service providers
WKDW FDQ LPSURYH SHRSOHYV TXDOLW\ RI OLIF
combinaton of a personal and dedicated attitude on the part of the farmer,
RIWHQ DVVLVWHG E\ WKH IDUPHUYV ZLIH WKH F
and an informal and open setting within a green environment turn care
farms into an appealing facility for variselient groups (Hassink et al.
7KH SHUFHLYHG EHQH{WV RI FDUH IDUPV D
and socialwelEHLQJ 7KH PHQWDO KHDOWK EHQH¢WV
esteem and welbeing, and an improved disposition. Examples of social
E H GsHug\Wdependence, the formation of work habits and the
development of personal responsibility and social skills (Hine et al. 2008).
While care farming has now been adopted by a multitude of other
(XURSHDQ FRXQWULHV 'L,DFRYR D@z 21&RQQR
article is on the Netherlands, one of its pioneering countries (Hassink and
van Dijk 2005). The number of care farms in the Netherlands has
increased rapidly, from 75 in 1998 to more than 1000 in 2009
(www.landbouwzorg.nl). In 2005, the sectorazad to 10,000 clients in
the Netherlands, with average annual revenues of 73.000 euro per farm
(Hassink et al. 2007). Although care farming is seen as a successful and
LQQRYDWLYH VHFWRU 'L,DFRYR DQG 2Y&RQQRU
2005), variouswea@ HVVHY DQG FKDOOHQJHYV ZHUH LGH
challenges included: bridging the gap between the agricultural and care
sector, developing professional organizations of care farmers and creating
VXVWDLQDEOH ¢(¢QDQFLQJ VWUXFWXUHY %ORP I
Undeistanding structural change and innovation is the centre of
many studies focusing on rural communities and the role of agriculture in
recent decades (Wolf 2008; Barbieri and Valdivia 2010). Burton and
Wilson (2006) argue that, in mapping and analysing obsiny
agricultural regimes, the focus has largely been on exogenous factors.
They suggest incorporating the structagency concepts into
theorisations of agricultural change. Wolf (2008) argued that development
of new professional structures are impott@n agricultural innovation.

Previous studies dealing with innovative practices in the Netherlands like
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organic farming and environmental-operatives have focussed on their
development and challenges (Goewie 2002; Wiskerke et al. 2003), rather
than corributing to a better understanding of agricultural change.

The aim of this paper is to dedm and understand the
developnent of the care farming sector in the Netherlands and contribute
to the discussion on how to understand agricultural change (Bamtbn
Wilson 2006). Studying the development of the care farming sector can
increase our understanding of agricultural change. Like other examples

Rl GLYHUVL{FDWLRQ HJ UHFUHDWLRQ HGXFD
connecting and bridging agricutuwith another sector. Challenges

associated with connecting two different sectors have not received much
attention so far. We focus on describing and understanding changes in the
number and diversity of care farms, organizational structures and

interactbn with the environment. In this paper, we describe the

endogenous developmenftthe setor by zooming in on the organizations

that have played a role in shaping it, the development and role of new
organizational structures and the key events and tupdimgs in the

emergence and early growth of this new sector. Due to the fact that this is
WKH ¢UVW DWWHPSW DW GHVFULELQJ WKH GHY|
exploratory study. Before outlining our methods for the acquisition,

analysis and integtian of data, we discuss selected theories that may help

us understand the development of this new sector.

BUHYLRXV VWXGLHY LGHQWL{HG OHJLWLPD
agencystructure interactions and collective action as important issues in
understandig the development of innovative practices (Goewie 2002;

Wiskerke et al. 2003; Roep et al. 2003). So as to identify an overarching
theory, we seek to integrate three theories that each comprise and

interrelate several of these issu@sganizational ecologymay help gain

insight in the development of a sector, as described by the evolution of
organizational populations. It emphasizes the need for legitimization and
knowledge development during the emergence and evolution of a new

industry and sectoSocialmovement WKHRU\ LGHQWL{;HV WKH L
FROOHFWLYH DFWLRQ DQG L WrdnditiBrGtddies) GHYHC
and in particular the multevel perspective, captures the essence of

agency and structure shaping each other and acknowledges tHerneed

boundary spanning and strategic agency. It adds insight on the impact of
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regimes in the care and agricultural sectors. Thus far, these three different
theories have not been connected.

1.2 Theoretical framework

The theories we have selected to hedunderstand the development of
the care farming sector are: a) organizational ecology, b) social movement
theory and ¢) multievel perspective.

1.2.1. Organizational ecology

Ecological theories are concerned with the birth, growth and
transformation of UPV DQG LQGXVWULHY RU FRPPXQLV
RU IRUPXODWHG PRUH VSHFL{FDOO\ KRZ SRSXO
over time through demographic processes of selective replacement,
organizational founding, mortality and growth (Carroll and Khness
2005). Key elements in their conceptual frameworks are blind and
intended variation and experimentation processes by (populations) of
organisations, selection and competition in the environment, and retention
and institutionalization processes overdifCarroll 1997). Also the
concepts of entry mode and survival are relevant for understanding the
ecological approach to organizations. Firms can enter an industry as new
ventures, so0FDOOHG GH QRYR ¢¢UPV RU DV H[LVWLQJ
away fromDQRWKHU LQGXVWU\ LQ WKH FDVH RI GH
.KHVVLQD :KLOH VRPH RI WKH ¢UPV VXFFH
RI WKHVH ¢UPV GR QRW VXFFHHG DQG ZLOOLQJ
they entered a couple years before. So smalkklyannger organizations,
facing the liabilities of newness and smallness, usually do not survive and
die young.

Founders of ventures in a new population are operating in a
situation with few if any precedents. While operating under conditions of
ignorance and uncertainty these entrepreneurs must learn about new
markets and develop the organizational knowledge andxternal
legitimacy to exploit them. They must seize a new market, learn new
skills and tricks, raise capital from sceptical investors, recruit untrained
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HPSOR\HHV DQG FRSH ZLWK RWKHU GLI¢{¢FXOWL
embryonic status. New organizationgshalso establish ties with an
environment that might not understand or acknowledge their existence.
Aldrich and Fiol (1994) draw a distinction between cognitive and socio
political legitimacy. Acceptance of a new kind of organization or sector
by the enironment is referred to as cognitive legitimacy. To overcome
this legitimacy barrier, network aws must inform the larger canunity
and establish partnerships to create a wider understanding of the new
concept or approach. Sogmolitical legitimacy refes to the extent to
which key stakeholders accept the sector as proper and conforming to
accepted rules and standards. An important obstacle for new
organizational communities is the lack of effective organizational
knowledge (Aldrich and Ruef 2006). Newganizations must discover
effective routines and competences under conditions of ignorance and
uncertainty. They must also establish ties with an environment that may
not understand or acknowledge their existence. Pioneering ventures in
new populations ab face the problem of collective agreement on
standards and designs that turns the population into reality that is taken for
granted. Without accepted standards and designs, population boundaries
ZLOO EH DPELJXRXV DQG RUJDQL]ré&Md &)@ O NQF
on common standards leaves a new population vulnerable to illegal and
unethical acts by some of its members and may jeopardize the legitimacy
of the entire population (Aldrich and Ruef 2006).

Generally speaking, the lofigrm evolution of gopulation of
organizations follows a general pattern: initial slow and erratic increases
in density, a subsequent period of rapid growth and then a leveffing
and decline (Hannan and Carroll 1992). Organizational ecologists have
developed a model oedsitydependent legitimation and competition that
LGHQWL¢{¢HYVY WZR PDMRU IRUFHV DIITHFWLQJ WKH
populations: legitimation and competition. In young and small
populations, founding rates are low and disbanding rates high. A low level
Rl OHJLWLPL]DWLRQ LPSOLHV WKDW RUJDQL]LQ
KDUG WR FRPH E\ 3VXSSOLHUVY DQG FXVWRPHU\
HPSOR\HHV PD\ EH KDUG WR ¢QG DQG UHFUXLW
LQVWLWXWLRQDO UXOHYVI199X\UY6).BHhis EKIDSRI G~ &

shows an underdeveloped organizational form, which is not able yet to
29



generate a legitimate signal, with the emerging industry failing to attract
VXI¢FLHQW UHVRXUFHY DQG LQVWLWXWLRQDO I
ther ,VH HQWUHSUHQHXUV VHL]H RSSRUWXQLWLF
to attract capital, suppliers, customers and employees. They also face
fewer institutional obstacles (Carroll 1997). An increase in density causes
large increases in legitimacy and shiiatreases in competition. As
populations grow, founding rates increase and disbanding rates decrease.
In more mature populations, an increase in density causes small increases
in legitimacy and large increases in competition (Carroll 1997).

In addition b the underlying variation, selection, retention models
of explanation, two other relevant concepts are niches and carrying
capacity (Aldrich and Ruef 2006). Organizational communities consist of
diverse populations of organizations that occupy differatias.
Organizations within populations tend to segregate by resource niche and
geographical location (Aldrich and Ruef 2006). The carrying capacity is
the maximum numbers of organizations that can be supported by the
environment at a particular point ime (Ruef 2000). The development
paths of organizations are highly affected by the selection environment,
which consists of competitors, customers, suppliers, investors and-policy
PDNHUV WKDW H[HUW D VWURQJ LQAXHQFH RQ \
changes must be linked to particular environmental conditions (Hannan
DQG )UHHPDQ ((WHUQDO HYHQWYV LQWHUDF
actions. Aspects of society that shape the environment are cultural values
and governmental and political activitiasd public policies.

1.2.2. Social movement theory

While organizational ecology emphasizes chance and necessity
and downplays purpose, social movement theory exalts intention. Social
movement theory accentuates the struggle for innovation and change in
societal systems, the entry of new actors and groups searching for
emerging organizational forms and appropriate collaboration and
collective action strategies and contentious politics about problematic
issues and situations and possible solutions for (DEvis et al. 2005;

Cres and Snow 1996; Swaminathan and Wade 2001). Social movements
are collective endeavours of people to initiate societal change, reframing
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and politicizing sensitive issues and organise political action (Rao 2009).
Social movements & when there is a sogiwlitical opportunity
motivating actors to seek change, available strucamdanechanisms to
mobilize suporters and transforming the larger public into sympathizers
DQG IUDPHV WKDW DUWLFXODWH K&ZtheODWHQW
blame for them is located, and how solutions for attaining them are
GH¢QHG 6RFLDO PRYHPHQWY FUHDWH QHZ LGH
involved and underlie the emergence of new sectors, new niches in mature
markets and new cultural stylesnrarkets for creative arts (Rao 2009).
Besides advocating change, social movements also can arise to protect
inundated identities and constrain markets by pushing for new legislation
and opposing socipolitical and technological innovation.

Social movemet organizations are a case of industry (re)creation
with new organizationgying to obtain external spprt for their policy
LVVXH RU FDVH IRU FKDQJH DQG ¢QG DYHQXHYV
facilitating both learning and legitimacy building (Miner andusschild

,Q WKLV UHVSHFW 5DR UHIHUV WR DF

defy authority and convention and joining hands with their recruits and
supporters, who subsequently succeed by constructing hot causes that
arouse intense emotions agxbloit cool mobilization triggering radical
innovation and new behaviours and beliefs. A collective action frame
systems of shared beliefs and concerns about serious issues emerge
to justify the existence of social movements. Such new orgamaatio
forms can only become cognitively legitimate and effective when activists
succeed in framing them as valid and reliable (DiMaggio and Powell
1991). Four general types of resources need to be accumulated for
collective action to occur: leadership andrea expertise or prior
H[SHUWLVH (QDQFLDO DQG LQIRUPDWLRQ UHVE
Snow 1996).

Social movements are important in securing resources that will
support the formation of a shared identity which will increase the carrying
capacityof a new organisational form (Hannan and Freeman 1977). A
central focus of social movements is the creation of a collective
consciousness, identity and boundaries (Tugal 2009). Shared identity
building is crucial to the success of a social movement actmhistructed

through interaction with nemembers, countanovements and media
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portrayal (Melucci 1989; Swaminathan and Wade 2001). Joint

experiences and feelings of solidarity and authenticity are important
contributors for the shaping of a collectiventiey among the activists

within the social movement. In order for institutional activism to be
HITHFWLYH WKH PRYHPHQWY{YV OHDGHUYV DOVR K
making to establish their necessity, reliability and usefulness (Rao 2009;
Rindova and Fabrun 2001). Adopting accepted procedures (best
SUDFWLFHV FRQIHUHQFHV WUDGH VKRZV FHU
demonstration events are examples of identity clanaking, aimed at

legitimizing new industries or alternative ways of living (Rao 2001).

Sumning up, the challenge for social movements is to develop a

collective identity among activists and mobilize internal and external

support by articulating a hot cause that arouses emotion and motivates

them to act. Subsequently, a community of member&ated relying on

cool mobilization that signals the identity of its members, sustains their
commitment and seeks to have segiitical impact (Rao 2009).

1.2.3. Transition theory and multevel perspective

Environmental conditions affect the directiohthe evolutionary process.
Transition studies and its mulavel perspective (MLP), are helpful in
understanding the interplay between existing structure and agency, and
thus in addressing the often articulated need (see above) to better
understand staiural change for care farming and its relation to everyday
practice. MLP is rooted in evolutionary theories, and it focuses on the
mutual interdependency of structure and agency, and systems theory (Grin
2008). Transitions are fundamental changes inttietsire, culture and
practices of societal systems (Rotmans and Loorbach 2008) that take
place through the interaction of processes, activities and events at
different levels. MLP distinguishes three levels: niche, regime and
landscape (Geels and Sch002). Niches form the micrgvel where

radical novelties emerge, protecting the latter against-rmagEam market
selection (Schot 1998). Niche innovations are carried out by dedicated
actors, often outside the fringe of actors (Geels and Schot 20@&). Th
regime refers to shared rules, resources and routines and is a conglomerate
of structure (institutional setting), culture (prevailing perspective) and
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SUDFWLFH UXOHV URXWLQHYV DQG KDELWV 7K
and regulative institutions aito establish and reinforce the stability and
cohesion of societal systems, but they also limit innovation to localized,
incremental improvements (Geels 2005). The staghnical landscape
IRUPVY DQ HIRIJHQRXV HQYLURQPHQW EBNRQG WK
regime actors (macreconomics, deep cultural patterns, maootitical
developments). Changes at the landscape level usually take place slowly
(decades).

The multilevel perspective captures the essence of transitions as
a process of mutually reinfcing changes at the three levels. It is
compatible with the basic idea from social theory (Giddens 1984) in
ZKLFK DJHQF\ DQG VWUXFWXUH VKDSH HDFK RW
exogenous developments (Grin 2006). Transitions come about through
interactonstHWZHHQ SURFHVVHV DW W-iKhtvakion KUHH ¢
build up internal momentum, through learning processes,
price/performance improvements, and support from powerful groups, b)
changes at the landscape level create pressure on the regimeemiche) r
FKDQJHVY FUHDWH RSSRUWXQLWLHV IRU QLFKH 1
2007: 400). It requires strategic action in the sense of creating linkages by
smartly connecting dynamics at the three levels (Grin 2006).

Care farming relates to both the agrictdfuand the care regime.
Neither regime as such may offer a proper structural embedding for such
hybrid practices as care farms. In the best of circumstances;regiitie
G\QDPLFVY FDQ EH EHQH¢(FLDO ZKHQ D QLFKH LQ
selected elemés in both regimes. Conversely, however, each regime may
obviously also imply problems and uncertainties (Raven and Verbong
2007). Previous studies have shown the importance of dedicated and
LQAXHQWLDO ERXQGDU\ VSDQQHUVsSR&G WKH LQW
existent or dysfunctional (Aarts et al. 2007).

12.4. Summary

Organizational ecology may help explain the development of care farming

LQ WHUPV RI FRPSHWLWLRQ DQG OHJLWLPDF\ D
emphasizes the need to generate suppdaioevledge, especially with

regard to the early stages of development. Social movement literature is
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helpful, as it indicates the importance of collective action and strategies of
claimmaking and generating a collective identity. The MLP adds insight
into the relationship between novel practices and the emergence and
creation of new structures, and focuses our attention on the opportunities
and risks implied by the fact that care farming is embedded in two
incumbent regimes (care and agriculture). We prejlat integrating the
three different theories as illustrated in Fig. 1. will increase our
understanding of the development of the sector agriculture and care.

Fig. 1. Integrated multievel framework combining social movement
theory, organizational ecology and the midiiel perspective.
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1.3. Methods and data collection

The aim of this paper is to describe and understand the
development of the care farmirggctor according to the topics that are
raised by our selected theories. Based on organizational ecology we
determined changes in the number and variation of care farms and entry
and disbanding rates. Based on MLP we determined regime characteristics
like evolving organizations and changes in regulations. Based on social
movement theory we studied the development and actions of the National
Support Centre Agriculture and Care.

In our study, we use different types of inventories and databases.
To monitor the number and diversity of care farms, we used two
databases. The National Support Center Agriculture and Care registers all
care farms that have registered as such since 1998. In principle, this
database includes all care farms. This databasedes information about
WKH FKDUDFWHULVWLFV RI WKH FDUH IDUPV Ol
PHFKDQLVP IRU WKH FDUH VHUYLFHV WKH RSHC(
and the method of agricultural production (biological or conventional).
The Dutch agriculturatensus registers all (care) farms with an economic
size larger than three Dutch Size Units (DSU). The DSU is a unit of
economic size based on standard gross margin. This database does not
include care farms that were set yp(former emploges of) care

institutions. The Dutch agricultural census includes data about the type of
agricultural holding and the disbanding rate. From these databases,
founding and disbanding rates and diversity of darens can be
extracted as core notions of organizational@apn

Information about new organizations in the care farming sector
(examples of structural changes and collective action) was derived from
various sources. Information about the objectives, activities and results of
the National Support Center was ob&rfrom available documents (e.g.
strategic plans) and by interviewing all former directors and a board
member of the national support center and representatives of the
ministries of agriculture and health, welfare and sports. Interview items
were the actiities, goals and strategies of the national support center.
Information about regional organizations of care farms was obtained from
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an inventory held in 2003 (Kattenbroek and Hassink 2003) and in 2009
(Pullen et al. 2009). Information regarding initi&svof collaboration
between care institutions and farmers was obtained by contacting all
regional organizations of care farms. Information about the existing
initiatives was collected by interviewing the project leaders. Information
about changing regulatis and conditions at a national level was obtained
from an earlier study (Ketelaars et al. 2002), while provincial policies for
agriculture and care (examples of changes at regime level) was obtained
from various reports (Oomen 2002; Elings et al. 2008) @olicy

documents of the provinces.

14. Developments of the care farming sector

14.1. Number and diversity of care farms

According to the National Support Centre Agriculture and Care,
40 care farms were initiated between 1949 and 1995. The awgoagth
was one care farm per year. From 1995 onwards, the number of care
farms increased rapidly, from 75 in 1998 to almost 1100 in 2009. The
steep increase between 1998 and 2001 slowed down between 2002 and
2004. From 2004 onwards, there was a sharpaseran the number of
care farms (Fig. 2). From 2003 onwards, the difference between both
databases grew to more than 350 in 2009. According to the agricultural
census database, a considerable number of care farms stopped providing
care. The disbanding ratkecreased over time. Between 1999 and 2003,
61% of the initial care farms stopped providing care services and
continued farming, while11% discontinued both activities. Between 2003
and 2007, the disbanding rate decreased to 29% for care services only,
while 25% of the care farmers discontinued both activities. The number of
entrants increased over time: 106% between 1999 and 2003 and 115%
between 2003 and 2007. Next, we discuss various aspects of the
development of the sector in a more qualitative way.

According to the support center database, the characteristics of the
care farming sector changed in time. In 1998, 32% of the care farms were
part of an institution with an AWBZ accreditation and 16% had its own

AWBZ accreditation. AWBZ is the collective héainsurance for the
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costs of longerm care in the Netherlands. Most of the existing care farms
were working and living communities. In the following years, this

situation changed radically. The percentage of institution based care farms
and AWBZ accredéd care farms decreased in time. The increase in the
number of care farms was completely due to the increase of independent
(private) family care farms that made subcontracting arrangements with
care institutions or made use of the personal budgets ofxlidost of

these new family care farms offered day care facilities. The preference for
VSHFL{F FOLHQW JURXSV DOVR FKDQJHG RYHU
were open foclients with intellectual disbility and a smaller percentage

for clients with metal illness. Other client groups were hardly present on
care farms. In the years 262609, an increasing number of care farmers
focused on new client groups like elderly and youth (see Table 1).

Fig. 2 Development in number of care farms in Netherlands
according to the database of the National Support Centre Agriculture and
Care (Support C.) and the Agricultural Census (Agric. C.).
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Care services appear to be most common among thimtemsive
animal husbandries. According to thgricultural census, the growth in
the number of care farms is almost completely due to the increasing
number of dairy and other grassland grazed farmers that started with care
activities. The number of arable farms and horticultural farms with care
servies remained constant between 1999 and 2008. In 1998, more than
80% of the care farms had an organic production method. This percentage
KDG GURSSHG WR OHVV WKDQ LQ 7KLV VI
of this century, mainly conventional farmerarsed care activities on their
farm.

Table 1L Percentages of care farms with revenues from main financing
sources and percentage of care farms open for a specific client group
(based on census of the National Support Centre Agriculture and Care; as
mostcare farms are open to various client gyupws do not add up to
100%).

Organization and financing care Care farms open for specific client group
(%)
Part of CareSub PGB  Own Intellectual Mental Youth Elderly
institution contract AWBZ disability illness
1998 32 19 16 16
1999
2000 [30 34 22 7
2001 [24 45 14 5 74 32 13 10
2002
2003 73 32 11 10
2004 20 34 24 5 70 36 14 10
2005 |13 32 37 7 67 39 22 11
2006 |12 29 39 6 63 40 23 13
2007 |10 33 42 5 66 45 27 18
2008 5 18 40 2 51 38 28 21
2009 4 17 41 2 53 39 32 24
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1.4.2. Initiatives at the national level
1.4.2.1. Organizations

Before 1997, care farming wastreotopic that generated ingst
at a national level (Termaat 2010). From 1997 onwards, there were
regular national meetings and publications about care farming, initiated by
Omslag, an anthroposophist organization with a mission to link
agriculture, care and craftsmanship. This organization represented the
anthroposophist care farms. Anthroposophist éarmers strongly
opposed the mainstream practices in both agriculture and health and social
care. The activities of these pioneering care farmers triggered societal
DZDUHQHVV 7KH QDWLRQDO IDUPHUVYT RUJDQL]
organization for youtitcare with a long history in community care
(Rudolphstichting) and the anthroposophist organization (Omslag)
collaborated in organizing political support for the development of the
new sector. This resulted in the initiation of the National Support Center
Agriculture and Care in 1999. This support center was subsidized by the
Ministry of agriculture and the Ministry of health, welfare and sports for a
period of three years. The objectives of the support center were
development and support of care farms, tiguaent of quality system,
embedding agriculture and care in society and policy, and exchanging
information, experience and knowledgene support center developed a
website, a national database, a quality system and a handbook for starting
care farmers.n 2001, the support center managed to obtain dispensation
for carebound sales tax exemption for individual farmers. The
representatives of the supporting ministries we interviewed stated that the
support center had very good contacts with politicianskegdivil
servants. Due to these contacts, care farms remained on the political
DIJHQGD DQG WKH VXSSRUW FHQWHU PDQDJHG V
for a total of ten years. According to all interviewees, crucial factors were
the focus on the familiarizan of care farms and the positive public
image of combining farming and health care provision. This was
stimulated by visits of the Queen, ministers and other deemaiers, by
articles in newspapers, open days and television programs.
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When governmergubsidies stopped, the support center stopped
its activities in December 2008, after which it then became apparent that a
drawback of the support had been that care farmers had not been
stimulated to pursue an entrepreneurial approach and to set up & marke
oriented organization. The Ministries of Agriculture and Health, Welfare
and Sports pressed the sector to take responsibility and to establish a
national association that would represent the care farming sector as a
whole. Such an organization had to genced by the care farmers
themselves. This resulted in the national federation of care farms. The
federation struggled to obtain support from the regional organizations of
FDUH IDUPV $ FULWLFDO PRPHQW ZDV WKH ¢(UV
about cardarms in 2010. Clients and their family expressed
GLVVDWLVIDFWLRQ ZLWK WKH TXDOLW\ RI WKH
care farms. This urged the national federation of care farms to speed up its
efforts to develop an uf-date quality system.

1.42.2 Regulations

$ PDMRU FKDOOHQJH IRU FDUH IDUPHUV Z
care services they provide (Ketelaars et al. 200 HIRUH WKH TV
SLRQHHUV IRXQG FUHDWLYH ZD\V WR REWDLQ V
various regime elements like labour integration funds, social assistance
regulations, healthcare innovation funds and regulations for family
replacement homes. From B€are farms became funded by a new
regime element, the AWBZ, the collective health insurance for the costs
of longterm care in the Netherlands, which implied that care services
were only reimbursable when provided by institutions with an AWBZ
accreditatn. Since then, the most common way for care farmers to
RUJDQL]JH ¢QDQFLQJ IRU WKH FDUH VHUYLFHV S
institutions with an AWBZ accreditation that accepted them as
VXEFRQWUDFWRUV ORUH VSHFL{FDOO\ XQGHU
organizaLRQV DQG UHAHFWLQJ ORQJHU VWDQGLQJ
LQGLYLGXDOL]DWLRQ DQG GLYHUVL,FDWLRQ RI
in 1995, to include the stalled Personal Budget (PGB) for clients with
an intellectual disability. The aim of the PGRdsstrengthen the position
of clients by giving them a budget which they can spend according to their
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own needs. In 2003, a new style PGB was introduced, making it available
to a much larger group of clients: in addition to clients with mental illness,
ageing people and youth with multiple problems were included as well.
Another trend in the institutional landscape, liberalization of the heath
care sector, offered opportunities for new suppliers to obtain an AWBZ
accreditation.

1.4.3 Developments at a ragnal level
1.4.3.1.Regulations

Triggered by the support at national level from 1999 onwards,
provinces started to support care farming activities. Initially, provinces
SURYLGHG (¢QDQFLDO VXSSRUW WR LQGLYLGXD(
Some province set up provincial support centers to raise interest in care
IDUPLQJ DQG VHOHFW IDUPV WKDW ZHUH HOLJL
stage, the aim of thergvinces was to develop a ssliipporting sector, to
which end they supported the developnafiegional and provincial
networks and regional organizations of care farmers.

1.4.3.2.Organizations

Before 2000, interactions between care farms were limited. From
2000 onwards, care farmers started to organize themselves at a regional
level. Initially, this resulted in study clubs of care farmers. The main
objective of the study clubs and associations is the exchange of
LQIRUPDWLRQ ,Q ¢YH UHJLRQV IRXQGDWLRQV
that applied for AWBZ accreditation. The reason for chootirg
organizational structure of a foundation is that a foundation is an accepted
organizational structure in the health sector. Two different types of
foundations emerged:
i) foundations run and owned by the care farmers. The
existing care farmerganized themselves in a foundation. Individual
IDUPVY PDLQWDLQ FRQWDFWYVY ZLWK LQWHUHVWH
OLPLWHG DQG UHVWULFWHG WR DGPLQLVWUDW
ii) foundations started by rural entrepreneurs with the concept of a
strong and professional organization that matches demand and supply at a
regional level. In this case, clients do not contact individual farms, but the
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FHQWUDO RI¢FH 7KLV FRQFHSW ZDV LQLWLDWH
country. After obtaining the AWBZ aceditation, the initiators invited

farmers to become a subcontractor of the foundation. The director of the
largest foundation estimates that 75% of the care farmers would not have
started the care activities without the support of the organization.

Anotherdevelopment is the initiative by some care institutions to
work together with a group of farmers in their region. In a survey
FRQGXFWHG LQ WKUHH LQLWLDWLYHV ZHUH
invited by care institutions to start smatlale care seices on their farm
in collaboration with the care institution (Pullen et al. 2009). These
farmers would not have started care services without the support of the
care institution. Based on the support center database in 2000 and the
survey held in 2009 (®len et al. 2009), we estimate that, in 2000, 30% of
the care farms were part of an institution. The remainder of the sample
was independent of the organizations described above. In 2009, only 5%
of the care farms was part of a care institution; 10%efdhmers started
smallscale care activities after they were invited by a care institution to
collaborate, 34% was member of one of the types of foundations and 30%
was member of an association or study club of care farms. We estimate
that 22% of the carlarmers did not fall into in any of these categories
(Fig. 3). This indicates that the level of organization increased over time.

W LV LQWHUHVWLQJ WR QRWH WKDW LQ UHJLR
strong position, care farmers organized thewesein study clubs and

associations, under supervision of the union. The professionalized

foundations appeared in the regions that have a long history with

broadening activities and experience with the agricultural nature

organizations. The foundations é#ed to become independent from their

mother organizations and develop a new structure.

Based on the data, we can conclude that the characteristics of care
farmers changed over time. It appears that different orders of entry of care
farmers evolve. In the last century, institutional care farms (30%) and
idealistic biological dynamic living/wiiing communities were the
majority. The pioneers were young people with an alternative vision on
health care, agriculture and society (Kattenbroek and Hassink 2003).
During the late 1990s, some agricultural initiatives on family farms

started, in many cas biological farmers concerned with the environment
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DQG ORRNLQJ IRU DOWHUQDWLYHV WR LQWHQV|
better known, many conventional farmers initiated care services on their

farm. The increasing difference between the number effeams in the

agricultural census and the database of the National Support Centre points
WR WKH GHYHORSPHQW RI D QHZ JURXS RI FDUL
years. An increasing number of former employees of the care sector buy a
farm and start a cararim. Board members of organizations of care

farmers estimated that 45% of their members fall into this category.

Other new groups of care farmers that have emerged are conventional

farmers who have been invited by care institutions and foundations with
VWURQJ FHQWUDO RI¢(¢FH DV LQGLFDWHG DERY'
have led to a very diverse sector.

Fig. 3. Percentage of care farms belonging to different organizational
structures in 2000 and 2009.

1.5.Understanding the developments

The aim of this paper is to understand the development of the care
farming sector and contribute to the discussion on how to understand
agricultural change. We now explore how and to what extent the
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perspectives from organizational ecology, transitionistudnd social
movement theory are helpful in this respect.
1.5.1.0rganizational ecology

The development of the sector follows a general pattern that is
characteristic of new populations: initially slow and erratic increases in
density, followed by a s@equent period of rapid growth. The leveling off
and decline phases have not yet been reached. As organizational ecology
claims, during the initial stages, growth hardly gave rise to increased
competition; this was further reinforced by regime changestbated an
increased demand, like the broadening of the personal budget and access
to the AWBZ. After personal budgets became more widely available in
2003, an increasing number of care farmers used the personal budgets of
FOLHQWYV WR ¢ Q €3 Ehely prokitledH Dabléd2)y whidhyrhade
them less dependent on the willingness of care institutions to collaborate
DQG DFFHSW WKHP DV VXEFRQWUDFWRUV 7KLV

WKDW WKH FDUU\LQJ FDSDFLW\ RI WKH VHF
affected by changes in attention to the sector. As stated before, new
communities of organizations face two main problems: a lack of
legitimacy for the new activity and a lack of effective organizational
knowledge. The pioneers faced a lack of legitimauy iastitutional
obstacles. Examples are barriers to make use of health care funds and
PDMRU EDQNY LQ DIJULFXOWXUDO EXVLQHVYV WK
investments of care farms (Termaat 2010). The successful efforts to obtain
support from two ministds to initiate a national agriculture and care
support center was an important milestone that contributed to the
legitimacy of care farms. At that time, competition between initiatives did
not occur and at this stage, the support center was importahefor t
development of the sector in ways we will elaborate in the section on
social movement theory. In line with evolutionary theory, we observed
that disbanding rates decreased and founding rates increased over time. At
present, we do not know whether thghinitial disbanding rates are due
to lack of additional capital, legitimacy, organizational knowledge and/or
competences, as suggested by Aldrich and Ruef (2006).

Although the sector started organizing itself, developing effective
support organizationg@ved a challenge. There was a continuous debate
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between the National Support Centre and regional groups of care farmers
about the desired organizational structure. In most regions, collaboration
between individual care farms began informally and develgpadually.

In some regions, but not others, the collaboration developed into strong
foundations. The only exception where collaboration did not start

informally and gradually is the western part of the Netherlands, where the
number of care farms was lirad. An entrepreneur initiated a regional
IRXQGDWLRQ WR PDWFK VXSSO\ DQG GHPDQG V
foundation without major involvement on the part of the care farmers. He
invited farmers to do businegsth the found&on. We think that the

presence of an institutional entrepreneur is a crucial factor for the
development of strong organizations. We observed an increasing diversity

of organizations and care farms. During the last decade the diversity of
FOLHQW JURXSV W K Ha@Ghgéhdntg e th&diverQth@ FL Q J
initiators increased. Aldrich (1979) argues that the degree of diversity
depends on resource scarcity. Homogenization will particular be strong in
FRPSHWLWLYHO\ VDWXUDWHG HQYLURQPHQWYV .
will then seek to outcompete each other and reduce opportunities for local
niches to persist. When competition is more relaxed, greater variety is
allowed. The increase in diversity after personal budgets became more
widely available indicates that care fardd/ ZHUH DEOH WR ¢QG G
niches with different types of resources, which in turn indicates that the

sector has not reached the situation of a competitively saturated

enviromment. It would appear that cgetition is not yet a major force in

the develoment of the care farming sector, which is in line with previous
adings. Care institutions estimated that the potential demand for care

farms is between 5:6.5% for different client groups (Kramer and
Claessens@?2). At that time the perceage of youttctlients and elderly

in nursing homes making use of the care farm was only 0.6%. Since that

time we observed a strong increase in the number of youth and elderly

clients on the care farm. This growth was facilitated by the availability of

the personal budgéor these client groups. The experience of many care
farmers is that only the market of care farms for clients with intellectual
disabilities approaches saturation. In 2005, 3.7% of the clients with

intellectual disabilities made use of a care farm (st al. 2010).
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The results indicate that stored knowledge and routines affect
regional developments. In regions where farmers have a long history with
broadening activities and agricultural nature organizations foundations
emerged from these afrdy existing organizations of farmers. These
UHJLRQV PD\ KDYH EHQH¢{¢WHG IURP D ORQJHU K
RUJDQL]DWLRQDO NQRZOHGJH ,Q WKHVH UHJLR
not play an important role anymore. The wait and see attitude of care
farmers in other parts of the Netherlands with respect to initiating regional
RUJDQL]DWLRQVY UHODWHVY WR WKH SRVLWLRQ
farmers wait for initiatives of the association. The National Support
Centre contributed to the stme and exchange of information and
routines.

1.5.2.Transition theory and the muliével perspective (MLPXhanges in
landscape and regime

As we have just seen, changes in the care regime, especially
regarding funding (bringing care farms under the AZVBe introduction
and broadening of the PBG and openness for new suppliers due to
liberalization) were crucial in understanding the development of the
sector. Not only did it promote expansion, in ways which organizational
ecology has helped us understaAlso, in line with the way MLP
portrays structuration (Grin 2008; Grin 2006), these structural provisions
gave direction to the ways the sector developed in qualitative terms: it
LQAXHQFHG WKH UHODWLYH VKDUH RI FOLHQW .
the share of individual farms at the cost of the initiatives of care
institutions. A clear example is how the broad availability of the PGB
enabled the fast increase of new client groups and of care farms initiated
by former employees of the care sed@able 1; Fig. 2).

The concept of muHievel perspective also appears to be helpful
in understanding how these structural changes came about. At landscape
level, liberalization and socialization of care and empowerment of clients
are important developmen(Beemer et al. 2007). This led to the
introduction of the personal budget of clients and access for new suppliers
to obtain an AWBZ accreditation. Also, legislation and policies changed
and offered space for new care providers to manoeuvre. As we discuss
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the next section, it helped that care farmers and their national and regional
organizations were proactive in making use of the opportunities on offer.

Simultaneously, there were incentives in the agricultural domain.

,QWHQVL¢HG FRPSHNY frivek 8f @rar@ricpr@tcisU H D V
(Vereijken and Hermans 2010) changing demands in society, are
increasingly undermining conventional agriculture (Wiskerke and van der
Ploeg 2004). This stimulated the development of new social, economic,
environmental actities and associate regime elements under the
framework of multifunctional agriculture (Wilson 2008). The search for
alternative sources of income for farmers and the desired socialization of
care were major reasons for the ministries of agriculture ahdadth,
welfare and sports, respectively to support the sector and the initiation of
the National Support Centre.

To summarize, the MLP helps us understand how changes in the
care and agriculture regime came about, and helped promote care farming.
The later required a mukspanning innovation. A diversity of boundary
spanning organizations and individuals were instrumental in developing
bridges between the two domains. Examples are the National Support
Centre, employees of care institutions realizingadmitation with
farmers, former employees of the care sector starting their own care farm
and foundations of care farms with their own AWBZ accreditation. MLP
argues that structure (existing regime) and actions shape each other, that
structure is both medim and outcome of action and that actors are not
only affected by the context but also change the context (Jessop 1996).
Examples are the national agriculture and care support center and the
regional foundations of care farms. Both developed a stronggteadt
national and regional level that supported farmers in developing care
farms. Both organizations affected the direction in which the sector
developed. The handbook and quality system developed by the support
center showed new care farmers how to tgvéheir care business. Due
to the support of regional foundations, a new group of care farmers who
did not have the ambition to develop the care business themselves, entered
the sector.

1.5.3.Care farming as a social movement
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The care farming sectoan be seen as a social movement. The
ast pioneers started mobilizing demand for change in society. For
collective action to be possible, systems of shared beliefs, identity,
consciousness and boundaries must emerge (Tugal 2009). through
diagnosticand prdQRVWLF IUDPLQJ 7KH ¢(¢UVW JHQHUD
united in foundation Omslag was a relatively homogeneous group. They
were very critical about ainstream agriculture and matream care. The
ast pioneers were able to attract a large number of vatsitemployees
and clients. They were attracted by the enthusiasm and vision of the
initiators. The volunteers invested time, energy and money to turn the
initiatives into a success. The National Support Centre helped to secure
resources. It also stimulateegional collaboration of care farms and the
availability of regional resources for the further development of the sector.
The support center contributed to theitiegacy of the sector. The spprt
center generated much publicity for the sector, imtldinks with client
organizations and care institutions at a national level and developed a
guality system.

These activities and the fact that the sector was supported by two
ministries increased cognitive and sepidgitical legitimacy, which
resulted inadditional support at a provincial level and the development of
regional organizations of care farmers and collaboration of care
LQVWLWXWLRQV ZLWK FDUH IDUPHUV ZKLFK LV
if a new industry is to succeed, somebody baact to legitimize the new
activity (Dejean et al. 2004) and alliances with large organizations with
legitimacy can help mitigate the problems of newcomers (Powell et al.
1996). In line with previous studies (Tugal 2009) discussions about the
identity andboundaries of the sector started. There were discussions about
WKH GH¢{;QLWLRQ RI D FDUH IDUP ZKHWKHU FDU
themselves to clients with intellectual disabilities, whether-odaented
care farms were as good as agricuboriented are farms, whether it was
necessary to set up education and use a quality system, whether the sector
FRXOG EH UHSUHYV H @3Abki&@ioi antMuétheéDcbr® HU V
institutions were colleagues or competitors.

Social movements can develop normative pressure on existing
regimes through three main processes: a) the framing process, b) resource

mobilization and c) political opportunity structure (Davis et al. 2005). The
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framing process seemed to be important iraating support during the
pioneering phase; the National Support Centre helped secure resources
and created political opportunities. Framing was initially focused as a
counterculture, as an alternative way of life. Nowadays, care farms argue
that they catribute to the normalization and socialization of clients,
focusing on their individual potential instead of their limitations. The
support center operated very strategically, realizing that political support
was important for the development of the seditedia coverage and

direct links with members of parliament were important in securing
continued support from the ministries. Other factors that increased the
legitimacy of the sector are the development of a quality system for care
farms, the positivex@eriences of clients and employees of care
LQVWLWXWLRQV ZLWK FDUH IDUPV DQG WKH YLI
socialization of care and contribute to the empowerment and rehabilitation
of different client groups (Hassink et al. 2010). Our experieitat

dealing with power issues, framing and the ability to empower people are
import topics, are in line with observations from food movements (e.g.
Levkoe 2006). In line with other social movements, the care farming
sector adopted organizational formighacadre and staff.

15.4. Integration of theories

Integration of the three types of theories for understanding the
development of the care farming sector shows that they reinforce each
other.

Organizational ecology describes the evolutionary procetbeof
FDUH IDUPLQJ VHFWRU LQ WHUPV RI WKH ¢(¢W EI
farms and the environment. Also, the increases in legitimacy and variation
can be explained by this theory: as the quest for legitimacy and
competition are seen as the main driverthe development of the sector.

The multilevel perspective contextualizes these driving processes
in the wider institutional context. Changes in the care regime, like the
broadening of the personal budget of clients and liberalization of the care
sectod VLPSOL¢{¢HG DFFHVV WR IXQGLQJ IRU FDUH
foundations of care farmers to become AWBZ accredited care institutions.

Such regime changes strengthened especially the position of care farmers
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that are not part of care organizations and doulted to increasing

numbers and variation of care farms and opening to new client groups as
is illustrated by the sharp increase in the number of care farms from 2004
onwards in Fig. 2. The mullevel perspective also points at the
opportunities and chahges to operate in the agricultural and care
regimes.

Fig. 4. Integrated multievel framework illustrating the main
developments of the care farming sector.

Social movement theory gives additional insight in the process
and impact of collaborative action and strategies of care farms and
RUJDQL]DWLRQV IRU VXSSRUW W H[SODLQV KR
critique on the care and agricultural sector ninbd demands from
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society and how at a later stage the National Support Centre increased
legitimacy for the sector, secured resources and made use of political
opportunities; e.g. the dispensation of eaoeind sales tax for care
farmers. It shows how stegic actions like implementing a quality
system increased the legitimacy of care farms and resulted in a degree of
normalization and encapsulation by the care sector. The main
developments of the care farming sector in relation to the three theories
usedis illustrated in Fig. 4.

We can conclude that the development of the sector was a process
of mutually reinforcing actions of strategic boundapanning agencies
and changes in the structure of the care regime favouring the legitimacy
and the developantof the care farming sector.

1.6. Conclusion

We have shown how the different theories relate to each other in
understanding the dynamics of the care farming sector. Organizational
ecology helps us understand how legitimization and knowledge helped
speed p the expansion of the sector, which was further enabled by the
IDFW WKDW FDUU\LQJ FDSDFLW\ DSSHDUHG QRW
regime affected the care farming sector to a large extent and together with
collaborative action affected also the direntof the evolution of the
sector. How the Support Centre made use of the windows of opportunity
resulting from changes in the care regime may be well understood on
basis of social movement theory. Changes in the care regime and
collective action promoteexpansion of the sector and gave direction to
the ways the sector developed in qualitative terms.

When we put it in a broader perspective, we think that our
framework may contribute to our understanding of changes in rural
communities and agriculture anBRUH VSHFL,;FDOO\ WR VXVW
connection and bridging agriculture with other domains as is often an
LPSRUWDQW FKDOOHQJH RI GLYHUVL¢{FDWLRQ
have shown the relevance of ecological and evolutionary approaches (e.qg.
Morgan and Murdoch 2000), the struct@gency concepts (e.g. Burton
and Wilson 2006) and social movement theory (e.g. Woods 2008) to
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XQGHUVWDQG FKDQJHYV LQ UXUDO DUHDV 7R RX
attempt to integrate these complementangpectives inWKH ¢(¢HOG R
multifunctional agriculture.
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Multifunctional Agriculture Meets
Health Care: Applying the Multi -
Level Transition Sciences Perspective
to Care Farming in the Netherlands
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2. Multifunctional Agriculture Meets Health
Care: Applying the Multi -Level Transition
Sciences Perspective to Care Farming in the
Netherlands

Abstract

Care farming is a promising example of multifunctional agriculture: it is
an innovation at the crossroads of the agricultural and healthcare sectors.
Our objective is to develop a framework for understanding the success of
initiatives in this field. We link empirical data with the mdével

perspective from the transitisciences and extend this gective with
insights from the literature on entrepeurship, alliance management and
organisational attributes. This framework allows us to explain the success
of the three major types of initiatives: (1) individual care farms; (2)
regional foundations of care farmers; and (3) care institutions
collabording with groups of farmers at a regional level. We propose that
the main factors responsible for the success of initiatives are the
commitment and competences of the entrepreneur, the creation of
alliances, the quality of the new regional organisationistae

implementation of the care farm services in care organisations. The
relative importance of the factors varies between the different types of
initiatives and local and regional levels.

