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Abstract

The EU market is being deregulated, which sees BWwdédarmers that have traditionally been
governed by different support systems being fotoeatlapt to a free market system and
having to deal with the concept of supply and dasndime farming sector has during the past
several years experienced harder conditions anddregjulation of the market has directly
affected farmers. The need for entrepreneurs aatdahy of thinking has been identified
(McElwee, 2006). Swedish farmers are neither famikith a free market or being required
to think in an entrepreneurial manner, does thesatore implicate that Swedish farmers are
not entrepreneurs?

LRF is a national farmers’ organization in Sweded functions as a support for Swedish
farmers. LRF works in several diverse areas su@gasultural policies, tourism, animal
welfare, food and cuisine, international co-opemtownership rights, research, business
development, school contact and work safety, to@mfce the conditions of their members
(LRF, 2010f). Every year LRF performs an evaluatiofind out what their members think of
their work. In the evaluation (NMR), LRF memberdigated that improvements could be
achieved in the following areas: Information, Ro$itand Society, Support and Advice and
Public opinion. Today LRF works with so-called “iness coaches”, although that project
will terminate in 2010. LRF currently want to knavhat their members think LRF as a
support function, should focus on in the future.

The aim in this thesis is to investigate entrepuestap in Swedish farmers and highlight how
they believe LRF as a support organisation showalkwA case study based on eight
interviews was performed and then subsequentlysedlbased on a literature review.

Both discussions and possible conclusions are piege

The key results of the study are that Swedish fesrhave developed entrepreneurial skills,
but this has occurred in varying degrees; somenare successful than others are. The most
successful are those who are entirely self-rebaut believe themselves capable to manage
the things happening around them. The farmers WRFRtto offer a broad variety of support,
primarily lobbying, profit for Swedish farmers, agntional farming and regional support.



Sammanfattning

Marknaden i Europa avregleras och svenska lantbeid@m traditionellt blivit styrda av
olika bidragssystem ar inte vana vid en fri markdadefterfrdgan och utbud styr.
Jordbrukssektorn har under de senaste aren umsiendrdare miljo och avregleringen har
paverkat lantbrukarna. Behovet av entreprenoredechs satt att tanka har identifierats
(McElwee, 2006). Svenska lantbrukare har inte betéra entreprendrer i samma
utstrackning tidigare, men kan de agera som ergnéper?

LRF ar svenska lantbrukares foretagarorganisatbnfengerar som ett stod fér svenska
lantbrukare. LRF arbetar inom flera omraden sasoliilp turism, djurvalfard, mat,
internationella samarbeten, &ganderétt, forsknitigldning, arbetssékerhet,
foretagsutveckling etc (LRF, 2010f). Varje ar utilRF en néjdmedlemsundersdkning
(NMR) for att fa reda pa vad deras medlemmar tyokerrganisationens arbete. | den
senaste undersokningen (2010) fick LRF reda p@atlemmarna tycker att forbattringar bor
ske inom omradena Information, Poltik och samh&lgport och Radgivning och
Folkopinion. LRF har fram till slutet av 2010 féagscoacher som arbetar med stdd till
lantbrukare. Nar arbetet med coacherna nu tavslwiRF ta reda pa vilket stod lantbrukarna
efterfragar.

Syftet med examensarbetet ar att undersdka enti@si@apet hos svenska lantbrukare och
veta hur LRF som stédjande organisation ska adgigt deras medlemmar. 8 intervjuer har
utforts i en fallstudie och de har sedaralyserats ur en litteraturstudig diskussion har
gjorts och mdjliga slutsatser ar dragna.

Huvudresultaten av studien ar att svenska lanthbeuikar entreprendriska egenskaper men till
olika grad beroende pa individen. Vissa lantbrukarmmer framgangsrika &n andra och de
mest framgangsrika ar sa kallade "self responsiblgieprenorer som tror pa sin egen
formaga att paverka saker som hander runtomkring dantbrukarna vill att LRF erbjuder

ett brett utbud av stéd och att de framst ska arivetd lobbying, 6kad I6nsamhet fér svenska
lantbrukare, arbeta mer for konventionella lantboak anordna regionalt support.
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1 Introduction

Since 1995, Sweden has been a member of the EOreBisie membership was final, the
Swedish government began to deregulate certairctsspefarming by abolishing economic
programs that had previously supported farmerss \WMais done to achieve a free market
economy. When entering the EU, the deregulatioppstd as Sweden joined CAP (Common
Agricultural Policy) which had a goal to stabiliaed stimulate the production of agricultural
products (Europa- EU:s webbportal, 2010). CAP Ivaseshen been remodelled a few times.
In 2003 a Midterm-review”was done and after that, the EU-subsidiaries caaddo
production have been abolished one by one, arteifuture the subsidiaries shall not be
connected to what is produced, only until that itemproduced.

Swedish farmers have traditionally been governeditigrent support systems and are
therefore not use to a free market system andrdpadith supply and demand. The farming
sector has during the past several years expeddrareler conditions and the deregulation of
the market has affected the farmers. The needtoeeneurs and that way of thinking has
been identified (McElwee, 2006). Through entrepteia behaviour, farmers can find ways
of becoming more competitive. Farming today haasdapt to a free market with competitors
all over the world. According to (McElwee, 2006)a$ (2002) says, in his article in Journal
of Small Business and Enterprise development,ahantrepreneur can be defined as: a
person that can manage a business, intend to expamd that have the leadership and
capabilities of managing the business so that tlaésgare reached.