Published asHassink J. Grin, J. and Hulsink, W. 201Rlultifunctional
agriculture meets health care: applying the midirel transition sciences
perspective to care farming in the Netherlafisciologia Ruralis3 (),
223245.
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2.1 Introduction

In the last decades, rural areas and the role of agriculture have
undergone significant changes in Western Europe (van Huylenbroek and
Durand 2003; Meerburg et al. 2009; Hermans et al. 2010). Rural
development implies the creation of new products andcenand the
associated development of new markets (van der Ploeg et al. 2000).
Increasing pressure on the agricultural sector and changing demands from
society changed the focus of an increasing number of farmers and drew
attention to the muHiunctionalty of agriculture (Meerburg et al. 2009).
Wilson (2001) has situated this development in the transition from
productivist to posproductivist agriculture, arguing that multi
functionality more aptly captures the diverse nature of the resultant rural
areaAround the core of agricultural production, sideline activities and
business were initiated, like recreation, food processing, nature,
landscape, water and energy services (Maye et al. 2009; Meerburg et al.
2009). According to van der Ploeg et al. (2000¢, rural development
debate can be summarised by the question whether it is a chain of aborted
initiatives, experiences doomed to remain in specific niches or a
widespread and faeaching transformation of agriculture. The authors
argue that the innovi@eness and entrepreneurial skills present in the
agricultural sector are crucial factors with regard to rural development.
*LGGHQVYT WKHRU\ RI VWUXFWXUDWLRQ PD\ EH |
both agency and structure and captures the basic of suaiay/, in which
agency and structure shape each other under the influence of exogenous
developments (Giddens 1984; Burton and Wilson 2006; Grin 2006, 2008).

,Q *LGGHQVY SHUVSHFWLYH DJHQWYVY DUH NQRZ
purposeful and can alter the sttures in which they live. This is

illustrated in a recent study where innovation network actors, supported

by dedicated facilitators continuously-irgerpret the context in which

they move (Klerkx et al. 2010). In our study, we focus on care or social

farming as a promising example of multifunctional agriculture. Care

farming is a growing movement in Europe that combines agricultural
production and healthcare and social services (Hassink and van Dijk 2006;
+LQH HW DO 'L ,DFRYR Bz22G1®@ &0 RU
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countries, it is called care farming, in others green care or social farming
+LQH HW DO 'L ,DFRYR DQG 21&RQQRU

Care farming is an interesting phenomenon, because it takes place
at the crossroads of tle agricultural and healthcare sectors. Changes in
agricultural regimes have led to debates on the theoretical
conceptualisation of agricultural change (Burton and Wilson 2006).
Models of agricultural change have largely focused on structural
exogenous faors, like policy changes, rather than agereiated
endogenous characteristics, like the attitude and perception of rural actors,
which may accompany the change (Burton and Wilson 2006). As a result,
recent studies have argued in favour of including soraciented
component in the model of agricultural change (Marsden et al. 1996;
Potter and Burney 2002). The goal of this article is to develop a
conceptual framework for understanding, more specifically, the success of
three types of care farming initieg¢s at a local and regional level. This
means it is an exploratory study focusing on the development of new care
and social sices praoided by farmers. As we compare empirical data
with academic literature, we use a grounded theory approach (Corbin and
Strauss 1990). Within this approach, which combines description and
explanation, theories or integrated sets of concepts will only provide a
thorough explanation of the social phenomena under study by grounding
them in ongoing social research and field kyeesting, challenging and
adjusting the leading theories and concepts. As such, the generation of
robust theories and concepts relies on a dialectical approach where
empirical findings and interpretative schemes are continuously and
systematically juxtapsed, eventually to a middle range explanation of
social processes, somewhere in between common sense generalisation and
all-out empiricism (Glaser and Strauss 1967).

We take the multievel perspective (MLP) as a basis, which is a
central concept in trai®n theory, which has been used to describe the
essence of transitions in agriculture as a process of mutually reinforcing
changes in agency and structure, as well astemg trends influencing
the two other levels of change (Elzen et al. 2010; Grir020t is
essentially a concept designed to analyse-teng, structural change in a
ZD\ WKDW LV IXQGDPHQWDOO\ FRPSDWLEOH ZLV

structuration, but that adds a more operational understanding of the
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underlying mechanisms. While tMLP will indeed yield insight, our

study of this case (involving a new sector, relating to two incumbent but
dynamic regimes) will also indicate several elaborations of the MLP. On
the basis of our findings regarding the three different types of ingigtiv

we discuss three bodies of theory that may complement-lendi
perspective, which allows us to arrive at new, albeit tentative insights into
the viability of initiatives of care farms and collaborations at a regional
level.

2.1.1. Care farming agart of a transition

Care farms offer day care, supported workplaces and/or residential places
for clients with a variety of disabilities (Elings and Hassink 2008). They
can be considered an innovative example of commul@sed services

that can improvehie quality of life of clients. The combination of a

personal and committed attitude on the part of the farmer, the possibility
to be part of a community, an informal context and useful and diverse
activities within a green environment make care farms pealijng

facility for a variety of client groups (Hassink et al. 2010). Target groups
include people with a mental illness, addiction, intellectual disabilities,
older persons, children, problem youth, and #ergn unemployed

people (Hassink etal. 2 'L ,DFRYR DQG 2T&RQQRU
perceived benefits of care farms are improved physical, mental and social
wellbeing. The number of care farms in the Netherlands has increased
rapidly from 75 in 1998 to more than 1,000 in 2010
(http://www.landbouwzorg.nl). In 2005, they provided their services to
10,000 clients in the Netherlands (Hassink et al. 2007).

Although care farming is seen as a successful and innovative
sector, various weaknesses and challenges were identified in a number of
meetings witlrepresentatives of the main stakeholders in 2008 (Blom and
Hassink 2008). The main challenges that were identified are bridging the
gap between the agricultural and care sector, developing professional
regional organisations of caf@mers and realisingistairable financing
structures (Blom and Hassink 2008). One of the main problems is finding
adequate funding (Ketelaars et al. 2002; Hassink et al. 2007). Many care
farmers are not recognised as official care providers and depend on the
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willingness and dtaboration of care institutions for payment. A positive
development has been the introduction of the personal budgets of clients
(PGB) in 2003, to diversify the supply of care and to shorten waiting lists.
Clients or the client representatives can cohtazare farm directly
without interference from a care institution. In recent years, the PGB has
become increasingly popular. At a regional level, organisations of care
farmers were founded. There are different levels of ambition. In some
regions, formabrganisations ofare farmers applied for an AWBZ
accreditation (formal status of a care institution). In other regions, care
farmers limited themselves to exchanging experiences in informal study
groups. A critical event was the possibility for regiomalrfdations of
care farmers to obtain a collective AWBZ accreditation, allowing them to
negotiate with medical insurance companies as official care institutions.
Also, in some regions, care institutions began to work together with
groups of farmers.

Care fams are part of a process of structural change in rural
DUHDV LQYROYLQJ SUDFWLFHV WKDW PD\ EH G
MKHDOWKFDUHY 1HLWKHU GRPDLQ RIIHUV D SUI
hybrid practices by itself. Difficulties in findg adequate financing for the
care services are but one case in point. It is, therefore, useful to see care
farming as part of a move away from the separate domains of agriculture
and healthcare provision to the emergence of a new sector. Care farming
maydraw on particular elements of the incumbent regimes, bypass other
elements and give rise to new regime elements. In other words, it can be
seen as a system innovation in which multiple actors and knowledge
domains are interlinked in developing radicalw concepts for existing
products and services (Grin and Weterings 2005). System innovations
involve interacting processes, activities and events at different levels of
analysis. The mukievel perspective (MLP) distinguishes three such
levels: niche inovations, socigechnological regimes and so€io
technological landscape (Geels 2002; Geels and Schot 2007). The socio
technological regime refers to shared rules, resources and routines in three
dimensions (Raven 2007): the technical (dominant destge)social
network (role and position of actors in network) and the institutional
(legislation and policies, defining the space within which actors operate. It

is a conglomerate of structure (institutional setting), culture (prevailing
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perspective)and @ FWLFH UXOHV URXWLQHY DQG KDE
cognitive, normative and regulatory institutions actto establish and
rein- force stability and cohesion of societal systems, but they also limit
innovation to localised, incremental improvemente€ls 2005). Socio
technological regimes stabilise existing trajectories in many ways. The
dominant discourse creates social structures that make radical changes
difficult (Bos and Grin 2008). Another reason has to do with normative
blind spots. The norm kbemes so internalised that atteative options
seem unthinkable (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). New ideas, norms or
practices may be contested by the actors who control the dominant social
structures (Wijen and Ansari 2007) or by those deeply engaged in
incumbent practices (Grin 2012).

Niches form the micrdéevel where radical innovations occur.
They act as incubation rooms protecting innovations against mainstream
market selection (Kemp et al. 1998; Schot 1998). Ninhevations are
carried and developday small networks of dedicated actors, often
outsiders or fringe actors (Geels and Schot 2007). For a successful
transition it is essential that a wide set of farmers come to adopt the
attitudes and identities fitting the niche practice, as Burton anaWVils
(2006) crucially remark in an article on the transition to multi
functionality. What the muklievel perspective approach to transitions
adds is that such wider change-ptpposes also structural change, as
incumbent structures tend to privilege inclembpractices and associate
identities. While we share productivist/pgsbductivist (Marsden et al.
1993) and multfunctionality (Wilson 2001; Burton and Wilson 2006)
WUDQVLWLRQ OLWHUDWXUHVY FODLP WKDW VW
political-economic dynamic of their own, we feel that authors departing
from the multilevel perspective (e.g. Raven 2005; Smith 2007; Grin
2010) have added, on empirical and on conceptual grounds, an important
insight: that novel practices and identities maybgvely aligned with
novel structural features. In order not to remain an incubation room, niche
innovations must be connected to changes at the regimeTaeetocio
technological landscape forms an exogenous environment beyond the
direct influence ohiche and regime actors (magoonomics, deep
cultural patterns, mac#political developments). Changes at the landscape

level usually take place slowly (over decades).
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The multilevel perspective captures the essence of transitions as
a process iwhich agency and structure shape each other under the
influence of exogenous developments (Grin 2006, 2008). The alignment
of these processes enables the breakthrough of innovations in mainstream
markets where they compete with the existing regime (GadlSeahot
2007). Destabilisation of regimes depends on two developments: (1)
increasing external pressure on regimes and (2) decreasing coherence and
divergence of socitechnological developments within regimes
(regulations, markets, culture). When thésemg regime becomes
unstable, the potential for niche development is larger, when it is seen as a
problem solver. The existing regime can offer opportunities for niche
developments, but niche experiments can also be hampered by existing
regimes (Roep &tl. 2003; Grin 2008). Change agents are crucial in
bringing about these connections (Geels 2005; Caniels and Romijn 2008).
It has been argued that change agents should be visionaries who are able
to make the connection between societal developments kitrttiscape
level, putting pressure on the dominant regime and creating room for
maneuver at the local level (Roep et al. 2003). Building trust and
legitimacy are important challenges facing change agents (Grin 2010).
Although the multilevel perspectivesi considered a useful framework for
understanding sustainability transitions that provides an overall view of
the multi dimensional complexity in soci@chnological systems (Geels
and Schot 2007; Smith et al. 2010), various articles have expressed
criticism and suggested possibilities for extension (e.g. Smith et al. 2005;
Genus and Coles 2008), arguing that more attention should be given to
agency and the role of power.

Linkage or hybridisation deserves attention when the actors and
areas of activity inelved are distant from each other, as is the case with
the care farming initiatives (Brunori and Rossi 2000). Care farming is an
innovation that spans multiple sectors where activities and actors have to
be linked that are distant from each other and whetie the agricultural
and care regimes face challenges and opportunities. While Wilson (2001,
2008, 2009) focuses on changes in the agrarian regime, thdewalti
perspective literature on transitions suggests that multiplicity of regimes
may actually b exploited by strategic agents. Raven and Verbong (2007)

argue that multregime dynamics can be beneficial when a niche
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innovation becomes linked as a solution to multiple regimes, but it can
also be problematic when the objectives of separate regisdsire
conflicting actions (Lauridsen and Jgrgensen 2010) or create new
problems and uncertainties about regulations, difirsit technical
linkages and responsibilities (Schot and Geels 2008). Previous studies
have pointed at the importance of dedicated influential boundary
spanners on the interfaces where there is no contact (Aarts et al. 2007;
Klerkx et al. 2010).

We think that MLP is useful for increasing our understanding of
the development of the agricultural and care sectors. Regarding the care
domain, at the landscape level, liberalisation of care, community
involvement and empowerment of clients are important developments
(Beemer et al. 2007). This led to changes in regulations (introduction of
the personal budget and access to AWBZ accratitafor new
suppliers). The introduction of personal budgets resulted in a large
increase in the number of care farms, as it became much easier to obtain
funding for the care services. Liberalisation of the care sector enabled
regional foundations of carffarmers to become AWBZccredited care
institutions. As a result, foundations of care farmers could make direct
agreements with healthcare insurance companies about financing the care
provided their member. Care farming is part of a broader movement of
initiatives (representatives) of clients and workers in the care sector who
are unhappy with the structure, culture and working methods irtéong
care (Rotmans 2010). An adequate understanding of the agency involved
is still lacking. The developments ihe agricultural domain were
supportive as well. Changing demands of society have questioned
conventional agriculture, as it has led to overspecialisation, environmental
pressures and encroachment of public spaces (Wiskerke and Van der
Ploeg 2004). Moreoveliberalisation and expansion of production
capacity have intensified cqoatition and let to falling prices for
agricultural products (Vereijken and Hermans 2010), which has
stimulated the development of new social, economic, environmental
activities within the framework of multifunctional agriculture (Meerburg
et al. 2009). This shows that dominant regimes in the care and
agricultural sector are under pressure and care farming is in line with the
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changing cultural and macro political developmemtisoth sectors. Here,
again, agency is crucial.

The aim of this article is to develop a framework for
understanding the agency involved in aligning care farming initiatives and
the regimes in the care and agricultural domains. We distinguish three
kindsof initiatives in the care farming sector, which differ in their
relationships to the two regimes. As indicated in the next section, we
systematically juxtapose experiences of these three initiatives to insights
from the multilevel perspective. Based dmg, we incorporate additional
concepts that add to our understanding of the success of the initiatives.

2.2.Method

2.2.1.Case selection

As noted earlier, our approach involves an interplay between
academic literature and empirical fieldwork. We foonghe interactions
between actors and changing conditions (Glaser and Strauss 1967; Corbin
and Strauss 1990). Our objective is to construct, on the basis of a limited
number of cases, a framework for understanding the success of care
farming initiativesthat may be tested and developed in later work. Thus,
an exploratory case study design is appropriate, and we have therefore
selected cases that (1) each are an example dfint@h success, i.e.
success that had to be actively achieved under advetsensiiances, so
that critical success factors may emerge (more or less the approach of
MH[WUHPH FDVHVY WRIJHWKHU WKH\ FRYHU |
and (3) represent different options for farmers to initiate a care farm
(independent; in colladration with a regional organisation of care farms
or in collaboration with a care institution. We focus on three types of
initiatives. For the first type of initiative, the care farm as a successful
example, we selected a case where the initiator startettling care
activities on the Cinquant, an existing farm in the 1990s. This was one of
the first care farms initiated by a conventional farmer, déneloped a
strategy for dealing with considerable staptproblems. This example
provides a good indit@an of the competences needed to deal with severe
problems. Landzijde, the foundation of care farmers in the province of
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Noord Holland, was selected as a successful example of the second type
of initiatives: regional foundations of care farms. Over tiinganaged to
deal with thddifficulties that were encotered. Novafarm; a collaboration
between a care insttion for clients with an addimn background and

more than twenty farmers in the province of Noord Brabant, was selected
as a successful exarepbf the third type of initiatives: regional

collaboration between a care institution and several care farms. Here, too,
major difficulties were overcome.

While we have already argued that the cases selected fit our first
criterion, the samples as a whaleo fit the second and third criteria: the
three initiatives to a great extent cover initiatives in the field of agriculture
and care and represent options for farmers to initiate a care farm (Hassink
et al. 2012).

The first author has been involved iretfeld of care farming for
the last ten years. This not only helped him to make the selection
explained above, but also facilitated data acquisition. He had access to the
actors involved and could triangulate interview data with earlier
observations andvailable documents. We structured our interviews on
the basis of the MLP. From the interviews, we extracted topics #at ar
critical to undestanding the success of the three types of initiatives and
needed further exploration. We looked for concepts nigalith these
topics in the relevant bodies of literature and analysed them. We used this
in combination with insights from MLP to develop a framework for
understanding the success of the three types of initiatives. In short, we
used a dialectical approgchhere we developed a framework by
systematically interacting empirical data (interviews) and theoretical
concepts.

The main topic of the interviews was identifyingttas that
affected the developent and success of the initiatives and the interaction
with existing regimes. Success was formulated as the degree to which
entrepreneurs achieve their declared goals, the ability to ensure continuity
and the availability of rources for growth and devetopnt (Sharir and
Lerner 2006).
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2.3.Results

2.3.1.Care farms

There are many types of care farms. We can distinguish farms in
which agricultural production is the economic dominant factor and where
care activities are secondary, farms which depend on both agricultural
production and care, and farms in whibe income from the carelated
activities are dominant. Care farms vary in the degree of collaboration
with accredited care institutions and in type of initiator. Some care
IDUPVY DUH LQLWLDWHG E\ IDUPHUV RU IDUPHUYV
thecare sector (Hassink et al. 2@)L2

Case study: Cinquant a successful care farnThe Chquant was started
by a convetional farmer without a background in health care in 1993. He
was the first farmer in the province who transformed his intensive pig
farminto an organic pig farm witbare activities. He encountered major
financial problems and the bank was only willing to invest in the farm if
he were to enlarge the pig farm. The bank was unwilling to invest in care
activities, as it had no confidencetinis new activity. Other farmers
neglected him and were negative about his ideas. The dominant
agricultural ideology was focused on intensification and enlargement of
farms. Care institutions were also negative and doubted that a farmer
could contribute téhe existing services. At that time, it was very difficult
for the farmer to obtain funding, as only accredited care institutions had
access to the care budgets. In spite of this opposition, the initiator
managed to overcome the problems. From 2003, dteldpment of the
care farm accelerated. Due to the introduction and broadening of the
personal budgets for clients and changing attitudes on the part of care
institutions, it became much easier to finance the care services.
Nowadays, financing the carergiees is no problem and the care farm
collaborates with several care institutions. At the moment, the care farm
provides day activities to 15 clients per day.

The farmer indicated that entrepreneurial competences were
important to succeed. He had to begmtive and operate strategically to
survive the difficult starting phase. He initiated a foundation to generate
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support from an influential and active network. Board members were the
director of a bank, a mayor, a former director of a care institutiomand
youth worker. The farmer was able to secure this support because he had
been member of the board of the bank and he was a member of the Rotary
club. The board member of the bank, who had great respect for the
optimism and perseverance of the farmeraaiged meetings with the
director of the care institution. Media attention and a report by a student,
showing evidence of the positive effects of the care farm for clients who
attended the farm, was important to increase his legitimacy towards care
institutions and to attract the attention and gain support from the
provincial deputy. A programme on television by a journalist who was
impressed by the vision of the farmer generated much publicity. The
farmer managed to organise a meeting with the deputysdiatm and
hand him the report of the student. Due to his efforts, the care farm was
promoted on a provincial symposium by the deputy and provincial support
was made available for building a canteen and a greenhouse. The farmer
also used his network to genate pressure. The deputy and the parents of
the clients put pressure on the institution to continue the collaboration
with the care farm and pay a reasonable compensation, which generated
sufficient pressure. This is a clear example of how a care farsadrhis
network to put pressure on mainstream organisations in the dominant care
regime. The farmer continued searching for alternative funding for the
care activities. In 1997, the bank was still unwilling to support
investments in the care activitiesowever, another bank with an
anthroposophic signature proved more enthusiastic. Thus, funding, which
initially was hard to find within the incumbent agricultural regime, was
arranged within the niche.

This example shows that dominant regime players icdhe
sector were initially unwilling to cooperate with the care farmer. Existing
regimes reinforced stability and hegemonic ideologies of both the
agricultural and the care sectors made change difficult. The farmer used
his network to increase pressuretba regime. The number of clients on
the care farm increased when the care regime changed under the influence
of changes at the landscape level, like increasing the influence of client
organisations. The broadening of the personal budget, which wasta resul

of pressure from client organisations enabled the care farmerttacion
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clients without interfeznce from accredited care institutions. It shows

how the care farmer made use of the opportunities offered by changes in
the care regime. Entrepreneuriahqeetences were important in seizing
these opportunities. #lso shows what kind of comjgmces and skills of
initiators are needed to survive harsh times. Commitment, skills and
competences were crucial to survival in the ihplaase: this shows that
developing a clear strategy to generate support, developing pressure and
dealing with power, development and effective use of an influential
network and making use of opportunities were crucial success factors. It
resulted in successful alliances with cargtitutions.

2.3.2.Regional collaboration of care farms

This type comprises a variety of initiatives, ranging from associations of
care farmers which act as a study group aiming at the exchange of
knowledge and experience to foundations which are dffigiacognised

as accredited care institutions. We focus on the latter type: foundations of
care farms with an AWBZ accreditation that make arrangements with
health insurance companies. We discuss the successful Landzijde case in
greater detalil.

Case stug: Landzijde. The concept of Landzijde wasveloped by its
current diretor, a former farmer, whose ambition it was to develop a
strong central office for clients and farmers in the province of Noord
Holland. Landzijde was set up in 2000 and receivedfficial AWBZ
accreditation in 2003. In 2000, there were only a few care farmers in the
province. In 2010, Landzijde was a foundation with 100 care farmers, 12
employees (director, administration and regional coordinators) and a
WXUQRYHU RI #th dap mor©thdh GO0 ¢lients went to one of
the Landzijde farms. Landzijde has a clear business model and has
financial agreements with health insurance companies, the municipality of
Amsterdan and a reintegration organigan. Clients looking for a care

farm contact the central office of Landzijde, where clients and care farms
are matched. Farmers receive 80 per cent of the available care budget. The
remaining 20 per cent is used to fund the activities of Landzijde. Between

2003 and 2005, the Landzijdeundation depended on public subsidies.
66



From 2005, the organisation had a positive cash flow. Thanks to its
contracts, Landzijde has been able to create new markets for care farms. It
also organises training courses for farmers. Landzijde has hired eeploye
with adequate knowledge of the care sector and set up a variety of regime
elements: a financial and administrative system to meet the requirements
of the health insurance compasiia quality system and a rodintary
knowledge infrastructure.

The initigtor of Landzijde made optimal use of the opportunities
offered by the liberalisation trend in society (development at the landscape
level). The political wish to increase competition in the care sector offered
new suppliers the opportunity to acquire an BX¥Vaccreditation. He
involved advisers from the care sector and secured their active support to
develop a plan that would meet the expectations of the health insurance
organisatio was strongly supported by the health insurance company, the
province and the city of Amsterdam, who were reluctant to do business
with many small suppliers. The experience of the initiator of Landzijde is
that an organisation like Landzijde has moreraxd#on with and
influence over care organisations than individual care farmers. Although,
in general, Landzijde has to obey the rules of the health insurance
companies, due to the influence of Landzijde, their ideas about quality are
slowly changing. Landjde was permitted to develop its own quality
system tailored to the characteristics of the different care farms, instead of
using the commonly used HKZ quality system. The initiator of Landzijde
indicated that, in order to make optimal use of the oppiii®g offered by
changes in the care regime, entrepreneurial competences, collaboration
and organisational aspects are important.

The initiator indicates that strong commitmesrithusiasm,
leadership and pseverance are important, especially in theahphase.

He invested a considerable amount of time without receiving any salary
during the first years. In his view, a clear vision that inspires influential
persons in the care and agricultural sector and involves them is important
to generate legitingy in the agriculttal and care sector. Legitacy in

the agricultural sector was created due to the involvement of respected
farmers. Legitimacy in the care sector was created by the active support of

advisers in the care sector that believed in the g@inBeie to his
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interactive skills and vision, the initiator received strong support from the
health insurance company. Political skills and an ability to connect his
ideas to stakeholder values were also important. The city of Amsterdam
was eager to mairitaan open agridtural landscape around Amstiam.

The initiator indicated that, due to their activities, farmers would generate
additional income and be able to continue farmirfge province wanted

one orgarsation for care farming; the proposal by Laijde to organise

this sector for the entire province was supported. This resulted in financial
support. The director of Landzijde has learned to sell his concept and
organisation to the care sector, by connectingthedr changing priorities
like empovering of clients and community care.

Landzijde built an extensive network in the care sector and made
effective use of that network to increase existing markets and develop new
markets, like the homeless and unemployed. It attracted an adviser of the
city of Amsterdam and involved employees of care institutions and
psychologists to increase its legitimacy and quality. For Landzijde, the
collaboration with Streetcornerwork, an organisation for homeless people
in Amsterdam, is important. With their collabaoat, they were able to
develop an innovative service; day care for homeless people on the farms
of Landzijde. This was also attractive for Streetcornerwork andityhef
Amsterdam. The munipality wanted to reduce the nuisance of homeless
people and offr them more perspective. The alliance with innovation
programmes and research organisations was relevant as well. The
involvement in innovation programmes brought additional resources, new
insights and a broader network for Laijde. It increased the l@gnacy
of Landzijde and its director and gave him the opportunity to spend time
looking for new business opportunities for Landzijde.

A crucial factor in developing a professional organisation was the
ability to attract sufficient capital in the startipgase and to develop a
clear business model to generate sufficient revenues. Due to the financial
possbilities, the initiator of Landijde was able to hire professionals with
expertise of (procedures in) the care sectondaésed that a lack of
knowledye could lead to mistakes, reductions in budgets and increasing
pressure on the organisation. Professional employees were also important
to meeting the quality standards of the health insurance companies. The

director of Landzijde created an identity dia organisation that was
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close to its clients and hired committed people who were not in it for the
money. This was appealing to health insurance companies, due to the
contrast with the culture in many large care institutions. Finally, the
initiator indicates that the organisation has to provide added value to all
types of customers: farmers, clients, health insurance companies and, in
the case of Landzijde, the city of Amsterdam. Landzijde has a clear added
value to farmers who would otherwise not hategted providing care
services.

2.3.3.Collaboration of a care institution with several care farmers

In this case, a care institution collaborates with a group of farmers in the
region. The initiative is taken by an employee of the care institution. In
many cases, these farmers limit their services to clients from this
institution. Successful examples of this type of collaboration are aimed at
juvenile care and drug addicts. We discuss the successful case Novafarm
in detail.

Case study: Novafarm Novafarm was developed in 1999 by an

employee of care institution, Novadi€entron, in the province of Noord
Brabant. The aim of Novdarm is to offer drug addicts work on a farm to
help them recover in an environment of their choice. The organisation sa
a need for work places for this target group in society. This was in line
with the changing vision in the care sector that rehabilitation and
socialisation of clients required greater attention. Novafarm was seen
as an innovative example ofglvision and it was sponsored by the

Ministry of Health and the province. Collaboration with farmers was new
for NovadictKentron. The initiator met skepticism and opposition in the
organisation regarding this initiative. Novafarm was strongly supported
by the new director of Novadilientron, as it fitted the objectives

of the organisation. The director also recognised the value of the initiative
in changing the introspective culture of the organisation and develop
links with sociey. The development of Novafarm accelerateémwti

acquired an AWBZ accretdition thanks to the support of the director and
the positive results of the project. The initiator managed to remove the

skepticism among colleagues by using the clients as andoassa the
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project. Due to the AWBZ accreditation and the support of the Ministry
and province, Novafarm contributed significantly to the financial result of
the organisation. This strengthened the position of Novafarm within the
organisation. NovadictKentron has financial agreements with an
insurance company. Groups of clients are supervised by case managers of
NovadictKentron on the farms. Appraxiately 25 per cent of the budget

is available to the farmer. The rest is used for the organisation.

Nowadhys, Novafarm is a welespected unit in the organisation of
NovadictKentron with 25 employees (15 full time equivalent) that
collaborates with 20 farmers and offers agricultural work to 125 clients a
ZHHN DQG KDV DQ DQQ X n® ThxXdxapRle shovRtat/s Pl
the initiative matched the changing culture and vision of the addiction

care sector. The initiative was supported by powerful care regime actors,
like the management of the organisation, the province, the Ministry of
Health andhe health insurance company. The initiator had to deal with
opposition from employees in the organisation who worked in programs
that were less in line with the changes in the care regime. According to the
initiator, the main factors that contributedth® success of Novafarm are

the skills and competences of the initiator and factors supporting
implementation in the organisation. In addition, he considers the
successful collaboration with farmers important.

According to the initiator, strong commitmeanidperseverance,
vision and enthsiasm are crucial to success. He invested a considerable
amount of time and had a clear idea about the potential for providing
services on farms and the benefits for clients and the organisation. He did
not encounter majddifficulties in establishing collaboration with farmers,
who saw it as a wimwvin situation. The collaboration provides Novadict
Kentron with access to attractive resources (farms), while giving farmers
access to labour and additional income without hatdrigvest
themselves. The initiator needs to speak the language of the farmers and
the organisation, and be able to defend both interests. According to the
initiator, the most crucial success factor is a successful implementation of
the new service withithe care organisation. This would not have been
possible without strong support from the director and the development of
a powerful coalition within the organisation. The new service met with

scepticism in the organisation and had to compete with existirngces
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and opposing interests. The realisation within the organisation that there
was a serious shortage of activities in society aimed at clients with
addiction problems was crucial in taking the first steps and securing
support from the director. Thitiator indicated that it is important to
develop a clear and visible unit in the care organisation with employees
who are proud to work for Novafarm.

2.3.4.Topics that need further insight to understand the success of care
farming initiatives

The thre cases show that MLP offers a general &aark for
describing the int@ction between the initiative and changes at the regime
and landscape levels. Our case studies suggest three topics that need
further exploration.

Entrepreneurship

For all types ofitiatives, entrepreneurs are the key agents and
their competences and skills are crucial to success. Transition literature is
vague about the types of agents that exist. To remedy this state of affairs,
ZH ZLOO XVH HQWUHSUH Q HiXdovpetetce® af WHU D W X U
successful entrepreneurs, as these competences seem to be crucial for
analysing the development of care farming initiatives (DiMaggio 1988;
Strang and Meyer 1993; Rao 1998).

Collaboration

The initiatives also show that trassctoralkollaboration is a
crucial success factor. The different types of initiatives we identified
include collaboration between initilual farmers and care institutions
(type 1); collaboration between care farmers lagitveen their regional
organisation and caisstitutions (type 2) and collaboration between care
institutions and groups of farmers (type 3). Network theory and alliance
management may be helpful to understand oppoitgraind motivations
of collabaation between farmers and care institutions (Gvatter 1973;
Barney 1991; Kim and Higgins 2007).
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Organisational attributes

Especially with regard to the foundations of care farms, the
guality of the organisation is a crucial success factor. Organisation and
management models offer insight into thetbrs affecting the viability of
firms (Stinchcombe 1965; Kotler 2000). For the collaboration between a
care institution and a group of farmers, the implementation of the
collaboration in the care organisation is crucial. Implementation studies
provide irsight into aspects that are crucial to acessful implementation
of innovations (e.g. Rosenheck 2001).

In the next section, we draw on the bodies of literature we hinted at above
to develop a framework. Because, in the previous section, we discussed
only one case for each type, the framework obviously needs further work
and testing. We therefore formulate its key elements as propositions.

Entrepreneurship

S(QWUHSUHQHXULDO FRPSHWHQFH FDQ EH
related to the identification and pursaftopportunities, which is an
essential task in small business management that relates to firm
LQQRYDWLRQ GLYHUVLILFDWLRQ DQG JURZWK”~
activities like the identification of customer needs, scanning the
environment, formulatioof strategies, networking, taking initiative,
introducing diversity and collaboration (Gibb 2002; Lans 2009; Man et al.
2002; SadlefSmith et al. 2003; Dhyer et al. 2008). As Morgan et al.
(2010) have shown entrepreneurial skills are crucial for brindiogta
multi-functionality. We add to these insights an elaboration on the
institutional entrepreneurship involved in milinctionality, as a type of
practice that goes beyond the incumbent agrarian regime. Institutional
entrepreneurship refers to actorsaotor groups who want to change
SSDUWLFXODU LQVWLWXWLRQDO DUUDQJHPHQW
FUHDWH QHZ LQVWLWXWLRQV RU WUDQVIRUP H]J
657; Moore and Westley 2011: 5). Existing literature on institutional
entreprepurship addresses the question as to how the operation of an
institutional field, which produces and maintains the identity and interest
of organisations operating in the same domain of activity, may be
intentionally transformed (Levy and Scully 2007). @€ahtopics in
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institutional entrepreneurship are dealing with field structure and power
and developing legitimacy and a strategy. Literature suggests that a
complex set of skills are essential for institutional entrepreneurs, including
cultural/cognitiveskills, such as framing and persuading (Rao 1998),
procedural and technical skills (Strang and Meyer 1993) and political or
interactive skills (DiMaggio 1988).

In our cases, entrepreneurial competences like networking,
taking initiative and formulatingtrategies are necessary, as well as
complex skills associated withstitutional entrepreneurship, which were
used to successfully link the innovation with dominant regimes. The
initiator of the care farm faced the most serious obstacles in linking his
initiative to the care and agricultural regimes. He was a pioneer facing a
lack of legitimacy. Initially he lacked power and the backing of dominant
regime actors. When the other initiatives started, the care farming sector
had already gained more legitimacy

Landzijde and Novafarm are initiatives that are connected to the
interests of other actors in the field. This is in line with the previous
ILQGLQJYV WKDW WKH 3SNH\ WR WKH VXFFHVV LV
change projects to the activities ahd WHUHVWYVY RI RWKHU UHOI
(Maguire et al. 2004: 658)

Collaboration

Social networks are a form of social organisation defined by the
patterns of vertical and horizontal relationship ties. Social networks
consist of strong ties, or bonding retatships, and weak ties, known as
bridging relationships (Granovetter 1973). If a network has too many
strong bonds, diversity is reduced and actors within the network will not
be exposed to different knowledge and ideas, while having too many weak
ties exses actors to numerous different signals and knowledge inputs,
which can result in cognitive limits and misunderstanding. For social
innovation to be successful, the right mix is needed (Gilsing and Duysters
2008). Various studies point at the importanteetwork structure and its
impact on the performance of firms (Uzzi and Gillespie 2002; Elfring and
Hulsink 2003; Street and Cameron 2007) and successful businesgstart
(Renzulli et al. 2000). Elfring and Hulsink (2003) focus on the role of
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networksin entrepreneurial processes: discovering opportunities, securing
resources and gaining legitimacy. They algess the importance of
invedigating network processes for different types of entrepreneurs, e.g.
insiders and outsiders of an industry. Thestidguish three patterns of
network development: network evolution, network renewal and network
revolution (Elfring and Hulsink 2007). When a farm family initiates a care
farm and wants to collaborate with care institutions, it has to develop a
network wihin the cae domain. Alliances are orgaational

arrangements in which partner firms share control, maintain their own
independence, and make ongoing contributions to the alliance to ensure its
success (Yoshino and Rangan 1995). These alliances cagthimg

between purely contragal relationships and full legal and organisational
integration (Beemer et al. 2007). Alliance management may be helpful in
understading motivations and opportuigs for collaboration (Kim and
Higgins 2007). Alliance formatimcan be explained on the basis of
different theoretical perspectives. The resotnrased theory seems to

offer the most promising perspective: alliance formation can be explained
by the access to resources and the skills of other parties which are not
avalable or difficult to obtain in the market or-lrouse (Barney 1991).

In our cases, we have seen the importance of having the right mix
of weak and strong ties and having access to influential persons in the
network. The Cinquant and Landzijde developedmapletely new
network in the care sector (network renewal), whereas Novafarm
developed a network in the agricultural sector. We have also seen that one
motivation for farmers to become a member of Landzijde is increased
accesdo financial resources. Adsin a wider sense, Landzijde opened up
new resources by developing loetegm collaboration with the city of
Amsterdam, health insurance companies and Streetcornerwork, thanks to
the unique value of the services offered. Also, the third type of initjative
Novafarm offered farmers financial resources and additional labour; the

IDUPHUV RIIHUHG 1RYDIDUPYY FOLHQWY D ZRUN
previous experiences, new ventures, like the care farm initiated in the

1990s, faced difficulties in forminglliances due to the lack of legitimacy.

In the absence of solid records, they can find it difficult to form alliances

and to access resources, as stakeholders do not know whether or not they

are trustworthy (Aldrich and Fiol 1994).
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Organisational attributes

Landzijde also involves the creation of a new organisation, a
regional foundation of care farmers. The service quality of organisations
affects customer satisfaction, which in turn affects sales and customer
growth (Babakus et al. 2004). Decissoabout who to employ and how to
organise the work are related te thiability of a firm. Recruihg the
appropriate people and building an effective organisation is crucial to
success (Stinchcombe 196B)According to the welknown Deming
managemenmodel, visionary leadership is a crucial factor in creating a
service organisation that has effective internal as well as external
cooperation (Douglas and Fredendall 2004).

An important aspect of any organisation is its business model. In
essence, the bimess model describes how a firm plans to make money
and specifies the position of the firm in the value chain (Willemstein et al.
2007). Insight inteelements affeatg the quality of the organisation is
especially relevant for foundations of care farifitse lesson from
Landzijde is that it is important to hire professionals with expertise in the
care sector, to provide added value for customers and to develop a clear
business model are in line with this body of literature.

To understand the second typecafe farming, cblaboration
between care ingtitions and groups of farmers, we can learn not only
from alliance management, but also from implementation literature. The
decision to adopt an innovation is an important decision that involves risk
(Seffrinet al. 2008). Implementation is shaped only to a limited extent by
scientific findings. Otheimportant factors are orgasaitional policies,
procedures, values, establisheditglvoutines and resource
corfiguration. Externally generated crises may présendows of
opportunity during which critical support can be obtained (Rosenheck
2001). Studies show that strong leadership, developing coalitions that
favour implementation and provide ongoing support, coalition members
with expertise and authority ithe organisation that can link initiatives
to organisational goals and values or to the solution of organisational
crisis, quantitative monitoring of rdel fidelity and programme
pefformance and circulating results to all relevaattigs and
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developmenof selfsustaining subcultures of communities of practice are
crucial for a successful implementation (Rosenheck 2001; Marshall et al.
2008; Bond 2009). Thexperences of the Novafarm case suggest that a
sense of urgency, strong support by the direatatear vision and shert
term success are in line with lessons from other implementation studies.

2.4.Concluding remarks

From our preliminary data, we argue that the interplay between
structure and agency as portrayed in the MLP is a useful &y@sioach to
understanding the development and success of initiatives in care farming,
as well as other examples of muftinctionality. Entrepreneurship,
alliance management and organisational theories are useful approaches
and theories that provide furth@sight into the success of local and
regional initiatives for the trarsectoral cooperation often involved in
such initiatives. As such, they seem to be a useful extension of the multi
level perspective. In our study, wevieadiscussed three types of
initiatives. We found that the direction of enrichment of the rheNg!
perspective varies between the types of initiatives, and developed
propositions for each of them. Eapreneurship and alliance naement
literature are valuable for all three typafanitiatives to conceptualise
agency and options and motivations for collaboration. Organisational
insights are only important for the latter two types of initiatives.

At this stage, we propose that the competences of social and
institutional entr@renairs are key success factors for the transition to
multi-functionality, through the way in which they (1) either create novel
regime elements or identify existing or emergent elements in either the
care or agricultural regimes; and (2) manage to link inthaws to these
regime elements either in the agricultural or in another sector. Based on
the various concepts and the preliminary data of successful initiatives
collected so far, we come to the following propositions for the different
typesof initiativesin care farming:

{We propose that the successful development of the first type of
initiatives (care farms) is determined mainly by entrepreagéuri
competences. Successful péers, like the care farmer we interviewed,

76



behavamore like institutional entreneurs when they faced problems

with legitimacy. We expect an interaction with the environment. Care
farmers who have a close collaboration with an accredited care institution
or are members of a foundation of care farms with an AWBZ
accreditation probaplhave to invest less in attracting clients than other
care farmers. There is less need for them to possess entrepreneurial
competences (Figure 1).

1{We propose that, for the second type of initiative (regional foundation of
care farms), the competencesaafinstitutional entregineur are crucial.
These instutional entrepreneurs have to combine commeitt, strong
leadership (detemining the direction, bringing people on one track and
motivating and inspiring people) with complex skills to be successful
within an institutional environment. Relevant skills are cultural/cognitive
skills, like framing and persuading to deal with field power, procedural
skills to deal with procedures in the care sector and political and
interactive skills to link the initiatie with the political agenda and

develop alliances. This new organisation has to develop legitimacy in the
care sector and create added value for farmers and health insurance
companies. The challenge for the foundation of care farmers is to develop
a strongorganisation with sufficient knowledge of the care sector and an
adayuate profit model (Fidl).

iWe propose that, for the third type of initiative (collaboration of a care
institution with a group of farmers), the main challenge is to implement
the collaboration with farmers in the care organisation. Studies
implementation and transfmation in org@nisations indicate that strong
leadership, formation of a leading coalition, a clear vision as to how the
initiative links with organisational goals and how it offers solutions to
problems in the organisation, generating short term success and
embeddinghte new approach in the organisation are crucial for success. In
addition, this type of entrepreneurs should develop a successful interaction
with farmers. Interactional skills and legitinyaare important for this
(Fig. 1).

Care farming as an object of dyuhelps to stipulate that €o
operation between various local and regional actors is another factor (in
DGGLWLRQ WR VSDWLDOLW\ WKDW PD\ LQFUHD
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2008). An important issue for further study is: what are less and more
fruitful ways to shape such collaboration so as to promote individual and
collective entrepreneurship? Also, as care farming spans multiple sectors
with initiatives at a local and regional level, it draws attention to the
implications of transectoral naturéhat may be implied in muki
functionality, also in other areas than care farming like recreational farms
(Brunori and Rossi 2000). Most importantly, we have shown that this may
imply interesting opportunities for muliinctionality initiatives: they

maybe supported by elements of both the (transforming) agricultural
regime, and the regime of another sector involvesktablishing multi
functionality. As our Cinquant case has shown, a farmer with strong
motivation and sense of urgency may draw upon spglortunities so as
overcome what Wilson (2008) calls path dependency and system memory.
We have answered the call from other studies for the inclusion of
structural and acteoriented components to the model of agricultural
change (Marsden et al. 1996;tf2¢0 and Burney 2002). We have provided
an exension to the muHievel pespective, as asked for in previous

studies (e.g. Smith et al. 2005; Elzen et al. 2010). In line with these
studies, we argue that more attention should be paid to agency anctthe rol
of power. We have introduced social and institutional entrepreneurship to
conceptualize agency. Moreover, we have used insights franaali
managenent and organisational studies. Our study contributes to the
development of a theory of good linkinghilps explain the success or
failure of alliances and the implementation of innovations, and offers
more detailed information about the competences of social and
institutional entrepreneurs.