Swedish farmers get support from different souezesone of them is LRF (Lantbrukarnas
Riksforbund), a farmers organisations where theontgjof the members are Swedish
farmers. LRF (Swedish farmers’ organization) isoa-political, special interest organization
that provides support for companies and peoplbeergteen industry (LRF, 2010a). LRF
work continuously to provide their members with got to develop their businesses. The
support is delivered to the farmers in the forncadirses, monitoring of the market,
discussion groups etc. (Folin, personal messadd))20

1.1 Problem background

The market is changing and the farmers might havedssess how they run their businesses.
Are Swedish farmers entrepreneurial enough antheéypfocus on the market demand when
developing their businesses? LRF wants to findaht the next step is and what the
members demand from their organization. LRF hagerty done a restructuring and
presented their yearly members evaluation (NMR)ctviias the purpose of finding out what
the members think of LRF, what they are pleaset aiid what they are not pleased with.
The NMR showed that improvement could be madeerfalowing fields:

* Information

* Politics and Society
e Support and Advice
* Public opinion

Today LRF offers Business coaches that suppomrabers with the development of their
businesses, but these coaches are a project thbeweinding in the autumn of 2010. LRF
wants to know what the members will need to sultstithis support in the future.



1.2 Problem statement, Aim and Limitations

The problem is divided in two parts; firstly, indrdssing business development and
entrepreneurship and secondly in focusing on LR& sigpport function to Swedish farmers.

The problem statement is as followed:

* In what ways are Swedish farmers entrepreneuriddérdevelopment of their
businesses?

* What role is LRF playing in the support of farmdrsSiness development?

The aim with this thesis is to find out if Swediginmers are entrepreneurial as they approach
the future market. Eight farmers have been intergteabout their view on business
development, entrepreneurship and LRF as a sufypation.

This study is focused on Swedish farmers and isechout thorough a case study of LRFs
members. The results of the interviews are thetyaed with relevant literature and possible
conclusions are subsequently drawn. The base éantarviews are retrieved from LRF’s
register of members. The selected participant$aaneers that have used LRF previously as a
support system, that span a broad geographic spgctharying in age, gender and type of
business, etc. The literature used is limited bgvance to the matter and has a strong focus
on entrepreneurship.

1.3 Outline

A background and a literature review are presefitstl followed by a description of the
method used in the study. Furthermore, there mcdround to the empirical study and then
the results are presented. In the Analysis, coniparanalysis and discussion the results are
analysed and synthesises are made in the conclysemfigure 1).

Intervijues

Litterature discussion

) . conclusions
review and analysis

Add.
litterature
review

Figure 1. lllustration of the outline of the study.



2 Background

2.1 The farmers organisation, LRF

90 000 companies and 169 000 people are memb#re &drmers organization. LRF has
seven subsidiaries and have the mission stateméptdmote development of the green
industry and its farmers of the agricultural ancegt land, growers and entrepreneurs” (LRF,
2010b). The organisation is built up by the hedit®fin Stockholm with 19 regional offices
located around Sweden (LRF, 2010c). LRF also haweffece in Brussels that represent
LRF, and the Swedish farmers, in Europe. The datisiaking body in the organisation is
the annual National Assembly. Every year 150 repridives are elected for this, 75 by the
regional associations and 75 elected by the coatigpes. The national Assembly then
chooses the National Board of Directors, which gavk the behalf of the Assembly and the
two legal entities of LRF. LEAB is a subsidiaryld®F that implements the decisions and is
the parent company to the following subsidiarieRFLKonsult, Svensk Markservice, Sigill
Kvalitetssystem, LRF Samkop, LRF Media, LRF Forg@koch Sanga-Saby Kurs och
Konferens (LRF, 2010d).

LRF’s vision is“Making the countryside grow. The green industrg laakey role with
respect to growth, profitability and attraction ihe sustainable society(LRF, 2010e). LRF
primarily wants to build the best base for compsaumethe rural areas that are sustainable and
competitive, and to make favourable conditionsstacial life (LRF, 2010b). LRF works in
several areas such as agricultural policies, toyraimal welfare, food and cuisine,
international co-operation, ownership rights, resleaschool contact and work safety, to
influence the conditions of their members (LRF, @)1The organisations primary missions
are to work with political conditions, to createsfitve public opinion about the green
industry, to promote young people to choose gredustry related studies, to give their
members support on how to develop their businemsg&$o promote rural development and
support target groups among their members (LRFQ@01

LRF works intensively with farmers and farming dexgnent in an effort to provide their
members with tools required to improve their bussnd hese tools are developed at the head
office and at the regional offices, and are theacically used at the regional offices in their
meetings with the members. LRF wants to cooperéteather organizations and companies
providing farmers with necessary business tool$ir{fFpersonal message, 2010). Newsletters,
networking, business analysis, checklists, busipksss, courses, calculations, business
coaches, pricing, business intelligence, membersfprojects, how to develop and how to
hire tips are all examples of support tools aime@e@mers. According to LRF’s internal

offers directory (2010) their offers are divideddifferent categories like Running a business,
Working environment, Climate, Organic, ConstructiBenewable energy, Pig, Green care,
Horse, Lamb, Milk, Beef, Small scale food busin&ssall scale wood business, Forest,
Garden, Tourism and Crop production (LRF, 2010h).

2.2 The deregulation of the market

Historically Swedish farming have been regulated,ibh 1990, the first deregulation started.
(SLI, 2005). Farmers were paid a subsidy to reditezr production onto arable land, e.g.
through planting trees. The aim was to limit thedarction of farm products under price



regulation so that farmers had to compete on theegarms as entrepreneurs in other
industries. Farmers were only going to be compexday the market for products in demand
and not for over production. Support like agreemm@m domestic prices were abolished, but
import limits and export subsidies retained untitier agreements were made about trade
between countries. In 1991, Sweden applied for neeship in EU and in 1995 Sweden
became a member. The membership had major conseguen the deregulation and the
agricultural production policy was in many ways ught back to its earlier state.

CAP, which is EU’s Common Agricultural Policy, isrictional in Sweden and originally had
the goal to stabilize the market and increase prtbalu within EU (Europa- EU:s webbportal,
2010). CAP was founded in 1960 to stimulate pradadiarmers through subsidies,
guaranteed prizes and investment subsidies byawergment (European Commission,
2010). Different kinds of regulation resulted in@rer production of certain food in 1980 and
world trade was negatively affected (Europa- EUeblportal, 2010). To deal with the over
production new subsidies were introduced to stoexport certain goods (European
Commission, 2010). In addition, quotas were intitlion milk to decrease over production.

In 1992 the first review was performed on CAP (EpaoEU:s webbportal, 2010) and it was
calledthe MacSharry-reformPrice subsidies were reduced and partly exchatmgedome
subsidies, like animal premium (European Commis200). The environment was more
acknowledged and an environment program was intediin Sweden that included subsidies
on pastures, reduced nitrogen leakage and orgamiltigtion. In 1999, a reform called
Agenda 200Qvas pushed through and the decisions fromMaeSharry-reformwere
developed. The directed subsidies were increaseitk the subsidies linked to prices were
decreased. Subsidies to rural development werednted. In thé/lid-Term RevieWMTR)

in 2003, it was decided to decouple the subsidigsta no longer use direct subsidies. EU-
subsidies are now paid to the producer and no desnam given to produce a certain amount.
The MTR gives the farmers in EU the opportunitptoduce according to demand from the
market and in Sweden the subsidies are distribiotéte “farm aid” and on regional level.
Sweden introduced “farm aid” in 2005, which repthsebsidies like animal premium,
slaughter subsidy, milk subsidy; which were linkedhow much production each farm had.
The review would give a better balance in the itigu@n the countries and between the
countries) (Europa- EU:s webbportal, 2010). Thertfaid” is supposed to give the farmer a
more stabile income. To achieve this, a couplera$s conditions had to be achieved and
they combine demands on agricultural land mainteeamd rules according crop health,
animal health and welfare, environment and pulxialifn.

Today discussions are ongoing on how CAP is gargetdeveloped in the next period
(2013) and how the “farm aid” should be developdtk future of agriculture is uncertain,

but a further deregulation of the market is indMiga The most recent review of the CAP is
the “health check” and according to the Europeam@gssion’s website, the health check is
going to update the CAP and make it simpler andiea#e the existing restrictions on farmers
(European Commission, 2009). This will make it eafor farmers to respond better to the
markets signals. The CAP is going to go throughialer of changes in the future.

2.3 Sweden today

During the last decades in Sweden, farms have ghlgdaocreased in size but decreased in
total. According to SCB (Sveriges Statistiska Calbyra) the total number of dairy cows
have decreased with 46 percent from 1980 until Z8@B, 2010). The total number of herds



has decrease with 85 percent in the same periathdthe same time, the number of beef
cattle has increased 200 percent. The reasondardh in beef cattle and the fall in milk cows
is partially explained by an active system to emaga milk producers to transfer to beef
cattle production, and a few transitions in theustdy in the 1990’s. The average number of
animals at a farm has increased since the 1980&bkef herd, there are now 16 cows per
herd instead of 6 cows per herd, as in the 199®is.number of pigs has decreased with 40
percent since 1980, and the numbers of pig bussdssve decreased so that only 1/10 of the
businesses are left (SCB, 2010).

The total amount of farms have become fewer bgelain area, and there are a smaller
number of farms with less than 10 hectares of lantdmore farms with more than 100
hectares of land. The biggest farms are locatédarsouth of Sweden and the smallest in the
north. In the 1990 there was 96 945 companies 808 there were 72 609, the decline is
significant. The number of companies with animaldarctions has the biggest decrease while
companies with crop production have continuallyéased since 1990 (SCB, 2010).

In the country a smaller amount of arable lancliivated today than before (2.65 million
hectares 2007 and 2.84 million hectares 1990).ar&kle land is divided between cereal
crops (41 percent), forage (like silage or hay)gédcent) and the rest is other crops like
legumes, oilseeds and some of it are lay-land.tdta¢ yield from each crop varies but it has
gone up with processing. Most Swedish farmers lanest included in their property and the
early logging has increased almost every year slmed950’s (SCB, 2010).

Export and import to and from Sweden goes predontiynéo countries within the EU and
agricultural goods represent 8 percent of the iatpbrt and 4 percent of the total export
(SCB & Jordbruksverket, 2009). Sweden is only tgpBfcent self-sufficient in beef meat and
82 percent in pig meat (2009) (ATL, 2009). In 2@@%sording to SCB, the only thing Sweden
was self sufficient in was milk and butter (SCB &dbruksverket, 2009). Agricultural
products stand for 0.4 percent of the BNP in Sweadghthat has decreased over the years, in
1990, it was 1.2 percent. The price of inputs asesthe year 2000 gone up with 13 percent
while the prices of the outputs remained at a @nistn addition, the price on agricultural

land has risen, mostly since achieving membershipe EU in 1995, and the review that was
implemented in 2005. In 2007, the price on land &émes as high as in 1995.

The agricultural industry employs 178 000 peopheSweden, that corresponds to 65 000 full
time jobs (SCB, 2010). A full time job is definesl B00 work hours per year according to
EU but many farmers say that they work consideraidye than that. There are 72 600
farming companies recorded and that gives an agesbg.5 people working per company.
The median age of farmers in Sweden are 55-59 y22nsercent of all farmers are over 65
and only 5 percent is under 35. Of all farmerspéfdcent are male and 39 percent are female.

The changes on the European market with less sabieglmakes it more deregulated. This
gives a more competitive market, which has showsvweden where self-sufficiency has
decreased dramatically. Farms are increasing éasid decreasing in number and the inputs
have increased in price while the outputs have meedaat a constant. The deregulation gives
an opportunity for farmers to develop their entegy@urial skills and challenges them to think
innovatively. The deregulation also declines thparh surplus and makes the market more
dependent on supply and demand. This is consteufiiiva farmer who can direct his
business towards the most favourable segment.