We emphasise that our propositions need to be tested in future
studies. Also, it is important to develop more insight into the relative
importance of the different aspects that determine the degree of success of
initiatives. In subsequent studies, we will test our hypothesis by analysing
successful and less succesdiitiatives in care farming.
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Fig. 1. Proposition: Aspects determining the success of three types of
initiatives in care farming.
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3. Care Farms in the Netherlands: An
Underexplored Example of Multifunctional
Agriculture 2 Toward an Empirically
Grounded, Organization-Theory-Based

Typology

Abstract

For agricultural and ruralevelopment in Europe, muftinctionality is a
leading concept that raises many questions. Care farming is a promising
example of multifunctional agriculture that has so far received little
attention. An issue that has not been examined thoroughly s¢r#ttegic
mapping of different care farm organizations in this emerging field. The
objective of this article is to develop a typology for care farms in the
Netherlands and provide insight into the diversity of care farms. We have
used different conceptsdm organization theory and information from
regional organizations of care farmers to identify key dimensions and
develop a typology of care farms. Key dimensions are the ratio between
agriculture and care, the background of the initiators, and the defgree
collaboration with formal care institutions. We found six main types of
care farms with different identities, four of which were initiated by the
IDUPHUVY IDPLOLHYVY PDLQO\ IHPDOH SDUWQHUYV
started by new entrants in agricuu©n the basis of our findings, we
confirmed, disputed, and supplemented insights to multifunctional
farming literature. As a further contribution to that field, drawing from the
organization theories underlying our typology, we have sought to
understandhow different types of care farms could emerge.

Published asHassink, J. Hulsink, W. and Grin,2012. Care farms in

the Netherlands: an underexplored example of multifunctional agriculture
towards an empiricdy grounded organizatiotheory-basedypology.

Rural Sociology 77, 56600.
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3.1Introduction

The makeup of rural areas and the role agriculture plays in rural society
are changing. A powerful concept that has emerged in recent policy
discussions is that of a shift in modern agriculturgimes from
productivism toward postproductivism (e.g., Halfacree 1997). The
postproductivist era is characterized by a reduced emphasis on food
production and an increased emphasis on the countryside as a place of
SFRQVXPSWLRQ™ ZLWK H Qlily (Buo@ &d YN&aD O VXV W D
2006). More specifically, we see the emergence afadled
multifunctional agricultural regimes (Marsden 2003; Wilson 2008). The
notion of a multifunctional agricultural regime recognizes that
productivist and postproductivist & and thought can exist side by side
(Wilson and Rigg 2003), which means that around the core practice of
agricultural production, new experiments, side activities, and businesses
have been initiated that link farming to society (Barlas et al. 2001).

Thecombination of agricultural production and other activities
has been studied under different headings, like pluriactivity (e.g., Fuller
1990) and diversification (Barbieri, Mahoney, and Butler 2008). Scholars
define pluriactivity as the combination of agidture and nonagricultural
activities to generate nonagricultural sources of income. Diversification
refers to the workplace, where the scope of products and services is
widened. The term muHunctionality refers to the agricultural sector in
general ad to farmers or farms in particular (Durand and van
Huylenbroeck 2003), including the various functions of different
activities. Both agricultural and nonagricultural activities can produce a
variety of different functions that satisfy different societamands
(Durand and van Huylenbroeck 2003). Multifunctional agriculture is now
a cornerstone of European agricultural and rural policy (Wilson 2007). It
is also gaining interest in the United States as an alternative to U.S. farm
policies that can providenvironmental, social, and economic benefits
(Boody et al. 2005).

In this article, we discuss one example of the combination of
productivist and nonproductivist farming: care farming, an example of
what Wilson (2008) calls strong muftinctionality, characterized by
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strong social, economic, cultural, moral, and environmental capital and
low farming intensity and productivity (Wite 2008). Such muki
functionalty may be seen as part of a transition (Wilson 2007) toward
sustainable rutalevelopment, with the socioeconomic role of agriculture
as a major agent in sustaining rural economies and cultures (Altieri 1987).
In this perspective, to be multifunctional and contribute to rural
development, an activity should add income and emplayme
opportunities, contribute to the construction of a new agricultural sector
that corresponds to the needs and expectations of society at large, and
imply a radical redefinition and reconfiguration of rural resources
(Marsden 2003).

Multifunctional agricdture and rural development lead to a
redefinition of identities, strategies, practices, interrelations, and networks
(van der Ploeg et al. 2000). While for some farmers ruttctionality is
simply a survival strategy (Meert et al. 2005), these farmeralao likely
to participate in this redefinition, if only to attain credibility and funding.
Multifunctional farmers should thus be viewed as rural entrepreneurs
(Durand and van Huylenbroeck 2003). They require new skills and
knowledge, which are ofterohreadily provided by the traditional support
systems (Renting et al. 2008). Multifunctional farmers may struggle with
their identity as real farmers (Brandt and Haugen 2011). Researchers have
observed that many diversified farmers are new entrantsitaubigre
without any formal training in agriculture (Barbieri and Mahoney 2009).
These entrants may further change the identity of the farming community.
Research has also shown that women play an important role in the
development of new activities on tfaam; it is often the female partner of
family farms who takes the first step and builds a neviaom business
(Bock 2004).

Multifunctional agriculture raises many questions, including
these: what are relevant farm categories and interrelations between
functions, what are motivations behind agricultural diversification, what
are the links between agriculture and society, and what is the role of new
territorial and institutional arrangements and professional structures
(Cairol et al. 2008; lIbery et al. 189Renting et al. 2008)?
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Research into farm structures and strategies has focused-on full
time, specialized farm enterprises as the principal viable model for
agricultural development. The development of multifunctional agriculture
has increased attentiom strategies that combine the production of food
with other incomegenerating activities (Jervel 1999; Kinsella et al. 2000)
and to the types of enterprises being developed in farm diversification
(Barbieri et al. 2008; Renting et al. 2008; van der P&ieg. 2009).

Farm typology is a common way of describing farm diversity.

Most typologies still focus on commaodity production and pay very little
attention to additional activities (Andersen et al. 2007; van der Ploeg et al.
2009). Scholars have documengeine examples of classifying farm
diversification, including mainly the integration of recreation, tourism,

and hospitality enterprises offered on farms and ranches (Barbieri et al.
2008). These typologies specify the structural characteristics of faga ty
(Howden and Vanclay 2000). However, classifications merely based on
structural characteristics have been criticized. Critics generally argue that
classification schemes should include the strategic behavior of farmers
(Howden and Vanclay 2000), as witudy of Dutch farming styles that

also includes the strategies of the actors involved (van der Ploeg et al.
2009).

In our study, we make a first attempt at creating at a better
typology for multifunctional farming, drawing on the example of care
farming,a promising example of multifunctional agriculture that
integrates health and social services on farms and that thus far has
received very little attention in the scientific literature. Care farming
offers potential for multifunctional farming, especiatlymore populated
DUHDV *UDQGH 7KH 1HWKHUODQGY UHSUH
ODERUDWRU\" IRU WKLY QHZ EUDQFK RI PXOWLI
SLRQHHU LQ FDUH IDUPLQJ 'L ,DFRYR DQG 21&F

Our first objective is to develop a corspensive typology for
care farms in the Netherlands, so as to describe the range of practice types
that exist in a systematic way and understand their behavior and success.
To form a comprehensive typology of care farms in the Netherlands, we
use insightférom organization theories on the analysis of organizations.
Generally speaking, studies dealing with multifunctional agriculture and

agricultural classification schemes do not refer to this body of literature.
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We discuss those approaches in organizatibeary, integrating them

into an overarching structural perspective that is helpful in developing a
typology of care farms as new configurations of organizations. In respect
to such new configurations, we refer to the different strategic choices
foundersor managers of organizations make, the alignment between their
organizations and their environments, and the institutional constraints they
face in their primary process and daily operations.

This theoretical exercise generaties timensions required for
conparing care farms and distinguishing between them. Subsequently, we
apply these dimensions to the population of Dutch care farms and develop
an initial typology of care farms on the basis of information provided by
the sector. Thus we seek to meet segond objective: to examine which
theoretical types exist in practice in the field of care farming and whether
we can capture the diversity of that field with such a typology. This
examination may also inform further research into the diverse landscapes
of multifunctional farming. So as to further contribute to such study, our
third objective is to understand, drawing on the organizational literature
discussed, how this diversity has come about.

We begin by describing the care farming sector in the Nethds!
and discussing its history, diversity, and evolution over the last two
decades.

3.1.1.Care Farming

Care farming is the combination of agricultural production with
health and social services. Alternative names are social farming or green
care DilaRYR DQG 2T&RQQRU :KLOH FDUH IDU]|
adopted in many European countries, our focus is on the Netherlands, one
Rl WKH SLRQHHULQJ FRXQWULHY LQ WKLYV DUHD
The number of care farms in the Netherlands grew rapidiy #5 in
1998 to more than 1,000 in 2009 (Federatie Landbouw en Zorg 2011). In
2005, a total of 10,000 clients of care services made use of a care farm in
WKH 1IHWKHUODQGY ZKLFK SURGXFHG DQ DYHU
per farm (Hassink et al. 2000 are farms offer day care, supported
workplaces, and residential places for clients with a variety of disabilities.
Target groups include people with a rtarllness, an addiction
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baclground, and learning disabilities, as well as older persons, children,
problem youth, and lorterm unemployed persons. Many care farms
have a mix of client groups (Hassink et al. 2007).

The combination of a personal and dedicated attitude of the (often
female) farmer, the carrying out of useful activities, and an inforngal an
open setting within a green environment turn care farms into an appealing
facility for various client groups (Hassink et al. 2010). The perceived
benefits of care farms are improved physical, mental, and social well
being. The mental health benefits st of improved selésteem and
well-being, and an improved disposition. Examples of social benefits are
independence, the formation of good work habits, and the development of
personal responsibility and sociailkk(Hine et al.2008). Farmers use the
farm context and agricultural activities to improve the quality of life and
inclusion of vulnerable groups in dety. Hassink et al20123) have
studied the development of the sector. Initially, institutional care farms
and ideologically driven organiof biodynamic) care farms were the
majority of this kind of farm. Later, many conventional farmers initiated
care services on their farms. During the last five years, an increasing
number of formeemployees of healtbare institutions have set up care
farms.

A major challenge for care farmers has been to find funding for
the care services they provifl€etelaars et aR002). From 1995, care
farms became eligible for funding by the AWBZ, the collective health
insurance program for the cosfdang-termcare in the Neth&nds (it
covers exceptional medical expenses that are not part of regular health
insurance). Care services from that point were only reimbursable when
provided by institutions with an AWBZ accreditation. Since then, the
most common wajor care farmers to organize financing for the care
services provided has been to become a subcontractor of a care institution
with an AWBZ accreditation. In 2003, however, the Personal Budgets of
Clients program became broadly available. The aim of thgram is to
strengthen the position of clients by giving them a budget that they can
spend according to their own needs. With the introduction of this
budgeting program, clients were allowed to contract with care farmers
directly.
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Other important developmes in the sector were the
establishment of the National Support Center for Agriculture and Care in
1999 and the development of regional organizations of care farmers and
regional alliances between a care institution and farmers. These regional
developmerd resulted in a new group of care farmers: conventional
farmers invited by care institutions and foundations to provide care
services. This group of care farmers would not have become care farmers
without the support of the collaborating organization (liteksst al.
2012). These developments have produced a very diverse sector. Care
farms vary in client group, type of agricultural holding, background of the
care farmers (in agriculture or care), and degree of collaboration with
other care farmers or carestitutions. Another important aspect of
diversity is the ratio between care services and agricultural production on
the farm. The National Support Center has identified different types of
care farms based on the relative contribution of care services and
agricultural production to total revenues of the care farm (Federatie
Landbouw en Zorg 2011).

3.2.0rganizational Theory : Toward a Theoretical
Framework

Organizations share various features, like social structure, goals,
participants who contribute toglorganization, technology, and
environment. Initially, the focus of organizational studies was on the
determinants of organizational structure (Donaldson 2001). During recent
decades, recognition of the many and diverse ways in which environment
constitues, influences, and penetrates organizations emerged and new
theoretical frameworks were introduced. The first is contingency theory,
which recognizes that organizations vary as a function of their technical
environments. In order to survive, organizatibase to adapt to their
specific environments (Lawrence and Lorsch 1967).

Resourcedependency theory argues that organizations pursue
certain goals, for example delivery of goods or services, to realize a
particular market position and to survive. To aghithese goals,
organizations have to look for resources in their environment, which
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includes other organizations. The need to obtain resources, such as

financial means, staff, knowledge, information, and facilities, creates
dependencies between organiB) V DQG SDUWQHUVKLSV 32U
establish relationships in order to manage the dependencies, to fulfill a

need to acquire control over munkeded resources, and to exert power

RYHU RUJDQL]DWLRQV WKDW SRVVHVV WKH GHYV
161; Pfeffer and Salancik 1978). Transition studies suggest that these

activities are especially important in transition initiatives involving

fundamental changes that extend to the structural environment (Hekkert et

al. 2007).

Institutional theory stressehe importance of the cultural features
of environments. Institutional theorists aegthat organizations must
corsider not only their technical environment but also their institutional
environment: regulatory, normative, and culteragnitive featurethat
define their social fitness (Meyer and Scott 1983). DiMaggio and Powell
(1983) are the founders of the new institutional theory. In their view,
institutional isomorphism, the process of homogenization due to
normative practices and expectations ofitfsitutional environment, is
important.

The normative pillar of new institutional theory (Di Maggio and
3RZHOO 6FRWW HPSKDVL]HV JHQHUDO E
SUHVFULSWLYH DQG REOLJDWRU\ GLPHQVLRQ W
2005:61. The theory argues that the institutional environment imposes
pressure on organizations to conform to prevailing practices of
institutions. Scholars assume that these pressures motivate organizations
to pursue activities that will increase their legaicy and cause them to be
in agreement with other institutions.

At the same time, organizational ecology developed. Ecologists
attribute the restricted range of structures and strategies within an industry
to environmental selection and the widespread troitaof emerging
successful strategies (Hannan and Freeman 1977). Porter (1980) pointed
out the constraints of barriers to entry. In an institutional context like the
care sector, regulations can limit the entrance of new initiatives like care
farms. Moregenerally, existing identities and structures tend to present
barriers to transition initiatives (Grin et al. 2004dR et al2003),

requiring significant action to overcome them (Smith 2007).
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The various theories have developed different perspectives
ideas about the interaction between organizations and their environment.
tcanbeaons/ LGHG SURFHVV RI WKH RUJDQL]DWLRQ
demands of the environment or an interaction between organization and
environment. Initially, theories such esntingency theory focused on the
rational adaptation of organizations to the demands of the environment.
New institutionalism points at dysfunctional adaptation processes.
Resourcalependency theory argues that organizations try to influence
their enviroment. In transition studies, partly drawing on evolutionary
theories from economics and sociology, researchers have found that all
these mechanisms may occur and together constitute the variety of
pathways that may establish or transform a sector (GegISehot 2007,
Grin, Schot, and Rotmans 2011; Schot and Geels 2007).

All these theories emphasize the need to meet challenges from the
environment. Firms scan the environment for threats and opportunities
and adapt to changing competitive practices (Mille87).

3.2.1.Configurational Theory

An important step in organizational studies has been the
development of the configurational approach, which is aimed at
understanding organizational behavior and adaptation. This approach is an
alternative to the norntige and descriptive orientation of contingency
theorists in studying relationships among different variables (Miller
1981). In line with structuration theory, many authors argae th
strategies, structures, pesses, and other features are interconnecteéd
thus influence on one of them will necessarily affect others as well (e.g.,
Miller and Mintzberg 1984). Miller (1981) has argued that variables of
strategy, structure, and environment interact to form common gestalts,
archetypes, or configurations. TY WKHRU\ GHILQHYV D FRQILJ
multidimensional constellation of conceptually distinct characteristics that
commonly occur totH WKH U~ 0 H9BRUL1FAS)V TBus,
configurational studies of organizations do not focus on-favel
characterists such as age and size, but rather on identifying groups of
firms that resemble each other in important dimensions such as strategy,
goals, and structures (Meyer etE93; Short et ak008). A particular
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strength of the configurational approach ssanalysis of the interface

where the inner and outer environments meet and influence each other,
which avoids considering the inner environment and outer environment
separatly (Dess et all993). Mintzberg (1979) and Miller and Friesen
(1978) were somefahe first scholars to offer a typology of organization
configurations. Miller and Friesen (1978) identified configurations using
multiple domains. They combined strategic, organizational, and
environmental contexts and stressed that many researcheffetizsed

too narrowly on the relationships between strategy and structure and
environment and structure. They point out the limitations of looking at
one bivariate relationship at a time and ignoring its context. Miller and
Friesen (1978) and Mintzberg (29) argue that a more holistic approach
such as they advocate is necessary to understand the behavior of
organizations. Their underlying assumption is that organizations can be
better understood through identifying distinct, internally consistent sets of
firms rather than by trying to uncover relationships that hold across all
organizaions (Ketchen et al. S&RQILIXUDWLRQDO UHVHD
that some configurations fit better than others within any given context
DQG WKXV DUH PRUHt&XBEBHIES4).XO" 6KRUW H

Configurational theory provides a useful framework for our study,
because it captures the basic insight that agency and structure shape each
other and that strategic, structural, and environmental variables interact.
Thus incorporating &ey insight from social theory (Giddens 1984), it
brings a more balanced approach to organizational theory, which
comprises both the constraining and enabling effect of institutions on
organizational agency and the fact that social structures do notateipl
determine organizational behavior and may even be sources of deviance,
entrepreneurship, and improvisation (Heugens and Lander 2009).

In our study, we develop conceptual typologies that are well
informed by theory, and we describe contrastsfemlitate empirical
progress; the elements we use cohere in thematic and interesting ways.
The interdependencies among elements within types are the essence of
configurations (Miller 1996). A criticism of this approach is that many
typologies have neverlen tested empirically (Miller 1996). To answer
this criticism, we test ouronceptual approach using empirical data in

order to identify which types actually exist and on what scale.
91



3.3.Dimensions for a Typology of Care Farms

The review oforganizational theories presented above suggests,
first of all, that there are three key dimensions: organizational structure,
strategy, and environment. Miller (1987) added leadership as a force
restricting organizational variety and giving rise to comfégions.

Examination of these dimensions accords with major issues raised in
studies dealing with multifunctional agriculture, as we indicated in the
introduction. Examples are the distinction between strong and weak multi
functionality (Wilson 2008), thamportance of institutional arrangements

and support structures, and the role of new entrants. Below, we provide a
conceptual and empirical discussion of these key dimensions as they apply
to the care farming sector. Second, our review indicates that fitn

seek coherence. We should thus expect that we will not find all theoretical
FRPELQDWLRQV RI 3VFRUHV® ZLWK UHJDUG WR V
before we proceed to our discussion, we first need to draw on empirical
analysis so as to turn ooonceptually derived typology into one that

reflects the reality of the sector. We proceed by explaining how we
selected key dimensions for the typology of care farms.

3.3.1.Structure

To select key dimensions for the analysis of care farms, we
studied &isting literature and interviewed representatives of regional
organizations of care farms. Generally speaking, configuration studies
analyze organizations within individual sectors. Our field of study, care
farming, is different. The organizations in @tudy (care farms) combine
agricultural production and care serviég$at is, they combine elements
of two different sectors. An earlier survey of the sector concluded that a
highly relevant factor for developing configurations is to take into account
therelationship between agtittural production and the prision of care
services (Hassink and Trip 2000). The ratio between agricultural
production and care service provision can be seen as a characteristic of the
structure dimension.
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3.3.2.Environmentind Strategy

The different theories may lead us to expect that the
characteristics of care farms are affected by the characteristics (e.g.,
uncertainties, complexity, and pressures) of the care and agricultural
environments and the existence of supporaoizations and institutional
arrangements. How organizations manage their emvient and deal with
uncertaities defines their strategy. Two major strategies of organizations
for dealing with uncertainties in the environment are bridging and
buffering. Inthe case of bridging, an organization creates relationships
with the external stakeholders on which it depends. In the case of
buffering, it tries to keep the external stakeholders at a distance, using
buffering techniques (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978; dan Bosch and van
Riel 1998). Organizations in the care farming sector use both strategies.
The database of the National Support Center for Agriculture and Care
shows that some care farms have a close collaboration with existing care
institutions, while dbers choose to remain independent (Federatie
Landbouw en Zorg 2011).

3.3.3.Initiation

Sociological and entrepreneurship liteira has pointed out the
importance of the background of entrepreneurs for new organizations
(Audia and Rider 2006; Shane andufiina 2003). New firms, like care
farms, face the liability of newness. They lack social ties to key
stakeholders, as well as the structures and roles of established
organizations (Shane and Khurana 2003). These liabilities appear to be
particularly severéor inexperienced entrepreneurs. Previous work
experience in organizations appears to be helpful, as it can generate
confidence, knowledge, and social networks that facilitate resource
mobilization (Audia and Rider 2006). Entrepreneurs in the care farming
sector face an important challenge in that the environments of the
agricultural and care sectors differ considerably. In health care, the
environment is largely made up of institutions and particularly rules that
guide, oppose, or enable actions (Haseni®92). Care farms can be

GHYHORSHG E\ D IDUPHUTfV IDPLO\ ZKHQ LW DGC
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activities. Employees of the care sector or other external parties can also
develop care services. These initiators from outside the agriculture sector
form a growing group of care farmers (Hassink et al. 2012).

Many family farmers are experienced family entrepreneurs, but
only some of them are familiar with the care sector and its main actors and
regulations. An important consideration for them is to wiktrd they
should collaborate with official care institutions and to what extent they
should stay independent. Many employees of the care sector who set up
care farms can benefit from their experience with and knowledge of the
care sector, but in many caghey lack entrepreneurial experience. We
conclude that the background of the initiator is an important factor that
can affect his or her attitude toward the environment and the relative
importance of agricultural production and providing care.

Based ontiese considerations, we selected three key dimensions:
structure of the primary process, locus of entrepreneurship, and alignment
with the environment. These three dimensions are also related to the main
issues identified in multifunctional agriculture timeed further
clarification. The three dimensions can be described as in the following
section.

3.3.4.Structure of the Primary Process: What Is the Ratio between
Agriculture and Care?

We distinguished three classes of configurations based on the
relative importance of care and agricultural production respectively. The
first class focuses on agricultural production. Care services are a minor
activity and do not contribute greatly to total income (less than 25
percent). The second class develops two stbusinesses: agricultural
production and care services, with both contributing at least 25 percent to
total income. For the third class, care services are the core business and
agricultural production does not significantly contribute to total income
(lessthan 25 percent).
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3.3.5.Locus of Entrepreneurship: Who Is the Initiator of the Care Farm
and Where Does the Inspiration Come From?

The background of the initiator may affect the attitude toward the
environment (strategy) and the relative importancagoicultural
production and providing care (structure). The first class includes
initiatives by farmers on existing farms. They add care services to already
existing agricultural production, and we can regard these farms as a form
of multifunctional agrialture. The farming family is searching for a way
to integrate agricultural production and care services.

In the second class, an employee or former employee of the care
sector begins the initiative. An important motivation is discontent with
existing workng conditions in the institutional care sector. The aim is to
develop care services that meet the demands of clients and the objectives
of the initiator from the care sector within a farming context. Such
initiators do not start the care business on astiag farm. They begin
with care services and add agricultural activities to them.

Persons from outside both the agricultural and the care sectors
begin the initiatives of the third class. They have no background in
farming or in care. They are inspired the care farming sector and see
opportunities in this new sector.

3.3.6.Alignment with the Environment: Bridging or Buffering

We can distinguish three classes of collaboration with formal care
institutions. The first class consists of independent feanes that do not
collaborate with accredited care institutions. They use the personal
budgets of clients or an AWBZ accreditation to fund the services they
provide (buffering strategy). Care services are reimbursable only when
provided by institutions wit an AWBZ accreditation. In 1995, the
personal budget program for clients with intellectual disability was
introduced. In 2003, the personal budget became available to a much
larger group of clients.

In the second class, care farms subcontract with vaA@BZ -
accredited care institutions that have access to care sector funds to finance
care services. They do not outsource tasks to the institutions. This is a
combination of a buffering and bridging strategy.
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The third class includes care farms that wddsely together with
AWBZ-accredited care institutions and outsource tasks to those
institutions. Examples of outsourcing are acquiring clients, matching
demand and supply, and guiding clients (bridging strategy). In an extreme
case, they become part ofare institution.

3.3.7.Methodology: Developing and Validating the Typology

On the basis of this threimensional classification, we can
distinguish 27 theoretical types of care farms. In this section, we examine
to what extent each of these types abtjlexists.

To develop our typology further, we sought empirical support for
the theoretically driven scheme, hoping it would lead toward a more
robust conceptual classification of care farming initiatives. We briefly
described the 27 potential types ofecfarms based on the dimensions
and classes described earlier. We contacted representatives of all 10
existing regional organizations of care farms in the Netherlands by
telephone. We sent the descriptions to these representatives and asked
them, first, b assess and validate whether the proposed dimensions and
classes were appropriate for distinguishing different types of care farms
and, second, to estimate the number of all potential types of care farms in
their region. Next, we asked them to descrilgedkisting types of care
farms based on our proposed classification by providing for each type
information about motivation, strategy, and background of initiators,
starting year, farm structure (e.g., the ratio between agriculture and care
services, adaptions in farm characteristics, extent of care activities, and
extent and type of guidance), organizational type, and interaction with the
environment (e.g., relationship with care institutions, financing
mechanism, and support structure). Finally, we @$kem to provide us
with characteristic examples of each type that we could contact.

Seven of ten representatives of regional organizations were able to
classify the care farms in their region and were willing to contribute to our
study. We conducted inddual interviews with these seven regional
representatives, representing approximately 600 (60 percent) of the care
farms in the Netherlands. To ensure irabserver reliability, we

discussed the various interpretations of the criteria with each of these
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representatives, such as by relating them to one or two cases, in that
particular region, known by the principal author, who has conducted
extensive research into care farms in recent years.

With the help of these seven representatives, we selecteddhree
five representative examples of each existing type. In all, we managed to
interview 37 care farmers @ for each type). We conducted interviews
using a semstructured topic list based on the identified dimensions. The
objective of the interviews wase further develop our insight into the
characteristics of the different types of care farms. The topic of the
interviews was similar to that of the interviews with representatives of the
regional organizations. We transcribeelviewed, and coded the semi
structured interviews, which lasted fo#l15 hours. We then analyzed the
data, following the process described by Rodwell (1996). First, the
researcher hand coded all interview hard copy transcriptions by
identifying content that was sedikplanatory. Theesearchethen
identified units by a onto five-word label, gave units that covered the
same content a category title, and summarized the category and unit
names from each coded transcript. Finally, we developed a diagram of
similar and diverging themebkat emerged from the collective review of
all coding summaries. Based on the analysis of the interviews, we
developed characteristic descriptions for each identified type of care farm,
which we sent to the respondents. When asked, the farmers agrebé that
description of the type of care farm to which they belonged was adequate
and correct. Figure 1 shows the typology schema and the existing types of
care farms.

3.4.Results

3.4.1.Empirical Validation of the Typology of Care Farms

Regional representatives of care farms indicate that the
GLPHQVLRQV 3UDWLR DJULFXOWXUH DQG FDUH"
and the classes are appropriate for distinguishing different types of care
IDUPV 7KH\ KDG PRUH SURECHHJPdé Z LWK WKH GLI|
FROODERUDWLRQ ZLWK IRUPDO FDUH LQVWLWX)
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possible to distinguish independent care farms with an AWBZ
accreditation and care farms outsourcing tasks to official care institutions.

Fig. 1. Typology of care farmand the existing types of care farms4A&
= Contribution Agriculture to total income>75%;+C = Contribution
Agriculture and Contribution Care to total income both > 25%Ca=
Contribution Agriculture to total income < 25%.
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The majority of the carlarms are relatively independent. For
some clients, they are subcontractors of formal care institutions, while for
other clients, they are completely independent as they have direct
contracts with clients with a personal budget to finance care servioes. T
ratio between these two financing structures can vary considerably over
time. We have adopted this feedback and included relatively independent
care farm types.

The regional representatives indicated that of all potential types,
10 actually appear toaist. Farmer families on existing farms started five
of them, former or current employees of the care sector began four, and
persons from outside the agricultural and care sectors started one. We
describe the 10 types below. The description of the typleaded on the
analysis of the interviews with 37 care farmers.

3.4.2. Initiatives of Farmers

Empirical data showed that initiatives on existing farms vary in
the ratio between agriculture and care and the degree of alliance with a
formal caranstitution. Motivations to initiate care services on the farm
are diverse, and include providing a more personal type of care, sharing
farm life with other people, gaining additional income, using additional
labor, and being able to have a job at homeo#ding to the regional
representatives of care farms, in more than 70 percent of all cases, the
initiators are the female farmers with a background in health care. Such
female farmers, however, make up a low share of the helping hand
alliance care farmsyhich we discuss in the next section.

Type 1: Helping hand allianc&haracteristics of this type are a
focus on agricultural production and close collaboration with a formal
care institution. A care institution and a farmer jointly begin the initiative;
acare farmer with an agricultural background collaborates with a care
institution or foundation to provide care for a specific client group. It is a
smallscale part of the commercial, productive farm activities. The
number of clients is limited (B) andthe clients can take part in
commercial agricultural activities. The main motivation for the farmer to
collaborate with the care institution is the contribution of the clients to the

work that has to be done, though the farmers have social reasons as well.
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The farmers are not willing to invest considerable time and money to start
care services. Therefore, the care institution takes care of matching
potential clients and the farm. An employee of the care institution coaches
the farmer on the care activities characteristic example is care farmers
collaborating with a youth care institution, offering guidance to one youth
client who needs to develop a positive working attitude. The youth client
lives in his own unit on the farm for#2 months. The youth car

employee visits the farm weekly to coach the farmer and the youth client.
Generally speaking, the farmer initiates this type of care farm without any
background in health care. This type of care farm is concentrated in two
provinces, Noord Brabant, whetlgee youth care institutions have a close
collaboration with farmers, and Noord Holland, where a considerable
number of care farmers focus on farming and outsource tasks to the
Landzijde Foundation. According to the regional representatives of care
farms approximately 150 care farmers can be characterized as helping
hand alliance care farmers, representing approximately 15 percent of the
total number of care farms.

Type 2: Relatively independent kmare farm Characteristics of
this type are a focus @ayricultural production and a relative
independence from formal care institutions. The contribution of care
services to the family income is less than 25 percent. The average number
of clients is less than six per day. The farmer (male or female) provides
guidance to the clients. There can be a combination of financing methods:
the personal budget of the client, a subcontract with an A\WRZedited
care institution, or a regional foundation of care farms. In the majority of
the cases, the initiator is therm woman. A typical example is a family
that starts smakcale care activities to get additional income. The farm
woman has a background in health care and is motivated to initiate her
own business on the farm. She discusses her plans with her huEheyd.
want to keep the care business small, because they do not want to adapt
the farm and invest financially in the care business. The farm woman
contacts the institution where she has worked to find clients. The
percentage of care farmers belonginghis type varies between 5 a#8
percent in the different regions. On average, approximately 15 percent of
the care farms belongs to this type.
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Type 3: Relatively independent integrated care farm
Characteristics of this type are a focus on both agricultwealuction and
care and the relative independence from formal care institutions. The
contribution of care services and agricultural production to family income
is each greater than 25 percent. The number of clientd&sper day. In
most cases, the faghire one or two additional employees to assist with
care services. There can be a similar combination of financing methods to
the previous type. The adjustments on the farm are considerable. In many
cases, the strategy is to invest more in the developoh¢ine care
business than in expansion or intensification of agricultural production. In
almost all cases, a farm woman with a background in health care begins
the initiative. She wants to resume her old heedtte job when her
children go to school. &finds working at home and starting her own
business attractive. A typical example is a woman with a background in
health care who is motivated to develop her own business on the farm,
often partly because this helps her combine work and child rearing. He
aim is to develop a more smaltale and personal type of care than the
care provided by institutions. Because of the success and the enthusiasm
of the female partner, the care business grows and the number of clients
increases gradually. The family dées to invest in a professional care
business, builds a canteen and toilets, and hires additional staff for the
care business. The percentage of care farmers belonging to this type varies
between 10 and 40 percent in the different regions, according to the
regional representatives. On average, approximately 20 percent of the care
farms belong to this type.

Type 4: Relatively independent care focus fadimaracteristics of
this type are a focus on care services and a relative independence from
formal care istitutions. Although the care services are developed on an
existing farm, the contribution of the care services to the income is more
than 75 percent. Agricultural production is limited. The farm is
completely adapted to provide optimal care servicesntingber of
clients is more than seven per day. In many cases, the economic basis of
the farm was too limited to permit it to continue without the care
DFWLYLWLHY 7KH IDUPHUYV IDPLO\ GHFLGHV W
services. Again, it is the farm womaiith a background in the care sector
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who generally takes the initiative. Characteristic examples resemble the
independent integrated care farm. The only difference is that the
agricultural production is less important. The percentage of care farmers
belongdng to this type varies between 5 and 30 percent in the different
regions, the regional representatives reported. On average, approximately
15 percent belong to this type.

Type 5: Care focus allianc€haracteristics of this type are a
focus on care seres and a close alliance with formal care institutions.
As with the previous type, an existing farm is adapted to provide optimal
care activities and the contribution of care services to the income is more
WKDQ SHUFHQW ,Q WKLYVskhNhossBsadd YHU WK
develop the care business in collaboration with an official care institution.
In many cases, the farm woman was at some stage employed by this care
institution. A typical example is an initiative where the farm woman has a
background irhealth care. Some of the buildings are rented out to a care
institution, which employs the farm woman. Two other employees of this
institution help her offer guidance to the clients. A major reason for
collaboration is to reduce financial risks and thedla of taking care of
all the financial aspects. The regional representatives indicated that this
type of care farms is largely limited to the province of Limburg. In the
other provinces, it is almost nonexistant. On average, less than 5 percent
belong tathis type.

3.4.3.Initiatives by Former Employees of the Care Sector

The objective of former employees of the care sector is to provide
care services that are in line with their ideals (less bureaucracy, more
direct contact with clients). In most cases, they have no background in
agriculture. Since their focus is on care aot on agricultural production,
the agricultural dimension remains limited. The empirical data show that
initiators from the care sector have different strategies. One strategy is to
seek collaboration with an existing farmer (Type 6). The most common
strategy, however, is to buy an abandoned farm (Type 7). Both types of
care farms have appeared since 2003. Generally speaking, they are
relatively independent of care institutions, as they use personal budgets of
clients and are subcontractors of care fastins. In addition, we found
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two older types of initiatives: ones that developed a close alliance with a
care institution (Type 8) and those that are independent and have obtained
their own AWBZ accreditation (Type 9).

Type 6: Relatively independent addsare farm In this case, a
former employee of the care sector without a farm takes the initiative to
start a care farm and is able to develop one by working together with an
existing farmer. In most cases, the initiator and the farmer already know
each d¢her. The former employee of the care sector focuses on providing
care. The farmer benefits from the work done by the clients, and the
initiator has access to a farm without having to invest. In many cases, the
initiator agrees with the farmer which tagks clients can perform and
which part of the farm can be used. Characteristics of this type are a focus
on both care services (by the initiator) and agricultural production (by the
farmer) and a relative independence from formal care institutions. A
typical example is a former employee of the care sector who wants to
develop a smakscale care project characterized by a more personal and
respectful attitude. She contacts all farmers in her area. One of the farmers
has a spare barn where a canteen forlteets can be built. The initiator
and the farmer get along very well and agree to collaborate without a
formal contract or financial arrangement. The initiator is completely
responsible for the care business, providing guidance to a groufd of 5
clients bur days a week. The regional representatives estimated that the
percentage of care farmers belonging to this type varies between 3 and 10
percent in the different regions. About 5 percent of the care farms belong
to this type on average.

Type 7: Relativglindependent care focus farm (former
employee)As with Type 4, this type focuses on care services and relative
independence. A former employee of the care sector buys a farm where
agricultural production has terminated in most cases. The motivation is
similar to that for Type 6. The contribution of the care services to the
income is more than 75 percent. Agricultural production is limited. The
farm is completely adapted to provide optimal care services. The number
of clients is more than seven per daycharacteristic example is a family
where both partners have a background in health care. They write a
business plan and obtain a mortgage from the bank to buy and adapt the
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farm. In the initial phase, the man keeps his job to guarantee sufficient
income. When the care business has developed sufficiently, he quits his

job and becomes a partner in the care farming business. The regional
representatives of care farms estimated that the percentage of care farmers
belonging to this type varies between 5 and dfegnt in the different

regions. On average, approximately 10 percent of the care farms belong to
this type.

Type 8: Care focus farm allianckike Type 5, this type focuses
on care services and a close alliance with an institution. Some of the farms
begunLQ WKH V KDYH HYROYHG LQWR WKLV W\S
was similar to that described under Types 6 and 7. Instead of buying a
farm or collaborating with an existing farmer, they initiated a farm project
in collaboration with existing carestitutions. Initially, the projects were
independent foundations. Because of uncertainties in financing the care
services and the high costs of renovating the often old buildings, they
became part of one of the AWBatcredied care institutions that
supported them. A characteristic example is an initiative of employees of
an anthroposophist care institution. They started a foundation with
influential people on the board. They rented an abandoned historic farm
from a municipality. With the support of goveranal care innovation
funds and three care institutions, they managed to develop the care farm.
On average, a mixed group of 25 clients received day care on the
farm. A major problem was the uncertainty of the financing methods and
the huge variety ofifianciers, such as innovation funds, the municipality,
and care institutions. At the time, personal budgets were not yet available
and the board was hesitant to apply for an AWBZ accreditation, because
health insurance companies regarded new entrantsvedgalioreover,
renovation of the historic farm was too costly for the small foundation.
This made the initiators decide to become part of a larger care institution,
while maintaining their identity. The number of care farms belonging to
this type is limied and varies between 0 and 5 percent in the different
regions, according to the regional representatives. The average percent
age of care farms belonging to this type is less than 1 percent.

Type 9: Independent livinggorking communityThis type, like
Types 4 and 7, focuses on care services and independence. These
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initiatives all started in the 1970s and 1980s. They are rooted in the
societal changes in the 1960s and are a part of a subculture that opposed
materialism, authority, andploitation of the earth and mankind. They
were inspired by anthroposophy, religion, and socialization programs in
the care sector. Living and working together fit into the vision of being
equal, being authentic, and engaging in a healthy intercourséheith

earth and other humans. It is a special type of care farm, because living,
working, and care are integrated into a community. These farms are now
independent AWBZccredited care institutions. A typical example is a
living-working community initiated yptwo families with a background in
psychiatry and agriculture and anthroposophy in the 1980s. They were
able to take over a small farm. Together with a few clients with a
psychiatric background and intellectual disabilities, they started living on
the fam. Their idea was to develop a living working community for 20
clients. They started a foundation, and got support from influential people.
The care farm developed gradually from a pioneering initiative into a
professional organization with a director, sopsory board, client
organization, and specialized units that provides care to more than 60
clients daily. The regional representatives indicated that the number of
care farms belonging to this type is very limited (approximately 30). This
is just over JPercent of the total population.

3.4.4.Initiatives of Other Persons

, QLWLDWLYHY RI SHRSOH RWKHU WKDQ IDU
the care sector have begun since 2003. Many of these established
foundations to attract funds.

Type 10: Relatively irspendent care focus farm (othek)so like
Types 4 and 7, this type has a focus on care services and a desire for
relative independence. Many of the initiatives of this type started similarly
to those of Type 8. In many cases, the initiators developediadss plan,
set up a foundation to raise funds, and searched for a location. Typical
initiators described by regional representatives are local inhabitants with a
strong sympathy for combining agriculture and care and parents or
relatives of clients. lisome cases, the initiators developed plans for an
existing farm owned by a municipality or nature organization. A
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characteristic example is an initiative by local inhabitants making plans

for an abandoned farm in their village. They invited influentialyeto

EHFRPH PHPEHUV RI WKH IRXQGDWLRQYV ERDUC
business plan generated support from funding bodies and the

municipality, and the initiative generates a lot of local support. According

to the regional representatives, the percentdgare farms belonging to

this type varies between 0 and 20 percent in the different regions. On

average, the percentage belonging to this type is 10 percent.

3.4.5.0verview

Table 1 gives an overview of some of the characteristics of the six
most commortypes, which cover 85 percent of all care farms. Different
types of care farms evolved in differemripds. The independent living
working communities initiated in the 1970s and 1980s were followed by
the initiatives of employees of care farms, leading to care focus alliance

IDUPV 7\SH 7KH ILUVW LQLWLDWLYHV E\ IDUI
integrated care farms (Type 3).&bthers are of a more recent date. The
helping hand alliance (Type 1) developed when farmers were able to
outsource tasks to regional foundations of care farms and care institutions
willing to invest in collaboration with farmers. Other independent
initiatives from outside the agricultural sector developed after the
broadening of the personal budget in 2003 (Hassink et al. 2012). The
motivation to initiate care services varies between the different types. The
contribution of clients to agricultural prodiar decreases and adaptation
on the farm increases with an increasing number of clients and a greater
focus on care. There are considerable variations in the revenues of the
care services, investments, and costs and the way the care services
are paid for Table 1).
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Table 1.0verview of the characteristics of the six major types of care
farms (- = not at all; +/- = limited; + = to some extent; ++ = considerable;
F=Farmer; W= Farmerfamily; A=additional personnel).

,QLWLDWHG E\ |IDéxiBtiHgS&mM IDPLO\ RQ Initiative by | Initiative by
(former) other person
employees
of the care
sector
1. Helping 2. By Care farm 3. Integrated  4.Indep. Care 7.Indep. 10. Indep.
hand care farm focus farm | Care focus = Care focus
Alliance farm farm
Starting year 20002011 20002011 19932011 20002011 20032011 20032011
Focus of care Agricultural | Agricultural Agricultural Care Care Care
farm Production | Production production and
Care
Organization ' Family farm = Family farm Family farm Family farm | New family  Variable,
type farm often
foundation
Motivation Labour Social Social Better care  Better care | Solidarity
Initiator/care | Social Income Income Future for Own Equality
farmer No trouble | Satisfaction Satisfaction  farming enterprise  gyample for
with finding Broadening Broadening Own society
clients strategy strategy enterprise
Number of 1-3 1-6 7-15 >7 >7 >15
clients/day
Extent and Farmer + Farmer/farming = F+W-+addition F+W+A Initiator (I) | +E
type of farming family(W) al personnel +A
Guidance family (F) (A)
/Care
institution
Contribution | + +/- +/- +/- +/- +/-
to agricultural
production
Adaptations in - - + ++ ++ ++

farm charact.
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Profit formula Single Multiple revenue Multiple Single Single Single

revenue model (care is revenue revenue revenue
model: limited) revenue model model: care  model: care  model: care
agriculture

Clients

contribute to
agricultural
production

Investments [nvestments and Investments anc Investments Investments Investments

and costgow COSts: low costs: and costs:  and costs: and costs:
considerable | considerable high (buying high (buying
a farm) a farm)
Subcontrac  Financing mecha Financing Financing Financing  Financing
tant nisms: pgb and medanisms: mechanisms: mechanisms:mechanisms:
subcontractant  pgb and diverse diverse diverse
subcontractant
Attracting
funds

3.5.Discussion

This study adds to existing literature on multifunctional
agriculture in its discussion of the diversityaafre farms, a novel sector
of multi-functionality that, in spite of its rapid growth, has hitherto
received very little scientific attention. In developing a comprehensive
typology of care farms, we have been able to describe the diversity of
practices thiahave developed, thus contributing to the literature on multi
functionality and aiding understanding of the diversity of the sector. In
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constructing from a literature review a typology with three dimensions
initiation, structure of primary process, andue of entrepreneurship (as
Figure 1 shows) we were able to score the types found in seven regions
in these terms in order to validate our conceptual typology. The six most
common types (as Table 1 shows) cover 85 percent of the total population
of care fams. We found a considerable diversity between the different
types of care farms and between the different regions.