3 Theory

3.1 Definition of entrepreneurship

Entrepreneurship is everything that helps a farmedjusting to a free market economy
(Duczkowska-Malysz, 1993). Many scientists wantnigke a clear distinction between
managing a company and being an entrepreneur. Mapagompany is keeping it alive,
though managing it in an entrepreneurial way rexgugertain talents. To be a successful
entrepreneur, you have to possess personal skdlsas innovative thought, a willingness to
take risks, a talent in dealing with the unexpectied ability to acknowledge changes, seek
and see opportunities (Pyysiaingtmal, 2006). You also need to be good at communicating
and taking leadership from others. According todBa2004) the majority of people choosing
entrepreneurship are perceived as risk seekingrbfact, may be more driven by being
afraid of the losses that could occur if they dotake risks.

In addition to all the aforementioned skills, yaawvk to be talented in analyzing, synthesising,
evaluating, planning, organising, and executinggl#allio & Kola (1999) claims that the
definition of being “an entrepreneur” is that hesbe has a profitable business and does
regularly follow-up of production. An entreprend@eps on developing his or her business
by believing in what they are doing, being goakated and making use of relevant
information. It is important to discuss an existiggsiness plan with professionals, but
research shows that entrepreneurial farmers rdibeuss their business with family or
colleagues and not advisers, which significantlyits their development (Lowe & Talbot,
2000). They also have problems with not using $a@bdvorks more extensively.

Why does one choose to become an entrepreneurtandmcertain people see opportunities
to achieve profit from something where others di? igaron (2004) says that entrepreneurs
are optimists and social. People with entrepremgoiskills have the ability to think out
scenarios, develop strategies, process informataoincritically analyze situations.

3.2 Reason for starting up a new venture

Ferguson & Olofsson (2011) refers to Amit & Muel{@894) in their article in: The

handbook of Research on Entrepreneurship in Adticeiand Rural Development, that the
motivation of starting up a business is a factmfsh or pull”. Push and pull theory implies
that the entrepreneur (in this case the farmerkithsr been pushed into starting up or pulled
in. When pushed, the farmers is then often nosfsadi with the development of his/her

current business. If the farmer has been pullemstdarting up, he/she wants to pursue an idea.
This theory could be interpreted as that when yeupashed into starting up itis a

diversifying activity, and therefore a reactiveasdgy hence the entrepreneur reacts to
decreasing profit (McElwee, 2006). When you arégolin to starting up, it is a proactive
strategy and the entrepreneur wants to developaimpany without being forced.

3.3 Which different types of entrepreneurs are ther e?

Farming entrepreneurs are, according to Carterg)l@®ided in to firm structure with
monoactive entrepreneurs, portfolio owners ancctiral diversifiers. The monoactive

farmer is focusing on the core venture of farmisglder and has knowledge and experience
restricted to farming. The monoactive farmers’ fasmften smaller, and has fewer



employees. The portfolio owner has several busasss bigger and broader in the sense that
his business portfolio is not limited to farmindhél'structural diversifier is categorized as
existing in between the two others. The core bssimgefarming but he also has new ventures
although often connected to farming.

Alsoset al(2003) divided entrepreneurial farmers by theirigagton, and also has 3
different classes with pluriactive, resource expigi and portfolio farmers. The pluriactive
farmer has started a new business because he wanistain his core business (farming).
The type of business depends on varying factds the possibility to get a job outside the
farm and the household structure (e.qg. if all mersilbe some work on the farm). The
pluriactivity does not always depend on economasoas; it could also depend on a wish to
keep on living in a rural area, emotional reasas (vanting to move from the family farm)
etc. The resource exploiting farmer recognizeseéseurce connected to the farm and wants
to develop them. It is this opportunity that triggéhe start up of new activities. To develop
skills in exploring new business opportunities hlevant information, the right environment
and a good ability to explore businesses is necgsEae portfolio farmer has an idea and
wants to develop it, has good experience of ergregarship and has built up a network that
could be of good use when starting up other busewesThe motives to each type of
entrepreneurship differ by the source of the idea competition and the business strategy,
and are affected by lifestyle and the availabibtyesources (Pleurt al, 2002).
Entrepreneurship at a farm level is heterogenicabuhree types of entrepreneurship bring
value to the farm sector.

Ferguson & Olofsson (2011) divides farming busieesato two categories that can be
interpreted in this thesis as, “normal” and “nevsinesses”; where the “normal” farmers have
a conventional core activity and the “new farm besses” have more of an open approach
and a non-conventional core activity. The existiegpurces are to the “normal” entrepreneur
often strongly connected to the core business nikehinery, but the new farm businesses the
resources are not that strongly connected to thelmasiness, like capital, unused buildings
etc. The “normal” entrepreneur is more aware ofdiog up a new business without

disturbing the core activity and intends to lowisks.

3.4 How to deal with risks

Ferguson & Olofsson (2011) says that risk averg@hown in farming companies when they
wait to employ until a new venture shows profit.ditenally, Swedish regulation makes it
difficult for entrepreneurs to hire before they atge that the need exists, as it is difficult to
dismiss employees in Sweden. It is exceptionalffycdit to achieve profit in a company

when you have to work a great number of hours aadfraid to hire. Carter (1998) thinks
that usage of existing resources is a method terdoisks, since an additional cost is not
incurred.

The strategies for agricultural survival could litber diversification or specialization
(Hansson & Ferguson, 2010). Diversification couddebg. tourism, organic production, farm
shops, cafés etc. (Ylva Folin, personal messadgH))2@pecialization is intensifying
conventional farming and increasing the volumeheffarm. Diversification is often practised
because of the chance to improve the economy dathe and to decrease dependence on
conventional farming. Also diversification could &avay for small farms to reduce their
risks through not being dependent on one produygtsiRinen et al, 2006). It also satisfies a
demand, uses existing resources and takes advasftageergies, forms products, markets



etc. Diversifying a business is often done whemtlagket, economy or topography prevent
specialization (Rantamé&ki-Lahtinen, 2002). In Fnaladiversification is more common with
younger farmers. Mc Elwee (2004) states that diffeasion is more common among women,
although there is little research in the areayéisearch available states that women often start
farm shops or rentable accommodation.

3.5 Farmer or entrepreneur?

According to Alsost al (2003) over the last decade, farmers have prakctisge
entrepreneurship than before, to enhance the edonatoe of their farm. Researchers,
farmers, agricultural businesses and governmeikis ladve recognized a need for it. The
conventional farmer does not identify with beingesmrepreneur in the same way as non-
agricultural entrepreneurs does. McElwee (20063 fagt farming is an extremely
heterogeneous industry that is highly regulatedstrained and complex; which makes it
difficult for farmers to practise entrepreneurship.

According to Peurat al (2002) farmers do not think they have the typdaaracteristics of

an entrepreneur such as innovativeness, growthtatien, risk-taking and sense of personal
control. In the same study, it was shown that fasneho attend to business activities other
than purely conventional farming, identify a lot mavith entrepreneurial skills, though not
quite as strongly as non-agricultural entreprendBesng an entrepreneur could be an innate
capacity or a capacity that could be taught (Pyysréet al, 2006). The skills appointed an
entrepreneur are often described as originated &fuidhood, but in the recent years,
literature has also focused on teaching thesetmsali

3.6 Success factor in entrepreneurship

According to Shiebel (2002) entrepreneurs diffethieir qualities in three aspects: their
problem-solving ability, social initiative and tihéaith in their ability to manage events. The
social initiative is defined as the persons’ domuoe energy, confidence etc. The ability to
manage events is separated into three categdreepetrson thinks that they themselves
control events, they think that other people inficee events or they think that events are
governed entirely by chance. There are five difiepersonalities with different combinations
of problem-solving, social initiative and ability tnanage events; the self-responsible, the
powerless, the helpless, the socially active aedrdifferent.

The self-responsible entrepreneur thinks he/shklgonanage any event; they take risks and
are not susceptible to stress. The powerless eatrepr does not have an own opinion,
comply with other people, is susceptible to stressayert to risks and cannot convince others.
The helpless entrepreneur does not think he cawcta#ents happening to him — it is all just
luck. He or she has a weak will, is passive analakard time trying to adjust to others. The
socially active, is as the name implies socialesatesponsibility but adjusts to the majority.
The indifferent entrepreneur represents the avgraggn and is not extreme in any direction.
The most successful entrepreneurs believe thatahwlyl affect the events taking place
around them. A study done on Austrian farmers sliavat only 10 percent of the
respondents had the personality that was suitableging an entrepreneur (Shiebel, 2002).

Another study from Finland showed that successitrepreneurs were market-oriented
(Riepponen, 1995). They acted on demand and repedjfi@avourable markets and niches.



The unsuccessful were income-oriented and afraithemployment or wanted to acquire
extra income.

3.7 Summary frame of references

Entrepreneurship could be defined, according tozZRowwska-Malysz (1993), as different
ways to help a farmer adjust to a free market. @laee several words describing the qualities
of an entrepreneur and Ferguson & Olofsson (20gdlpes a theory that a farmer could
either be pushed or pulled into starting up a nemtwre. Being pulled implies a conscious
decision and want to expand, whereas being pubbeddp not have any other alternative.
Entrepreneurs could be divided in to categoriesmicg to business structure and motivation
for starting a new venture. The business struatatgd be monoactive, portfolio owner or
structural diversifier. The motivation could besddied as either pluriactive, resource
explorer or portfolio owner. Farming businessedaailso be “normal” or “new” as
interpreted in this thesis by Ferguson & Olofss2®il(l) paper.

Ferguson & Olofsson (2011) also mention in thepgrathat farmers could be risk-avert as
they sometimes wait to employ until profit is showmother way of risk-reducing is going
for specialization of diversification (Hansson &rgeson, 2010). Alsost al (2003) believes
that farmers are becoming more entrepreneuriatiduiot identify themselves as being
entrepreneurs. Shiebel (2002) states that farnmet®atrepreneurs differ in three different
ways; their problem-solving ability, their socialtiative and faith in their own ability to
manage events. They could be the self-respongibleerless, helpless, socially active or
indifferent. It is also reported that entreprenareseither market- or goal-oriented
(Reipponen, 1995).



4 Method

This study is based on the case study of the bssitevelopment experiences of eight
farmers, all of whom have participated in LRF bessdevelopment support activities. The
primary data has been collected through semi-stredtinterviews with the farmers, with
supporting data from LRF, statistical sources, taedndustry media. This data is primarily
of a qualitative nature, collected with the goatinfierstanding the farmers’ attitudes and
experiences.

Qualitative data exists of words and pictures,antrast to quantitative data, which is
primarily numbers (Christenset al, 2001). Qualitative data needs to be interprated
analyzed, and are often used when only limited kaedge exists about the subject of the
study. Thus, qualitative data support exploratilescriptive or explanatory studies. The aim
in this study is primarily of an explorative natuhgformation exists about the study subject,
but the author wants to dig deeper to understanthé@aning and to make sense of it.

4.1 Case studies

There are different kinds of methods to use whehagang and analysing empirical data. Yin
(2009) distinguishes between experiments, sunagghjval analysis, history and case study
methods, stating that there are three questionsiioailld be answered before any decisions
are made on which method to use: 1) The form ofékearch question; 2) If the execution
requires control of behavioural events; and 3héf ftocus is on contemporary events.
Different methods are suggested by different answén states that a case study is suitable
when the research question is formed as a “howivby” question and when the focus is on
contemporary events.