Regarding the first point, we have found that some of the 27 types
do not exist: initiatives from outside the agricultural sector wheredhs
business is not dominant. This finding is not surprising, as the motivation
of almost all initiators from outside the agricultural sector is to develop a
successful care business in an agricultural context, without focusing on
agricultural productionOnly in a limited number of cases do initiators
from outside the agricultural sector work together with existing farmers.

It is also not surprising that we found the greatest variety in types
Rl FDUH IDUPV DPRQJ WKH FDUH I@2&Phe LQLWLD)
distribution between farm families focusing on agricultural production,
care, or both is roughly equal. In many of the care focus initiatives,
farming activities were already limited when the care business started and
the family engaged only in gatime farming. The care business enabled
them to ensure a more successful future for their farm. In some cases, care
services appeared to be more profitable than agricultural activities and the
family decided to reduce agricultural production. In all thoases, one of
the partners had a background in health care.

To understand differences between regions, we can compare two
provinces. In the province of Limburg, the main types of care farms work
closely together with AWBzAccredited care institutions anere
LQLWLDWHG E\ IDUPHUVY IDPLOLHV ,Q WKH SUF
initiatives have a close collaboration with AWBZcredited care
institutions. The helping hand alliance type is concentrated in two other
provinces with strong supporting orgaations. We argue that regional
differences are caused by cultural differences, expressed in the goals of
the initiators, the existence of support organizations, and the willingness
of AWBZ-accredited care institutions to develop care farms in close
collaboration with farmers.
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Our results are of interest for debates on multifunctional

agriculture and rural development. Our findings confirm and elaborate on
:LOVRQTV VXVSLFLRQ WKDW 3JHRJUDSK\ PDWWH
functionality, which occurs on variousaes, from the farm to the global

level? but especially on the farm, community, and regional levels.

Wilson (2008) has also suggested that initiatives on existing farms
range from weak (productivist) to strong (postproductivist) multi
functionality. Ouranalysis yields insight into how this is related to
differences in objectives and strategies. In the weak multifunctional types,
like the helping hand alliance, agricultural production is dominant and the
farm is open only to a limited number of clientsordan help increase
agricultural production. The structure of the farm and the identity of the
farmer do not change. Clients are welcomed as additional workforce. In
the strong multifunctional types, where care services are more important
than agriculturaproduction, agricultural production is adapted to meet the
objectives of clients, increasing the carénted identity of the farm.

Clients take advantage of a mix of resources, like personal attitude, useful
activities, and the green environment (Hasghal. 2010). Around the

farm, new networks develop. These eareented types of care farms can
incorporate a range of client groups (e.g., clients with severe mental
problems, clients with learning disabilities, elderly persons, children) and
are mordntegrated into the care sector.

ORUHRYHU LQ DJUHHPHQW ZLWK 5HQWLQJ
about multifunctional farming, we found that changing financial
arrangements and the development of support organizations are important
issues in understandirige dynamics of care farming and the development
of new types of care farms. Initiators may choose to stay independent or
merge with a care institution; they can opt in favor of an AWBZ
accreditation or use personal budgets and subcontracts with care
institutions. These choices depend on personal views, the environment,
and the period. Committed initiators with entrepreneurial competence
have various options for developing a care farm, while initiators with
limited entrepreneurial skills or ambitions havenaaller playing field.

Their only option is to initiate a close collaboration with an accredited
care institution or regional organization of care farmers. Initiators can
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benefit from these models, as entrepreneurs tend to copy successful role
models whersetting up their venture (DiMaggio and Powell 1983).

Other findings also confirm that it is often female farmers who
build new onfarm business (Bock 2004). Especially in the more-care
RULHQWHG LQLWLDWLYHV E\ IDUPHthyf IDPLOLH
female partner, who in many cases has a background in health care and
who has often worked in the heaftare sector until children were born.
The concept of the care farm offered opportunities for these women to
benefit from their former network angémbine their own business with
caring for their children.

Finally, we add insight into the sociological background of new
entrants into the rural economy. In 25 percent of the cases, the initiators
are newcomers from outside the agricultural sector. Theg hn affinity
with agriculture and the rural area. Their motivation is not to start a
productive farm, but to establish their own srsalhle project and offer a
more personal type of care. Access to funds of the care sector enabled
them to start a cafarm without having to invest in agricultural
production capacity. The caogiented care farms provide employment
opportunities not only to initiators but also to people assisting those
initiators. The combination with care services makes farming an lappea
area for people with a background in the care sector. Thus, while Wilson
(2008) suggests that newcomers in agriculture are wealthy urbanities with
income outside farming who lack local embedding, our case shows very
different categories of new entrant

Our findings support the concept of farmers as initiators and
farms as attractors for outsiders to describe two different situations
(Praestholm and Kristensen 2007). In the first situatiofiaom
diversification is initiated by a farmer as a pathwayard farm
development; in the second situation (farms as attractors), opportunities
for nonagricultural activities on farms are an important rationale for
buying a farm (Praestholm and Kristensen 2007). The different types of
care farms are expressiorf3ifferent strategies for combining
agricultural production and care services and gaining access to funds of
the care sector. This variety has resulted in a diverse sector and a mixture
of farms with strong and weak muftinctionality and different ideities.
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Returning to our final objective, how may we understand the
development of different types of care farms? First, we have seen that a
proper account of structure, agency, and their relations as implied in
FRQILIXUDWLRQ WKHRU\ DMWY RMKIHOVHENRIRQ RV
important for understanding the mutually reinforcing changes in structure
and agency. For instance, it helps to explain how changing regulations in
the care sector create opportunities for developing new types of care
farms. We oberved that the institutional environment of the care sector,
and especially its legislation and financial arrangements, affected the
appearance of types to a great extent. In the period before the 1990s,
regulations that could be used by care farms &nfie careesvices were
not clear. Initiabrs were creative in finding different financing sources.
Gradually, care services came under the framework of the AWBZ. Only
accredited care institutions had access to these funds. Projects that applied
for an AWBZ accreditation in the second part of the 1990s found that
health insurance companies and accredited care institutions opposed
applications from care farms for this accreditation. This opposition made
initiators decide to become part of or develop a cidisEnce with a
formal care institution. This finding is in line with observations of Porter
(1980) that barriers to entry affect organizational strategy. In contrast, the
living-working communities (Type 9) obtained AWBZ accreditation
mostly at the begiring of the 1990s. Liberalization of the care sector has
enabled regional foundations of care farms to become accredited care
institutions since the beginning of this century. Farmers could outsource
tasks to some of them. In addition, the increasing hagity of care farms
stimulated some formal care institutions to initiate close collaboration
with groups of farmers in their region. These supportive organizations
stimulated the development of the helping hand alliance type.

The introduction and broadeningthe personal budgets for
clients in 2003 offered clients the possibility of making direct contracts
with nonAWBZ-accredited care providers of their choice. This made it
much easier for projects to develop a successful care farm while
maintaining theiindependence. It stimulated the development of new
types of care farms, especially by former employees of the care sector.
These examples show how changes at a regime level (regulations in the
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care sector) and increased legitimacy offered opportunitiebéo
development of new types of care farms.

Different organizational theori€sontingency theory, resource
dependency theory, and new institutional theory) provided more specific
insights into the interaction of types with their environment. According t
contingency theory, organizations adapt rationally to the demands of their
environment (Reed 1992). In the case of care farms, new types of
organizations appear when the care context and its regulations change, as
indicated above.

An important deviatiortoncerns the argument from new
institutional theory and institutional isomorphism that pressures
organizations to conform to normative rules lead to homogenization of
organizations (DiMaggio and Powell 1983). This phenomenon does not
take place to a greaktent in the care farming sector. The diversity in
types of care farms has even increased in the last decade, in spite of the
institutional environment of the care sector. They were not forced to
conform to normative rules, as most care farms decidetb ragply for an
AWBZ accreditation. The use of personal budgets of clients, reflecting a
shift toward more demarariented welfare provisions, provides them
with sufficient room to operate. Thus our example suggests that such
theories should consider a reativersified and dynamic picture of
institutional arrangements, which tend to respond to experiences in
LQFXPEHQW SUDFWLFHY DV ZHOO DV WR QRYHO
Geels 2007). We should remark, however, that developments in care
farming hae not crystallized yet and the pressure for standardization is
increasing.

In line with predictions of new institutional theory and
isomorphism, the livingvorking communities transformed from
pioneering initiatives without hierarchy into formal institutgowith their
own AWBZ accreditation. They changed and developed an accepted
structure under the influence of the rules of the AWBZ.

A substantial number of farimased initiatives seek close
collaboration with a formal care institution. Farmers of theihglpand
type concentrate on agricultural production and do not want to spend time
on acquisition. Providing care is not a necessity for them. Care focus

alliance farmers are dedicated to providing care. They are uncertain about
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the regulations in the casector and seek collaboration to reduce such
uncertainty. This is a clear example of a bridging strategy. According to
Grunig (1992), organizations have a greater tendency to follow a bridging
strategy when developments in the business environment amveer as
threatening. Alliance formation of both types of care farms can be
explained by resouregependency theory. Collaboration gives parties
access to attractive resources and skills of other parties, which are not
available or difficult to obtain ithe market or irfhouse (Barney 1991). In
some regions, close collaboration with formal care institutions did not
exist. This lack of collaboration can be explained by insights from
organizational ecology. New sectors, like care farming, initially lack
legitimacy (Carroll 1997), which makes care institutions reluctant to
collaborate. When the sector develops and legitimization grows, an
increasing number of care institutions are motivated to collaborate.

In line with developments in configurational approag;vee
selected structural and strategic aspects and alignment with the
environment as key dimensions for the typology of care farms.
Developments in agricultural typologies mirror the developments in
organizational theory. Initially, only internal attrilestof agriculture were
used as a basis for agricultural types (Kostrowicki 1977). Recently,
scholars have criticized major agricultural typologies as they are often
restricted to structural aspects (Howden and Vanclay 2000; van der Ploeg
et al. 2009). Comary to many typology studies in the agricultural sector,
we did not start with empirical data clustered into taxonomies (Milan et al.
2006). Some have criticized these taxonomies for their lack of theoretical
significance, their arbitrary variables, ameir unreliable results (Miller
1996). We followed the approach suggested by Rosenthal et al. (2006) by
developing a conceptual typology based on key dimensions and categories
and then validating it against empirickdta. Studies focusing on
multifunctioral agricultural typology are rare. We have not found other
examples that link the body of research on organizational configurations
with literature dealing with classification schemes for farms.
Organizational literature enriches the field of agricultafassification by
its different hypotheses about the interaction between organizations and
their environment. The structuration perspective and different perspectives

such as contingency, resoudependency, and new institutional theory
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and organizationacology all contribute to a better understanding of the
appearance and development of types of care farms.

3.6 Conclusion

The first objective of the article was to develop a typology that
captures for the first time the diversity of the care farnsiecfor in the
Netherlands. We have introduced configurational and organizational
approaches and existing farm typology studies to select relevant
dimensions for a new classification of care farms. This enabled us thus to
provide a typology that meets sowiethe criticism of farm typology
studies by including other activities than commodity production as well as
the strategic behavior of entrepreneurs. To meet our second objective, we
then used this typology to map the range of practices in care farmiisg. Th
has led to contributions to debates on multifunctional agriculture and rural
development. Interesting findings are the presence of types with strong
and weak multfunctionality, offering different types of care services.
Changing financial arrangemerasd support organizations facilitating
farmers result in new types of care farms. In addition to regular farmers
gradually diversifying their economic activities into care farming, we see
women with a background in health care and new entrants (with a
noragricultural background) as important initiators of earented
(strong multifunctional) care farms.

Organizational theories have deepened our insight into how
different types of care farms interact with their environment. The type of
care farm beingleveloped depends on the objectives, entrepreneurial
orientation, and risk perception of the initiator, the environment (are care
institutions willing to cooperate), the period, and the existing regulations
and financing structures.

Finally, our study prodes a more ecurate theorization and
undestanding of the objectives and strategies of initiators and the types
evolving in a promising field of multifunctional agriculture. Care farms
are not the result of a orséded adaptation to a changing environmbént
an entrepreneurial development of care services provided in a rural setting
through (pro)active interaction between diverse initiators, including
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insiders (farmers), farm women, and outsiders to the agricultural sector.
They illustrate the possibiids offered by a heterogeneous and changing
environment.
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Chapter 4.

Entrepreneurship in agriculture and
healthcare: Different entry strategies
of care farmers
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4. Entrepreneurship in agriculture and
healthcare: Different entry strategies of care
farmers

Abstract

Care farming provides an interesting context of multifunctional

agriculture where farmers face the challenge of having to bridge the gap
between agriculture and healthcare and acquire new customers, partners
DQG ¢QDQFLDO UHVRXU FH Yorhpdrer diffafddt énhbDyJ H V HF
strategies of different types of care farmers: varying in weak and strong
multi-functionality, the degree of legitimacy and background of the

initiator. Our objective is to provide insight into the key factors

contributing to the évelopment and success of care farms, in particular by
focusing on the role of entrepreneurship, commitment and the ability to

cope with barriers in the environment. We developed a framework based

on entrepreneurship and opportunity structure. We inteedetifferent

types of care farmers. Many of them were farmers' spouses with prior
experience in the care sector. Entrepreneurship and the local and national
RSSRUWXQLW\ VWUXFWXUH OLNHinter&cba@d HV L Q
explain the accesbility and growth potential of care farms. Pioneers in

the emerging care farming sector faced a lack of cognitive and
VRFLRSROLWLFDO OHJLWLPDF\ DQG D PLVPDWFI
VWUXFWXUHV ,QLWLDOO\ WKH\ RQO\ VXFFHHGH
entreprepurial behavioand commitment. Having a gessional

background and network in the care sector was helpful in the starting

phase. Later entrants experienced more legitimacy and fewer barriers as
Aancing regulations had changed. They had different eptigns: being
independent or under supervision of a care organization or a regional

support organization of care farms. For this latter option, newcomer

problems were solved by established care organizations. However, there

was a risk of becoming too depkmt on established care organizations.
Initiatives with weak multfunctionality failed more often thanitiatives

with strong multifunctionality due to unrealistic expectations and limited
commitment on the part of initiators.
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4.1 Introduction

Rural areas and the role ofreyllture are undergoing
fundamental changes Western Euspe (Van Huylenbroek and Durand
2003). Changing demands from society have drawn attention to the multi
functionality of agriculture and changed the way an increasing number of
farmers operat (Clark, 2009; Meerburg et &009). Around the coref
agricultural production, new activities and business were initiated, like
recreation, food processing, nature, landscape, and watenargy
servies (Maye et al. 2009; Meerbueg al. 2009). This phenomenon
has become widely known as multittionalagriculture (Wilson
2007). Different approaches have structured theatdebn
multifunctionalagriculture in heterogeneous ways, leading to an
increasingly chatic conception (Renting et al. 2009; Leck e28l14),
including market redation approaches, land use approaches, -actor
oriented approaches, and public retjalaapproaches (Renting et al.
2009).

Initially, the market regulation approach illustrated thg
framework of the OECD (OECD ZDV L QIAReAtRYAt al.
2009). Within this perspective relevant functions that are analyzed
concern positive externalities and/or negative externalities of
SDJULFXOWXUDO DFWLYLW\ WKDW GXH WR WKHL
WR EH LQVXI¢FLHQ@w®adity markiXQ WHHIXODWLRQV
(Renting et al2008: 364). This narrow focus was criticized as being too
limited to understand the range of multiple functions potentially provided
by agriculture like care or education services (Rergirg.2008, D09).
,Q DGGLWLRQ LW ZDV FULWLFL]JHG DV JLYLQJ LC
processes at the farm level and changing motivations and networks of
involvedactors (Renting et a2009). 3 Zher approaches apply a wider
perspective and position the Bhiowards multifunctional agriculture
against the background of the more general changes in the relations
between agriculture, rural society andsbHW\ DW ODUJH~ 5HQWL
2008: 364). Irthis wider approach multifutional agriculture can be
sea as dransition process, from a mhactivist towards a nen
productivst model of agriculture (WilsoR007, 2008). Wilson (2008)
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presents mulfunctionality as a spectrum ranging from weak to strong
multi-functionality. In this view, strong muifunctionality is
characterized by strong social, economic, cultural, moral and
environmental capital and low farming intensity and productiltityhis
perspective, multifurtnal activities should add income and employment
opportunities, contribute to the cons U XFWLRQ RI D 3QHZ DJULF
that corresponds to the needs and expectations of society at large and
LQYROYH D UDGLFDO UHGH¢QLMWeE®RIRQeD QG UHFRC
(Marsden and Sonnir2008:422).

In this paper, we focus on the actwientedapproach: the
decisionmaking processes #te farm level (Renting et #2009). We
realize that this cannot be seen in isolati@mf public reglation
approaches. Legal forms of recognizing multifunctional agriculture and
institutional structures and oy aspects will have implications for the
access to support and choices ald#@ to farmers (Laurent et 2002;
VanderMeuleret al.2006). Stimuating rural development by intdoicing
multifunctional agricuure is not an easy thing to achieve. ltiiepa
UHGH¢{QLWLRQ RI LGHQWLWLHV VWeéeWRoWHILHYV !
(van der Ploeg et a2000). Multifunctional agriculture supposes new
forms and mechanisms of coordination between farming and the wider
society. It raises questions likew agriculture can be embedded into
wider social relations and networks, and what the role is of new
institutional arrangments and professional sttuges (Cairol et al. 2008;
libery et al. 1998; Renting et &008). Agriculture has to coexist,
negotiaé and build alliances with other ad@nd interests (Renting et al.
2008). Breaking out of the productivist regime is oftballenging
(Burton and Wilsor2006) and multifunctional farmers should be seen as
rural entreprenas (Durand and van Huylenbrde2003). They require
new skills and knowledge, which are often not readily provided by the
traditionalsupport systems (Renting et 2008).

In this article, we focus on the alfenges, activities and
entrgoreneurial behavior of care farmers that wereessary to be
successful as pioneers, innovators and later entrants. Care farms combine
agricultural productionvith healthcare and social seres (Hassink and
van Dijk 2006; Dessein et &013). It is a social innovation emerging at

the crosgoads of he agricultural and healthcare sectors. They offer day
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care, assisted workplaces and/or residential places for clients with a
variety of dsabilities (Elings and Hassir2008). The combination af
personal and dedicated attle on the part of the farmifigmily, the

carrying out of useful activities, and an informal andropetting within a
green envionment turn care farms into an appealing facility for vagiou
client groups (Hassink et al. 7KH SHUFHLYHG EHQH{WV I
physical, mental anslocial weltbeing. (Hine et al2008). While care
farming is a growing sector in many Europeaarntdes (Di lacovo and
O'Connor 2009; Hine et &008), we focus on the Netherlands, one of the
pioneers in tts area (Di lacovo and O'Connd009). The numbeof care
farms in the Netherlands has increased rapidly, from 75 in 1998 to more
than 1000 in 2011 (Ernst and You2612).

Care farming is a term that is used in the Netherlands and in the
UK (Hassink andran Dijk 2006; Leck et ak014), but the term isy no
means universally accepted. In other European countries, it is called green
care or socigdarming (Hassink and van Dijk 2006; Di lacovo and
O'Connor 2009; Leck et @&014). Three discourses have been suggested
in the Europan arena relating to thmulti-functionality of agriculture,
public health andaial inclusion (Dessein et &#013). Multi
functiondity is asserted to be the prary discourse in the Netherlands,

Flanders and Norway, where care farming is positioned in the agricultural
sectortakes place mainly on private family farms and is promoted as an
additional sourcef farm income (Hassink et al. 2007; Leck et2f114).
However, as an increasing number of care farms have begun to develop
from outside thegricultural sector, the mufunctionality of agriculture
disoourse no longer completely dapes what takes place in the
Netherlands (Hssink et al. 2012, Leck et al2014). Care farms
GHYHORSHG IURP RXWVLGH WKH DJULFXOWXUD(
health discourse, aké care services are often not new activities around
an existing core of agricultural production on an existing farm, but the key
focus of the iniative involved (Hassink et a20123).

Connecting and aligning with the care sector and ensuring
fundingthr R XJK ¢QDQFLDO UHVRXUFHV IURP WKLV V
GHYHORSPHQW RI FDUH VHUYLFHV RQ WKH IDUP
SLRQHHUV ZLWK D EDFNJURXQG LQ KHDOWKFDU

the care services. They were committed and found ceeatys to obtain
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sul¢, FLHQW (QDQFHV +DVKHQNMB@QFDDO DUUDQJH
care sector have changed over the last decades. From 1995 onwards, care
farms were funded by the AWBZ, the collective health insurance for the
costs of longerm cae in the Netherlands, which implied that funds were
only available when the services were provided bytut®ns with an

AWBZ accrediation (formal status of a reimbursable care provision).
ODQ\ FDUH IDUPHUV DU HzeQ BSVMWB EaCEredit@care UHF R J
institutions and depend on the willingness and collaboration of accredited
care institutions to fundf the care services they pide. Under the

L Q A X H Q FdlierR inoteKehts, personal tmets for clients were

introduced, which, in 2003, becarmgenerally available to clients, giving

care farmers potential access to the AWBZ funds without having an

AWBZ accreditation. After the liberalization of the care market, it became
possible for regional organizations of care farms to apply for an AWBZ
accrditation (Blom and Hassink008). All this indicates that the

environment of care farms is changing constantly and that these changes
affect their access to funding. As a result, the number and diversity of care
farms increased. Many of the later entraares farmers that do not have

the skills or the time to align witthe care sector (Hassink et al. 2014;
Seuneke et aR013). Over the last decade, several regional support
organizations otare farmers and care organiaas have developed to

assist farrars in developing the care sares on the farm (Hassink et al.
2012). Initiators now have the option to stay independendeawelop the

care services thesalves, to develop a close collasiion with supporting

care oganizations or to outsource tasksegional organizations of care

farms.

All these developments have resulted in a diverse sector with care
farms with small and extended care activities, different types of initiators
with an agricultural background or a background in healthcare, and
different degrees of collaboration with support from care organizations or
regional support centers. Care farms are evenly spread over the country.
They are more common on dairy and mixed farms than on arable,
intensive livestock and intensive hottltural farns (Hassink et aR007),
because clients prefer diverse activities in a green environment and direct

FRQWDFW ZLWK DQLPDOV DQG FDUH VHUYLFHV

intensive &rming systems (Berget et al. 2007; Hassink €C40).
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For several reasis, the diversity of care farming initiatives is an
interesting context to study. Ehstudy may increase our unskanding of
the relations between agriculture, society and rural development.
Generally, Dutch care farms are located in rural areas. Thdaraning
sector can be considered an interesting example to a more sustainable
rural development being an alternative thoe agreindustrial model
(Molders2013). Care farming is a fagtowing sector and farmers'
families may contribute to the viabilitf rural areas by creating new
networks between rural and urban areas and new identities and generating
additional soures of itome (Hassink et a2010). Care farms meet new
social demands by using the unique character of farming andeée gr
environmat (Hassink et aR010). Literature on multifunctional
DIJULFXOWXUH LGHQWL¢{¢HG WKH QHHG IRU HQKD
start new noffarming businesses (Seuneke le813) and the serious
FRQVWUDLQWY WR UHDOL]H LQ BsYdiwdvRe) OLNH
The constraints will be most serious for radically new types of businesses
like care farms and in the interganizational and intersectoral settings in
which multifunctional farmers opate (Pyysiaineet al. 2006; Batterink
et al.2010).

The cases we studied vary in degree of newness and legitimacy.
7TKH ¢UVW FDUH IDUPHUV LQLWLDWLQJ FDUH DF
newcomers to the care sector. They faced the challenging process of
boundarycrossing and operating in the institutidmat care sector with
strict regulations. As newcomers, they could encounter economic,
institutional and legal barriers and often faced cultural and network
disconnectia (Hingley et al. 2010; Kloosterm&®10). As newcomers,
they could also face a lack lefgitimacy. They had no solid track records
and stakeholders did not know whether or not theytrasstworthy
(Aldrich and Fiol 1994; De Clercq and Voron2909a). Especially the
pioneers of the care farming sector demanded social change and sought to
change existing practices in the agricultural and the care sector. These
kind of objectives wi create resistance (Ruebott@d13). Later entrants
PD\ EHQH{/W IURP WKH LQFUHDVHG OHJLWLPDF\
to the support of the ministries of agirture and healthcare and strategic
activities of the National Support Centre of Agiicire and Care (Hassink

et al.2014).
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The cases, involving small as well as extended care services,
represent weak and strong midiltnctionality. The diversity in
background of the initiator repsents differences in embeddeds of
initiators in the care and the agricultural sector. The increase in legitimacy
among care organizations and the initiation of regional support
organizations of care farms stimulated theadepment of new types of
initiatives, making use of thesgganizations and outsourcing tasks to
them and representing amples of a new entry strategy for initiators. The
fate of initiatives, varying in degree of newness Egitimacy, in degree
of multi-functionality, in degree of outsourcing tasks and support and in
degree of embeddedness in the agricultural and the other domains, is of
interest to all new activities initiated by multifunctional farmers.

Literature on multifunctional farming shows tlsarting new non

farming businesses like care is challenging and many farmers feel not
capable or comfortable leaving the farm and crossing the boundéries
agriculture (Seuneke et @&013). This is a logical consequence of the
dominance of productieariented thinking and acting amofagmers for
generations (Wilso2008). In the light of these observations, it is
remarkable that the care farming sector was able to develop so quickly
and pioneering farmers managed to combine agriculture and caris. In th
paper, we try to gain a better understanding of how different types of care
farms could develop successfully in the Netherlands.

We describe and analyze the development of different types of
care farms in the Netherlands. The objectives of this papdo dqrovide
insight into the challengdacing different types of cafarmers, the
strategies they employ to realize their objectives and the extent to which
entrepreneurigbehavior is needed to be sessful. We expect that
pioneers faced considerableK DOOHQJHY DQG QHHGHG WR S
HOQWUHSUHQHXULDO EHKDYLRU GXH WR ODFN R
structures and legitimacy assated with a new sector. Farmers without
an education and network in the care sector are expected to entloenter
most severe challenges, as farmers generally lack the skills or time to
DOLJQ ZLWK FDUH RUJDQL]DWLRQV /DWHU JHQ
increased legitimacy and the funding and support structures that
developed.
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The remainder of this paperisstruttHG DV IROORZV :H ¢
present our theoretical framework by elaborating on the context of our
study and discussing the concept of entrepreneurship, after which we
describe the empirical basis of our study, collection and analysis of the
data and presentatRQ DQG GLVFXVVLRQ RI WKH PDLQ ¢«
LGHQWLI\LQJ DQG GLVFXVVLQJ WKH PDLQ ¢QGL(

4.2.Theory

To analyze the development of different types of care farms, we
use challenges related to multifunctional agriculture and the novel and
entreprerurial aspect of care farming as starting points. Literature on
multifunctional agricultural has stressed the need for enhancement of
entrepreneurshifp start new noflarming busnesses (Seuneke et al.

2013). Varias studies indicate that engreneuriabehavior and
environmental characteristics, like networks, rules and regulations, are
crucial variables for the success of ventugar{ner 1985; Ruvio and
Shohanm010; Schutjens and/ever 2000; Sharir and Lern2@06). We

use this as a starting point four theoretical framework. Pioneering care
farmers are expected to face network disconnection. They have developed
networks in the agricultural sector but not in the care sector. In addition, a
lack of accessibility of budgets of the care sector dueistieg rules and
regulations may be challenging.

Entrepreneurship is the development of ideas into valuable
business propositions and the pulling togetifeesources (Anderson and
Jack2000). It is about entrepreneurial individuals seizing and exploiting
opporunities (Shane and Venkataran2000). The creation of care farms
is an entrepreneurial type oftagdty that connects the agricultural and
care regimes. A crucial element in the entrepreneurial process is becoming
part of an adequate network stritddld H LQ D SDUWLFXODU VHFW
Networking is important to discovering opportunities, securing resources,
developing knowledge and gainitegitimacy (Elfring and Hulsink 2003;
Hekkert et al2007). Developing networks in the ragricultural sphere
is important for innovations like care farming and old rural structures have
WR EH AH[LEOH DQG GLY Hrigtwetkst@e Yoig¢dW R DOOR
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(Murdoch2000). Newcomers in the care sector, like care farm initiatives,
EHQH¢ ;W IURP EHLQJ HstEst,GGHpGvidEd theénd with- D U H
intimate knowledge, contacts, soescof advice, resources, infieation,

support and legitimacy (Murdo@000; Anderson andiack 2002; Elfring

and Hulsink2003).

In addition to entrepreneurial skills, initiators have tceistva
considerable amount of time taiiate a new business. Commgnt was
found to be crucial to new businesssuccessful (Ruvio and Shoham
2010; Kessler and Frar#009).

The pioneers in the care farming sector are newcomers to the care
sector. AsnewRPHUV WKH\ SRWHQWLDOO\ IDFH VSHF
economic barriers, but also regulatory, institutional and legal barriers, and
cultural and netwdt disconnection (Hingley et al. 2010; Kloosterman
2010). A clear example of barriers is that before 2008tmf the care
farmers had no direct access to care budgets because it was restricted
to AWBZ accredited carmerganizations. An important clenge care
farmers, being newomers face is to develop legitimacy in the care sector.
Legitimation is theprocess through which newcomers become embedded
in the shared assuM@LRQV RI WKH ¢ 20065 Legifiniatys HW D O
VRFLDOO\ FRQVWUXFWHG LQ WKDW LW UHAHFW
QHZFRPHUY DQG WKH VKDUHG E#tDdnd RdeRI (¢ HOG

GLVWLQJXLVKHG FRIJQLWLYH OHJLWLPDF\
of ventures as taken for granted feature of the environment and
sociopolitical legitimacy, the acceptance by key stakeholders, general
public, key opinion leaders and ggsnPHQW RI¢FLDOV RI D QHZ )
appropriate and right. Socidjital legitimacy has two components:
moral acceptance, referring to conformity with cultural norms and values
and regulatory acceptance, referring to conformity with governmental
rulesadl UHJXODWLRQV ™ $006:U186F Bellereq & H |
Voronov (2009a) distinguished institutional and innovative legitimacy.
Institutional legitimacy, which has a comparable meaning as sociopolitical
legitimacy, is gained when newcomers comply wittJg& LF XODU ¢(HOG
VSHFL{F DVVXPSWLRQV DERXW KRZ SDUWLFLSD
operate. Innovative legitimacy is gained when newcomers challenge an
area's existing order and bring something new to the sector (De @fefcq

Voronov2009a). Newcomergke care farms may attain different
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strategies to develop legitimacy. They can follow the rules and copy the
characteristics or routines of established organizations (contributing to
cognitive or institutional legitimacy). They can initiate cbth@ationwith
established orgazations with legitimacy (Powell etl. 1996; Zimmerman
and Zeit22002). An alternative strategy is framing its innovative behavior
in an attempt to manipulate the perceptions of external organizations or
manipulating the environmenthis may contribute to innovative

legitimacy (De Clercq and Voron@®009a).

A useful framework for analymg the interplay between
entrgareneurship and environmental characteristics is the mixed
embeddedness perspective, which combines the micro letred of
individual entrepreneur with the intermediate level of the local
opportunity structure and the madnstitutional framework and the
trusted community of newcomers and the widetitinsonal context
(Kloostermar2010). In this approach, businessesraieonly dependent
on the skills of an entrepreneur but also on the accessibility of the market
to that entrepreneur. Care farmers with an agricultural background may be
embedded in an agricultural network that is not familiar with the
regulations of theare sector and, as such, not connected to the relevant
actors in the care sector. Formal and informal barriers, in the form of rules
and regulations and social barriers can be important obstacles to
newcomers. Different dimensions of the institutionaifeavork rave
EHHQ LGHQWL ¢ HBG10). B&yRalion Hadrkeis (ike a lack of
access to care sector buddetsfarmers) and the web oflationships
between economic actors (not connected to actors of the care sector) are
thought to be the most rekent with regardo our study (Blom and
Hassink2008). This underlines the impance of social skills and
networking &ilities on the part of initiers d care farms (Baron and
Markman2000).

Entrepreneurship and the local and national opportunity stauctu
interact and explain theccessibility and growth potgal of new
businesses. In our study, the interplay between care farms and actors of
the care sectort éocal and regional level (iarmediate level of the
opportunity structure) and the (changinggulations of the care sector at
national level (macrinstitutional framework) may affect the

opportunities of care farms.
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It is expected that pioneers face greater obstacles in their quest to
become successful than later generations of care farmens theeinitial
lack of legitimacy that is commonly associated with a neector
(Aldrich and Fiol 1994). Also, in a highlynstitutionalized
environment likehe care sector, funding regtitmis can pose as barriers
to entry and succefes business strategies (Pori&80), and have a majo
impact on the success of newmers. Likewise, critical events in the
context, like changes in the regulations of the care sectoprosite
interesting new opptunities. Initiators of care farms cancounter
relatively benign conditions (e.g. a willingnesstha part of accredited
care irstitutions to collaborate or the availability of personal budgets for
clients) or hostile conditions (e.g. a negative attitude on the part of
accredited car insttutions) (Hassink et a0123). Especially when the
environment is hostile, entrepreneurial competences and smart strategies
are crucial (Covin andI&vin 1989). The way organizans manage their
environmentand deal with uncertainties deges their strategy. Two major
strategies for dealing with uncertainties in the environment are bridging
andbuffering (Pfeffer and Salancik@78). In the case of bridging, an
organization creates relationships with the external stakeholders on which
it depends. Partnerships with established organizations can help mitigate a
lack of legitimacy and provide aess to resources (Powell et H96). In
the case of buffering, organizations try to keep the external stakeholders at
a distance, using a bufferingchnique (Pfeffer and Salandik78).

Ruvio and Shoham (2010) point to the importance of the level of
commitment, in addition to entrepreurial competence for soess, and
conclude that this merits further research. There is much scope for further
researh dealing with why and how barriers affectahibusiness
development (Doer@009). Legitimacy and barriers in the institutional
environment of the care sector affect the importance of entrepreneurial
competences and commitment to the fate of smalhbsses. It is
especially challenging to see how marginal organizations like the
pioneering care farmers with limited resc@es@vercome barriers
(Ruebottonm2013). Although legitimacy is seen as an important success
IDFWRU IRU QHZFRP H Uhds beénLdevowdasth® it W L R ¢
which their dayto-day practices are connected to their ability to gain

legLWLPDF\" 'H &OHURW®:QIB).ORURQRY
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To summarize, we see most care farmers as entrepreneurs who
make a transition from productivist to aleand strong muHiunctional
models of agriculture. Pioneers are newcomers in the care sector and may
face serious challenges, like a lack of legitimacy and entry barriers. Some
of them are embedded in the agricultural sector, in the care sector or in
bath, while others are new to both sectors. Later generations of care
farmers can choose to stay ipdadent or collaborate with supporting
organizations. We explore the entrepreneurial behavior and commitment,
the opportunity structure in which they operatel the activities and
strategies of different types of initiators in their quest to develop a
successful care farm.

4.3.Methods

43.1. Overall research design

In a previous study, we distinguished different gypécare farms
(Hassink et al20123). The types of care farms vary in size of care
activities (weak and strong muftinctionality), the initial network in the
care sector due to differences in background of the initiator and degree of
collaboraton with care or support orgaaitions. We obsged that the
type of care farms, entrepreneurial behavior and environmental
characteristics interact. For example, some types (e.g. the one with close
collaboration with an accredited care institution) exist only in benign
environments, whereas other tyadso exist in more hostile
environments. We expect that the importance of entreprenbehabior
and commitment to seess varies between different types and different
environments. Fdiarmers developing a close collaboration with and
outsourcing tasks an accredited care institution, entrepreneurial
behavior is less important than it is for farmers developing an independent
care farm.

This is an exploratory study where we focus on the interplay
between actors (initiators and their actions), changamglitionsand
success (Corbin and Strad€90). Our objective was to select
representative successful and less successful examples of different types
of care farms. We interviewed the initiators of these selected examples to
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analyze how entrepreneurlahavior and enviranental characteristics
affect the success of different types of care farms. In addition, we used
annual reports to collect quantitative information.

43.2. Selection of cases and topics of interview

In a previous study, ten differetypes of actually existing care
IDUPV ZHUH LGHQWL¢{¢HG IURP D VHW RI "XWF
dimensions used in this tylogy are the locus of entrepreurship, the
ratio between care and agricultural production, and the degree of
collaboration wih formal cae institutions (Hassink et &012a, Table 1).
In this previous study, we distinguished three classes for each
GLPHQVLRQ )RU WKH ORFXV RI HQWUHSUHQHXL
initiatives by farmers' families on existing farms. Thegke up the
majority of the care farms. In the second class, the initiative is taken by a
healthcare professional or former employee of the care sector, while in the
third class, initiatives are taken by people from outside both the
agricultural and the carsectors. The share of care as a contributor to farm
income was less than 25%, between 25 and 75% (integrated care farms)
and more than 75%, respectively (care focus farms). For the degree of
collaboration with supporting organizations (entry strategid¢s K H ¢ UV W
class can be characterized as care farms that are independent and do not
collaborate with accredited care institutions. They make use of the
personal budgets clients that are allowed by the AWBZ to spend on what
they see as their needs. In thew®l class, care farms are stdmtractors
of various accredited care institutions. They remain independent and do
not ousource tasks to thesttutions, while the third class includes care
farms that work closely together with accreditededastitutions and
regional oganizations of care farms, and outsource tasks to them.
Examples of outsourcing are client acquisition and assistance. Table 1
provides some information about these different types.
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Table 1 Characteristics of the different typesaaire farms.

+ = strong alliance with and outsourcinghka to formal care institutions/- =
relatively indepenent of formal care institutions; = independent of formal care
institutions

Locus of ,QLWLDWHG E\ IDUPH! Initiative from (former) employees Initiatives
entreprene on existing farm of care sector taken by
urship other
persons
Helping = Low Inte- Rel. Care Rel. Rel. Indep. Care Indep. Rel
Hand @ Care grated Indep. Focus | Indep. Care Focus Living Indep. Care
Alliance Farm Care Alliance Added Focus Farm Working Focus
Focus Care Alliance Community ~ Farm
Focus of Agric | Agric Agric+ Care Care Agric+  Care Care Care Care
care farm Care Care
Alliance + +/- +/- +/- + +/- +/- + - +/-
with
formal
care
institution

In the current study, we asked representatives of all regional organizations
of care farms to identify representative successful and less successful
examples within each of the various types of care farms. Seven out of ten
representatives were able to itlBnthose examples. With their help, we

tried to select three successful representative examples of each existing
type. For one type (pioneering care focus farm alliance initiatives taken by
employees of the care sector) we found only two examples. IiGMas ¢ F X O W
for the representatives to identify less successful initiatives. They
PDQEQDJHG WR LGHQWLI\ FDUH IDUPV WKDW HQFR
in their development. They also brought us into contact with six care

farmers who had terminated theeactivities.
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Based on this information, we conducted qualitativenise
structured interviews (FlicR002) with 36 care farmers, six of whom had
terminated their care activities, throughout the country. The division
among the different types of care farms is presented in Table 2.

For the integrated care farm type, we observed considerable
variation in sarting year, professional background of initiator and in
strategy between different initiatives e.g. specialization and
generalization. Therefore, we interviewed more initiators for this type of
care farm to grasp the diversity in contexts and stratefibe dnitiatives.
JRXU LQLWLDWLYHYV FDQ EH FODVVL¢{¢HG DV SLR
previous century. They were all generalists providing care services to
different client groups. Three of the initiators were farmers' spouses with a
background irthe care sector. Six of them started an integrated farm since
2002 and, as they copied the already existing integrated farm type
examples. Two of them are specialists, focusing on one client group,
where others adopted a more generalist strategy of [imgvidre services
to different client groups. All initiators were farmers' spouses. Only one of
them had no background in healthcare.

The interviews were conducted in 2010. The goal of the
interviews was to identify factors contributing to a successful
development of different types of care farms, according to their initiators.
The topics of the interview were: the process of initiating the care farm,
background, commitment, entrepreneurial behavior, motive and vision of
the initiator, type of care farnenvironmental characteristics (like support
Rl GLITHUHQW W\SHV RI DFWRUV DFFHVV WR ¢Q
strategies to overcome them. While the questions were thus informed by
our literature review, there was room for interviewees to conéritheir
own insights. The data analysis was an inductive, iterative process based
on techniques and procedures proposed by Strauss and Corbin (1998).
First, all transcripts and documents were reatdeael, coded and
interpreted. Instead of using a fietermined category scheme, themes
were allowed to emerge from the subjects' own words, as recommended
for exploratey research (Strauss and Corf®98). A constant
comparative method allowed us to simultaneously code and analyze the
data in order to categize it into developing themes representing
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recurring patterns of behaviors and meanings. Once themes had been
LGHQWL¢{¢HG ZH PLQHG WKH GDWD IRU HOHPHQ\

Table 2 Number of initiatives within each type interviewed and number
of initiatives facing serious problems and number of initiatives terminated.

,QLWLDWHG E\ IDUPH! Initiative from (former) employees Initiatives
on existing farm of care sector taken by
other
persons
Face to Helping Low Inte- Rel. = Care Rel. Rel. Care  Indep. Rel
face Hand | Care grated Indep. Focus Indep. Indep. Focus Living Indep.
Inter - Allian- farm Care Allian- Added Care Farm Working| Care
views ce Focus ce Care Focus Alliance Commu = Focus
nity Farm
Year of = Since Since 1990 @ Since Since Since Since Since 1995 1970199C Since
initiating 2003 | 2003 2002 2003 2005 2005 2005 2005 1998 2005
Numbero 3 2 4 6 2 2 1 2 2 3 2
successfu
farms
Numbero O 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
farms that
are not
successfu
Numbero 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
farms that
stopped
Inter -
views by
telephone
Numbero 4 3 2 1 3
farms that
stopped

Since 2013, care farms that are members of the national
federation of care farms publish annual reports in which they describe the
development of the care activities on the farm. We used the reports of
2013 to collect wgio-date information about the sipéthe care activities
on each of the care farms. Six care farms had not published annual
reports. We telephoned the initiators to obtain the actual information
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about the size of the care activities and the reason for not publishing
annual reports.

In addition, we received the addresses of 79 care farms that had
withdrawn themselves from the database of care farms of the national
support center of farms, the expectation being that these initiatives would
have terminated their care activities. We tried¢dntact all of them in
2010, and were unable to reach 39; in two cases, we were unable to
conduct the interview because the initiators had died, while in two other
cases, the initiators did not want to give us any information; in 15 cases,
the farms hadQHYHU EHHQ FDUH IDUPV LQ WKH UVW
cases, they were still care farms. We managed to conduct 13 interviews by
telephone. The interview topics were similar to those of thettatace
interviews. In addition, we asked the reasorafod date of termination.

Table 2 lists, for each type of care farm, the numbers of initiatives that had
terminated their care activities. We used the results of these interviews by
WHOHSKRQH WR FKHFN R Xib-RBd in@rnie@$s LQJV RI W

433 'H¢eQLQJI VXFFHVYV

One of our objectives is to provide insight into the key factors
FRQWULEXWLQJ WR WKH VXFFHVV RI FDUH IDUP
commonly used by both lay and professional people to describe the
DFKLHYHPHQWYV RI :Bl GHR @Y SXEAMRQ/ QRW DV I
DEVROXWH ¢(JXUH EXW LQ WHUPV RI SUR[LPLW\
to various internal and extern8lVSHFWV"~ +LHQHBHWWK DQG .H

ZKLFK LV LQ OLQH ZLWK D JHQHUD®@SGGH¢QL\
literature, where success is typically taken to represent the achievement of
a small business goal and in some cases also Basinevival (Street and
Cameron ,Q OLQH ZLWK WKLV ZH GH¢{QH VXFFH
initiators achieve theiretlared goals and their ability to ensure continuity
of the care farming activities. In each interview we asked initiators of care
farms whether they achieved their goals with respect to the size and
income of the care activities on the farm. When theamkincome of the
care activities were considerably less than their goal, the care farm was
labeled not successful. When we relate this to our framework, success is
the outcome of an appropriate strategy designed to deal with the
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interactions between tye of care farm, entrepreneurial competences and
commitment and environment.

4.4.Results

We now describe the development, challenges and actions of
initiators of different types of cafarms, according to the dateerftry,
and start with the types ofire farms that were initiated by pioneers since
W K H V DQG ¢(¢QLVK ZLWK WKH PRVW UHFHQW

44.1. Pioneers. livingworking communities starting before 1990

7KH ¢UVW SLRQ B #&tetheQivingvQrkigL D W LY H
communities initiatedby employees of the care sector in the 1970s and
1980s. They started as independent care focus farms. Besides their
background in the care sector, all pioneers had an agricultural background
and education. They were raised on the farm and had decidextake
over their parents farm, as the only option for continuation would be
intensive agculture according to the agtiltural advisers. After working
in healthcare and experiencing the healing qualities of working in the
garden, one of them decidedtéde over his parents' farm to initiate a care
farm. The other two took over existing organic farms. Two of the three
developed into successful professional organizations, with their own
AWBZ accreditation. One of the initiatives stopped in 2000, at a time
when all mental health institutions in the province were in the process of
merging into one organization, and this care farming laimgrking
community would be part of this new organization, due to the support of
WKH ¢UVW GLUHFWRR® | %HIHR @QHH ZVR H J D@D D @/HLF
made, however, the initiator became ill and the interests of the-living
working community were neglected, and the larger organizations took
over the new initiative.

All initiatives were part of the societal changes thatetkin the
1960s, as part of a subculture that opposed materialism, exploitation of the
earth and mankind, authority and hierarchy. The pioneers were inspired by
anthroposophy, religious solidarity and experiments with democracy in
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care institutions. Woiikg and living together on a farm was a practical
expression of the vision of equality, authenticity and a healthy relationship
with the earth and mankind. One key attribute that all the pioneers shared
was a truly deep commitment. They invested a loinod tand energy, as
illustrated by the following exampleé, KDYH WUDYHOOHG WR WEk
14 years to explain them what we were doing and that we should be
HQWLWOHG WR JHW IXQGLQJ’

Although they had an inspiring vision and knew how to sell their
stor\ WKH\ IDFHG VSHFL¢{(F SUREOHPY UHODWHG \
IDUPVY DQG DEVHQFH RI FOHDU ¢(¢QDQFLQJ DUUD(
diverse client groups. They were creative in obtaining funding by
participating in experimental care projects.

They erountered an ambiguous attitude on the part of the formal
care institutions. On the one hand, the care institutions were impressed by
the vision and enthusiasm of the pioneerdlluasrated by the
following quote:3+H WROG PH \RX iPridtthcéeptBdin WKLV
society, but | will support you as it is a real humane initiative; it is not
about attacking the psychiatric problems but the appearance of the inner
VWUHQJWK RI SHRSOH’

On the other hand, they were reserved when it came to
collaboratng with the care farms. The pioneers had to be persistent and
FRQYLQFLQJ WR UHDOL]JH WKH FROODERUDWLRC
anthroposophist network (e.g. an anthroposophist mayor who helped one
of them develop a collaboration with an established c@y@nazation).
The national anthroposophist network helped obtain permigsianew
anthroposophist AWBAccredited care organizations. The care farm
initiatives managed to obtain their own AWBZ accreditation, which
enabled them to really expand and preifesalize.On average, the
number of clents making use of the care farms was more than 70 per
week in 2013, and thaverage annual care budget \8awillion eura

44.2. Innovators. early forms of care farms starting in the 1990's

7KH ¢UVW W\SH DUH FDUH IDUPVY WKDW ZHU
the farmers' families in the 1990s, in many cases, the spouses of the
farmers. Typically, the objective of these pioneers was to establish
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integrated care farms. The initiatives were spread the country. The

number of clients ranged from seven to 15 per day until approximately 10
years agogradually increasing to 180 per day in 2013. They are

integrated care farms, examples of multifunctional farms where both
agricultural production andare services are important pillars of the farm.

They were all very motivated to initiate and develop care activities. In

three of the four cases, the farmers' spouses had a care background and
were the initiators. Typically, they had stopped working oletshe farm

after the birth of the children. When they wantedake up their previous
profession and start care activities on the farm, they were able to use their
network. They had a good relationship with accredited care institutions

from the start. Thy indicated that their background in the care sector was

very helpful in starting the care activities because care institutions had
FRQ¢GHQFH LQ WKHP EHFDXVH RI WKHLU H[SHU
respondentst WKH\ WUHDW \RX OL N becais¢ youkHoWR QH R |
the people and you can explain to them the impact of the care farm for
VSHFL¢{F FOLHQWV’

Only the innovator with no background in the care sector
encountered serious problemslie starting phase with carestiiutions
and generatingunding for the care services. Complaints are that care
institutions refused to pay for the services or that they wanted their
personnel to take care of the clients on the farm. The initiative
encountered a lack of cognitive legitimacy. Care institutiodsdt
EHOLHYH WKDW D FDUH IDUP FRXOG EH EHQH¢F
were unwilling to invest and colleagues within the farming sector were
VNHSWLFDO 7KH IDUPHU LQLWLDWi#e@BdrdRXQGD
members were themictor ofa bank, a mayor and a former director of a
FDUH LQVWLWXWLRQ $Q LQAXHQWLDO QHWZRU
The importance of suchap® FWLYH DWWLWXGH DQG LQAXFE
illustrated by the following quote from this farmer:

3 7KH ERD Eraf hélbdaihad great respect for my pexsrance
and organized meetinggth the directors of care stitutions. This
generated media attention and attracted the interest of the provincial
deputy. Due to all efforts my care farm was promoted on aei@ti

138



symposium and | got provincial support for building a canteen and a
JUHHQKRXVH’

This farmer indicated that itas important to obtain the ot
of the parents of the clients to increase payments. The attitude of the
institution changed wherapens put pressure on them attmleatened to
terminate their contracts. Some of the parents applied for a personal
budget when this became widely available in 2003, which enabled them to
enter into direct contracts with the care farmer.

The second example isat of care focus initiatives started by
HPSOR\HHV RI FDUH LQVWLWXWLRQV LQ WKH
multi-functionality discourse, as the new activities were not an addition to
an existing core of agricultural production on an existimmpfa hey
HVWDEOLVKHG D IRXQGDWLRQ WR UDLVH IXQGV
initiative. They invested much of their own time to set up the initiative.
One of them receivednHP SO R\PHQW EHQH:;W ,QLWLDOO\
innovation fundsLater, they used the personal budgets of their clients.
Although both initiatives applied for an AWBZ accreditation, at that time
(the beginning of this century), health insurance companies were
skeptical about new care suppliers. Both initiativegetbped and provide
day care activities for approximately 20 clients per day. They work with
GLITHUHQW FOLHQW JURXSV DQG LQLWLDOO\ ID]
arrangements to obtathe necessary funding. Mareer, they faced the
high costs of renovatioand new buildings. These constraints made
them decide to become part of a care institution with an AWBZ
accreditation around 2005. Being part of a care institution became
increasigly problematic for the initi@rs. Due to changes in management
of the care institution and budget cuts in the care sector, the freedom for
the initiators to operate was reduced. An illustration is that they were not
allowed to keep their own communication channels or select their
own personnel. The care farradame merely one of the locations of the
LQVWLWXWLRQ 1HZ PDQDJHUV GLG QRW UHFRJ!
of the care farm. The inétors also complained aboutrbaucracy, as
illustrated by the following quote from one of them:
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3:H KDG D @angkD tBe fihding for a new greenhouse. However,
I am not allowed to arrange the permission with the municipality myself.
,W KDV WR EH DUUDQJHG E\ WKH FHQWUDO XQL!

One of the initiators and most of the personnel left the care farm
atHU D FRQALFW ZLMWRHOWH U® @ PLHBsRtheW KH V H
care farms are still operating at a size similar to that at the beginning of
the century.

4.4.3. |Initiatives starting since 2003

When personal budgets became generally availableetds; the
number and diversity of care farms increased (see Table 1).

44.3.1.Initiatives taken by farmers' families
We start with the types of care farms initiated by farmers' families.

Farmers' families started different types of care farms: causfoc
integrated, low care and helping hand care farms.

7TKH ¢UVW W\SH LV WKH FDUH IRFXV FDUH |
care focus farms we included started around 2005 and were both
successful. One of them had hired specialists and developed into a large
speeialized care farm for children with autism and their families, waith
annual care budget of ovémillion euroin 2013. The other initiative
adopted a more generalist and conservative strategy and is open for
different client groups. Their annuzdre ludget was approximately
120,000eura They are examples of etrg multifunctionality as care
services have become the focus on the farm.

They did not receive help from the agricultural union or the local
bank, as the care focus initiatives on existingigadid not match their
vision of care as a supplement to a productive agricultural business. Both
initiatives managed to persuade regional bankgv® them a loan. The
background and education of the initiators were important for the
development of a professional care farm, because, as one respondent
noted: 3With only agricultural knowddge, you will not succeed. We have
a good mix. Due to my studynd background | am the autism speciailist
the region and | give woskops also to care institutions. Our son has a
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management education, which is very helpful for dealing with all the
SHUVRQQHO’

Both initiators had a backgrod and career outside the
agricultural domain. One initiator hasuniversity degree in managent,
while his friend worked in the care sector. The other initiator is a
pedagogue. Her son, who is also involved in the care farm, has a
background in management. This helped tlumvelop a more
independent view and a professid care farm. They had inndixge ideas
about professional care stimulating participation and empowerment of
clients which was helpful to attract clients and their representatives. One
of them provided noonly traditional day care, but also individual care
and treatment. They invested heavily in creating a professional
accommodation. They were active in networking, not only in agricultural
networks, but also in other local networks, like business clulishw
generated local support.

The other care focus initiatives we included were those initiated
by farmers who developed care farms in close collaboration with
DFFUHGLWHG FDUH RUJDQL]DWLRQV unFDUH IRF
The care organizatienwere interested in collaboration as it helped them
to realize more community oriented care services. This is an expression of
the increasing sociopolitical legitimacy of care farms. The farmers
decided taeduce their agricultural pdoiction and set up @rofessional
care business. One of the intilges led the farm to a care institution,
where the farmers' spouse was already working, while continuing her job
on the farm. Together with two colleagues, she provides care to eight
clients with severe mentdisabilities. They chose this construction to
UHGXFH ¢QDQFLDO ULVNV 7KH\ KDG KHDUG IUR
SUREOHPV (¢QGLQJ HQRXJK FOLHQWYV DQG ZDQW
The other initiatve developed a large care mess. The farmer
established a foundation and now leases the building to the foundation,
which has agreements with three different care institutions. To maintain
the GHVLUHG Odhoethe@r thé be(@deon, thermers' spouse,
who has a bagkound in healthcare, bame a board member. The
construction of the foundation was helpful to obtain subsidies and
negotiate with care institutions, especially whendabiéaboration was not

satigactory, as illustrated by the nextexaeipt7KH HPSOR\HHV RI W
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care institutiors that worked here did not match with our people. My wife
and | stopped the collaboration, but then it was very nice that the board
VXSSRUWHG XV FRPSOHWHO\ Di@g@Grnadrendhd@ O WKH
wife are responsible for the daily operation & iroject, while the care
institutions provide personnel and clients. The farmers indicated that the
collaboration with the care stitutions was satisfying. Theyressed the
importance of maitaining the ownership of the farm in order to keep
VXI¢FIOHARXWQFH DQG EH DEOH WR VWRS WKH FRC(
satisfying anymore. One of the farms specialized in providing care to
clients with severe intellectual problems, while the other farm
collaborated with different institutions and attracted déferclient
groups. The total number of clients ranged from 10 to approximately 40
per day in 2013, corresponding with an annual care bhuwd@o0
600,000eura

The integrated care farm initiatives starting between 2003 and
2009 reproduced the integratggés that had started in the 1990s. They
were all initiated by the farmers' spouses, with a background in healthcare
initiating their own business on the farm. They are all active in
QHWZRUNLQJ DQG ¢QG FRQWDFWV ZLWK WKH P
SRFLHWDO RUJDQL]DWLRQV WR EH EHQH¢{(FLDO Z
VXSSRUW IRU UHEXLOGRQJIQHZD DG WLDXQ W IXH\5 DY
expertise when needed. They maintain good contacts with care
institutions. None of them encountered serious jgroblin etablishing
the care farm actities. Their professional background in healthcare,
entrepreneurial behavior and the increased acoeptaf care farms as a
good faility for different client groups contributed to their success as
illustrated by thdollowing quote of one of them3:H DUH D YDOXHG
partner by the care organizations and they are keen to collaborate with
XV 0\ FRQWDFWY ZHUH YHU\ KHOSIXO WR JHW F
municipality has great interest in what we are doing and wehalging
WKHP GHYHORS WKHLU QHZ SROLFLHV’

7ZR RI WKH LQLWLDWRUV GHFLGHG WR IRF)
one focusing on elderly care and the other on youth care, these being the
client groups with whom they had previously worked. The others had
mixed client groups and hired personnel. In 2013, theamawe budgets

ranged between 150,000 a@0,000eura
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The telephone interviews with integrated care farmers who had
terminated their care activities showed that personal situations can lead to
tKkH GHFLVLRQ WR VWRS ZLWK WKH FDUH DFWLY!
start providing cargvas to increase the familydame. The family was
successful in this respect. After nine years, the family sold the farm,
because the work gave them too matriess. In the second case, the
initiative started at the request of a care institution. The farmer was
enthusiastic about this new activity. However, the care institution
WHUPLQDWHG WKH FRQWUDFW DIWHU ¢YH \HDU"
same tine, the family experienced relational problems and did not have
the energy to contact other care institutions and restart the care business.

The last types of initiatives initiated by farmers' families are care
farms with limited care activities.ney are gamples of weak muki

IXQFWLRQDOLW\ 7KH ¢UVW H[DPSOHV DUH WKH
which have a strong daboration with formal care stitutions or

accredited regional organizations of care farms and which outsource tasks
to them. Tle focus is a agricultural prduction and the number of clients

is limited. The main reason for the farmers to start providing care

activities is that other farmers had positive experiences. Many of them had
a high workload, were looking for additional personnel,Had no

Aancial means to hire employees. They expected the clients to lower

their workload. In addition, the farmers thought it would enrich their life

and they wanted to help people. They were not willing to invest much

time and money to start the carevéees and look for clients thesalves,

and had no ambition to develop an extensive care business. In many cases,
they were invited by care institutions to collaborate, while in other cases it
was the farmers who took the initiative.

In most cases, farmecsllabomted with youth care and adtion
institutions. This type of care farms is concentrated in a few provinces in
the eastern and southern part of the Netherlands, where youth care and
institutions battling addiction developed a close collaboratiitim w
farmers, and in the western part of the country, where farmers could
outsource tasks to a regional onggation of care farms. In all cases, the
collaboration between the farmer and the care institution started
successfully. Most farmers had a goodtiehship with the clients and the

care institution. To be successful, the farmer had toviothe rules of the
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care instiution and be open to commentslssupport from the care
instWXWLRQ 7KUHH LQLWLDWLYHYV VWRSSHG LQ
The main reasons for farmers to stop providing care activities were
disappointment with the working capacities of clients and underestimation
of the additional stress involved. As one of the put it:
3, HISHFWHG VRPHRQH ZKR FDQfafrR Uhdt WG H S H Q
not the case. | cannot always be on the farm. Sometirdesided to stay
on the farm, but the client did not show up. Finally | decided to stop,
EHFDXVH LW GLG QRW ZRUN IRU PH”’

In other cases, changing conditions in the family (birth ofild)
and the business (more activities outside the farm) made the farmers
decide to stop providing care activities. In none of the cases did the care
institution decide to terminate the collaboration.
The number of clients on the care farms that wiliestive in 2013 was
limited and the amual care budget was less tf#h000eura

The results show that a key factor for successfully creating these
helping hand initiatives was a positive attitude on the part of a care
institution. Real commitment and entrepreneurial behavior, for
instance in the form of networking, are not alw@yesent, nor are they
always necessary. Negative experiences or changes in the personal
situation resulted in a negative attitude on the part of the farmers and in
the termination of the care activities. In none of these cases did the care
institution decide to stop the collaboration.

7KH ¢QDO H[DPSOHV RI FDUH IDUPV LQLWLL
with limited care activities are tHew care farms (Table 1: relaely
independent from care organizations and a limited number of clients). In
mostcDVHV WKH FDUH IDUPHUV XVH GLIITHUHQW V
services, like the personal budget of the client or the AWBZ accreditation
of a formal care institution with whom they formally collaborate.
Generally speaking, low care farmers consilerdare activities as an
addition to their core activity that has to remain small. The successful care
farmers have experiences in the care sector, are enthusiastic about their
care activities and active in networks of care farmers, and have a clear
vision of the kind and size of care activities they want to develop. Their
main motivation was to generate additional income. One of the farmers

we interviewed in 2010 had stopped providing care. The main
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reasons for this termination were a high worklea the farm, which was
GLI¢FXOW WR FRPELQH ZLWK SURYLGLQJ FDUH
child, creating too much stress. Because the prices of agricultural products
rose, the family decided to increase the agricultural business. Because two
of the care farmers had fewer clients than they wanted i0, 204

considered them less sgssful. Both depend on a single care institution

to attract clients. They had not developed a network in the care sector,
were not active in organizations of care farmand did not invest in

public relations. They noticed that the number of clients fell when the
management in the institution changed or when the institution decided to
cut costs. In addition, both initiators were not supported by their partners,
they wee not critical about their own role, they were negative about care
institutions and the municipality, blamed external factors for their

problems and did not engage in initiatives to attract more clients. Finally,
they were unable to explain the qualitidgheir farm, to what type of

clients their initiative would be attractive and why clients shouldhesie
services, as illustratday the following example:

3, WKRXJKW WKDW \RX RQO\ KDG FOLHQWYV ZLWk
we get a client wit psychiatric problems and someone else. In the past,

all clients from Philadelphia (a care organization) were sent to me.
Sometimes they had a budget and sometimes not. But now, they have
another board and we have only two clients. | should contact other
organizations, but I have no time for this. | have time in the evening, but
WKHQ WKH\ DUH FORVHG"’

Their situation had not improved in 2013 and one of them had
stopped providing care services, because the care institution did not send
new clients. She hatb energy to invest in the further development of the
care activitiestHUVHO! 7KHVH ¢ @@ developmeéit Rfi£ak K D W
farms with limited care activities can be hampered by limited commitment
and a lack of entrepreneurial behavior, unrealistic etgbiens, personal
situations or problems in the relationship with care institutions. This is in
line with the telephone interviews with helpihgnd and low care farm
initiatives that had quit business. The helping hand initiatives that stopped,
had initially started after a request from a care institution. In two cases,
the care activities stopped after a client had left and the institution did not

provide new clients. These farmers were not interested in investing in the
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care business themselves. Twoenthdecided to stop themselves, because
WKH\ IRXQG WKDW WKH\ GLG QRW KDYH VXI¢FLF
much stress. The low care farms initiatives that stoppedding care

services collabrated with only one care institution. The care farnnase

QRW DFWLYH LQ QHWZRUNLQJ RU WU\LQJ WR ¢ Q
there were problems in thdaonship with the care ingtition: in the

ast case, the institution insisted that the care farmer be trained in client
guidance skills and theare farmer did not receive the kind of clients she

wanted In the other case, the irstion wanted to send one of their

employees to the farm to guide the clients, while the care faramed

to guide the clients hself. The third case stopped whée tare farmer

became ill.

4.4.3.2.Initiatives taken by people outside the agricultural sector

Since 2003, the number of initiatives by people outside the
agricultural sector has increased. We distinguish two main types of
LQLWLDWLYHV Wéaes gdtefocusinitiatikeésinete former
employees of the care sector bought a farm whereudtgiral production
had terminated. In one case, the employee of the care sector initiated the
care business on an existing farm. They used their network icatie
sector to attract clients and were active in public relations. They
approached local newspapers and invited regional care organizations and
FOLHQW RUJDQL]DWLRQV WR YLVLW WKHLU IDUT
the personal budgets of clieniéone of them faced serious problems in
developing the care farm. The care farms developed into independent care
focusfarms providing care to about&clients per day in 2013, witin
annual care budget between 50,000 H0@,000eura They remained
relaively small, as the itiators did not have the antiain to hire
personnel.

We conducted telephone integws with three care focus
initiatives of former employees of the care sector who had stopped. The
main reason to initiate care activities was to shAf{ &« HLU pJUHHQ LQV S
and their beautifuldrm environment with other pple. They stopped for
personal reasons. In one case, it was loss of inspiration on the part of the
initiator. In the two other cases, retirement and a desire to have more spare
time were the reasons to terminate the care activities.
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The second example involves initiatives started by people with a
background neither in agricultun®r in care by advisers andsearchers
LQ PXOWLIXQFWLRQDO IDUPLQJ DUIR XaDI& W K
1). The initiatws we interviewed were enthastic about care farming and
wanted to develop a care farm in their village. They established a
foundation and wrote developed a business plan to obtain subsidies. They
invested a lot of time in applyg for subsidies and contaagicare
institutions, municipaties and nature organizations, with the aim of
attracting interest in collaboration. Thanks to their ability to write a solid
DQG LQQRYDWLYH SODQ WKH\ DWWUmfetWH G V X1
SUREOHP WZR LQLWLDWLYHV IDFHG ZDV ¢(¢QGLQ.
existed on paper. Nature organizations and municipalities were
enthusiastic about developing a location where different functions could
be combined. One initiative did notatly take off until the initiator quit
his job. The initiators said that municipalities, nature organizations and
care institutions all operate very slowly and lackentrepreneurial
attitude. They had to push continually to keep the process going. The
COQWLQXHG VHDUFK ¢QDOO\ UHVXOWHG LQ D JRI
hired personnel to asst in providing care to the &0 clients per day in
2010 and 1810 clients per day i2013 resulting in a budget of 200
600.000euro annually. The itiatives ralized that they are vulnerable
because of changes in regulations and contracts with care institutions. One
initiative decided to apply for the AWBZ accreditation. The other
initiative is developing a close collaboration and kegn commitment
with a cae institution without losing its independenttaving an
L Qeltial network was important to moving ahead. For one initiative, the
JRRG UHODWLRQVKLS LW KDG ZLWK D ODQG DJH
location. As the initiator put it:
3:H DS S UR Dé&# raird/drgdnizations to continue our care farm,
but we never got any offer. Then our new chair, a former alderman with a
good network in the nature conservation sector approached a friend of
him, a land agent who had done a lot of business withdaheen
organization from which we bought this farm. This friend knew that our
present location became available. Thanks to his intervention, we were
WKH ¢UVW FDQGLGDWH
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4 .5.Discussion

Our main objective has beengmvide insight into the chighges
care farmers have to overcome, strategies they employ to realize their
objectives and the extent to which entrepreneurial behavior is needed to
be successt. We found that pioneers,riovators and initiators without a
background in the care sector fackd most severe challenges. We found
that pioneers encountered different barriers and opportunity structures
than later entrants. Pioneers who started in the last century faced a lack of
cognitive and sociopolitical legitimacy, illustrated by the mismatith w
(QDQFLQJ UHIJXODWLRQV 7KH\ QHHGHG WR EH F
their own path and become BtHVVIXO 7KH ¢ UVWorEhgRQHHUV
communities, succeeded due to their hybrid professional background,
which enabled them to combine agricultarel providing care services,
their commiment and lobbying, framing the care farms as an alternative
IRU FRQYHQWLRQDO FDUH DQG DJULFXOWXUH Z
in the care sector, their creative use of innovation funds and their
anthroposopist network. Thanks to the AWBZ accreditation they
obtained with the help of their anthroposophist network, they could really
expand and professionalize. Their character had changed frothere
of an idealistic countemovement to organizations that mé&¢H VSHFL ¢ F
requirements and regulations of conventional care. This shows that their
initial focus on developing innovative legitimacy was successfully
combined with a strategy to develop sociopolitical legitimacy. The former
employees of care institutiomgho started initiatives around 1997 chose to
become part of an accredited care institution. A major reason was that, at
that time, the care sector was not willing to provide accreditation to new
entrants providing day activities.

Farmers who started anégrated care farm before 2003 wanted
to stay independent. Many of them were farmers' spouses with a
professional background healthcare. For them, a bgocund and
network in the care sector appeared to be important. They were treated by
care organizatias as one of them. Their hybrid professional idgmatitd
dual embeddedness (KesRetL3) made it easier for them to interact with
care institutions. Their background and networking aétiwicontributed
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to their sociepolitical legitimacy and generatesdpport from care
institutions and access to budgets. The farmer without this background
lacked this sociopolitical legitimacy améd problems acquiring funding
for the care services. The combtion of commitment and eneeneurial
behavior (making effeive use of the network) was important to the
success of all pioneers, but even more so to the last farmer, who lacked a
professional background and network in healthcare, who had to mobilize
LQAXHQWLDO SHUVRQV WR JHW FDUH RUJDQL]D
LatergeQHUDWLRQV DIWHU EHQH{WWHG S
been achieved by the pioneers: initiatives of care organizations had sprung
to establish a close collaboration with care farmers, AWBZ accreditation
for care farming héhbecome possible, regionabanizations had been
established, who had such an accreditation. The support of ministries for
the National Support Centre of Agriilture and Care and the activities and
SXEOLFLW\ JHQHUDWHG E\ WKLV VXSSRUW FHQV
the cognitive ad sociopolitical legitimag of care farms (Hassink et al.
2014). Care farms became accepted as good examples of the desired
changes in healthcare like socialization elhcare services and
empowement of clients. (Hassink et al. 7KH\ DO Vel fladl Q H ¢ W
changes in the healthcare domain: the availability of personal budgets for
clients and liberalization of the care sector illustrating their increase in
sociopolitical legitimacy.
7KLY DOVR OHG WR GLYHUVL¢(¢FDWLRQ ODW
different pathways to success. iltibrs can choose to stay ipaadent
and opt in favor of obtaining an AWBZ accreditation or use personal
budgets, or they can wotkgether closely with carestitutions or
regional support organizations of care farms amdaurce tasks to them.
These choices depend on personal views, the environment and the time
period.
Farmers' families and initiators from the care sector who copied
VXFFHVVIXO H[DP $ foohhtheFeRpéi ek of @ietes. They
did not encounteserious problems. They were s@ssful due to their
commitment, network in the care sector and availability of personal
budgets of clients.
Since 2003, some farmers' families opted in favor of new types of

FDUH IDUPV 7KH ¢UVW RQ HcakeDs®ftvibed. HiisKV RQ S U
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H[DP S OH ng mdl WKWQHF W L R Q D O200V) expréseed BQ
identity that did nbmatch the vision of the agriltural sector. As a result,
they experienced a lack of support from agricultural organizations for
theirplans. It sbbws that later gesrations of care farmers can encounter
limited legitimacy (moral acceptance) when they choose a new path that is
not in line with dominant logics. This illustrates the difference between
the strong multfunctionality and producticorierted logic in agriculture.
For these farmers, their background outside the agricultural sector, their
vision, entrepreneurial actions and commitment were important to
establish successful independent care farms. Farmers who were less
FRQ¢GHQW G EibplLilizidabe fAtR irGeldde collaboration with
accredited a& organizations. Farmers deaging a close collaboration
with care organizations or becoming part of a care organization should be
cautious about the risk of reduced space to operate and drgiglot
drawbacks of bureaucracy.

The second type of care farms were those with limited care
activities initiated by farmers with less knowledge of the care sector and
less entrepreneurial behavior and commitment than the pioneers. The
success of early oafarms drew these less emireneurial farmers into
the business. Their only option with a chance for success, as we have
seenjs to initiate a close collabation with an accredited care iitstion
or regional support ganization of care farms. For the helping hand type
of care farms, a lack of commitment and entrepreneurship was
compensated by working together with an accredited care institution or an
accredited regional organization of care farms. We found that these
examples of weak muklfunctionality were concentrated in a few
SURYLQFHYV ZKLFK FRQ/UPVinWHibW JHRJUDS
functionality (Wilson2009).

7KH W\SHV RI FDUH IDUPV WKDW HPHUJHG I
framework, especially by the imluction of the prsonal budget (Hassink
et al. 3@omplex interplay between cad¢SHFL¢{F HQDEOLQJ L
limiting factors determines the farm tratisnal potential and the degree
of the farmer's multifunctional thoughtadFW LR Q LQ WLRIH~ 6HXC
2013:210). This illustrates the relevance of different approaches of mult
functionality (Renting et aR009). Here, the decisiemaking process of
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farmers (actooriented approach) is affected by access to budgets and
support structures (public relgtion approach).

Initiators who were not successful or failed to start the care
business lacked the commitment or entrepreneurial behavior required.
They often collaborated with only one care institution, which placed them
in a vulnerable situation. Thirte they could invest was limited and they
did not explore alternative approaches to developing the care business,
when their original plan failed due to resistance from municipalities or
formal care institutions. Mainly for the cases belonging to thestypth
limited care activities personal circumstances,-realistic expectations
and changes in the potential of the agriculttEak VLQHVYV LQAXHQFHC
developnent of the care business on the farm. These care farmers with
less entrepreneurial behaviosalappeared me sensitive to chidnges
and opportunities implied by changing conditions in their social
environment (partners, other farmers) and relation with care institutions.
But, again, this was mainly the case for the farmers with limited care
aciYLWLHV ‘H FRQ¢UP HDUOLHU ¢({QGLQJV WKDW
unable or uncomfortable connecting with other sectors and are sensitive
to changiig conditions (Burton and Wilson 2006; Seuneke e2@l.3).

Connecting with the care sector and leg\inefarm yard
(Seuneke et a013) was much more common among initiators of care
farms with more extended care activities, who in general were also more
entrepreneurial. A larger part of those initiators were already outsiders to
WKH IDUP FRPP X @H ¥bm btieGexpetiEnees. A considerable
number of them had a background in healthcare. As Bock (2004) already
noted, when the initiators were farmers, women, in our study often with a
background in the care sector, tend to play an important role in the
development of new activities on the farm; the farmers' spouse often took
WKH sUVW VWHSawiBusibddscV QHZ RQ

The development of care farming was also shaped by different
types of barriers, depending on the time of initiation, the type of care farm
and the strategies involved. Pioneers who were committed entrepreneurs
generally speaking encountered more problems than later entrants. Later
HQWUDQWY EHQH{WWHG IURP WKH LQFUHDVHG
OHJLWLPDF\ DQG VXS SRU whd Qdanizatior@.AFemdwV W U X |

focus on the types of barriers encountered by diffaygs of initiatives
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and stréegies to overcome these barriers. Table 3 provides an overview of
the main problems encountered by different types of care farms and the
stratgies that were used. Initially, pioneers lacking cognitive and
sociopolitical legitimacy, promoted their farms as necessary alternatives
(strategy to gain innovative legitimacy) for conventional thinking.
1HWZRUNLQJ DQG PDNLQJ X VathoRédr imQoktxni QWL DO
strategy of the examples presented in Table 3. This strategy is directed to
developing sociopolitical legitimacy.

In all cases, the core wasdraw on commitment and
entreSUHQHXULDO EHKDYLRU WR GHDO ZLWK EDUL
conGLWLRQV DQG GHYHORS VXI¢FLHQW SUHVVXU
institutions to collaborate. Their situation may be understood as one of
SPL[HG HPEHGGHGQHVVY" D WHUP SURSRVHG E\
indicate that the practices of individual entrepresenould be embedded
both in the lgal opportunity structure (e.getwork connection,
willingness of care organizations to coltahte) and in the macro
institutioral framework consisting of baers in the form of rules and
regulations and potential maat demand. Examples of this macro
institutional framewaork are the availability of personal budgets and
liberalization of the care sector. Although Kloosterman does not refer to
Giddens, in line with té duality of structure (Gidderi®79), he sees
entrepreneurs as réexive and purposeful and able to alter the structares
which they live (KloostermaB010 p 33). Pineers and innovators faced
requlatory barriers and network disconnection. Committed pioneers
contributed to changing regulations and legitignatthe care farming
sector. Hingley et al. (2M), focusing on migrantentRUHQH XUV LGHQ)
network disconnection as an important barrier for newcomers. As many
other sudies (e.g. Elfring and Hulsirk003) have found, networking is
crucial here as ®ll. A neglected issue in the formation of networks is that
power relations appeas matter (De Clercq and Voron@@09b). More
VSHFL,FDOO\ LQ WKH SLRQHddtorLdphinav/DJH RI W
priviegegdacdVRUV LQ WKH FDUH ¢ Héan® olabdHG WR NHt
SLRQHHUV KDG WR RYHUFRPH WKHLU UHVLVWDC
in the care farmers network was crucial for pioneers to overcome
resistance from powerful actors and to gain access to care sector funds.
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The later initiativesIHQHUDOO\ VSHDNLQJ FRXOG EH
cognitive and sociopolitical legitiaty achieved by earlier initizes and
the support center. They were able to copy successful examples and
encountered a more benign environment. Both structural changes induced
by early initiators and changes in the care regime. Since 2003, new types
of initiatives appeared, including farmers initiating a care focus initiative
and entrants from outside the agricultural sector without the funds needed
to buy a farm. This became @ilsle throughhe wider availability of
personal budgets for clients. These new types faced greater challenges in
their environment than initiators who copied existing types. A clear
example is the lack of support from farmers' organizations for initg&ative
by farmers aiming at developing a large care business and limited
agricultural activities. Again, successful examples of these new types
LQAXHQFH WKHLU HQYLURQPHQW LQFUHDVH OF
RSSRUWXQLW)\ IRU RWKH UNbarrierxX &fe ddtl StatiQ btV FR Q ¢
should be viewed as ongoing clalges to whiclentrepreneurs must
adapt (Doerr2009). In many of the innovative care farms initiated by
farmers' families, the initiator has experience outside the agricultural
sector. This wavery helpful in the development oiniovative care
services.

W LOOXVWUDWHY DQG FRQs¢UPV HDUOLHU
that successful innovators can be occupants of multiple organizational
&lds. Ruvio and Shoham (2010) found that commitngeimhportant to
the success of business ventures and indicated that this merits further
researchOur results provide more insight into the importance of
commitment for the development of rural businesses connecting
agriculture and healthcare.
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Table 3.Problems encountered and strategies used by different types of
pioneering initiatives.

Example

Aspects of hostility in the environmer Strategies to be successful

Living working community Regulations opposed accreditation

by employees care sector
19701980

Integrated care farm

1v

Financing structures not possible for
combination of client groups

Negative attitude banks

Skepticism among farmers

Negative attitude care institutions; aft Initiation of foundation with influential persons li
E\ IDUPHUVY ID P initiation of care farm, refusal to pay f mayor, director of bank, former director of care

the care services on the farm

Lack oflegitimacy

Bank not willing to support investment

Initially lack of adequate financing
structures

Independent care focus fariObstacles for AWBZ accreditation

by employees care sector
\Y

Independent care focus fariLack of support agricultural
b\ IDUPHUVT ID P organizations and local banks

Since2005

Local initiative external
persons without owing a
Farm since2005

No location

Lack of finances fostarting up phase

Promoting innovativeness and alternative visior|
using influential persons with anthroposophist
sympathy as entry

Searching for different types of regulations at Ig|
and national level

Financing through anthroposophist network

Support of veterinarian with authority

institution to put pressure on care institution

Media attention, scientific report to increase
legitimacy and get support from provincial depu

Commitment to attract the attention of provincial
deputy to support care farm as provincial pilot
project

Pressure of deputy and farmers of clients on
institution to establish collaboration

Bank within niche with anthroposophist signatuf|

Search for varig of funding regulations

Becoming part of accredited care organization

Vision, network outside agricultural sector,
persuading regional banks

Formation of network, with access to nature
organizations and municipality at management
Indicating beneficial effects for nature organizat
andmunicipalities

Writing solid and innovative plan to attract fundi
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4.6.Conclusion

Our study has shown how pioneers, innovators and later generations
succeeded in establishing different types of care farms, by bridging the
gap between agriculture and care and gaining access to care budgets, and
what kind of entrepreneurial behavior waeded in different periods.
&KDQJHV LQ WKH RSSRUWXQLW\ VWUXFWXUH D
arrangements, network connection and legitimacy), the development of
different types of care farms and the kind of entrepreneurship required to
be successful interacThe pioneers lacked cognitive and sociopolitical
legitimacy and supporting organizations, and had to develop their
initiative on their own. Only committed entrepreneurial pioneers were
successful.

Most initiators establishing extended care addsi(strong multi
IXQFWLRQDOLW\ EHQH{;W IURP UHOHYDQW HJ[SFH
sector. In the last decade, initiators of care farms have been diverse in
terms of their backgrounds and objectives, and have different choices in
terms of their entrgtrategy. Some of them are embedded in the care
sector, others in the agricultural sector; some of them choose strong multi
functionality, others weak muitfunctionality. They can choose to
develop the care farm independently or outsource tasks torsingpo
organizations. This illustrates the development and dynamics of an
established multifunctional agricultural sector with considerable
legitimacy where later generations can choose different pathways. In line
with Renting et al. (2008), we found thetK DQJLQJ (¢ QDQFLDO DUL
and the development of support structures are important issues in
understanding the development of new types of care farms. This illustrates
the relevance of the actoriented and public regulation approaches of
multifunctional agriculture in understanding the dynamics of care
farming. Since 2003, an increasing number of care farms were initiated
from outside the agricultural sector. They are a better match with the
public health discourse, as they are primarily focusedomgting health
DQG ZHOOEHLQJ RI FOLHQWYV 7kKfuntibrRailye UPV Wk
is still the primary discourse of care farming in the Netherlands, it no
longer covers everything that takes place (Leck et al. 2014). In the public
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health discoursesare farms are considered innovative services
contributing to the participation and empowerment of clients. The care
farm initiatives linked to and generated support using both discourses. In
the multifunctionality of agriculture discourse care farmiramnde
considered an interesting alternative for the agduostrial model with its
dominant liberalization and globalization logic.

Successful pioneers, innovators and farmers opting for care farms
with strong multifunctionality are committed entreprensurhey
develop a new identity, establish new (urparal) networks, generate
substantial sources of income by and employment by making new
business models for providing care services. These care farm initiatives go
far beyond the initial concept of muftinctionality with its focus on
positive and negative externalities of agricultural productionparadision
of public goods (OECR2001). We consider them natly illustrations of
the multfunctional model of agriculture, but also of a new entreprereuria
model of agriculture.

A limitation of our study is that we only included a limited
number of unsuccessful initiativesuture research into exit stegies
would increase our understanding of the impact of individual entrepreneur
and the wider aatext onthe stopping of multuinctional enterprises. The
information we collected from the care farming sector provides further
insight into the interaction bgeen type of care farm, entrepeairship
and opportunity struare. The focus of our study on the fataifferent
types of care farms, newcomers and followers in a liberalizing
institutionalized sector has generated insights that are of interest to many
other agricultural innovations that face changing demands of society. We
point to the subtle interactis between the changing structural
environments, objectives of the initiator and entrepreneurial behavior.
Our study increases our understanding of how structural changes come
about and provide opportunities for entrepreneurs. This is a valuable
contribtion to existing studies on entrepieurial success and failure in
the transition to multifunctional farming practices. Insight in effective
strategies of multifunctional agricultural entrepreneurs is relevant for
understanding the vitality and future ofal areas.
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Chapter 5

Identity formation and strategy
development in overlapping
Institutional fields

Different entry & alignment strategies of regional organizations
of care farms into the healthcare domain
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5. ldentity formation and strategy development
in overlapping institutional fields

Different entry & alignment strategies of regional organizations
of care farms into the healthcare domain

Abstract

Care farming is an underexplored example of agricultural diversification.
In their processf diversification, care farmers are newcomers to the
healthcare sector, facing high entry barriers and lacking the skills required
to build a solid and legitimate presence in this new domain. Changes in
the care regime have provided opportunities for piwers, like regional
organizations of care farmers, to gain access to care budgets. The purpose
of this paper is to describe and analyze how strategies designed to
establish regional organizations of care farms with similar access to
institutional resowes unfold and are translated into entrepreneurial
behavior, organizational identity and legitimacy, and hefvide access

to care budgetdJsing entrepreneurship, identity formation and
legitimacy building as guiding concepts, the authotsrviewed
stakeholders and analyzed activities and documents to gain a broad
perspective with regard to the organizations, skills and activities.

The authors identified two types of regional care farnawizations: a
cooperative and eorporateype. While the corporate type clearly
exhibited entrepreneurial behavior, leading to a trustful and appealing
organizational identity, substantial funaising and an early manifestation
of institutional and innovative legitimacy in the care sedtu,
cooperative type initially lacked entrepreneurial agency, which in turn
led to a lack of legitimacy and a slow development toward a more
professional marketriented organization. Manifesting entrepreneurial
behavior and strategically ationg the healthcare and agricultural sectors,
and building up both institutional and innovative legitimacy in the care
sector proved to be crucial to the successful development of regional
organizations of care farms. This study contributes to existiergditre by
exploring relationships between entrepreneurial and institutional
strategies, legitimacy, organizational identity and logics. Originality/value

*This study contributes to the literature by exploring how in times with
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changes in institutional ¢pcs, strategies to establish new organizations
unfold. The authors have shown how differences in strategy to establish
new organizations with similar access to institutional resources unfold
and are translated into diverging organizational idestiind degrees
of legitimacy.

Entrepreneurial behavior is the key to create a trustful and
appealing identity and innovative and institutional legitimacy which is
important for providing access to an institutionalized sector.

Published asHassink J. Grin, J. and Hulsink, W. 2016. Identity
formation and strategy development in overlapping institutionaldield
Different entry & alignment strategies of regional organizations of care
farms into the healthcare domain. Journal of Orgational Change
Managemeng9 (6), 973993

159



5.1.Introduction

Agriculture in Western Europe is undergoing significant gean
(van Huylenbroek and Durarg#®03), and increasing pressure on the
agricultural sector and changing demands from society have changed the
focus of an increasing number of farmers and drawn attention to
diversification on farms (Clark 2009; Meerburg et24109). Around the
core of agcultural production, additional activities and business have
been initiated, like recreation, food processing, nature, landscape, water
and energy services (Maye et al. 2009; Meerburg &0&19).

Diversifying farmers should be viewed as rural entrepuen(Durand and

van HuylenbroecR003). They require new skills and knowledge that are
often not readily provided by the traditional agricultuwapport systems
(Renting et al2008). At the same time, health and social care practices
and policies are ab changing in Western Europe. Important

developments are the deinstitutionalization, socialization and
liberalization of care, and the empowerment of clients (Altel Hage

1993; Beemer et a2007). Healthcare policies in various countries are
aimed atSURPRWLQJ 3LQWHJUDWHG FDUH = ZKLFK L
between actors designed to cover the entire spectrum of health and
healthcag-related social care (van Ra2810). Collaboration and croess
sector social partnerships are driven by complex client reeedlssed as a
way to address intricate social issues that exceed the management ability
of any single organization, with the aim of creating a more effective and
efficient social service system (Bung2010). These developments

provide opportunities fohe development of innovative care services.

In this paper an underexplored example of innovative
diversification in agriculture and deinstitutionalization of the care sector,
namely, care farming will be discussed. Care farms combine agricultural
production with the provision of health and social servietsgink and
van Dijk 2006), providing day care, assisted workplaces and/or residential
places to clients with a variety oisdbilities (Elings and Hassir2008).