A case study methodology is also well suited tostjoas that are played out over time, direct
observations of the event being studied and whiemviews are being performed. The
strength of a case study is that one can includardents, interviews, observations and other
artefacts. Through case studies, one can penéteaf@oblem and get an understanding of the
situation and the meaning of the case (Christeasah, 2001).

Case study methodology is qualitative in charat¢tased on a limited number of studied
cases but a lot of information on each case. Addimatage of case studies is their possible
lack of rigor compared to other methods. Additibpadriticisms have been made that case
studies are not systematic in their procedure tlaatbbiased views can easily influence the
findings and conclusions (Yin, 2009). Case studresalso said to be time consuming, but
that has perhaps changed today, when it is podsilferform a study without leaving the
office. The approach demands a lot from the rebearand if the right qualifications are not
there the risk is that the result is flat and inptete (Christenseet al., 2001).

Some argue that case study methodology does n@iagivoper basis for scientific
generalisation, since results are based on jussiogée case. According to Yin (2009),
however, case studies can be applied to scieggiieralisation, not to population but to
theoretical propositions.

A case study is most suitable for this study bee@usurvey is too restricted and the focus is
on limiting the number of variables to be analyaad not making the survey to long and
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extensive for the respondent to answer (Yin, 2000this study, it needs to be taken into
account that there will be different types of evide collected and in a case study you can
rely on multiple sources. The research questioa®ba “how” and “why” structure (Yin,
2009). Documents and observations are going taddeded as well as informative
interviews. All observations are done on the in@mobjects and then interpreted and
analysed.

The first step in making a case study is to craatesearch design deals with four problems.
The problems are: Which questions to study, thetiues propositions, the unit of analysis
(what data are relevant, what data to collect)fan to analyse the data and results (Yin,
2009). The most important goal with a researchgheisi to be sure that the evidence
addresses the research question initially madech\uiestions to study are given when
literature and other case studies within the sam@e laave been studied. The questions
propositions show what should be examined and doaifibrmulated as the purpose. A
purpose is convenient when addressing an explgrgtaestion. When determining the unit of
analysis there should be spatial and temporal bemigslas well as a description of the
guestion to answer. In determining what data isviaht, you have to link the data to the
propositions and there are several options — patt@tching, explanation building, time-
series analysis, logic models and cross-case sgisthéow to analyse and interpret the data
collected is important and mostly to foresee asddil rival explanations.

In this case study, the questions to be studie@ Wecided after a literature review had been
done and then the question proposition built thpgse of the study. The research questions
are divided into two parts. Spatial and temporairmaries were made and the questions were
described. Before collecting the data thoughts wgeren to how it would be analysed. Case
studies have been criticised for its’ not so riggroutline, but in this case study a well-
developed interview outline has been used anddheig not to make generalisations, but to
contribute to understanding within the subject.

4.2 The Selection

In case studies, there is a choice between siagkkmultiple case studies. A multiple case
study is appropriate in this case, as the selectidarmers for the study is based on usage of
the farmers’ organisations support. Farmers the¢ pgeviously used LRF as a support
function when developing their business have bettted and focus has been on, as it is
supposed to in case studies, informative casesthidd bring understanding to the subject
under investigation (Christensenal, 2001). A presentation of the respondents cdolned

in chapter 5 and 6. In the case study, intervieesewperformed by telephone and the
advantages with telephone interviews are sevegaleBphone, the interview is rapidly
performed, there is a high response rate and theviawer could easily follow up questions
if there was need for it (Langlet & Warneryd, 198Dhe drawbacks to be aware of when
performing an interview by telephone is that thesjions have to be simple in their
construction, there is no possibility to show pieior figures and it can difficult to ask
delicate questions. To assure that the answeioarect, contact has been made through e-
mail and questions asked about certain answersviirat difficult to interpret following the
initial telephone interview.
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4.3 The Qualitative Interview

The aim with an interview is to explain and undenst how the respondent experiences
certain events and in what way he or she respdfdd, 1997). With an interview, the
respondents have a chance to give their versiahgin own words, and from their own
perspective. An interview is traditionally basedaoregular conversation, but could be seen
as a professional conversation. The advantagesntétviews are that they are open and can
be adapted to the respondent and the specific glidgrmed. The interview for this study
has an explanatory aim, and because of that opgsiaple in its structure. “The interviewer
presents a topic, follows up the respondents arssaret seek new information and new
angles to process the topic” (Kvale, 1997, p.94).

When performing an interview there are seven staggs through: theme, planning,
interview, transcript, analysis, verification amgporting. When constructing a theme, the aim
for the investigation and the topic should be desd, in addition to that, knowledge about
interview technique should be collected. Whentall is clearly established, a plan for the
investigation should be made clarifying what kna¥ge is appropriate in the different stages.
The interview phase is then performed accordingntiterview guide, reflections are made
regarding the information and notes are written mi¢gsee appendix 1 for the interview
guide). Before the analysis, the material fromititerview has to be transcribed and
prepared. The analysis is done with the focus eratim of the investigation. The analysis is
verified, and a report is then produced.

When constructing questions for an interview, traeeeseveral things to consider. The
questions should be possible to answer, which migatst should be possible to understand
the subject and the way the question is constrytiaaglet & Warneryd, 1980). Time and
space should be defined. Do not ask questionsikeyou exercise?” instead ask, “Do you
exercise once, twice or three times a week”. Thestions should be precise, and raise one
subject at a time (e.g. Do you work out once océna week? and by exercise, | mean
running...). Yes and no questions should preferbblgvoided, as well as leading questions.
As an exception, leading questions could be uskfiné question is delicate and a false
answer has to be avoided (e.g. It is commonly knthahparents and teenagers argue, can
you tells us about what things you and your parkat®e been arguing about?). Questions
should not indicate what is socially acceptableceipeople tend to answer in a way that they
think is most acceptable and do not want to be erassed if they give a non-acceptable
answer. When delicate questions are a part ofitieeview, it is common and appropriate to
ask them in the end of the interview and that lapgen questions give a better understanding
of delicate behaviours. Long questions generalhg gnore developed answers and stimulate
the respondent to think through the question, batikl be alternated with shorter questions
so that the respondent does not lose intereseimtirview. An interview has the advantage
that spoken language is more easily understoodvihigien language.