The combination of a personaldadedicated attitude on the part of the
farmer or, more often, a farming couple, the performance of useful
activities and an informal and open setting within a green environment,

make care farms appealing facilities for vasgalient groups (Hassink et
160



al. 2010). Care farms have been described as innovative examples of
communitybased services that contribute to the desired
deinstitutionalization and socialization of care and the empuoessr of

clients (Hassink et aR010). While care farming has now spdeto many
Europearcountries (Hassink and van D006 Hine et al. 2008; Di
,DFRYR D Q G 220B% Re&X6xbslon the Netherlands, one of the
pioneering countriesinthV DUHD 'L ,DFRYRIMQMBe2T&RQQR
number of care farms in the Netherlands increased rapidly, from 75 in
1998 to more than 1,000 in 2010 (www.landbouwzorg.nl). In 2012, care
farms in the Netherlands cateredl® 000 clients (Ernst and Young

2012). Target groups include people with mental iliness, intellectual
disabilities, denentia and addiction, children with special needs and
problem youths (Hassink et &007). The aim of this paper is to examine
how strategies designed to establish regional organizations of care farms
with similar access to institutional resources untolel translated into
entrepreneurial behavior, while also giving rise to organizational identity
formation and legitimacy building.

From 1995 onwards, care services provided by care farms could
only be funded within the framework of the AWBZ, the collectiealth
insurance for the costs of lotgrm care in the Netherlands. Care services
were only covered when provided by institutions with an AWBZ
accreditation (formal status of a reimbursable care provision). In the last
decade, the liberalizationf ¢the care sector has offerggbortunities
to new suppliers to obtain an AWBZ accreditation. Many care farmers are
not recognized as official AWBZccredited care institutions and depend
on the willingness and collaboration of accredited care itistitsi for the
payment of care services. As such, innovative practices, like care farms,
are not sufficiently supported by existing structures and regulations. The
challenge is to generate legitimacy in the care sector for this new service
and obtain suf@ient additional income. Being connected and aligned
institutionally and discursively with the care sector is crucial to the
development of the care services on farms. Many farmers do not have the
skills and contacts needed to connedhtcare sectdiHassink et al.

2014; Seuneke et #&013). Collaboration at a regional level may help
care farmers create and improve business opportunities in the care sector.
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In different regions, care farmers recognized that liberalization offered
unique opportunitietd solve the major problem of gaining access to care
sector budgets. They realized that, to obtain an AWBZ accreditation, they
had to collaborate, because funding agencies were not willing to negotiate
with hundreds of individual care farmers. In differesgions, new
organizations of care farmers opted in favor of a collective AWBZ
accreditation, which allowed them to negotiate with medical insurance
companies about care budgets as official care institutions.

When analyzing the development of regibarganizations of
care farms the challenges related to agricultural diversification are
essential backdrops. Farmers often lack the entrepreneurial competences
and dedicated knowledge needednnovate (Pyysidinen et al. 2006;
Seuneke et aR013). Tlis is especially a constraint when it comes to
realizing radically new types of businesdése care farms in the inter
organizational setting with which faers are faced (Batterink et 2010).
To provide care services, farmers have to connect with and operate in the
care sector. Some farmers will not feel able or comfortable to operate in
this nonfarming environment and will consequently face insititual
barriers (Seuneke et &013) Traditional farming institutions rooted in
the agricultural sector are-firepared for this boundagrossing task
(Clark, 2009). Regional organizations of care farms can help farmers
connect to the care sector and gain access to care budgets. Regional
organizations can apply different strategies to create legitimacy and
overcome institutional constraints (Maguet al.2004). The regional
organizations of care farms developed in times of change in institutional
logics in both the agricultural and thedith care sector. Such turbulent
times generally create openness for new rules and alternative logics
(Skeldher and Smitt2015). Thus far, few studies have examined
opportunities for entrepreneurial activity in times of igional change
(Sine and Daw 2003). How organizations cope with plural logics and
how their identity affects their behavior is as yet poonigarstood
(Kodeih and Greenwood 2014).
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5.2.Theoretical framework

We examine how two different strategies designed to establish
regonal organizations of care farms with similar access to institutional
resources unfold and analyze how differences in strategy affects
organizational identity, legitimacy and access to budgets of the care sector
within a context of institutional changée deinstitutionalization,
socialization, liberalization of the care sector and empowerment of clients.
In such turbulent times, there is room for innovative responses drawing on
existing and new institudnal logics (Skelcher and Smi2®15) and
alternaive voices may be heard (Sundin and Tillm2008). As
newcomers, regional organizations of care farms may have a lack of
legitimacy, as they have no solid track records and stakeholders do not
know whether or not they are trustworthy (Aldrich andl ER94; De
Clercq and Vorono200%). New organizations can use different
strategies, like framing, to create legitimacy and seingag, aggregating
or combining of resources and actors to overcome insti@itimonstraints
(Maguire et al2004). They maylso connect strategically to diverse
ideas, sources for legitimacy and (financial, knowledgated and other)
resources from thecontext (Hung and Whittingto2011).

The identity of an organization can influence its response to
institutional demandsral multige logics (Kodeih and Greenwo@®14).
Organizational identity emerges from the interaction, negotiation and
sharel sensamaking processes (Weidl095). Identity is a proceof
becoming (Tsoukas and CH@02) and can change over time through
interaction with outslers and insiders (Gioia et al. 2000; Clegg et al.

S2UJDQL]DWLRQDO LGHQWLW\ LV D VWUDW
legitimated with the particular intention of developing standards and
structures that will enable the markebwmcreaHG DQG H[SORLWHG’
et al.2007: 510). The relationship between strategy and identity is
recursive where strategy influences identity while at the same time
identity influences the strategy of an organization. An organization may
encounter ingtutional resistance when its identity is inconsistent with
institutional prescriptions (Gioiet al. 2013; Kodeih and Greenwood
2014). A significant aspect of organizational identity can be the claim of
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status or prestige relae to others (Navis and @&in2010). Institutional
context and identity are related through institution building, as the core of
a strategy it is to be understood as an interplay between agentic
orientation, social skilland context (Edwards and Jor2&98). Context
simultaneouslyrovides individuals with entrepreneurial opportunities
and sets boundaries to their actions and can be social, spatial and
institutional in nature (Welte2011).

Legitimation is the process through which newcomers are
embedded within the existing assurops of the area in which thevant
to operate (Vaara et &006). Legitimacy is a social construct: it reflects
congruence between the activities of newcomers and the shared beliefs of
incumbents. Being recognized as legitimate by incumbents is a crucial
element in whether or not newcomers will béeab succeed (Aldrich and
Fiol 1994). The care sector is a highly institutionalized sector that restricts
access to funding to organizations that meet strict qualiated and
administrative requirements hich is why it is not surprising that a major
problem for newcomers, like care farmers, is to obtain adequate financing
for the servies they provide (Hassink et @D07). The challenge is to
develop a professional organizational identity that is comgigtith
institutional prescriptions and a prestige relative to others. Organizational
literature identifies a number of organizational attributes that are
important in this respect. Recruiting the appropriate people, building an
effective organization angsing an adequate business model are aruci
success factors (Stinchcomb@65; Douglasnd Fredendalk004). New
organizations can attain legitimacy through a combination of copying the
characteristics of established organizations (institutional legitijred
innovative behavior, in an attempt to manipulate the perceptions of
external organizations or the environment (innovatigéiteacy; De
Clercq and Vorono200%). Institutional legitimacy is gained when
newcomers comply with particular arspecific assumptions about how
participants in that area are expected to operate. Innovative legitimacy is
JDLQHG ZKHQ QHZFRPHUV FKDOOHQJH DQ DUHD
something new to the sector. We can conclude that newcomers, like the
organizations of ga farms, should fit in and stand out at the same time.
To do so, they should understand the political process through which their
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actions become classified by incumbents as either fitting in or standing
out.

Initiators of regional organizations of carernfes can be
considered institutional entrepreneurs combining entrepreneurship and an
entrepreneurial orientation with institutional work. Entrepreneurship and
institutional tasks are two digtit literatures (Tolbert et &011) that can
benefit fromeachother (Phillips and Trace3007). Institutional
entrepreneurship bridges aspectiefitutional logics, focuisag on
continuity, and entrepreneurshipgising on change (Garud et 2007).
Although entrepreneurship has largely been ignored in institltio
theory, it adds an importadimension (Phillips and Trac&007). The
entrepreneurial dimension involves the identification and exploitation of
opporunities (Shane and VenkataranZ000) and the development of
ideas into valuable business proposisi@md pulling resoges together
(Anderson and Jack000). Institutional tasks in entrepreneurship involve
creating new institutions or the transforming existing ones, and changing
particular institutional arrangements, as is the case with the establishmen
of regional organizatianof care farms (Maguire et &004; Levy and
Sculy 2007). Institutional entrepreneurs create standards, models, scripts
and patterns of behavior that are consistent with their identity and
interests, and establish them astietite standard to others (DiMaggio
1988). Central issues in institutional entrepreneurship are dealing with
field structure and power and developing legitimacy. Literature suggests
that having a complex set of skills is essential for institutional
entrepeneurs, including cultural/cognitive skills like framing and
persuading (Ra1998), procedural and tegical skills (Strang and Meyer
1993) and political ad interactive skills (DiMaggid988). Because they
can rarely change institutions on their own,itasibnal entrepreneurs
must mailize allies (Greenwood et #2002), develop alliances and work
together with others (FligsteRD01).

A crucial element in the entrepreneurial process and strategy is
being part of an adequate network structureparéicular sector or field.
Newcomers in the care sector, like the care farm initiatives, benefit from
becoming embedded in the care sector, as that provides them with
intimate knowledge, contacts, sources of advice, resources, information,

support ad legtimacy (Anderson and Jack 2002; Elfring and Hulsink
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2003). The level of embeddedness is the nature, depth and extent of the
LQGLYLGXD O ftwol (UezV1987RDECIK &t adPE9). Thus,

network orchestration becomes a key strategic activityortiesigned

to create value with and extract value from the network. Network
membership, network structure and network position are important
aspects of designingnetwork (Dhanaraj and Parkp@06). For regional
organizations of care farms, it is impamt to develop an effective

network in the care sector. Our analysis shows how, in a similar
institutional context, differences in strategies and entrepreneurial behavior
can lead to diverging organizational identities and degrees of legitimacy.
Strategy ad identity have a recursive relationship. Differences in strategy
can lead to diverging identities and differences in identity can lead to
diverging strategies. Entrepreneurial behavior is the key to creating value
with and extracting value from the coxtebuilding a trustful and

attractive identity and gaining legitimacy.

5.3.Methods

We used entrepreneurship, organizational identity formation and
legitimacy building as sensitizing concepts that merit further attention
when describing and understargliime development of the regional
organizations of care farms. Sensitizing concepts emerge when the
observer discovers something worth problematizing, addressing the
concept to the ob@ts under investigation (Blumé&®54). The data were
collected in2009and 2010, in accordance with the principles of the case
study approacfiYin 2009). We used a dialectical approach,
systematically combining empirical datad theoretical concepts,
focusing on the interactions between the behavior and strategies of
initiators of regional organizations of care farms, organizational attributes,
their (changing) environment and the development and legitimacy of
regiond organizations (Hassink et &012). It is an exploratory study in
which we selected two different examptdgegional organizations.

A polar case selection was used, involving two contrasting
examples of regional collaboration of care farmers. The two cases are
BEZIG, located in the Dutch province of Gelderland, and Landzijde, in
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the province of Noord HollandBEZIG is a collective initiative of existing
care farmers, while Landzijde is the initiative of an individual

entrepreneur. They are the oldest and largest regional organizations in the
Netherlands and clear examples of the two types of organizaticaseof
farmers that have been developing in the Netherlands.

In both cases, we followed the three main principles of data
collection, which are favorable to the validity and reliability of case study
findings: triangulation of data sources and methods for data collection,
development of a case study database andtem@ncef a chain of
evidence (YirR009). The information used to characterize the two
organizations was based on annual reports andseumstured interviews
with the respective directors. The data include the development in terms
of the number of farers and clients involved, employees, annual turnover
and collaborating organizations. For a broad perspective on the interaction
between the identity of the organization, entrepreneurship, legitimacy in
the care sector, context and the development ofrtienizations, we
interviewed the directors of the organizations, a member of the board of
advice or board of supervision and the client manager of the health
insurance company with which the regional organizations have an AWBZ
contract. The interviews togdace in the summer of 2009 and were
guided by our sensitizing concepts entrepreneurial behavior,
organizational identity formation and legitimacy buildi In the
interviews, we focusd on organizational attributes and objectives,
entrepreneurial skilland behavior, including perceived opportunities,
strategies that were used to connect to the care sector, develop legitimacy
and establish collaboration and their learning process. In the semi
structured interviews with the client manager of the heasthrance
company and the member of the board of advice or board of supervision,
we asked for their experiences with thgarization of care farms,
focudng on the perceived identity and legitimacy and entrepreneurial
behavior of the organizations. Wealseld a hakday session with the
employees and initiators of the organizations in the autumn of 2008. In
that session, and in the inteews with the director, we foced on the
characteristics and objectives of the organizations, the type of
competencerneeded to develop the organization, the obstacles they had

encountered and the strategies they had used to deal with them,
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organizational attributes that are important and interactions with health
insurance companies and other organizations in the ozt sed
farmers.

When we conducted the interviews, BEZIG was undergoing a
process of change. To gain insight into the changes involved, we decided
to interview the board member of BEZIG who took the lead in the process
of transforming BEZIG into @aooperation, and a member of the board of
advice of BEZIG in November 2010 and March 2013. We conducted an
additional interview with the director of Landzijde, to make sure the
information was up to date. In all, we conducted 12 s#rmictured
interviews,which were recorded on audiotape and transcribed in full. The
interviews and survey providegood impression of the views and
experiences of different types of actors who play an important role in the
development and legitimacy of the regionalamigations. As these
actors reflect on the interactions between entrepreneurial behavior,
organizational attributes, and characteristics and requirements of the
(changing) field, the results enrich our understanding as to how these
interactions affect thkegitimacy and development of the two types of
regional organizations.

Data analysis was an inductive, iterative process involving
techniques and procedures proposed by Strauss and Corbin (1998). First,
all transcripts and documents wereread. Insteadf using a pre
determined category scheme, themes were allowed to emerge from the
VXEMHFWVY RZQ ZRUGV DV UleBdrRP(Sta&siG IRU
and Corbinl998). Using a constant comparative method allowed us to
simultaneously code and analyze ttata, and to categorize them into
developing themes representing recurring patterns of behavior and
meaning. Once themes had been identified, we mined the data for
representativelements. To maximize the integlator reliability in the
data analysis, thiganscripts were doubleoded and compared.short
description of the development of Landzijde has been described in a
previous paper (Hassink et al. 2@).2
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5.4.Results

In this section, we begin by describing the general development of
the tworegional organizations, followed by the main outcomes and the
influencing factors, as identified in Section 2.

5.4.1General development

Based on the interview with the respective directors, the session
with the employees and initiators of the two orgatibns, and annual
reports, the general development of both organization has been
reconstructed.

54.1.1 BEZIG

,Q WKH ODWH fV VRPH IDUPHUV ZKR ZHUH Pl
club, decided to set up a regional network of care farmers to exchange
information and provide mutual support. In 2004, this resulted in an
association called BEZIG. In 2005, they decided to apply for an AWBZ
accreditation, which would give them access to regular AWBZ funds.
They were not interested in delegating major taslBEZIG, since they

had already established a certain degree of embeddedness in the care
sector. They established a foundation, the most common form of AWBZ
accredited care organizations, and managed to obtain formal accreditation
in 2006. The membersesdted some care farmers to become members of a
board, which was to design and implement policy, while the decisions
were to be made by the farmers themselves.

%HFDXVH WKH IRXQGDWLRQ FRXOG QRW DI
it was decided to appoint arimer alderman with a salary from his
previous job as director, on a pléme basis. One of the care farmers
provided administrative support. In 2007, some of the board members
terminated their activities due to the high workload and a low level of
involvement on the part of the members. Since then, the involvement of
the members remained a subject of discussion. An administrative
employee was appointed on a reintegration job, allowing the foundation to
set up an office on one of the care farms. In 2@@9 employee left with
a burrout due to the heavy workload. She was replaced by a former
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employee of the National Support Center Agriculture and Care. The
province, funds and banks were approached unsuccessfully to support the
professionalization of BZIG. The process stagnated and the board of
supervision warned that they would withdraw if the members failed to

take greater responsibility. Two dedicated care farmers took the lead and
replaced the former board membeXsthat time, the financial situation of

the foundation gradually improved and the director received a salary for
1.5 days per week.

Table 1.Stages in the development of BEZIG.

Characteristic 2000 2004 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2012

Stages in Start Associatio Foundatiol Change of Start
development network n and board and Cooperativ
AWBZ employeese
accreditati
on
Number of 35 36 40 45 65 70
farmers
Number of clients 32 65 100 200 900
Annual turnover 25 81 262 570 950 3900

(x1000 euro)
Number of 0.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 3.2
employees (FTE)

Number of 0 0 0 0 0 1
collaborating care

institutions

7KH IDUPHUV ZKR WRRN WKH OHDG LQYHVWHG K
development. They had a clear vision that transforming the foundation

into a cooperative structure would increase member the involvement and
stimulate individual and joint entrepreneupstof the farmersThe

members of BEZIG agreed to transform the foundation into a cooperative

of care farmers. The director was replaced by an employee with
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administrative expertise, as this was considered crucial. Initially, the
director maintained htontacts with the health insurance companies.

From now on, the leading farmers attended all the meetings with the
health insurance companies. In response to the increase in turnover and
working area, BEZIG appointed a new director in 2012 with adequate
knowledge of the care sector and of financial and administrative
procedures. The different stages in the development of BEZIG are shown
in Table 1.

5.4.1.2 Landzijde

The idea for Landzijde emerged in 1999, when a farmer involved in a
regional agriculturanature organization recognized the lack of a

matching organization for care services on farms. At that time, there were
hardly any care farms in the region. The main initiator invested more than
one year in the development of Landzijde, convinced tieatdmcept

would be a success. At the time, he was employed by the regional farmers
nature organization and could use part of this time to invest in the
development of Landzijde. He decided to set up a foundation with an
AWBZ accreditation, first under thambrella of the farmers nature
organization and then as an independent foundation. He invited farmers to
start providing care services under the umbrella of Landzijde. The farmers
were not interested in developing care services themselves and were only
embkedded in the agricultural sector. The initiator realized that the
combination of this relatively underdeveloped situation, the support from
the province and the proximity of major cities provided a good

opportunity for setting up a strong and professiamghnization. The

number of care farmers increased rapidly and the AWBZ accreditation
was obtained in 2003. The sgt of Landzijde was supported by the
province, the city of Amsterdam and external funds. An important reason
for supporting Landzijde wassicontribution to the survival of farms and

the openness of the landscape in a densely populated area of the country.
In 2006, it received additional funding from the province, to implement
and extend its model throughout the province, which magmessible

to appoint regional coordinators and a care coordinator. Landzijde
initiated a large number of joint projects with other social care
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organizations (for instance in Amsterdam), and in 2012, Landzijde
collaborated with 60 social care institutsorgince 2007, Landzijde has
been involved in innovation programs supported by the Ministry of
Agriculture, allowing the organization to develop new businesses in

collaboration with care and reintegration organizations, and initiate a
number of innovativerojects, including daycare activities for homeless
people living in Amsterdam, financed by the municipality of Amsterdam,

and reintegration trajectories for lotgym unemployed inhabitants of
Amsterdam, which resulted in an agreement with the orgamzatio
responsible for the reintegration budgets. The revenues from these
innovative services were considerable.

Table 2 Stages in the development of Landzijde.
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From 2015 onwards, day caservices financed under the
framework of the AWBZ were transferred to and financed by the
municipalities. The collaboration between Landzijde and the city of
Amsterdam was part of a national pilot project designed to support this
transition, with participgon of Amsterdam. Since 2011, the director and
care coordinator of Landzijde have invested a great deal in contacts with
municipalities. In 2012, Landzijde initiated educational trajectories for
clients on the care farms. The city of Amsterdam apprediaitemitiative
as a way of stimulating the skills of clients and reducing the costs of care
services. In 2013, Amsterdam launched a tender for daycare and
reintegration activities. Landzijde is now one of the few selected
organizations that provides sans for the city of Amsterdam. While
many of the traditional providers were not selected, Landzijde received

RYHU % WR GHYHORS VHUYLFHV IRU WKH F
stages in the development of Landzijde are shown in Table 2.

54.1.3 Increase in turnover

The major task for regional organizations is to obtain resources from the
care sector, leading in turn to additional sources of income for
diversifying farmers.

7TKH DQQXDO WXUQRYHU RI %(=,* LQFUHDVH
Ya LQ WKHQ WR % LQ DQG Y PL
number of farmers involved increased from 35 in 2006 tm4%09 and
70 in 2012 (Table 1 The growth in turnover in the last years comes from
the increasing number of care farmers usingW4Z accreditation of
BEZIG and the change of personal budgets of clients (PGB; budgets that
enable client to enter into direct contracts with care farms) into contracts
with BEZIG. In 2010, the working area of BEZIG expanded, as care
farmers from neighlring provinces decided to join the new cooperative.
In the second part of 2010, PGB budgets were no longer available, due to
the depletion of the national PGB budget. This led to an increased demand
from farmers to use the contract of BEZIG. Theuahturnover of
/IDQG]LMGH LQFUHDVHG IURP % LQ WR Y
PLOOLRQ LQ DQG Y PLOOLRQ LQ ZKLO|
increaed from 54 to 100 (see Table Zhe budgets obtained from the
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care sector, indicated blye annual turnover, increased faster for

Landzijde than they did for BEZIG. In addition, the available budget per
farmer was higher for Landzijde than it was for BEZIG. Another

important difference was the greater diversity in terms of funding sources
in the case of Landzijde, which not only managed to arrange contracts
with health insurance companies, but also with the city of Amsterdam and
reintegration firms. BEZIG only initiated contracts with health insurance
companies.

5.42 Differences in legitimagyidentity and entrepreneurial behavior

As we have seen, although they operated in similar contexts, the
two organizations developed different strategies and also varied in their
outcomes. In line with our theoretical framework, we now discuss how
this canbe interpreted on the basis of differences in identity and how that
expressed itself in the legitimization strategies and entrepreneurial
behavior of the two respective organizations.

5.4.2.1 Organizational identity

The characteristics of an orgariaa are arexpression of its identity.

$Q HVVHQWLDO HOHPHQW RI %(=,*fV LGHQWLW\
coordination, and instead stimulate care farmers to develop their own
entrepreneurship. Clients who are interested contact individuafarans

and BEZIG is not involved in the matching process, and will only take
care of the financing of the care service if that is what the farmer prefers.
It has a contract with different health insurance companies in the province.
In all, 85 percent oftte budget is transferred to the farmers who provide
the care services, while is used for the BEZIG office. In 2009, the central
office consisted of one futime care coordinator/secretarial support.
Proposals were prepared by the board, which consistet@farmers,

and decisions were made by the members of the organization. The
services of BEZIG involve exchanging experiences and information
among care farmers, administrating AWBZ financed care and organizing
education for farmers. BEZIG organizes tarathree meetings per year

for the care farmers. In 2010, some major changes were made that
reflected and further underpinned its identity. The foundation was turned

into a cooperative, owned by the farmers, to increase the involvement and
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entrepreneurshipf the farmers. In addition, the working area of BEZIG

was expanded. The new cooperative covers the central and eastern parts of
the Netherlands (the provinces of Gelderland, Overijssel, Utrecht and
Flevoland). This enables care farmers in the neighbgriognces to use
%(=,*MTV $:%= DFFUHGLWDWLRQ 7KH ERDUG PHP
took some actions to professionalize the organization: a formal client
organization and an annual monitoring of the satisfaction of clients on all
member farms are being pared. Members have to implement the

quality system of the sector. At the start of the cooperative, all members

KDG WR SD\ DQ HQWU\ IHH RI % DQG DQ DQQX
administrative system. To develop a more professional identity, in 2012,
BEZIG appointed a new director with adequate knowledge of the care

sector and of financial and administrative procedures.

The philosophy of Landzijde is that the farmers focus on
agricultural production and providing services to the clients, while the
organization takes care of all other tasks. It is an example of a corporate
model with a central authority. Clients looking for a care farm contact the
RUJDQL]DWLRQTY FHQWUDO RIILFHV $ FRRUGLC
with potential clients, who cathen select a farm. The foundation has
contracts with different health insurance companies in the province. In all,
80 percent of the budget is transferred to the farmers who provide the care
services, while the remaining twenty percent goes to Landzijde.

Landzijde has appointed a fiiine director, care coordinators,
administrative support and regional coordinators. Decisions are made by
the managing director, the initiator of Landzijde. A board of
commissioners is responsible for financial matters. kaing its client
oriented identity, and its assiate focus on providing highuality care,
Landzijde decided to include no farmers on its board, and the clients and
farmers are represented in an advisory board. The services of Landzijde
involve matchingsupply and demand with regard to care services on the
farms at a regional level, as well as supporting and educating care farmers
and clients; it organizes four network meetings a year, and has divided its
working area into four regions, each of which baordinator is
responsible for the intake of new clients and for matcbiiegts and
farmers. In 2008, a client organization was installed to represent the
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interests of the clients. With support of the client organization, a new
guality system wasnplemented which all farmers are obliged to use. It
monitors the satisfaction, development and empowerment of individual
clients.

5.4.2.2 Legitimacy in the care sector.

The differencesn identity discussed above aksxpressed themselves in

the different approaches to achieving legitimacy. The interviews with

players in the care field showed that the lack of legitimacy with regard to

the concept of care farms and regional collaboration was not an issue

among health insurance companies. Both heafiurance client managers
DFNQRZOHGJHG WKDW FDUH IDUPV RIIHU D VSHI
space and quiet, less stress than the urban environment to which most
FOLHQWY DUH XVHG 7KH IRFXV LV QRW RQ WKH
possbilities. The care farms are important, because they increase the
GLYHUVLW\ RI VDIH ZRUNLQJ IDFLOLWLHV LQ VR
positive about the fact that the care farmers are organized in a regional
RUJDQL]DWLRQ 3,W [Lwith én?/ bvdamzatirl MsteadVdR G HL
LQGLYLGXDO FDUH IDUPV =~ 7KH KHDOWK LQVXL
different opinions about BEZIG and Landzijde, however, viewing BEZIG

as an organization for the farmers: good when it comes to providing

servies to the farmers, but not innovative when it comes to providing

care, and as an organization that is not very dynamic and does not take

new initiatives. Landzijde, on the other hand, is seen as a very dynamic
organization, with a focus on the needs otlisnts, and as an

organization with a diversity of services to meet client demands. This is in
OLQH ZLWK WKH YLVLRQ RI WKH GLUHFWRU 3, K
the farmers, but for the clients. Therefore, farmers should not be on the

board ofttH IRXQGDWLRQ ~ )RU WKH FOLHQW PDQDJI
Landzijde and the director are the same thing. He is very positive about

WKH RUJDQL]DWLRQ 3, DSSUHFLDWH WKDW WKF
with a good heart, an eye for developments in spaietl the needs of
FOLHQWY , DSSUHFLDWH WKH IODW RUJDQL]DW

The mentality is also important. An organization where the
GLUHFWRU GRHV QRW UHFHLYH -argghkddand D O D U\
NQRZV WKH LQV D Q (BeRaxis¥ ke R so\WdsitivelaoDtithe -
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guality of the services that Landzijde offers and its innovativeness, he
recommends Landzijde to other insurance companies, and in doing so he
helps open doors for Landzijde. It became clear from the interviews that
theregional organizations have to meet the requirements of the healthcare
system. Initially, the regional organizations of care farms were given some
credit, because they were new. In the last five years, however, the health
insurance companies raised thenstards and demanded proof of well

organized organizations with quality systems, improvement plans and

client representation. In the case of BEZIG, these measures were not
implemented very energetically, which earned them criticism from the

health insuranél FRPSDQLHYV 37KH\ UHFHLYHG VRPH FL
they are new, but it is still a bit amateurish and vulnerable. They can
professionalize their office and should develop a central location. They

get a lower tariff, because they do not meet all dyglirements. They

have no client organization. They have to develop a quality cycle with
LPSURYHPHQW SODQV DQG WKH FOLHQW RUJDQ
This was confirmed by the director and board member. Landzijde has
implemented all the measurasdareceives additional budgets from the

health insurance company.

In both cases, procedures in the care sector are complex to
outsiders. Due to a lack of funding, BEZIG hired people that did not have
to receive a full salary. The director was a former @@ who still
received salary from his previous job, and an empleyashired who
was on a reintegration trajectory. The lack of knowledge regarding the
care sector resulted in serious mistakes, budget reductions and increasing
pressure on the organizai The former director realized he lacked the
necessary expertise and suggested to the board that they hire someone
with a background in the care sector. Landzijde followed a different
strategy. The director was approached by employees from the care secto
who were inspired by his vision. He appointed experienced professionals.
$V KH KLPVHOI HPSKDVL]HG 3, W LV LPSRUWDQW
knowledge of the care sector. You need to have sufficient and broad
knowledge. My experience is that this exjgeris important in the
contacts and negotiations with health insurance companies, as it generates
FUHGLELOLW\ -
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5.4.2.3 Entrepreneurial behavior

Entrepreneursp, defined as the promotion opportunitydriven
behavior, is a key factor in creating valuith and extracting value from
the context, building a trustful and appealing identity, and developing
legitimacy. The regional organizations vary in thegproach to
entrepreneurship.

Individual or joint entrepreneurial behavioDifferences in identjt also
expresedthemselves in different entrepreneurial behaviors, While

BEZIG was designed to promote joint entrepreneurial behavior among
care farmers, Landzijde can be characterized as an organization led by an
individual entrepreneur, with a clear s and commitment to providing
high-quality care. The differences in these two strategies originate from
their different starting points. The initial goal of BEZIG was to unite care
farmers and develop an organizational structure for the cooperation, a
process that was supported by the province. The focus was not on
developing a markeatriented organization. The initiator of Landzijde, on
the other hand, developed a markigented concept and then looked for
farmers who were interested in joining the renganization. As a
consequence, the focus of BEZIG was directed inwards, its aim being to
develop a joint understanding among carentxs, while Landzijde was
focused on meeting the opportunities and regulations of the environment
and extending theetwork in the care sector.

Some of the challenges that emerge when adopting a caeperat
organizationastructure were apparent in BEZIG, its philosophy being
that the farmers are responsible for the development of the organization.
The farmers electedme care farmers as board members to design and
implement policy. BEZIG was struggling in its attempts to promote
entrepreneurship, because creating joint entrepreneurial behavior was a
problem. The client manager of the health insurance company stated tha
BEZIG lacks an entrepreneurial attitude. The director of BEZIG indicates
that he has no time to be pFWLYH +H GHVFULEHYV KLV VL\
always behind the wave, instead of on the wave. | am always busy and
there is no time to develop idealoWR DSSURDFK RWKHU RUJD
DOVR LQGLFDWHYVY WKDW WKH RUJDQL]I]DWLRQEYV
attention between their own care farm and the regional organization. The
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workload became too much for the board members. The member of board

of supervision we interviewed indicated the problem of inaction. None of

the board members took any action when there were problems. He
GHVFULEHV WKH PDLQ ULVNV DQG FXUUHQW SU|
waiting for someone else to take responsibitg great risk. In my view,

a higher demand should be made on the farmers. They should take
UHVSRQVLELOLW\ IRU WKH FDUH GHOLYHU\ VHU

The situation of BEZIG changed rapidly from 2009 onwards and
a few new board members took the lead. Whernnterviewed one of
them in 2010 and again in 2013, he indicated that, after the crisis in 2008,
something needed to be done. He decidaexdviest in the organization, as
his care farm was we#stablished. He reasoned that his care farm would
benefit fran a successful regional organization of care farmers. He
became a leading person not only in BEZIG, but also at a national
level. He recognized the need to invest in the relationship with the health
insurance companies, in knowledge of admiatsie systems and in the
implementation of quality systems and client organizations. He describes
how his network developed through his activities at a national level and
how his previous job as an adviser and project developer proved to be
very useful. H national contacts with the health insurance company
proved useful in settling a conflict with one of their offices. He used his
long-standing contacts with the youth care institution to initiate a joint
project between them and BEZIG. He is convincetltthetransformation
into a cooperative will increase the involvement of the farmers because
they are not only members but also invest financially in the organization.

In the case of Landzijde, farmers are not expeictdut actively
involved in thedevelopment of the organization. The director, who is
considered a genuine entrepreneur, took the lead in developing a
professional organization and strategies for its external operation. He
LQGLFDWHY WKDW 3\RX QHHG WtByKDWYdHoldd IRR G |
KDYH DQ XUJH WR SHUIRUP DQG WR OHDUQ OLV
WKH IRFXV QHHGV WR EH RQ ZKDW FOLHQWYV QH
the demands are, then you should be direct and concrete, being a bit bold.
You shouldnotLQYHVW LQ FDUH RUJDQL]DWLRQV WKD
addition, it is important to build credibility toward the care sector and the
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health insurance companies, by hiring professionals with knowledge of

the care sector. He also thinks about strategieartbthe health insurance
FRPSDQ\ 37KLV \HDU ZH SURSRVHG D ORZHU UL
company offered. That way, we can offer care to a larger number of
FOLHQWYV RQ RXU IDUPV "~ 7KH KHDOWK LQVX
about this nconventional approach that they offered Landzijde an
DGGLWLRQDO EXGJIJHW RI Y 7TKDQNV WR KL
managed to secure a strong support from the health insurance company.
Political action was also important. The directotaridzijde

managed to connect his ideas to stakeholders values: the city of

Amsterdam was eager to sustain an open agricultural landscape around
Amsterdam. Landzijde indicated that, thanks to their new care activities,
farmers would generate additional imo® and be able to continue

farming. The province wanted one organization for care farming; the

proposal of Landzijde to organize this sector for the entire province was
supported, which in turn generated more financial support. The ability to
connect two ifferent worlds (agriculture and healthcare) was also

important. According to the advisor of Landzijde, its director has learned

to sell his concept and organization to the care sector, by connecting the
concept to their chamgyg priorities, like empowerimclients and

providing community care.

Network orchestratiorDeveloping and managing a network in the care
sector is an important entrepreneurial task for the regional organizations.
BEZIG mainly invested in internal developments and, until recenitljd it

not develop a network in the care sector. The relationship with the health
insurance companies was not always a happy one. The previous director
indicated that he found it difficult to deal with the rules of the health
insurance company and that it ko lot of energy to obtain contracts.
Landzijde built an extensive network in the care sector and made effective
use of that network to increase existing markets and develop new markets,
including providing services to homeless and unemployed people in
Amsterdam. It attracted an advisettloé City of Amsterdam and involved
employees of care institutions and psychologists in the organization to
increase its legitimacy and quality.
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For Landzijde, the collaboration with Streetcornerwork, an
organization fohomeless people in Amsterdam, was important. With
their collaboration, they were able to develop an innovative service: day
care for homeless people on the farms of Landzijde. The director of
Landzijde learned from his contacts with Streetcornerwork #natdrs
could provide a valuable service that was attractive both to
Streetcornerwork, which managed to expand its services, and to the city of
Amsterdam, which wanted to reduce the amount of problems caused by
homeless people and offer them more perspec@wollaboration with
reintegration firms and the education sector enabled Landzijde to initiate
reintegration and educational services. The alliance with innovation
programs and research organizations was also relevant. The Landzijde
case shows the imptance of engaging in ongoing network activities. The
innovative character of Landzijde, based on new activities in collaboration
with partners in the reintegration and educational sector, was a major
reason for Amsterdam to select the organization agbte providers of
social services in the coming years. The involvement in innovation
programs resulted in additional resources, new insights and a broader
network, as well as increasing the credibility of Landzijde and its director,
giving him the oppdunity to spend time looking for new business
opportunities. All these examples show the positive impact of linking an
organization to the objectives of stakeholders in the environment and
developing effective networks and alliasc&able Jrovides an
overview of the main differences between BEZIG and Landzijde.
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Table 3 Main differences between BEZIG and Landzijde.
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5.5. Discussion and conclusions

The aim of our study was to explore how, in times of change in
institutional logics, emergent strategies to establish regional organizations
of care farms unfold. We have shown how different strategies are both
reflecting and constituting organizationaéidity and lead to different
degrees of legitimacy, contrasting kinds of entrepreneurial behavior and
different access to budgets in the care sector. In other words, we have seen
that the relation between identity formation and strategy is recursive. The
desired identity of the regional organization affects its strategy whereas
strategic behavior influences identity.

Our study shows the importance of establishing an organization
with a professional and appealing identity, leading to institutional and
innovative legitimacy. Entrepreneurship, in the sense of promoting
opportunitydriven behavior, is crucial in devising and implementing a
successful strategy. Landzijde shows the advantage of central authority
and a clear entrepreneurial vision, while BEZIGwhdhe drawbacks and
risks of having no clear leading entrepreneur. Developments occurred
more by fits and starts, and board members faced the challenge of getting
care farmers involved and persuading them to take responsibility. The
risks involved intis model are the (excessively) high demands on board
members, an ineffective use of resources due to changing objectives,
limited interaction with the environment and limited progress, due to a
focus on consulting members and reaching a consensus, acidd |
professional support. As a result, insufficient resources became available
and it was difficult to develop an organization with a professional identity.

Our study shows the importance of network orchestration,
strategically establishing networkstarms of securing resources,
discovering and creating opportunities, and gaining legitimacy in the
agricultural and care sectors (Elfring and Hulsink 2007). In the initial
phase, Landzijde developed a completely new network in the care sector
which resultd in some strong ties and alliances with care partners (e.g.
Streetcornerwork) which had adopted a similar logic. The director of
Landzijde had a clear strategy, investing only in alliances with care
institutions that were beneficial to Landzijde. At tlaene time, Landzijde
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continued to invest in new ties, such as research organizations, innovation
programs, reintegration and educational partners that provided legitimacy
and resources. Because its innovative character matched the desired
changes in the carsector, its institutional legitimacy and the effective
network orchestration of the director, the centrality and status of

Landzijde in the care and reintegration sector increased. By investing
in strategic alliances and learning about the batied of opportunities of

new services, Landzijde not only discovered but also created new business
opportunities, like the provision of reintegration services. This ongoing
entrepreneurial and legitimagyomoting behavior resulted in the recent
successnvolving the tender of the city of Amsterdam, which further
VWUHQJIJWKHQHG WKH RUJDQL]DWLRQYV SRVLWL
Landzijde to develop a professional organization, which was an important
precondition for gaining institutional legitimacy angphealth insurance
companies.

The strategies of the two regional organizations were
expressed in different identities, which affected their legitimacy in
the care sector. The identities were creatadteraction with
insiders and outsiders (gg et al2007). The identity of an
organization should be consistent with institutional prescriptions to
avoid resistance (Gioia et 2013) and be outstanding to geate
prestige (Navis and Glyn2010). The director of Landzijde
successfully managed frame the organization as innovative and
professional with a focus on client needs. Developing a positive
identity and legitimacy required entrepreneurial agency and
institutional work. Our study shows the importance of establishing
both institutional ad innovative Igitimacy (De Clercq and
Voronov200%). The director of Landzijde developed a
professional organization that is compatible with the rules and
expectations of the care sector (institutional legitimacy). In addition,
he framed Landzijde as Imgj outstanding (innovative legitimacy)
by presenting Landzijde as an innovative flat organization with a
dedicated director and a focus on customer requirements. This was
in line with the logics adopted by the health insurance companies.
The director andraployees of the organization carefully framed
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this identity in their contacts with external organizations. This
confirms results of earlier studies, that it is important to develop a
trustful and appealing identity for key stakeholders (Maguire and
Hardy 2005). Our study has shown how newcomers managed to
establish such an identity by institutional entrepreneurial behavior
and how this is linked to institutional and innovative legitimacy.
Thanks to this successful institutional and innovative legitimacy,
the health insurance company and the City of Amsterdam strongly
supported the development of the organization. It shows that both
the institutional skills to create formal arrangements with funding
organizations and establish and run a professional org@mzad

the more entrepreneurial skills, like opporturstiysed behavior, are
important to the development of the organization.

Our study illustrates that there are regional differences in
context. An organization like Landzijde, with a central authority
with ultimate decisiormaking powers, was only able to develop in
provinces where the number of care farmers was limited. In this
situation, there was room to attract and provide services for farmers
who did not yet provide care services. The directorarfdzijde
approached farmers who were not interested in developing the care
services themselves. Landzijde offers a clear added value to these
farmers, who would otherwise not have started providing care
services. Landzijde provides them with clients antkas to AWBZ
funding, resources to which the farmers themselves have no access.
In provinces with larger numbers of care farmers, regional
organizations are set up by existing care farmers who are not in
favor of outsourcing too many services to a regiamnghnization.

Although the development of Landzijde is a success story, in
most regions, care farmers do not want to copy its model. In
national meetings, representatives of other regional organizations of
care farms have stated that they felt that aammgtion of care
farms should be a cooperative organization that is owned by the
care farmers themselves. They also criticized the Landzijde model
by arguing that genuine entrepreneurs do not need an organization
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like Landzijde and can even be hamperedt bihis illustrates the
difference in logics adopted by most farmers and Landzijde.

To summarize, we have analyzed the development and
unfolding of strategies of two different types of regional
organizations of care farms to support diversifying farmeiis the
development of care services on their farms. The initiators used
different strategies, which were expressed in contrasting
organizational identities and degrees of legitimacy. The Landzijde
model is based on the entrepreneurial behavior anduitistial
work of its director, expressed as a continuous process of
opportunity identification and opportunibased behavior and
development of a professiorbanization. This is attractive to
farmers who like to outsource tasks to a regionahmiation. The
initiator recognized the lack of time and knowledge among farmers
to operate in the care sector. This clear opportunity identification
resulted in a corporate model, where farmers focus on farming and
providing services to their clients dmetfarm and outsourcing the
acquisition of clients to the regional organization. The second
model, BEZIG, is a cooperative model based on consensus and joint
ownership. In this model, central coordination is limited and due to
lack of leading entrepreneinip more obstacles are encountered.
The evolution of the two strategies can be explained by looking at
the differences in the regional context. The director of Landzijde
cleverly benefited from a situation where farmers interested in care
farming had not gt developed contacts with care organizations and
benefited directly from the regional organization.

In the tightly institutionalized care sector, it is important to
establish a professional and appealing organization that matches the
demands of the sectand that is also innovative. The ability to
present an organization as being innovative is important when it
comes to gaining access to funding and making the organization a
more attractive candidate for alliances with other stakeholders.
Developing instutional and innovative legitimacy is a crucial
element in a strategy designed to become successful regional
organizations of care farms, newcomers in the institutionalized care
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sector. It involves combining two types of logics: innovation and
liberalizaton (expressions of an entrepreneurial logic) and quality
and accountability of care services (expressions of an institutional
logic). It illustrates how committed and strategically operating
institutional entrepreneurs, making use of opportunities regultin
from external pressures on the care sector and connecting to
stakeholder values, can establish a strong position within an
institutionalized sector.
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Chapter 6.

New Practices of FarmBased
Community-Oriented Social Care
Services In The Netherlands
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6. New Practices of FarmBased Community
Oriented Social Care Services in The
Netherlands

Abstract

Social care services provided by farmers provide a commbaggd
collaboration that can empower people and improve their quality of life.
Theobjective of this study was to increase understanding of the
collaboration between care organizations and farmers. The study involves
4 cases, and all stakeholders involved in the collaboration were
interviewed using boundary spanning and the quest ofative

practices for legitimacy as sensitizing concepts. In this study, 2 types of
boundary spanners were identified: initiators of collaboration and top

level managers. Successful collaboration expressed by structural
implementation of farnibased services the care organization and the
positive reactions of clients, care organizations, and farmers is initiated by
committed and strategically operating boundary spanners with different
backgrounds. Support from tégvel management of the care
organizationsnvolved is crucial for overall success. Future research
needs to focus on collaboration with other types of newcomers in the care
sector, the impact of budget cuts in the social and care domains, and the
increasing pressure on participation of serviersf society in

collaboration processes.