The interview has to be validated and that coulddree through a test of the interview
guestions (Langlet & Warneryd, 1980). The validatreas done on two different farmers
who both have used the farmers’ organisation atpon®. The interviews were recorded, and
subsequently evaluated with the aim was to examimethe respondents interpreted the
questions. After each question, some follow-up tjoes were asked, such as: How did you
interpret the question? How did you come up wittaaswer? Additional investigatory
questions could be asked on certain interview guesto investigate further, how the
question was perceived.
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The interviews in the study were semi-structuradyhich a guide was used with certain
themes, and suggestions on questions were presdatedme questions, a scale from one to
five was used and the respondent then had the typytyrto estimate his or her answer.
During the interviews, changes were made and adaitiquestions asked. Interviews were
booked with the respondents in advance and themdas being selected was then presented
to them, as well as the aim with the interviewt#¢ interview occasion, the aim was
explained once more. All interviews were executedrd) the two following weeks,

according to the respondents’ preference.

4.4 Confidentiality

At interviews, the results can get better if thgpendents are guaranteed confidentiality,
which means that the respondents’ answers areewealed to anyone else but the interviewer
(Christenseret al, 2001). The respondent might feel more comfortablk the interview if

their answers are not published with their name fBspondents are referred to as Farmer
A,B, C...etc as a code to provide confidentialRyckard, 2007). Any documents with the
respondents’ identity on them are destroyed foltgathe study.

4.5 Source criticism

The secondary data has been critically evaluatedglthe process and the original sources
have been investigated, if possible, to confirmrtrediability (Christenseret al, 2001). In

the primary data, there could be sources of estmh as errors in the problem statement,
errors in the selection, errors in the collectidbnlata and errors in the interpretation of the
data. In the problem statement there could be £mowhat questions that are asked, and that
the limitations are wrongfully made. In which caaease study is a perfect choice to reduce
these errors since you could adapt the questicgry @ow and then in the interview and
between interviews. Additionally, in the selectimiirespondents, there could be errors if the
base of respondents to choose from were selecte®Byhemselves. The fact that LRF did
the selection could result in that many of the oesjents have a positive attitude to LRF. The
respondents were also selected because they hdigggaded in business developing
activities, and that is a source of error, giveat they are set on developing their business,
something that is not correct for every farmer.

In the collection of data, both the interviewer @né respondent can act as sources of error
(Christenseret al, 2001). The interviewer may read the questioregy have the wrong
intonation, or not let the respondent answer irohiser own time. The respondent may not
want to reveal that he or she does not understanduestion; they might not feel that they
have enough time for the interview or they feelgdd to give a certain response. To reduce
this, test interviews have been performed to gueeatinat the questions are easily understood
and that the interviewer is delivering the quedionthe best way possible. The respondents
are told that they have as much time as they tikanswer, a time is booked for the interview
that is appropriate for the farmer, and the in@mar is neutral and has tried not to affect the
respondent to answer in a certain way. The farmerslso told that they should ask if
anything is uncertain.
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5 Case presentations/ Results

The results are presented with a short presentafieach farmer and the circumstances at her
or his farm (see table 1)

Table 1. Presentation of respondents

Code | Gender | Education| Age| Type afConventional Time as No of Type of
name farming | or organic entrepreneur employees activity
(years) at LRF

A Man 2 years at | 45 Pigs Conventional 20, together| 2 Pig prod.
agricultural with his of the
university wife future

B Man 2 years at | 44 Pigs and Conventional 10 3 Crop
agricultural crops prod.
university

C Woman | Kinder 57 Beef Organic 25 together 0 Body
garden with her condition
teacher husband scoring

D Man Master in | 46 Crops Conventional20 1 Crop
agriculture, prod.
major in
crop prod.

E Woman| Nurse and| 51 Broiler | Organic 20togehter| O Beef
health with her cattle and
specialist husband climate

F Man High 55 Pigs and Conventionall 27 years 0 Economy
school, crop with his and pigs
specialty in brother but
farming last 4 years

with his son

G Man High 35 Beef Conventional 15 Yo Profitable
school, beef
specialty in prod.
farming

H Woman | Masterin | 35 Milk Conventional 2 2 Future
agriculture talk

5.1 Farmer A “The eternal optimist”

Farmer A is a man, 45 years old and has a pig ¥tin330 sows and 2500 fattening pigs.
He is a conventional farmer with a 2 year univgrdigree in Agriculture. Farmer A runs his
business together with his wife and they have haddarm for 20 years. Besides the owners,
there are 2 employees at the farm. The farmer adiipated in a course “framtidens
grisforetagare” (The pig producer of the future).
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The business development

Farmer A stated in the interview that he has hadsiness plan written down since they
developed their business in 1993. He wanted a bssiplan so that he could show his
employees in what direction the business shoulddagling. He does follow up his business
plan and moderates it as time pass by. Regardwgdeas, the farmer states that he
constantly receives new ideas from a variety ded#nt sources, but mostly from magazines,
the internet, other industries and discussions atitier farmers, his wife and friends. To
develop his idea, the respondent discusses any widaother farmers, his wife or friends,
when he gets an idea. He has not seen any chatige over time.