Published as: Hassinli, Grin, J. and Hulsink, W2015 New Practices of
Farm-Based Communit@riented Social Care Services in The
Netherlands. Jaunal of Social Service Research 41;6®.
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6.1 Introduction

In many European countries, care farming is a growing sttibr
combines agricultural pduction with healtrand social services (Di
lacovo and2 Y é&nor 2009; Hassink angn Dijk 2006). It is a novel
example of businesses entering the field of soeiad.d-armers extend
their income Bsis through combining agri¢utal production with the
provision of health and social services to the clients of health and social
care orgaizations in a crossector cdaboration where the care services
provided by famers can bseen as innovative examplescommunity
based servies(Berget et al. 2008; Di lacovo ar2lf & R Q2QOR;U
Hassink et al. 2010).

From the perspective of the health sector, the agriculturargsct
actively involved in preiding care to diffeent client groups, which
include people with mental iliness, recovering addicts, people with
learning disabilities, older people, children, problem youths, and long
term unemployed people (Haskiet al.2007). Farmers offer day care,
supported workplaceand/or residential places to clients with a variety of
disabilities (Di lacovo and2 T & R QRQOR)UThe combination of a
personal and involved attitude on the part of the farmer, being part of a
community, providing an informal context, and being usetfid @ngaging
in diverse and useful activities in a green environment make care farms
appealing to differetrclient groups (Hassink et &010). The
collaboration between the health and social care sector and farmers is an
example of a communitpased pradte, a direct service strategy
implemented in the contegf the local community (Johnsdr998).
Social care policies in various countries are aimed at promoting
SLQWHJUDWHG FDUH ~ 7KLV LQYROYHV FRRSHUD
entire spectrum of tadth carerelated social care (van Ra2810) as part
of a broader developent of collalorative service provision (Perrault et al.
2011). The need for collaboration and crsestor social partnerships is
driven by complex client needs and is a means of addressing complex
social problems that exceed the management ability of any single
organization(Bunger 2010; SelskandParker200b).
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Care farms are an example of the need for service coordination
and collaboration at the community level and reflect an increasing
emphasis on dedtitutionalization and sociaation of careglient
empowerment, liberalizon, and decentralization agll as an increased
focus on tle quality of care (Alter anHage1993; Beemer et aR007;

Custers et ak007).

The central objective of his study is to explore the single most
important condition focare farming to successfully contribute to either
sedor: establishing collaboration between care organizations and farmers
in different regions in The Netherlands, one of the pione&dgtries
(Hassink and van DijR006). Despite the apparent benefits to the users
and providers of collaborative servicdsere are major challenges in
establishing collaboration between farmers aa@ organizations (Haig
Brown 2001). When eablishing crossector collabmtion, actors at least
partly work in a new area or setting, withsnpeople and new
baclgrounds, knwledge domains, interests, and perspectives. Each sector
brings specific knowledge, experience, general aamd,horizons
(Koelen andBrouwer1990). Crosssector collaboration poses additional
challenges compared with collaboration between partners sathe
sector in that it involves dealing with different cultures, languages,
professional identities, procedures, and instidlarrangements (Alter
and Hage 1993; Babiak afthibault 2009; Rawson 1994; Sc@f05). It
may thus be demanding in termstloé financial resources, time, and
patience requil (Huxham 1996; Metzler et £2003).

Examining the collaboration between care organizations and
farmers may shed light on the problems facing innovative practices of
communitybased services that can emgo people and improve their
quality of life. The interesting thing about innovative practices is that they
tend to be driven by the need to establish financial resources, knowledge,
and legitimacy by either linking with existing structures from one othn b
of the sectors or cating novel structures (Hekkert et 2007). This study
may thus make clear how collaboration is structurally established. More
specific, care farming offers opportunities for exploring the challenges
implied in crosssector coll@oration in community practices. Finally, the
VWXG\ LV GLITHUHQW IURP SUHYLRXV VWXGLHV

position of farmers in the care sector and consequently their lack of
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legitimacy and the distance between the agricultural and care settisrs. T
may impose additional challenges on the collaboration process as care
farms are newcomers to the institutionalized care sector; studying
collaboration around care farming may shed light on the issue of
collaboration between newcomers and esthbtisators (De Clercq and
Voronow 2009; Kloosterman 2010).

6.2.Research Framework

This exploratory study examines four different examples of
collaboration. This approach involves a créesilization between
academic literature and empaicfieldwoik (Glaser andbtraussl967).
The analysis is guided by seaksensitizing concepts (Blum&g54).
Sensitizing concepts emerge when the observer discovers something
worth problematizing and addresses the concept to the objects of
LQYHVWLIDWLR @ QHIRX QGGIDHUNMSDQGLYLGXDOV
linkages to overcomeifficulties (Aldrich andHerker1977; Dobbie and
RichardsSchuster 2008; William8002). Boundary spanners link two or
PRUH RUJDQL]DWLRQV 3ZKRVH JRDOV DQG H[SHI
pDUWLDOO\ FRQIOLFWLQKH\CLQMMHUDFW ZLWK F
inside their organization and negotiate system interchanges wathea
RUJDQL]DWLR@92: VY. A Buedes$si@l boundary spanner is a
leader and entrepreneur who deploysétffe relational and interpersonal
competencies to develop mutual understagdirust, and respect
(Williams 2002).Following the synthesis of Hekkert et al. (2007) from
earlier literature, another sensitizing concept concerns innovative
S U D FW L Het vhindyXkdoawiedge, and legitimacy by drawing on the
structures of the sectors involved that either define or restrict the space for
collaboration. The interplay between these structural factors and agency
affects the collaboration. The challenge fagdimundary spanners is to
maximize opportunities in the structured context in which they find
themselves (Williams an8ullivan2009).
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6.3.Methodology

6.3.1.Case Selection

The methodology is characterized by a qualitative, multiple-case
studyapproach. Case studies are particularly useful for exploratory
studies, when the object is to gain a holistic understanding of how
dynamics ufold in reallife settings (Yin2009). In this study, the focus is
on The Netherlands, one of the pioneering coesmtvhen it comes taace
farms (Di lacovo and & R QQOR)UThe number of care farms in The
Netherlands has increased rapidly, from 75 in 1998 to more than 1,000 in
2010 (http://www.landbouwzorg.nl). In 2005, 10,000 clients udesr t
services (Hassk et al.2007). Approximately 10% of the care farms take
part in regional initiatives leading to a close collaboration between a
group of farmers and a care orgatian (Hassink et ak014). Examples
of collaboration between care organizations and déasmat the regional
level are studied.

Case selection involved the selection of four cases that differed in
the type and year of initiation based on the assumption that this approach
provides insight into the influence of these factors on collaboratian. Th
literature review supported that the type of initiator and year of starting
influenced the process of collaboration. Two initiatives were started by
the agricultural sector and two by the care sector; two were pioneering
initiatives that were started L1997 and 1999, and two were started later
(in 2002). The first two initiatives, which are collaborations between
youth care institutions and farmers, were started by an advisor of care
farms belonging to agricultural organizations in two different proesnof
The Netherlands (Overijssel and Limburg). The other two initiatives were
started by employees of care organizations in the province of Noord
Brabant in the fields of youth care and addiction care (Table 1). It is
expected that initiators from thgrécultural sector faced more serious
problems than initiators from the care sector as agricultural organizations
are considered outsiders to the care sector that lack legitimacy and
knowledge of regulations and organizational culture. Due to the gradual
emergence of structural features for care farms as well as learning effects,
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it is expected that the pioneering initiatives of the previous century faced
more serious problems than more recent initiatives.

Table 1 Typology of cases.

Initiative Year of Clientgroup  Success
initiation
Youth care Employee 2002 Youth care Yes
farms agricultural
Overijssel organization
Youth care Employee 2002 Drop out No
farms agricultural school and
Limburg organization youth care
Youth care Employee care 1997 Youth care Yes
farms Noord  institute
Brabant
Novafarm Employee care 1999 Addiction care Yes
institute

Originally, the aim was to make a pairwise comparison and to
select a successful case and unsuccessful case of each type; hthigever,
turned out not to be possible. Only pioneering initiatives that had been
initiated by the care sector and successive initiatives that had been started
by the agricultural sector were found. Only one unsuccessful initiative
was found. In spite of thesdstacles, the cases identified provide
sufficient contrast and valuable insights into the factors that affect
development of the collaboration process.

6.3.2.Data Collection

The data were collected in 2009 and 2010. To assure
trustworthiness andredibility of casestudy findings, recognized
principles of data collection were followed. These included the
perspectives of different stakeholders, developing astasly database,
DQG PDLQWDLQ IRQIHY BE KD FHGuballg8;RR@ Q DQG
2009) The information used was based on reports and interviews with the
initiators or current project leaders. To gain a moitispective view on
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the impact of agency and structural factors on the development of
collaboration, different persons involved ineoof the regional examples
were interviewed. The initiator of each case was asked which stakeholders
and persons hdiken important in the collakation process. The most
relevant persons were selected and contacted. They all agreed to
participate in thetsdy. In the case of the organization for recovering
addicts, the initiator and current director of the initiative, the director of
the organization to which the care farm initiatives belong, and a
representative of the province supporting the initiatieeennterviewed.

In the case of the youth care initiatives in Overijssel and Limburg, the
initiator of the agricultural organizations, respectively the director and
responsible manager of the care organization that had adopted the
initiative, the employeeat the care organization who were in charge of
the youth care farms, and an employee of the province supporting the
development of the youth care farms were interviewed. In the case of the
youth care initiative in Noord Brabant, the employee who inititiied
collaboration with farmers, the manager responsible for the youth care
farms, and the financial director were interviewed.

In all cases, all available documents (annual reports, assine
plans) were used. These downts were used to collect data ba t
development of the number of clients, farmers, and annual revenues.
Semistructured interviews were held. Based on literature, key themes
were identified to prepare an interview guide to explore the experiences
involved in the collaboration process. Ttentral issue in the interviews is
the interaction between agency and structure. The focus was the context in
which initiators operate and challenges that the initiators encountered
(e.g., support and obstacles in and outside the care organization), as we
as the strategies they used to deal with challenges and to seize the
opportunities in the care organization and the wider environment. The
interviews lasted 1 hr to 1.5 hr and were recorded on audiotape. A
verbatim report was made of each interview.

6.3.3.Data Analysis

Data analysis was an inductive, iterative process as proposed by
Strauss and Corbin (1998).
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First, all transcripts and documents wereread. Instead of using a
predetermined category scheme, themes related to our sensitizing
conceptsZHUH DOORZHG WR HPHUJH IURP SDUWLFL:
recommended for expldi@y research (Strauss & Corkif98). A

constant comparative method was used to simultaneously code and

analyze the data in order to categorize it into developing themes

represating recurring patterns of behaviors and meanings. Once themes

were identified, the data were mined for elements representing those

themes. The data were analyzed by the first author. The coauthors

contributed to the analysis.

6.4.Results

Thedevelopment and characteristics of the four examples to be
discussed started with drawing on annual reports and interviews with the
initiators and current directors or team leaders of the initiatives.

6.4.1.Description of the Cases
6.4.1.1.DevelopmentfoYouth Care Farms in Overijssel

The youth care initiative in this province was set up by the
regional organization for agricultural innovation in 2002 and was
supported by the youth department of the province and the agricultural
deputy. The motives wesgaiting lists in youth care, positive experiences
with care farms involving other client groups, and additional income for
farmers. A pilot project was started with the support of the European
Union and the province with an employee of the agriculturamzgtion
serving as the project leader. The province allowed the agricultural
organization to develop youth care farms without active participation of
youth care organizations because they were successful in the development
of care farms for other cliegroups. Youth care organizations were
invited to the project team. These organizations were skeptical about the
initiative because the province had not transferred the project to the youth
care organizations, but rather to the agricultural partners. Theg not
believe that the initiative would reduce waiting lists. In spite of this
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skepticism, the number of youth clients placed on farms was higher than
expected, and clients, parents, and farmers were positive about the effects.

A crucial moment occurreak the end of the pilot phase. The
youth inspection agency concluded that the project was successful as the
number of participating clients was high and their experiences were
positive. They were concerned, however, that risks for the youth clients
couldnot be controlled properly. Therefore, they advised to incorporate
the project in a youth care organization and use their quality and risk
prevention protocols. Based on this report, the province insisted on this
incorporation. The project leader wasmmitted and contacted all youth
care institutions to adopt the project. She indicated that her knowledge of
the youth care sector and the involvement of a pedagogue in the team
were important to generate legitimacy in the youth care sector. The new
direcoor of one of the youth care organizations was interested because he
believed in the concept. He had experiences with youth care farms and
recognized the positive impact of the farm context for youth clients. The
concept of collaborating with care farmeratohed the culture of this
youth organization, which had already gained experience with foster care.
The director indicated that collaboration with farmers was alscefstiag
in broadening his pdulio and to stimulate entrepreneurship in the
organization.

A special unit was developed for the development of youth care
farming, and some young employees were motivated in joining this unit.
They had a good contact with the employees of the pilot project and
adopted many of the practices that hadrbdeveloped, including the
procedure for matching farmers and youth clients. Thanks to lobbying
efforts and leadership support from the youth care organization, youth
care farms became an accepted service and were financed by the province.
After the dedt of the project leader, the young team members had to
develop the new unit themselves. From 2004 to 2009, the youth care farm
project grewconsiderably, and in 2010, more than 100 youth clients were
placed on almost 40 farms (Table 2). Youth clierdsagied 7 to 18
years old. The youngsters join the farm program after school time or on
WKH ZHHNHQG DQG DUH JXLGHG E\ WKH IDUPHU
youngsters participate in a diversity of activities on the farm like taking
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care of the animals, horseling, harvesting vegetables, and cooking. In

most cases, there are three to five youngsters on the farm at the same time.
The main objective is to unburden the family as the home situation is very
problematic and parents feel unable to take care of thisiiren without

help. In 2008, the manager for foster care became responsible for the
professionalization of the youth care farm project and for strengthening

the position in the organization. The farmers are positive about the

project, because they ardrmp paid for the services they provide and are
trained and supported by the youth care organization.

6.4.1.2.Development of Youth Care Farms in Limburg

Also in 2002, youth care farms were established by the regional
organization for agricultural innovationith support from the youth
department of the province of Limburg. It was also subsidized by the
Ministry of Health, Welfare and Sports and supported by the experiential
learning team of a youth care organization, two municipalities, and a
welfare orgariation. The youth care organization had experience with
experientiallearning projects for problem youths on farms in France, and
the employee viewed this project as an extension of tietsaties
abroad. The aim was to develop agricultural educatianakes for youth
care clients and dropouts from school. Although the daily allowances for
farmers were low, they were motivated to offer day activities on their
farm to young clients. They were, however, not interested in providing 24
hr care, as that wadlrestrict their privacy too much. From the start, it
was a problem to get dropouts or other young clients to the farms. Schools
and municipalities were not supportive at all. The project leader had no
background in the youth sector. She indicated thahatleno clue why it
was so difficult to find youngsters and that she did not understand the
youth care sector. According to the provincial project leader, the problem
was that schools were not punished financially for dropouts and that the
province could ot put pressure on schools and municipalities. The youth
care organization used the farms only for shemin crisis placements. In
a second phase, the project leader decided to focus completely on clients
from the youth care sector. It became clear thatypouth farm project had
no priority for the youth care organization. The responsible employee of
the youth care organization left the organization and was succeeded by an
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employee witha temporary position. The mager of the youth care
organization indiated that money was the main motivation for the
organization to take part in the project. The director decided to take part in
the project because it would generate resources. This was more important,
according to her, than interest in developing newisesv The manager
indicated a number of problems with the project. School dropouts were

not considered the target group of the youth organization. More
importantly, the marger did not believe in th@ncept of providing

care on farms. In her opimpa farmer who is not educated in youth care

is not capable of providing good and responsible care. She also stated that
providing care on the farm did not fit with the directives of the cost
structure of the youth care. Although the few employees whe wer

involved in experientialearning trajectories were still interested in
continuing the project, the manager decided to pull out when provincial
support dried up in 2009. The representative of the province indicated that
they were not in favor of puttingressure on the youth care organizations

to continue and extend the collaboration with farmers.

Table 2 Characteristics of the initiatives in 2010. For the project that
stopped, the characteristics of the most successful period are presented as
well, betveen brackets.

Initiative Number of Number of  Number of Annual
farmers clients/yr employees revenues (100C

euro/yr)

Youth care 37 110 35 580

Overijssel

Youth care 0 (4) 0 (10) 0() 0 (50)

Limburg

Youth care 30 30 7 1200

Noord Brabant

Novafarm 20 125 13 1400

6.4.1.3.Development of Youth Care Farms in Noord Brabant

The third initiative started in 1997 and was set up by an
experienced and proactive employee of a youth care organization in the
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province of Noord Brabant. This youth care organizaltiad positive
experiences with experientildarning projects for problem youth on

farms in France, but some of the youngsters returning from France did not
manage to sustain their positive developments after their return. The gap
between their life in &nce and the home situation in The Netherlands
was too large. Care farms in the region would be a solution for this group
and for dropouts who did not fit in a residential setting. Although the farm
project matched the culture of the youth organirgtibe initial idea was

to terminate the farm project in France because it was too expensive.
The initiator was convinced that developing individual working and living
trajectories on farms in The Netherlands would be very promising for
many youngsteraho could not live at home. His ambition was to create
costeffective and cknteffectivetrajectories on farms. His mager and
director supported his initiative, because they believed in the concept and
KLV FRPSHWHQFLHV ,Q WKt idiftatddsva edl WKH GLU
entrepreneur; he always comes with new ideas for problems we

H Q F R X TheVihitidtor indicated that he had a good contact with the
director and that she supported employees with initiatives, which is an
advantage of working in argll organization where you know who to
involve. He worked more than 60 hr per week for 2 years to develop the
youth care farm project. Support for the youth care office (responsible for
placement of youth clients) and the province (responsible for furding
youth care services) grew after the project proved successful for
youngsters who caused problems in other youth care services. The
director andhe initiator invested considable time to gain their support.
According to the initiator and the managéras important to inform the
youth office and the province financing the youth care and to show them
the positive effects dhe project to gain their spprt. Support was not
seltevident. The director and financial manager also had to stretch the
boundiries of financial regulations. The province and youth office were
helpful in this respect because the youth care organization had always
been willing to take up clients who could not be placed elsewhere. The
youth care farm project developed into a valeaunit of the youth care
institution with seven employees. Youngsters are aged 12 to 18 years old.
They receive 24 hr of care on the farm on an individual basis or in a small

group for a period of 3 to 12 months. The youngsters are guided by the
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farmeraQ G WKH IDUPHUYV ZLIH 7ZLFH D ZHHN D FI
youth care organization visits the farm to evaluate the progress with the
youngsters. For the older ones, the focus is on working; for the younger

ones, the focus is on school and recreationifieswon the farm.

6.4.1.4.Development of Care Farms for Clients With an Addiction
Background (Novafarm)

As described in a previougper (Hassink et a2012) Novafarm
was set up in 1999 by an employee of the care organization Nevadict
Kentron in the povince of Noord Brabant. Its aim is to offer clients with
addiction problems work on a farm to support their recovery. The
organization saw a need for workplaces for this target group in society.
According to thalirector, this was in line with théhanging vision in the
care sector that the rehabilitation and socialization of clients needed more
attention. Rehabilitation and offering day activities was new for the
organization. Many colleagues (especially therapists) were not in favor of
the changindocus of the organization, as this would give less priority to
their field of work. They could not believe that care farms would work
because, in their view, the clients would not be motivated.

Collaboration with farmers was new for Novaekantran. The
initiator met with oppsition in the organization. Novafarm received
strong support from the new director of Novadentron, as the project
fit the objectives of the organitzan. The director viewed No¥arm as an
innovative example of the new visiondaalso valued the initiative in
changing the inwartboking culture of the organization and in developing
links with society. Novafarm was also supported by the Ministry of Health
and the agricultural deputy of the province. The development of
Novafarm acelerated when it received an accreditation thanks to the
support of the director and the positive results of the project. Skepticism
among colleagues disappeared due to the positive response of clients and
positive financial results. Nevarm prayrams forclients who were still
using and residential farms for clients who were looking for a rural place
to live were set up. In most cases, a case manager of Novafarm guides a
group of clients on the farm. The farmer is responsible for organizing
work. In 2010Novafarm was a unit within Novadi&tentron with 25
employees (15 fultime employees) who collaborated with 20 farmers.
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Novafarm offers agricultural work for 123ients a week (Table 2).

Novaarm is now a respected unit in the organization with an annual
WXUQRYHU RI % PLOOLRQ $V ZLWK WKH SUHY
has to be creative and find the boundaries of existing funding regulations.

Characteristics of the four initiatives and steps in their
development are presented in Table 2. it loa concluded that the youth
care initiatives in Overijssel and Noord Brabant and the initiatives at
Novafarm are embedded in the care organization and represent
successfutollaboration with farmers. The youth care farm project in
Limburg wasnever successful and was terminated in 2009. In all cases,
farmers were obliged to work according to the quality guidelines of the
care organization. This was not a problem for them.

6.5.Analysis

In this section, an effort is made to explore how bamnd
spanners with different bacgrounds and structural contexts dealt with
the dhallenge to ensure, across isextoral boundaries, the money,
knowledge, and legitimacy for care farming. Where interviewees held
similar views regarding the developmenthe initiatives and the impact
of agency and structural factors on development, the general view is
presented. The focus is first on the structural factors affecting
collaboration.

6.5.1.Structural Factors

6.5.1.1.Motives for collaborationMotives for the care sector to work

together with farmers varied between the four examples. The aim of the
directors of the three organizations that were successful in implementing

care farm services is to expand services in order to meet the neeels of th
clients and provide communiyriented services. They acknowledge that
youngsters and addicts benefit from being on the farm. This was
H[SUHVVHG E\ RQH RI WKH GLUHFWRUV DV 3, E}
from being active; digging in the soil,orking with the animals, instead
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of talking in a therapeutic environment. This is a great mixture that can
VRPHWLPHY VROYH FRPSOH[ SUREOHPV ~

In line with the notion of adaptive efficiency, the interviewees
argued that care farm services could be develtamdr and with less
effort when working together with the farmers. In line with the reseurce
based theory (Pfeffer arféalancik1978), collaboration provides care
organizations and farmers with access to attractive resources and skills.
Farmers gain aces to funding for the care services they provide. Two
directors also acknowledged other valoéthe collaboration. One of
them indicated that collaboration helped him stimulate entrepreneurship
within the organization, while it allowed one of thimersto change the
inward-looking culture of his organization. As one of the directors noted,
833 ZzDV WKH HQWUHSUHQHXU +H PDGH WKH FRC
was keen on the costs and benefits and presented it as an attractive
product. This attitude chged the dynamics in our organization in a
SRVLWLYH ZD\ ~

The manager of the youth care organization in Limburg was clear
on the main motivation for the organization to take part in the project:
3'R \RX ZDQW D WUXH DQVZHU FRasmbeyQJ W KH
PXFK PRUH WKDQ FXULRVLW\ RU WKH LQWHUHV\
manager did not recognize the added value of collaborating with farmers.
To her, care farming was a novel, externally generated idea that could
only be adopted when it mthe strict quality protocols of the care regime.

6.5.1.2.Legitimacyin the care organizatianWhaever the motives were

on the side of the initiators, in all cases, they had to legitimize their
initiative in the eyes of collaboration partners as weditasrs involved.
Although differences in the legitimacy of the collaboration within care
organizations were found, no relationship between the year the initiatives
started and their legitimacy was found. In the case of Novafarm, a lack of
legitimacy in tle perspective of the employees was caused by the newness
of the initiative. The incumbent regime focused on treating rather than
rehabilitating addicts. Legitimacy increased due to the participation and
positive experiences of the clients, support fromdihector, and the

positive financial results of Novafarm. In the case of youth care farms in
Overijssel and NoorBrabant, legitimacy was not a real issue as
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employees had positive experiences with collaboration with
nonprofessionals in the community.thee case of youth care farms in
Limburg, the degree of legitimacy varied. Employees involved in
experiential learning stressed the qualities of farm projects. A lack of
legitimacy from the perspective of the manager was due to her belief that
farmers simpt were unable to provide higluality care.

6.5.1.3Finding funding structuredn all cases, an important task is to link

the initiative to existing financial arrangements and to persuade funding
bodies to stretch existing regulations if necessary. Thergnces

showed that there was some tension between existing regulations and care
farm services. However, the support of the director of a care organization
was sufficient to solve these problems.

The broader institutional context had an impact on thiésgse Except

for the youth care farm initiative in Noord Brabant, the initiatives were
started with the support of provincial and European funds, which shows
that initiatives were considered innovative and in line with policy
objectives. Novafarm in Nwd Brabant and the youth care farm
initiatives in Overijssel and Limburg were strongly supported by the
agricultural deputies of both provinces, who saw the initiatives as
promising examples of the muftinctionality of agriculture. The director
of the youth care organization in Overijssel indicated that provincial
support was crucial to the development of the youth care farm initiative.
In Overijssel, the youth care farm project was started under the
supervision of the agricultural sector instead ofyitngth care sector. The
youth inspection agency, a dominant regime actor, insisted that the pilot
project of youth care farms should be implemented by a youth care
organizatior? a recommendation that was adopted by the province. This
shows the power of remgie actors to incorporate new initiatives in current
structures.

6.5.1.4.0Organizational cultureConcerning the more direct structural
context, it was especially the organizational culture of the care
organization that mattered. The managers of care aaf#mis that
implemented the care farm services all indicated the importance of
innovative projects to their organization in meeting changing demands
from users and regulations, indicating that they appreciate employees who
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can work independently and haae eye for new developments. The

managers acknowledged the value of nonprofessionals and were

motivated to persuade funding bodies to stretch existing regusatid

make the innovative séce possibleln other cases, a less innovative
organizational cauire was found. In the case of Novafarm, colleagues of

the initiator were not open to change and expressed skepticism. The youth
care organization in Limburg that terminated the youth care farm

initiative focuses on the limitations set by the directivkethe cost

structure of the youth care and strict quality protocols that are part of the

care regime. The manager had very strict ideas about good quality. In her
view, services on farms could not be seen as youth care, as it would never
meet the qualit’?® WD QGDUGV 3$FFRUGLQJ WR WKH TXD
SURYLGHU QHHGYV WR KDYH D VSHFLILF HGXFDW
JLYH WKHP D UROH WKH\ VKRXOG QRW KDYH -

6.5.2Agency

The focus in this section is on the agency of boundary spanners.
Two typesof boundary spanners were identified. The first type is the
initiator of the different examples described. The second type is the top
level management of the care organizations. First the role and behavior of
the initiators of collaboration and the intetian with structural factors are
discussed.

6.5.2.1.Actions ofinitiators with different bacgrounds in different
contexts Initiators need to link the initiatives to the objectives and culture
of the care organization and frame them as solutions tdgonshin the
organizatior? for example, a need for communibyiented services and a
reduction in costs or waiting lists. They also have to develop a trusting
relation ship with the farmers. Initiators with an agricultural background
are outsiders in the easector. The challenge they face is to find a care
organization willing to adopt and implement their project. To do so, they
need to be familiar with the culture of the care organization. When the
initiator is an employee of the care sector, the chalesigp develop a
good relationship with farmers and their organizations. Commitment,
strategic skills, and the competencies and knowledge needed to link the
two domains are crucial success factors. The examples showed a diversity
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of challenges facingnitiators. Thenitiator of Novafarm faced a lack of
legitimacy because the incumbent regime of the addiction care sector
focused on the treatment of clients rather than on their rehabilitation. He
contacted clients directly to persuade them to takempéne farm project.
Clients became enthusiastic and persuaded others to join as well, and the
high number of participants led to positive financial resullte ihitiator
developed a trustg relationship with the farmers by being open and
honest aboute project. He held frequent meetings with managers to
keep them informed and involved. Finally, he was very successful in
generating publicity. The services provided on farms to (recovering)
addicts were new, and journalists were interested in this phlermm

Due to the enthusiasm of clients, farmers, and management and the
positive media attention, Novafarm gained legitimacy within the
organization, as indicated.

The following statements from the initiator of Novafarm show
how he managed to increase RUJDQL]DWLRQYYV OHJLWLPDF)
ideas about working with wood, cooking, and walking. When | started,
my colleagues said he is completely crazy. You were supposed to give
medication and talk with clients. However, my clients found it great and |
loved it as well. After we received the AWBZ (Algemene Wet Bijzondere
Ziektenkosten; a law on collective health insurance for costs oftérny
care) accreditation, the economic unit became enthusiastic because from
then on we received more money thanspent. Itwas also good public
relations 6R ZKHQ , DVNHG IRU VRPHWKLQJ LW ZDV

The initiator of the youth farm project in Noord Brabant also
showed entrepreneurial competencies. He faced less opposition within the
organization due to ear experiences with collaboration with farmers in
France, and the management had high expectations for the collaboration
with farmers in the region. In this case, the challenge was to reduce costs.
The initiator had the power to change the farm prograkrance and
meet the financial targets. Thanks to the transfer of youth clients from
expensive residential settings to care farms, the initiator was able to
generate considerable profits for the organization. Like the initiator of
Novafarm, he developedvadeo and generated publicity to gain support
from the office for juvenile care. The youth farm project in Overijssel was

207



initiated by an employee of the agricultural innovation organization. She

was successful in presenting youth care farms as a sdlatieaiting lists

LQ WKH \RXWK FDUH VHFWRU $V DQ HPSOR\HH !
diversity of the services iyiouth care is rather limited and we had this

waiting list. We had positive experiences with care farms and realized that
farmers could comibute to youth care in a structural way. Not in an
LQVWLWXWLRQ EXW RQ D UHDO SURGXFWLYH ID
were developed without the involvement of youth care organizations,

which generated opposition among some youth care orgamgatio

Thanks to the commitment of the project leader and her expertise in the

youth care sector, she managed to get one of the youth care organizations
interested in adopting the project. She was committed and competent in
linking the youth care farm pject to the objectives of the youth care
organization.

The youth care farm project in Limburg was also initiated and led
by an employee of the agricultural innovation organization. However, she
lacked sufficient knowledge of the youth sector. The projest et up to
deal with dropouts from school. The schools and youth care organization
were not really interested. The lack of involvement of the youth care
sector was the major problem. There was no communication with
managers of the youth care organizatibhe project leader did not
manage to present the youth care farms as an attractive facility to the
youth care organization or to link it with their objectives. The youth care
organization manager said tha#eoretically | could link it with our PEL
(Project Ervarings Leren; project experientiaieing) program where
youngster(stan live on the farm, but in practice it did not work because
WKH LQLWLDWLYH ZDV QRW LQWHUHVWHG LQ W

6.5.2.2.Support of togevel managemeniext, the role oftie toplevel
management is elaborated. Active support from thdebogl management

of the care organization appeared to be crucial when it came to developing
collaboration and implementing farm services indhee organization.
Management needs to suppitre initiative in the organization and the

wider care regime. An important task is to link the initiative to existing
financial arrangements and to persuade funding bodies to stretch existing
regulations if necessary. Initially, management support salru
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especially when the new services lack legitimacy within the organization.

The manager should give the initiator sufficient freedom and explain to
employees why the new service is important to the organization. It is

crucial to realize structural fuimdy for the new services. Commitment on

the part of management and funding organizations (province or health
insurance company) to realize structural financing of the new services

after the pilot period is crucial to the continuity of the servi€ésrole of

WKH GLUHFWRU ZDV H[SUHVVHG E\ RQH RI WKH
very active. Showing that the board of advice supported the initiative. We
sold it to health insurance companies and to the province (which was not

so difficult). And we solG LW DV VRPHWKLQJ XVHIXO LQ RX

To summarize, structural factors varied between the four cases. In
the three successful cases, the initiators generated mutual understanding
and trust between the initiative, ttgvel management, and farmehs
these cases, the combination of commitment and competencies of the
initiators and support from tdpvel management resulted in successful
collaborations. This leading coalition managed to overcome obstacles. In
the unsuccessful case, understandirgyteunst between the agricultural
initiator and the youth care organization did not develop, and there was no
support from togevel management. Table 3 provides an overview of the
characteristics of the structural and agency factors in the four cases.
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Table 3. Characterization of the structural and agency factors affecting

collaboration in the four cases.

Initiative Youth care Youth care Youth care  Novafarm

Overijssel Limburg Noord
Brabant

Structural

factors

Motives for Better services  Financial Better Better services

collaboration  Entrepreneurshig services Outward
Reduction orientation
waiting lists

Culture Openfor change Focus on Open for Open for

Care protocols change change and

organization skepticism

Obstacles Skepticism Lack of Financial Skepticism
youth care interest arrangements colleagues
organizations among partners

Legitimacy High Mixed High Mixed

Broader Supportive Supportive Supportive Supportive

institutional

context

Agency

factors

Characteristics Committed Lack of Committed Committed

Boundary Knowledge knowledge Embedded in Communicator

spanning Strategic Lack of organization Strategic

initiator communication Entrepreneur Entrepreneur

Support top Yes No Yes Yes

level

management
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6.6. Discussion and conclusion

The objective of this study was to describe and analyze different
examples of collaboration between care organizations and farmers at a
regionallevel and to better exemplify how the interaction between
structural and agency factors can affect the collaboration process.
Examining the role and behavior of boundary spanners in different
situations helped to show the pivotal contribution of individwbrs in
crosssector collaboration processes in different contexts.

Contrasts in types of partnerships and organizations by including
different care sectors (youth care and addiction care) and different types
of initiators (employees of an agricultul a care organization) provided
successful examples of collaboration and the success of the partnership. In
this examination, it became clear that the commitment and actions of
initiators and togevel management determined the success of the
collaboratia. The first type of boundary spanner identified is the initiator
of the different examples described. Linking the initiative to the objectives
of a care organization, dealing with power from actors in the regime, and
dealing with a lack of legitimacy ammportant challenges facing
initiators. When the initiator is an outsider, the challenge is to find a care
organization willing to adopt and implement the project. Such an outsider
has to be familiar wh the culture of the caoeganization. Anothe
important task is organizing support from management and informing
them about the progress of the process. The most pressing challenges
varied between the cases. Examples are a lack of legitimacy among
colleagues and a need to reduce costs. The cad@ésncearlier research
that boundary spanners need to possess a variety of competencies and be
able to perform a variety of strategies (eRBayneSmith et al2008).

The second type of boundary spanner is thddegl management
of the care organizatiomhich may help create the conditions for these
novel community practices. Boundaspanning managers should identify
the collaboration as an opportunity for the care organization, give the
initiator sufficient support and freedom, and take the lead lizireg
structural financing of the new services after the pilot period. In some
cases, the director is important when it comes to increasing legitimacy
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within the organization. Initiators of collaboration should develop a
leading coalition in the care ongjiaation, which is in line with lessons

from implementation studies in health care organizations, which
emphasize the importance of strong leadership and commitment for a
successful implementation. This should result in coalitions within the
organization ith the authority and expertise to favor implementation and
provide ongoing support. An important task is linking initiatives to
legitimizing organizational goals and values or to the solution of
organizational crises. Values and culture that support ehangnitoring
performance and circulating results to all relevant parties, and the
development of selustaining subcultures of communities of practice are
other importansuccess factors (Caldwell et 2008;Marshall et al.

2008).

Collaboration and impmentation are generally seen as the
interplay between agency (in our study, the actions of boundary spanners)
and structural factors like existing regulations. It is a process driven by
interpersonal relationships influenced by facilitating factors amders in
organizations and systems (Bger 2010; Noble 1999; Williams and
Sullivan2009). In line with Williams and Sullivan (2009), the study
confirms that personal commitment and trust make collaboration work in
any type of structure. In addition, iasges of newcomers, not only are
commitment and trust between the initiator or employee of the care
organization and farmers crucial, but commitment on the part of top
level management is also crucial. Because the use of farmers in the care
sector is smew, it creates anjariori lack of legitimacy. This makes
collaboration with established care organizations more complex and
challenging than collaboration processes between more equal and related
organizations that have been described in previous stUdiesis a major
reason why in this study real commitment and support efetogl
management were crucial for success.

The support of tofevel management is related to the culture of
the organization and the derived objectives and vision of the manageme
Managers of care organizations can adopt different interpretations of
policy language and act on the basis of different meanings attributed to
policy objects. For three organizations, the collaboration with farmers

linked with the policy objectivet® deinstitutionalize and socialize their
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care facilities. The managers of care organizations that implemented the
care farm services all indicated the importance of innovative projects to
their organization in meeting the changing demands from users and
regulations. The managers of the youth care organization in Limburg and
the youth inspection agency in Overijssel focused on quality care and on
implementing quality and risk protocols. In their view, this was important
as farmers had no professional backod in providing care. This is in

line with the findings of Buchbinder and Eisikovits (2008) and Makaros
(2011) that conflicting ideologies make collaboration difficult and with
Noble (1999), who argues that managing the implementation process
generallyrequires a strategic consensus and the presence of a driving
force in the organization.

The cases examined show the importance of linking an innovation
to the broader care and agricultural regime. In the care sector, the
liberalization and socialization cfire and the empowerment of clients are
important supportive developments (Beemer et al., 2007). In the
agricultural domain, farmers face worsening economic petsgs due to
intensified competition, decreasing prices of agricultural products and
animaldiseases, and changing demands in society. This has stimulated the
development of new social, economic, and environmental activities, as
well as associate regime elernteonder the framework of muliinctional
agriculture (Meerburgt al.2009). These delopments were a major
reason for policymakers from both the care and agricultural domains to
support cardarming initiatives. The successful initiatives were actively
supported by powerful regime actors and fund providers, like the
provinces, the minisyr and the health insurance companies. These regime
partners need to stretch the boundaries of existing regulations to match
collaboration with farmers to existing regulations in the care sector.

A limitation of this study is the limited number of cased #re
restriction to cardarming initiatives. Only one initiative that was not
successful was found. The support of the policymakers from the
agricultural domain contributed to the success of the agriculuetted
initiatives. It is rot clear ifother types of comunity-oriented services
experience the same kind of support. In addition, the social and care
sectors face serious budget cuts and increasing demands for participation
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of service users in the local community. This puts extra pressure on
collaboration processes. Future research should incorporate the impact of
these developments on collaboration processes and include a larger
number of cases incorporating other types of comnmumignted services
involving other sectors.

The study has pwvided insight into how the interplay between
agency and structural factors affects collaboration and implementation of
novel services in care organizations. Specific roles and tasks for initiators
and directors of care organizations and strategies tandbabbstacles
were identified. Moreover, the organizational and wickemtext structural
factors defining the space for collaboration and implementation were
identified. This study has several implications for practitioners and
policymakers irthe sociabnd health care sexs. The cases show the
variety of obstacles boundary spanners may encounter in the collaboration
process with external partners and the competencies of boundary
spanners, as well as the actions and kind of support that are important f
a successful collaboration. Policymakers should investigate motives for
collaboration before giving support to initiatives. They should only
support initiatives that are adopted by the management of care
organizations and that are in line with theiresitjves. Once identified,
collaborating partners should be given the freedom, support, and
confidence to accomplish the task, which would prevent frustration among
initiators and increase the efficient use of financial resources.
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Conclusions andimplications
How the care farming sector developed

In this study, | have examined how the new sector of care farming
emerged much more quickly than one migave expected beforehand.
Most care farms were initiated by farming couples. They faced the
chalenge of having to enter the care sector, establishing themselves as
caregivers and gaining access to care budgets. Literature on
multifunctional agriculture shows that starting newfi@ming

businesses is challenging for farmers and many of them feebpable

or comfortable leaving the farm and crossing the boundary between
agriculture andnother sector (Seuneke et2013). Most farms are

family owned and managed, and have been passed on from parents to
their sons and daughters over generationg;iwimeans that the cycle of
family life, culture, logics and routines plays an important role in the
development of offiarm muti-functionality (Gasson et al. 1988; Jervell
2011). After years of parental productioriented thought and action,
successorsra likely to face challenges when they try to push the farm
towards a stronger degreémulti-functionality (Wilson2008). In

addition, traditional farming organizations are not well prepared to help
farmers in th boundarycrossing task (ClarR009). This will especially

be a constraint when it comes to realizing radically new types of activities,
like care farming, where farmers have to connect to the care sector, a
sector with which most farmers are not familiar. Yet, the most pressing
challenges shown in this study and identified in meetings with the main
stakeholders in the care farming sector were bridging the gap between the
agricultural and care sector and becoming embedded in the care sector,
developing sustainable financing structuaas] developing professional
organizationsad legitimacy (Blom and Hassir#008).

In light of these challenges, it is remarkable to see that the care
farming sector in the Netherlands has developed so rapidly. Although care
farms initiated by the careder faced fewer boundaigrossing
challenges, they had to work hard to establish themselves firmly. The aim

of my study was to find out how it was possible that this new sector could
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develop so quickly. In this first section, | will give a first, rougbamt,

using the MultiLevel Perspective from transition studies as the main
explanatory framework. | will then successively discuss some issues that
can use a more specific explanation, drawing on other concepts from a
variety of studies. In doing so, aimdline with the scientific objectives set

in the Introduction, | will articulate the implied enrichment of the MLP.

Overview of the development of the care farming sector in the
Netherlands

Let me start with a brief outline of how the sector developsithg the

basic concepts from transition theory’s midiiel perspective (see
Introduction) as a canvas. The story is one of different types of care farms
developing over time, starting with pioneering activities by
entrepreneurial farmers and health gangfessionals in niche

experiments, the creation of supportive regime structures by the care
farming sector and regime changes that affected the development of the
sector.In the first chapter, where | tried to gain a better understanding of
the interacthn between agency on the one hand, and existing and
developing regime elements at local, regional and national level on the
other,| identified two phases in the development of the sector.

In the pioneering phase, financing structures, cognitive and
socbpolitical legitimacy and support structures were lacking. In that
situation, two different groups of initiators established care farm, the first
of which were initiatives that started as early as the 1970s and 1980s.
They were committed and idealistic paers, mainly with a background
in the care sector, inspired by the societal changes that started in the
1960s. Although they faced a lack of legitimacy and mismatch with
incumbent financing structures, their livimgprking communities
developed into proff VLRQDO RUJDQL]DWLRQV ZLWK WKF
DFFUHGLWDWLRQY WR HQVXUH IXQGLQJ IURP WI
They required exceptional entrepreneurialism to succeed.

The second group consisted of farmer families, who started care services
on existing &mily farms from the end of the 2@entury. In most cases,
IDUPHUVY VSRXVHV RIWHQ ZLWK D EDFNJURXQ(C

lead. They were committed to starting their own business on the farm and
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used their network and experience. Most of thesadaleveloped into

professional care farms, with a focus on providing care or combining
professional care with professional agriculture. They are examples of what
:LOVRQ FD O OM XY MWIRRQIDAOWIL. 7KHVH LQL
commitment and d@repreneurial behavior to succeed. This development
coincided with the changing focus in agricultural policy towards

stimulating entre@mneurship and support for méilinctional agriculture

(Veerman, 2006).

After this pioneering period, support of mimiss and activities of
the National Support Centre of Agriculture and Care stimulated the
legitimacy of the care farming sectorm@pter 1). This development and
changes in the care regime, made it much e&sieare farmers to get
started A range of new care farmers benefitted from the broad availability
Rl SHUVRQDO EXGJHWYV IRU FOLHQW\areXWFK DF
farmsto make direct contracts with people in different client groups
(chapters 1, 3, 4). PGBs became availabldfterdnt client groups after
2003, under pressure from the client movement. Another important
regime change in the care sector, brought about by the liberalization that
camewith necliberal reforms (Bevir 2010; Polli2003), meant there
were more opportities to acquire an AWBZ accreditation since 2002,
which were exploited by the care farming sector. At least as interesting is
the fact that they also were taken uprégional organizations of care
farmswith an AWBZ accreditation, establishing themsslirethe 2000s
(chapter 5), forming a new regime element that had direct access to
budgets of health insurance companies. In addition, vacenes
organizationdecame interested in working together with groups of
farmers at regional level, thanks to thereased legitimacy of care farms
and successful examples of ingarctoral collaboration (chapter 6). This is
another new and supportive regime element.

These changes stimulated new types of initiators entering the
sector (chapters 1, 3, 4). First, hevere (former) employees of the care
sector who were dissatisfied with the bureaucratization of the care sector
and the limited time they could spend with their clients, so they decided to
start their own care farm. Another group containepired peo
involved in multfunctional farming as advisors or researchers. Generally
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speaking, the latter two types of initiators generally developed care farm
ZLWK D IRFXV RQ SURYLGLQJ FDUH 7KH EURDG
important change in the care regincontributing to the development and
diversity of the care farm sector.

The support structures opened up the sector to a new typaeeof
farming families(chapters 3 and 4): those who lacked the entrepreneurial
skills required in the pioneering phasé&ey were supported by regional
organizations of care farms or care institutions motivated to work together
with farmers. In most cases, the care activities were limited and the focus
remained on agricultural production. As their focus remains on
agricultuml production, these care farms are examples-F&O OHG YUZHD N
multi- | XQFWLRQDOLW\Y :LOVRQ 7TKHLU FKDO
care sector were solved by support organizations, so that less commitment
and entrepreneurship were needed than duhieg@ibneering phase to
establish a care farm. These supportive regime elements stimulated the
establishment of care farms that were thus able to maintain their
agricultural identity.

&KDQJHV LQ WKH FDUH UHJLPH OLNH WKH
openingup to new suppliers, new regime elements, like the regional
organizations of care farms, had created a fertile ground for fast growth.

In addition, strategic behavior of stakeholders in the care farming sector
made this growth actually happen, creatingey\diverse sector with
different client groups, different types of initiators (with different
backgrounds, objectives and competences) and different types of care
farms, ranging from weak mutiinctionality (focus on agricultural
production) to strong niti-functionality (focus on care). Since 2003, the
later entrants faced less problems and generally speaking needed fewer
entrepreneurial skills due to increased legitimacy and the widespread
DYDLODELOLW\ RI 3*%fV 7KH\ FRXOG UHO\ RQ \
organizations at regional and national lexedl benefitted from the new
regime elements and changes in the existing regime of the care sector.
Some of the farmers who opted in favor of weak forms of multi
functionality were not welprepared for their ve role. The established
support structures in turn formed new regime elements that were
important for the subsequent development of the care farming sector and
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made it possible for less committed and skilled initiators to start a care
farm (chapters 3, 4).

In the final two chapters, | focussed on the different types of
support structures that developed. My main research question was how
these new support structures could develop and what kinds of actions
were needed. In chapter five, | focussed on thenedorganizations of
care farms and selected two contrasting examples: BEZIG and Landzijde.
BEZIG is a cooperative initiative of existing care farmers with limited
central coordination. Landzijde is the initiative of an individual
entrepreneur with a sing central coordination. | described and analysed
how the strategies of these two different regional care farming
organizations are translated into entrepreneurial behaviour, organizational
identity and legitimacy, and help provide access to care buddetsd
that entrepreneurial behaviour was important reaching the objectives and
successfully developing regional organizations. Developing a positive
identity and legitimacy required entrepreneurial agency and institutional
work (chapter 5). Instituticad legitimacy was acquired by meeting all the
formal requirements of the health insurance companies. Hiring
professional employees with knowledge of the procedures in the care
sector was an important element in this respect. Innovative legitimacy was
obtaned by developing innovative services that met client needs and by
framing the organization as a flat and dedicated organization with a focus
on the requirements of the customers and the development of innovative
services.

In chapter six, | focussed owpltaboration initiatives between care
organizations and groups of farmers at the regional level. | compared
initiatives by different actors, for different client groups, and in different
regions. | described the processes of collaboration and implemargtio
care farm services in the care organization and identified factors that
affect the success of the collaboration, with the aim of gaining a better
understandingf the kind of actions needed to establish a successful
collaboration. | found that commétl and strategically operating initiators,
who could connect the care farm initiatives with the objectives of the care
organization, were likely to be more successful. Support from the top
management of the care organization was also necessary for suiccess.

219



found that care organizations adopted different kinds of logic. One care
organization focused on quality protocols, which inhibited a successful
collaboration with farmers. Successful collaboration between farmers and
care organizations developed wheage organizations felt the need to
develop innovative services in response to changing user demands.
Support from the top management level for this collaboration was crucial
to the success of the care farms.

Transition theory and MLP

As we have jusseen, the muHievel perspective appeared helpful in
understanding how the regime changes came about. It helped to show
how, first, pressures on the dominant regimes in the agricultural and care
sectors resulted in regime changes and, second, how tlewgesHed to
opportunities for care farming initiatives. In addition, new supportive
regime elements were created by actors of the care farming sector.
Finally, support from the players in the agricultural and care regimes was
also important. A detailechalysis of the care farming sector makes it
possible to analyze interactions between landscape pressures, regime
adjustment and niche initiatives from two different domains, agriculture
and health care, resulting in-salled transition pathways. As Gealsd

Schot (2010: 78 ff) have shown on the basis of historical case studies,
there are different possible transition pathways, representing different
forms of complex interplay between a dominant regime, competing niches
and changes at landscape lahaltmay yield a transition.

Pressures on regimes in the agricultural and care sectors

At landscape level liberalization, deinstitutionalization and societization

of care, empowerment and participation of clients and a focus on the
SDWLHQWfV SRVVLELOLWLHY UDWKHU WKDQ OL
in the care sectdNygren et al. Q05; Antonovsky 1987; Fienig et al.

2011). While the system as a whole changed only incrementally, this

created an interest among some more innovative actors for novel

practices, meeting these challendeghe agricultural sector, important
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developmentsvere increasing concerns about the environment, food
safety, animal welfare and falling prices that undermined conventional
agriculture (Meerburg et al. 2009; Vereijké®02). This triggered a
search for alternative sows of income for farmers; multnctional
agriculture being the collective term used to describe a range of
combinations of primary production with other activities.

Regime changes

The pressure on the dominant regimes in the care and agricultural sectors
stimulated interest in new @ictions and experiments, like care farming.

In turbulent times, alternative voicesaynbe heard (Sundin and Tillmar
2008) and there is room for innovative responses drawing on existing and
new institutonal logics (Skelcher and Smi#015). Existing regimein

the care sector opened under external pressure and offered opportunities to
care farmers. Personal budgets became available under pressure from
client organizations, while the ndiberal paradigm opened the care sector
for new suppliers. Against tHeckground oftte quest for alternative,
multifunctional business models, the Ministry for Agriculture supported

the care farming sector. Thus, aalggnment/realignment pathway was
initiated (seentroduction and Geels and Scl26t10), in which the de
alignment of the agricultural and care regimes, especially since around
1980, was followed by a f@lignment in the past twenty five years.

Creation of new regime elements

Further realignment resulted from new regime elements. New
organizations were edtished, like the national support center and
regional organizations of care farms, which, together with the provisions
they created, strategically form new regime elements, using the
opportunities that were generated by changes in the care regime. The
naional support center, initiated by the Ministries of Welfare and Sports
and Agriculture in 1999, managed to position care farming within the
framework of the care sector, which resulted in a dispensation fer care
bound sales tax exemption of individualrfars. It created elements of a
new (niche) regime. An infrastructure for the exchange of knowledge
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between farmers and organizations in the agricultural and care sector was
established through the support organizations for care farmers at the
national andegional level.

This led to further regime elements contributing to the legitimacy
of care farming and connecting the agricultural and health care sectors. A
clear example was the development of a quality system for care farms
initiated by the nationalupport center, which was accepted by most
farmers and increased the legitimacy of care farms. Regional
organizations of care farms were transformed into professional
organizations, in line with the guidelines of health insurance companies.
They hired profssionals with sufficient knowledge of the care sector and
obtained an AWBZ accreditation, which gave them direct access to care
sector budgets care sector. They were recognized as being innovative by
health insurance companies, as was shown in chaptéus, What we
have seen here is not merelyal@nment of either of the regimes, but
also a form of interconnection of hitherto separate sectors. This inter
system pathway, leading to a change of the functional differentiation
between pathways, is more ieal than the ralignment or re
configuration (adjustments in the basic architecture)sihgle regime
(Geels and Sch@010).

Support from regime actors

The development of the care farming sector was supported at a national
level by the Ministries ofgriculture and Health care (financing the
National Support Centre of Care Farms and specific projects stimulating
the professionalization of the sector), at a regional level by various
provinces (budgets for investments in care farms and for the elstabiis
of regional organizations of care farms). Influential organizations, like
ZLTO and LTO Noord and people like agricultural deputies in various
provinces, actively supported care farming initiatives. They were
especially important in the pioneering gegchapter 1, 2) to enable the
move from dealignment to realignment. This study has shown how that
move may occur. As legitimacy increased, an increasing number of care
organizations became interested in working together collaborate with care
farmers at local and regional level (chapters 4 and 6). This support was
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provided because care farming could bring new opportunities for dealing
with the perceived need in the care sector to promote societization and
diversification of care, and the desire on plagt of the agricultural

ministry to help create business opportunities for farmers and preserve the
rural landscape. This shows how the care farming sector benefitted from
multi-regime dynamics, because, in analogy with Raven and Verbong
(2007), care faring (being a niche innovation) is linked as a solution to

the health care and the agricultural regime.

Drawing on the MLP, we have thus seen how the existing regime
structures actions, and how actors are not only affected by but also
change the structar context. Examples are the national support center
and the regional organizations of care farms, which both developed a
strong structure at a national and regional level that supported farmers in
developing care farms. Both organizations affected thieetiin in which
the sector developed. The handbook and quality system developed by the
support center showed new care farmers how to develop their care
business. Due to the support from regional organizations, a new group of
care farmers entered the seatdro did not have the ambition to develop
the care business themselves. Initially, new organizations like the Support
Centre made use of opportunities in the care regime, e.g. the access to
personal budgets and dispensation for-temend sales tax exemeti.

The Support Centre and the regional support structures (new regime
elements) became embedded in the care regime.

In later phases, care farm organizations were allowed to develop their own
guality standards, and care organizations working together with farmers
were allowed to stretch existing regulations to make collaboration with
farmers possible. This shows how régblayers became embedded and
influenced the dominant care regime and how and what kiadenicy

was crucial in the ralignment process, bringing together elements of

both agricultural and care regimes.

To conclude, the muHivel perspective was helpfin
understanding the development of the care farming sector. It explains how
pressure on the care and agricultural regimes resulted in regime changes
that were beneficial to care farmers, like the introduction and broadening
of PGBs, and how it offeregpportunities for strategic operating actors to
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create new supportive regime elements and generate support from

influential regime actors. It shows how existing regimes and actions

shaped each other. Important findings of my study are i) that strategic

behavior of different types of agency at a local, regional and national level

was important to the development of the care farming sector, especially in
WKH SLRQHHULQJ SKDVH DQG LL WKDW D plO\z
actions at a local, regional andtioaal level and corresponding beneficial
changes in existing regimes was created, which stimulated the

development of the new sector.

Further research into other intgystem pathways is important,
adding to trasition theory (Geels and Schiz210: 78)and providing
more insight into one recurring sort of transitions, theambination of
regimes beyond earlier functional differentiations (other examples
include, for instance, integral water management, transcending the
differentiation between water magement and spatial planning, and the
emergence of regimes around firms that become prosumers rather than
consumers of energy).

A governance perspective on the emergence of care farming as a
novel sector

If we switch perspective from a transition dynasiiowards a transition
governance perspective, it is important to take a closer look at the role of
agency and see the development of these transition patterns as a
combination of mutually reinforcing devgdments and actions (Grin et al.
2011). Pressuren the care and agricultural regimes created opportunities
for new initiatives like care farming that were in line with the objectives
of both regimes. Strategically operating and committed actors in the care
farming sector at a local, regional and natldegel, and supporters from
the agricultural and care sector used the increased opportunities and
increased legitimacy to create new regime elements that helped existing
care farmers and new entrants.

This was only partly a matter of -@ocidence. Mostlevelopments
were actively aligned to each other by key actors with a capacity to
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influence the regime and novel practices, respectivelyat Grin (2010)

has called dual track governance. Interestingly, it was pioneering
entrepreneurs who created the @b WLRQV ZKHUH WXBR LMWMU D C
2007; Smith and RavezD12) could take place. Initially, these were

mostly ad hoc, but over time more arrangements emerged. The initiation
of the support center was the outcome of national meetings organized by
comnmitted pioneers, LTO and a youth care organization that recognized
the need for such an organization to embed care farming in society and
policy, stimulate the exchange of knowledge, information and experience,
create networks at a national and regionatlieand develop guidelines.
Regional organizations of care farms developed into professional
organizations when the care sector was liberalized and new entrants could
obtain an AWBZ accreditation.

7KLV pyGXDO WUDFN JRYHUQDQFHYT LQGXFHG D p
reinforcement between changes at various levels connections are brought
about by regime elements tailored to societization and agents at the

regime level supporting this development, and the agents involved in
innovative pratices sharing this vision (@& 2012). It meant that agents

who are engaged in regime changes and innovative practices recognize the
ways in which their efforts may be fruitfully related to each other as well

as to exogenous developments. It is interesting that from my study gives a
detailed description of how policy and institutional actors and innovative
practices at a local, regional and national level interact and strategically

use beneficial exogenous developments. What this study has added is that
LW GLVFXVVHV pG®bBBITWUKDFRXIKYHRMPRUYV [URP !
sectors, who managed to present care farming as a solution to both the
FDUH DQG WKH DJULFXOWXUDO UHJLPHV 7KHLU
ERG\Y SUREOHP VLPXOWDQHRXVO\ WKLV DOVR
to meet that challenge. One case in point is Landzijde receiving support

from the province for preserving the landscape, from the health insurance
company and from the city of Amsterdam for their innovative approach to
supporting vulnerable citizens (Chapb). Other cases were discussed in

chapter six, where the collaboration between care organizations and

farmers was linked to objectives of care organizations and support from
provinces and health insurance companies
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My analysis also reveals an inigrstem pathway that
interconnects hitherto separate sectors and may be seen as a separate
pathway, to be added to transition theory. When we look at agency, we
see how this has been focused on-alignment of the agricultural and
care regimes in the pastenty five years of formerly daligned regimes.
However, if we really want to understand agency, we need to move
beyond existing MLFbased theory.

Further developing the Multi-Level Perspective

My study showed that MLP does not have sufficiceptual tools to
understand agency and has examined rayfitem transitions to a limited
extent only. Therefore, it can only provide a general understanding of the
development of the care farming sector. My findings confirm arguments
that we need to k& a close look at agency (e.g. Smet al. 2005; Genus
and Cole2008), that interactions between agency at niche level and
regime level are not @l understood (Smith 2007; Elzen et2012) and

we need to know more about interactions acrossrsyistendaries

(Raven and Verbong009), which is why | have enriched the MLP with
other elements to better understand agency and interactions across system
boundaries.

Better understanding agency in MLP using entrepreneurship, institutional
entrepreneurship ahsocial movement theory

Exploring literature that contributed to better understanding agency in
transitions, | found that different types of literature were important to
enrich and better understand agency in meltel dynamics.
Entrepreneurship literate was helpful in understanding the necessary
behavior of care farm initiators to be successful, especially in the
pioneering phase, when adequate financing and support structures, and
legitimacy were lacking. These pioneers required exceptional
entreprepurial behavior to be successful (Chapter 4). Initiators developed
a variety of successful types of care farms, including lviogking
communities, care farms specialized in youth or elderly care, and care
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farms hosting different types of client groupse examples described in
chapter 4 confirmed that entrepreneurship involved opportunity
identification and exploitation, developing development of ideas into
valuable business propositions and pulling resources together (Anderson
and Jak 2000; Shane andenkatamara2000). Opportunities were
discovered and actively created by entegyeurial efforts (Short et al.

2010). In line with earlier atlies (Cope and Watts 2000; Elfring and
Hulsink 2003). | found that important components of the entrepreneurial
process were strategyaking and networking. Especially in the

pioneering phase, networking to enlist the support of influential people
was important to overcome resistance among established actors in the care
sector.

Insights into institutional entreprenship were helpful in
understanding the tasks and success of initiatives at a regional level since
2000. An important insight from institutionahtrepreneurship (Garud et
al. 2007), illustrated in the Landzijde case in Chapter 5, is the importance
of combining entrepreneurial tasks, like opportunity identification and
exploitation, and institutional tasks directed at institutionalizing new
practices, to the success of an initiative. The director of Landzijde
developed new valuable business propositiongpaifidd resources
together. He was a leader with a clear vision and a good story, willing to
learn and innovate. Due to his broader interest beyond his own topics and
relational competences, he was able to link his organization to the
objectives of stakeliders in the environment (e.g. Streetcornerwork, the
health insurance company and the City of Amsterdam) and to develop
mutual understanding, trust and respect. This resulted in gédomgnter
sectoral collaboration with different types of organizatidrsanks to his
strategic actions (e.g. development of innovative services solving the
problems of the city of Amsterdam and offering professional care at a
lower cost rate than other organizations), he managed to develop a strong
position in the health ca and reintegration field. At the same time,
institutional actions were crucial. He had to establish a professional
organization that met the standards of health insurance companies if he
was to acquire their support. Institutional entrepreneurship prdvid
additional insight into the challenges involved in creating new institutions
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or transforming existing ones, and changing particular institutional
arrangements, as is the case with the establishment of regional
organizatios of care farms (Maguire et &004; Levy and Scull2007).
Thus aspects of institutional entrepreneurship, like framing, pdirsg

and political skills (Rad.998; Srang and Meyer 1993; DiMaggi®988),

are helpful in understanding the success of Landzijde. Entrepreneurial
behavior is the key in creating a trustful and appealing identity,
establishing innovative and institutional legitimacy and providing access
to budgets of the institutionalizedre sector. My study showed that, in
order to be successful at regional level entrepreneurs need to combine
entrepreneurial behavior with institutional work, resulting in to an
innovative and at the same time professional identity. In addition,
institutional entrepreneurs have to reconnect different sectors, a specific
challenge in case of intalystem pathways.

Social movement theory was helpful in understanding how
collective action came about since the second part of the 1990s. It shows
the importane of creating an appealing identity and appropriate structure
to unite isolated initiative into a powerful movement. Initially, foundation
Omslag, an organization of idealists, united organizations in the [ate 20
century (Chapter 1) and created a stroiegtity of counterculture that
was critical about mainstream agriculture and mainstream care. This gave
a voice to the pioneering care farmers. The Support Centre, which was set
up in 1999, generated a lot of publicity and strengthened links with the
heath care sector. The Support Centre successfully framed care farms as
innovative services that contributed to policy objectives like normalization
and socialization of clients. Collective action was also important with
regard to creating new structures €likegional organizations of care farms
and the national federation of care farms) that stimulated the development
of the care farming sector.

Better understanding interactions across system boundaries

A second issue in transition theory and MLP is tlok [af attention they

give to interactions across system boundaries. The specific cohtaig

innovation, developing between and on top of two established sectors,

addressed some additional challenges that need to be better understood to
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gain a good urgtstanding of the development of the care farming sector,
and can contribute to MLP. | needed additional concepts, from differing
theoretical fields, to understand how small niche experiments could
develop into a successful sector by crossing system boesdad

linking two different sectors. Based on the results presented in the
different chapters, | identified four challenges that needed additional
explanation: connecting sectors, overcoming a lack of legitimacy,
becoming embedded and dealing with dif& types of logic. | will now
discuss the main challenges and new insights from my study and how they
contribute to MLP.

Understanding Challenge 1: two different sectors

The first challenge is the boundasganning challenge of connecting two
differentsectors. It may seem remarkable that so many actors were able to
link the agricultural and care sectors, given that many farmers feel unable
or uncomfortable leaving the farm and crossing the boundaries of
agriculture. Seuneke et al. (2013) have poitdetiis dilemma, arguing

that it takes time to learn to cross the boundaries of agriculture and
develop another identity. Generally speaking, farms are family owned,
managed and passed through from parents to their children. Therefore, the
cycle of familylife, culture, logics and routines plays an important role in
the development of on farm niufunctionality (Gasson et al. 1988;
Jervell2011). After years of parental productioriented practices,
successors are likely to face challenges when they gitterpush the

farm towards greatarf multi-functionality (Wilson2008).

A new insight from this study is that the care farming sector
benefited from a number of actors who were crucial in andegglipped
for connecting the agricultural and care sextnd niche activities with
existing regimes, because they were embedded in the agricultural and care
sector. They are trained, socialized and embedded in two cultural worlds,
with a hybrid professional identity and two sefs/alues and practices
(Keshe 2013; Hassink et al. (2016). They are capable of maneuvering
among the constraints of institutional structures, while using these
structures as a platform for launching new practices and values. That is to
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say, they could exercise dual embedded ageneynarecently proposed
by Keshet(2013).

In line with Seuneke et al. (2013), | found that women were
important in the boundargrossing process, as they felt less embedded in
agriculture and often were, at least in part, embedded in the health care
sector ,Q PDQ\ FDVHV IDUPHUVY VSRXVHV DUH GX
them have a background in health care. In most cases, they took the lead
in developing the care activities on existing farms, as described in chapter
four. Due to their background, they fetimfortable and able to connect to
the health care sector. They benefitted from their contacts with care
institutions where they had worked and, in many cases, the first clients
came from their previous workplace. Due to their background, they were
suppoted by care institutions. These spouses are the first generation who,
by their education, introduced new thinking, a new culture, a new logic
and new rules to the farm and integrated them with the existing
agricultural thinking and approach.

In chapter 61 described some successful examples of-inter
sectoral collaboration between care organizations and groups of farmers at
a regional level, where the initiatives benefitted from the embeddedness of
the initiator in the agricultural and the care sectorgoéd example is the
initiator of the youth care farm program in Overijssel, who had both an
agricultural background and a background in youth care. This was helpful
when the youth care farm project had to be embedded in the youth care
sector.

Understandéhg Challenge 2: lack of legitimacy of newcomers in
transitions

The second challenge is gaining legitimacy, as | showed in chapters 1, 2, 4
and 5. A key question is how newcomers like care farming initiatives deal
with the lack of and manage to acquireitiegacy. My study showed how
initiatives at a local, regional and national level contributed to the
increased cognitive and sociopolitical legitimacy of care farming. It

became clear that, especially in the initial stages, overcoming the
legitimacy problenwas an important challenge for agents active in the

developing care farming sector. As newcomers in the care segr
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generally speaking faced a lack of legitimacy. They had no solid records
and stakeholders did not know whether or not they wastworthy

(Aldrich and Fol 1994; De Clercq and Voron@00%). An important

insight into this is thaegitimacy is socially constructed, in that it reflects
congruence between the activities of newcomers and the shaefd béli
incumbents (Vaara et.2006). Being recognized as legitimate by
incumbents is a crucial factor in whether or not newcomer will ketab
succeed (Aldrich and Fidl994).

Another finding of my study is that newcomers, if they are to succeed,
have to develop both institutidrand innovative legitimacy. Institutional
legitimacy is gained when newcomers comply with particular-field
specific assumptions about how participants in that field are expected to
operate. Innovative legitimacy is gained when newcomers challenge an
areas existing order and bring something new ® $kctor (De Clercq and
Voronov200%). While this confirms what De Clercq and Voronov
(2009%) have found, | added a detailed demonstratidmogfcare farm
organizations managed to develop both institutioegitimacy (by

meeting the formal requirements of the health care sector) as well as
innovative legitimacy (by developing a flat and dedicated organization
with a focus on clients) and the role of institutional entrepreneurship in
this legitimation proces&Chapter 5). This is in line, on the one hand, with
the institutional character of the care sector, with its quality control and
procedures, and on the other hand with the desire to innovate and
stimulate entrepreneurship. Consequently, my study shows how
newcomers can solve the lack of legitimacy by cleverly combining
entrepreneurial and institutionrahtrepreneurial work. Legitimacy, while
recognized as an important topictiansitions (Hendriks and Grin 2007,
Grin 2010, 2012), has so far been undesarched. My study indicates
that the distinction between generating institutional and innovative forms
of legitimacy is important to understand the fate of system innovations.

| found that the support of influential actors, with sympathy for
the care farnmg initiatives, was important when pioneers who lacked
legitimacy encountered obstacles and when access to budgets was a
problem. Examples of this are the support given to pioneers from the
director of a bank and a deputy from the province or an advisbe @ity
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of Amsterdam (Chapter 2). In the pioneering phase, this support was

usually due to the entrepreneurial behavior of these pioneers. From the
LOQWHUYLHZV ZLWK WKH pVXSSRUWHUV IURP WK
and 6, | learned the importanoga good story, courage and commitment

on the part of the initiators. This generated a kind of resonance and

resulted in respect, enthusiasm and support. The actions by the initiator

and the successive support by the influential regime actors contributed
LQLWLDWRUYTY OHJLWLPDF\

Understanding Challenge 3: becoming embedded in the care sector and
finding established care organizations that adopt new logics

A major challenge facing care farming initiatives is the need to become
embedded in #h caresector (Blom and Hassird008). The level of
embeddedness is determined by the nature, depth and extent of an
LQGLY Li€s D & ¥nvironment (Uzzi 1997; Dacin etl£199).
Newcomers in the care sector, like care farm initiatives, benefit from

being embedded in the care sector, because it provides them with intimate
knowledge, contacts, sources of advice, resources, information, support
ard legitimacy (Anderson and Jack 2002; Elfring and Hul&083). In
chapters 4 and 5, | showed the importancgeskloping a network in the

care sector to gain support and create new markets, helping newcomers to
recognize business opportunitieglgotential (Anderson and Jack 2002;
Anderser2013). My study has made it clear that it is not just
embeddedness as bubat helps newcomers realize business
opportunities, but that connecting to established actors who are open to
change is also crucially important.

It has often been assumed that embedded actors take established
logics for granted and are generaljyeaking not motivated or able to
stimulate fiéd changes (DiMaggio and Powé®83). This is called the
MSDUDGR[ RI HPEHGGHG DJHQF\Y 7KLV HVSHFLLEL
embedded actors who benefit from their current hegemony and are heavily
exposed to nmnativeprocesses (DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Greenwood
and Suddabg006). However, it may be possible to escape or avoid the
paradox. Central organizations do sometimes act as institutional
entrepreneurs (Phillips arickerman 2001; Sherer and L&@02). They
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may be motivated to consider change when they expersdradictions
(Seo and Cree®002). Different types of contradictions have been
identified: between the level of performance and alternative opportunities,
inability of a field to adapt to exegous changes, inconsistencies between
deeply held values ardivergence of interests (Benson 1977; Clemens
and Cook1999).

My study provides insight into the motivations of care
organizations to depart from established logics and collaborate with care
farmers. In chapter 6, | showed that important motivations were changes
in policy objectives promoting the deinstitutionalization and societization
of care, belief that care farm services would be a better solution for some
clients than conventional care gees, dissatisfaction with the dominant
culture, like the increase in bureaucracy and lack of entrepreneurship in
the organization. To understand how this may occur, this study combines
findings of Fligstein (2001a; 2001b) that crisis or landscape pessar
dominant regimes stimulate the creation of alternative logics, and of Rao
and Giorgi (2006) that new logics can be imported by outsiders using pre
existing logics from within the system or importing a logic from a
different domain. | have found thedre farming entrepreneurs blended
the preexisting logic of the care sector, that nature is a healing
environment, with the demand from client organizations for
diversification in care services and from polityakers for less
bureaucracy and more entrepearship. My study (chapter 6) suggests
that motivations and dominant logics are more important than network
position when it comes to considering change.

Understanding Challenge 4: dealing with different logics

This takes me to the next challenge:iatirs had to deal with conflicting
logics, implicit in the care regime as well as in the agricultural regime.
Logics are socially constructed, historical patterns of practices, beliefs,
values and rules (Rao aforgi 2006). Different types of logics wer
adopted by regime partners to respond to pressures on the regime. These
logics varied in the extent to which they promoted, or inhibited, the
development of care farming. Within the care sector, two partly
conflicting logics were expressed. The firstitoig meeting the challenges
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of deinstitutionalization and societization of care services. In this logic,
inter-sectoral collaboration with farmers is a logical step. The other logic

is the focus on quality control, guidelines and accountability (another
pressure affecting the care regime). Organizations adopting this logic were
less open to working together with farmers, as they had less control over
the quality of the care services on the farms. They adopted-avasting
strategy. Clear examples are tiew of one of the youth care

organizations that farmers cannot provide quality care, and the youth
inspection in another province insisting that youth care services on farms
should be embedded in youth care organizations to meet quality standards
(see bapter 6). The example of the youth care farms in Overijssel in
chapter 6 showed how, by clever maneuvering on the part of the project
leader, demands from the youth inspection for quality control could be
combined with the development of youth care faom$amily farms.

Also, within the agricultural sector | found different logics. The
first one sees diversification as an entrepreneurial activity that leads to
innovative services and new sources of income. Some care farmers
described in chapter 4 adogtthis logic and developed extensive care
services that to large extend changed the character of the farm. Some
agricultural organizations adopted the logic that the care farm should
essentially remain a productive farm. In chapter 4, | described exaimples
which employees of the agricultural union or agricultural banks did not
support care farm initiatives in which care made up a bigger share of the
turnover than primary production.

Previous studies have linked adoption of new logiextmgenous
developnents (Powelll991). This study contributes to these studies, as
well as to MLP theory, with the insight that the emergence of different,
conflicting logics is to be expected when regimes are under pressure; it
may be one crucial feature of-dégning regmes. Some actors stick to

the conventional logics, while others adopt new logics that are in line with
changing demands in society. | observed these conflicting logics in both
sectors.

Second, although my cases studies have shown how (potentially)
conflicting logics may frustrate innovations and experiments, and hamper
the potential of the care farming sector, especially in the pioneering phase
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(chapter 6), this does not necessarily have to occur. As shown in chapter
4, cleverly operating initiators mdind a way around these challenges
(e.g. by moving to more supportive organizations). In regimes that are
under pressure, embedded actors can adoptetitfeypes of logics
(Fligstein2001a). We knew already from earlier studies that institutional
entrepeneurs may identifying political opportunities and infuse new
beliefs and values, and import logics from a different domain (Dadis an
Mc Adam, 2000; Rao and GiorgD06). However, this study has provided
insight intohownew types of logic became maaecepted over time, not
only through efforts by institutional entrepreneurs, but as a joint effort
involving different types of actors: entrepreneurs, instinal
entrepreneurs and poliayiakers.

Summarising new insights

To conclude, my study used ights into entrepreneurship, institutional
entrepreneurship and social movement theory to better understand agency
in MLP. The transition across system boundaries posed additional
challenges: separated sectors, a lack of legitimacy, a lack of
embeddednessd having to deal with different logics. Actors who used
their dual identity, actors combining entrepreneurial and institutional
behavior and actors connecting with embedded actors with corresponding
logics were important in overcoming these challengegirBil provides

an illustration of the achievements of these developments.

Entrepreneurial and institutional orientations and activities
affected the development of the care farming sector andsyséem
pathway of realignment of the care and agricuttiregimes. This
entrepreneuriainstitutional duality resembles the challenges facing
institutional entrepreneurs having to conform to and at the same time
transform existing structures and logics reflecting the importance of
establishing institutionalral innovative legitimacy. Table 1 provides an
overview of the more entrepreneurial and institutional actions and logics
affecting care farming. | have shown that the care sector is a
heterogeneous field with varying degree of openness to alternative logics
New entrants. like care farming initiatives, should look for partners in the
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care sector that are open to change and have a good understanding of their
motivation to be open to change in order to meet their expectations.

Fig. L lllustration ofthe reinforcing actions and pressures at different
levels and the achievements of strategically operating actors in solving
challenges associated with innovations developing across system
boundaries.
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Table 1.Overview of dominant logics affecting the health care regime

DQG WKH PRUH pHQWUHSUHQHXULDOY DQG pLQ\
entrepreneurs leading to legitimacy and access to budgets of the care

sector.

Entrepreneurial Institutional orientation
orientation
Logics care regime Innovation, liberalization| Quality and
accountability of care
services
Focus established carg Societization of care Quality assurance
organizations Meeting demands clienty Risk prevention
Entrepreneurship
Activities by
institutional Opportunity Building a professional
entrepreneur to be identification and organization meeting
successful exploitation the regulations of care
sector
Framing
Securing resources
Overcoming barriers like network disconnection
Result Innovative legitimacy Institutional legitimacy

Outlook: future prospects of care farming

Based on my analysis of the development of the care farming sector, let
me sketch some future prospeftiscare farming. Challenges to
innovations like care farming can bareaucratization, a diminishing
concern for innovation and new needs (Fazzi, 2010) and h&ving
overcome path dependency and system memory (Wilson, 2008).
Entrepreneurs with strong a thation and a sense of urgency may
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overcome these challenges and realize further innovation. This was clearly
expressed in the experiences of innovative entrepreneurs at a local and
regional level, where some of the initiators not only had to deal vakh la

of legitimacy in the other sector, but in their own sector as well. The
commitment and competence of those initiators is important not to stick to
business as usual, but to create innovative services that meet changing
societal demands.

| described ca faming as a dynamic and innovative sector
responding practively to changes in the environment. In the pioneering
phase, care farms were framed as a couatdiure opposing
conventional care and agriculture. Later, care farming became a major
exampleof multifunctional farming and, nowadays, it is a sector with a
diverse identity with examples of weak and strong rutictionality.
Most care farms were initiated by farmers and their spouses. Over the last
decade, an increasing number of care farmsinéated by the care
sector. Care farms vary in the degree of intersectoral collaboration with
formal care organizations, in the ratio between agriculture and care and in
the background of the initiator. Especially around the moreadeated
farms, n&v networks developed and a wide range of clients has been
incorporated. Care farming also has developed into a sector with
professional support organizations at a regional and national level,
initiated by the farmers themselves. Entrepreneurial behavieur a
national, regional and local level stimulated this continuous process of
innovation and prevented stagnation. The care farming sector in the
Netherlands could develop as quickly as it has because of, first and
foremost, its degree of professionalizatend organization, and its
diversity. In recent decades, the care farming sector has invested in health
careoriented professional training, in adaptations in the farming system,
in quality systems and professional regional and national organizations. It
managed to increase its legitimacy, which resulted in new entrants, mainly
with a background in health care, which in turn stimulated the
embeddedness of care farms in the health care sector. It contributed to
mutual learning, professionalization and inatens, and changed the
identity of care farming. Care farms are now acknowledged as
communityoriented entrepreneurial services that contribute to the
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societization of care and empowerment and particopaf clients
(Hassink et al2010).

This seems tbe a good starting point to meet future challenges,
like budget cuts and health care system reform, with its focus on
participation. The main reform affecting care farms is the transformation
of the AWBZ into the Social Support Act. Under the new Socigp8tt
Act framework, which for day care came into force in 2015,
municipalities are now responsible for day care provided by most care
farms. An important social aim of the new Act is to promote the social
and life skills and participation of people witlsabilities. Policymakers
favour the use of community networks and voluntary labour and an
entrepreneurial attitude, to reduce costs and provide services that stimulate
the participation of clients in society (www.rijksoverheid.nl). Care farms
are in a god position to contribute to these objectives. In addition, care
farms, due to their small scale and ownership, generally speaking are
much more flexible in adjusting their strategy and services than the more
bureaucratized care organisations.

The regionhorganizations of care farms play an important role in
negotiating processes with municipalities for a continued access to care
budgets. A good illustration of the paative, flexible and entrepreneurial
orientation is the increasing number of care fas¢arting with
additional social and health care services, for instance providing
reintegration and learning trajectories, community services and treatment
in collaboration with schools, reintegration organizatiand therapists
(WageningerJR 2014). Exsting collaborations, legitimacy and the
diversification in services, financing structures and user groups make the
sector less vulnerable to changes in the environment. The sector is
supported by the federation of care farms, regional organizationseof ca
farms and research organizations that managed to obtain financial support
from the Ministries of Health Care and Economic affairs and Agriculture,
to assist care farmers in identifying new perspectives in addition to day
care activities, and to deterreithe impact of care farms for different user
groups|gww.zonmw.n| De Jong et aR013). The further successful
development of care farming depends on the continuation of the
cooperation of actors at a local, regionad amational level and effective
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connections of care farmers with municipalities, health care and related
sectors at a local level. Acknowledging the specific qualities and impact
of care farms remains important. Care farmers can stand out by their
personabnd committed attitude, the useful and diverse activities they
provide in an attractive environment, their openness to a wide range of
user groups and services and local embeddedness, and their contribution
to a more active participation of clients in siyg.

Lessons for other multifunctional sectors

My study offers various lessons for the emergence of new sectors
developing on top of and based on the synergy between two other sectors.
In this section, | focus on other branches of multifunctional fagmi

Farmers who are interested in establishing other multifunctional activities
are likely to encounter similar challenges as the care farmers, including
insufficient competences to innovate, connecting with and operating in the
nonfarming environment, hang a lack of concrete knowledge on how to
organize the innovain process (Mechher and Pelloni 2006; Pyysiainen et
al. 2006; Seuneke et &013), especially in an inteectoral setting many
other multifunctional farnmmes are facing (Batterink et &#010).

Traditional farming institutions, with their expertise and network in the
agricultural sector, are not waltepared for the boundacyossing tasks
facingmultifunctional farming (Clark009).In the multifunctionality of
agriculture discourse pafarming can be considered an interesting
alternativefor the agreindustrial model with its dominant liberalization

and globalization logic (M6lder2013). Successful pioneers, innovators

and farmers opting for care farms with strong rruitictionality are

committed entrepreneurs that contribute to rural development. They
developed a new identity, established new (uaal) networks,

generated substantial sources of income and employment by making new
business models for providing care services. Wfesitler thenmot only
examples of the muftinctional model of agriculture, but also of a new
entrepreneurial model of agriculture. (Chapter 4).

The development of the care farming sector was a process of

mutually reinforcing activities of strategic balary-spanning agencies at
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a local, regional and national level, and changes in the structure of the
care sector, favoring the legitimacy and development of the care farming
sector. Dominant agricultural and care regimes were under pressure and
care farmingvas seen as a problesolver for both of these domains.

Care farming could develop into a successful example of multifunctional
agriculture, becausentrepreneurs were able to connect their change
projects to the activities and interests of relevant agtothe dominant
regimes and actors at a local, regional and national level.

The involvement and active support of professionals of the care
sector and of policynakers (outsiders of the care farm sector) who
recognized the added value of care farms,thadstablishment of
national and regional organizations, were important to the development
and legitimacy of the sector. Investments in support structures and
professionalization were only possible thanks to the presence of
committed change agents witltlear vision and with sufficient financial
resources that were generated by embedding care farms in the financial
regulations of the care sector. Care farms could benefit from the financial
regulations under the framework of the AWBZ.

Insights from thecare farm sector suggests that the strategic
actions of committed boundaspanning actors and the involvement of
supporters from other sectors are important to a successful development.
Activities at a local, regional and national level should reinfoec e
other and create a flywheel of mutually reinforcing processes of actors at a
local, regional and national level, and supportive structures. To make this
happen, initiators at a local level should engage in entrepreneurial
behavior; at a regional levehstitutional entrepreneurs should take the
lead to initiate support structures that are backed by the ministries
concerned. Niche actors should develop support organizations to help
individual farmers, develop legitimacy and support, and different types
actors should develop joint actions. These coordinated actions should
contribute to the institutional and innovative legitimacy of the
multifunctional sector by offering professional services that meet the
requirements of the other sector, and by priogidnnovative solutions to
problems that are manifest. To identify opportunities in the other sector,
multifunctional initiatives should become embedded in that other sector.
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These issues should be discussed with representatives of the other
sector(s) whaecognize the potential benefits of collaboration.

Based on my results of the care farming sector, | can draw several
lessons that may be relevant to the development of other multifunctional
activities by farmers. In line with the initial situation oétbare farm
sector, insufficient access to budgets, limited collaboration between
initiatives at regional and national level, a lack of professional support and
a lack of embeddedness in the other sectors are major problems for other
branches of multifuctional farming (De Jong et &013). | will now
illustrate some lessons for different examples of multifunctional activities
by farmers. A striking example is the farm education sector, which suffers
from a lack of revenue on most of the farms, with anmaye annual
turnover per farm of appro@R DWHO\ ¥4 2R20M) QBLH HW D
restricts professionalization at farm level and the establishment of
professional support organizations. In most parts of the Netherlands, farm
education is not embeddedprograms of the nature and environmental
education organizations provided to primary schools. Most educational
farms do not see educational activities as pradessiactivities (van der
Meulen2014) Child care on farms, another branch in multifunctional
farming, benefitted from the interest among parents with sufficient
financial resources in the specific qualities of child care on the farm.
Professional child care farms have an annual turnover of MbkeD Q ¥4
300,000 (van der Meule2014). This stimulag collaboration between
initiatives and the establishment of a franchise formula, to meet the strict
guality guidelines in child care (www.agrarischekinderopvang.nl).

Urban agriculture is an interesting example of multifunctional
farming. Although it imot a branch that generates a lot of revenue, it has
developed into a movement where, similar to what happened in care
farming, a flywheel of mutually reinforcing processes of actors stimulates
the development of a new sector. Like care farming, urbacutgre is
an expression ofnanging values in society (Ve@015).The development
of urban agriculture is a good example of how actions at a local, regional
and national level reinforce each other and how opportunities are
identified to provide solutionto other sectors. Urban agriculture is seen
as an interesting development, as it involves urban citizens in local food
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production and it can contribute to social objectivles social cohesion
(Bronsveld2014). The number and diversity of urban agrimat

initiatives is increasing rapidly. It attracts many and diverse urban
citizens by meeting various objectives of the urbanizing society, like food
production, recreation, education, sociahesion and care (e.g. Dekking
2015). In various cities, orgemations of urban agriculture have

established supportive organizations. A few dedicated researchers; policy
makers and entrepreneurs initiated a national network of cities
experimenting with urban agriculture. This resulted in an agenda for urban
agriculure, signed by an increasing number of cities, encouraging local
authorities to implement measures to stimulate urban agriculture. Policy
makers were important in linking urban agriculture to policy objectives.
Some entrepreneurs took the lead in orgagiaim annual national urban
agriculture event that attracts a lot of attention. At the moment, linking
urban agriculture with educational, health care and social services and
guantifying the economic and social impact of urban agriculture is given
full attention in different project WWw.stedennetwerkstadslandbouw..nI

One of the challenges facing urban agriculture is how to connect
different sectors (Jansma and V@&i3). Urban agriculture benefi
from the mental shift in society towards a revaluation of productive green
urban spaces, as an example of the participatory society and alternative
food networksYeen2015). ltillustrates how multifunctional initiatives
should know the logics and niadtions of actors in the other sector to try
something new and know how to connect to established actors that are
motivated to collaborate to meet three key demands for-sedimcal
innovations (Hekkert et a2007): resources, knowledge and legitimacy. It
is attractive to stimulate twofold embedded initiators to participate in
initiatives, as they have the intimate knowledge required, may have better
access to sectoral resources and may be in a better ptsiggitimize
innovation. Important actions are the development of a joint agenda and
objectives, linking the services and products to the objectives and
problems in the other sector, the development of quality standards to meet
the formal requirements oW KH RWKHU VHFWRU LQYROYHPI
from the other sector and developing good relations and projects with
organizations in the other sector. Establishing professional support
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organizations is important in all these tasks. Successful multifurattio
agricultural practices are important for the development of the agricultural
sector, rural areas and their connection to our urbanizing society.
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