The farmer has an investment plan for his farmfaamia high belief in the future: “I am an
eternal optimist” (5 out of 5). He states that dleenand for his products has decreased since
the price is low, but that he still gets to sel products. The fluctuations in demand are
bigger now than previously, and he handles thatibsely studying the market. He invests all
his time in pig production and does not have atgriahtive business ventures on his farm. He
considers his largest challenge in the future tonbeeasing income and profit. The greatest
advantage, the farmer states, is that whereaséng@erienced in pig production, he can get
even better. The respondent says that he is nstisdtwith his profit (2 out of 5). According
to the respondent, he is going to hire more pesplénat he and his wife are able to work
more in the office and monitor the market. Theygoig to expand the business and if there
iIs demand on farm visits, they are open to try.thatmer A wants to create openness for the
consumer.

A successful farmer is, according to the respondeperson that monitors the market,
reduces costs and is flexible and adjustable auiimg market demand.

LRF as a support function

Farmer A has participated in a course about thedytig producer, and states that he
participated to both develop his skills and hisibess further. According to farmer A it was
“Interesting subjects and a good way to meet cgllea to discuss business issues with” He
states that he had a lot of use from the actiaity that through the activity he has managed
to develop his business, increase his profit argrave his production. Farmer A cannot
remember anything that was missing in the actifhgving participated in the activity some
time ago). In the future, farmer A would like tovieathe opportunity to get individual
coaching and monitoring of rules and regulations states that “LRF should work with
monitoring the rules, since it is difficult to keap with the changes. We do not need to meet
up to discuss with colleagues since we have a meddork and does that any way...” The
economy of the business is an area that farmere& dot want help with.

Farmer A learns about LRF’s activities throughititernet, mail and meetings within his
LRF regional group. He thinks that it works weldasioes not want it to change.

5.2 Farmer B “The unbothered farmer”

Farmer B is a man; he is 44 years old and runsnafath both pigs and crop production.
There are 6000 fattening pigs at the farm and sfane of land. The farm is run
conventionally, and the owner has a two-year usitieeducation and a degree in
Agriculture. The farmer’s wife does not participaie¢he daily work at the farm, though the
farmer has three additional employees. The farnmbkas in the farmer’s possession for 10

-15 -



years, when he took over the ownership from hiseiatThe activity the farmer participated
in was “vaxtodlingsdag” (a course in crop produajio

The business development

Farmer B says that he has a business plan buthdoésve it written down. His reasoning for
that is that the main goals of the business reth&isame, but the others, the short-term
goals, change over time. The main goal of the lmssimleals with the profit margin, and he
does not want those written down since he doesvant to communicate them to anyone. He
Is going to write down the production goals in fheire, since he is going to be less involved
in the production and take on more of a managitey ithe business has always had the goal
that something should happen every seventh yeargdhls are followed up once a year at
the balancing of the books, but when he takes emiainager role, he is going to be following
up the results more often.

New prospects arise all the time and farmer Bfils@mced by everything and everyone:
“You get influenced by everything like neighbours|leagues etc. We are not the most
modern farm, but ideas pop up and are slowly astead and developed in my head”. To
develop his ideas the respondent talk to frienchgpleyees, colleagues, advisory companies
and the bank. He has not seen any signs that thishange and thinks that he is going to
stick to his network. The farmers has rated higebel the future as medium (3 out of 5) and
he states that: “It could have been better if we datten the same perquisites as other
countries and that the market would have worketlfiimarket goes up and down and |
hope it gets better in the future.” Farmer B doetshave any investment plans for the future,
since the prices are low and the current circuntetgmakes it impossible.

There is always a demand on pig meat and cereas$ cboit the prices go up and down, the
respondent states. The price on cereals varies anld to compensate for that farmer B
switched over to pigs a few years ago, in an attémget closer to the consumer. That choice
has been tough, economically, since the price gmr@at has decreased the last couple of
years.” The price on meat is difficult to affechdve that as a goal: not to bother about things
| cannot affect”. Farmer B has two alternative hasses on the farm, horses and selling of
Christmas trees: “The alternative businesses atesjuall-scale, and | get annoyed when
thinking about that LRF encourage people to stalternative businesses. It is not easy to
get profit from them and they create much more wWdtle chose to start his new businesses
because the possibility arose. The respondensstadéthe challenges in the future come
down to him improving within in his field. Whenabmes to possibilities, there is nothing
special on the horizon, according to farmer B.

The respondent is not that satisfied with his pr@iout of 5) and says that:"the buildings and
property are worth a lot, but if comparison shduddmade, on salary and vacations, to other
jobs it is bad. There is more stress, work andtowet” To meet the future market, he is
going to start even more price hedging, and heiisggto develop his pig production, which
will increase the size of the farm. He is worridmbat the high prices on land and he does not
plan to start with a farm shop since it is veryexgive and it is difficult to get the consumer
to travel to his farm.

According to farmer B, a successful entreprenearpsrson that does not work too much at
home and has some unplanned work time to attendestor continuing professional
development. The farmer has to be participatingy wie work at the farm, but has to get
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influenced by other things outside the farm. “Heuscessful if he runs his business
perfectly”.

LRF as a support function

Farmer B chose to participate in the crop productiourse because he wanted to develop his
skills in the area and develop a current busirésgnted to get better knowledge about

price hedging and how the market works. | alwayatwa learn new things to increase profit
in the business”. He also states that he wantedoaden his network. The respondent got a
lot of use out of the activity (4 out of 5) and sdlyat he acquired knowledge in how other
people in the industry think, he got to broadennasvork of people to discuss future
ventures with, and he liked the personal meetings tive counterpart of the industry. The
respondent considers that the activity coveredygvierg he needed to know.

In the future, the respondent wants a variety oftstourses so that all farmers have the time
to participate, and thinks that LRF should workhalibbying, and support conventional
farmers even more, “LRF have too many fields tokweith and don’t want to step on any
toes”. The respondent says that he does not myssugaport, because he is in contact with
other organizations that provide the things LRFhcainFarmer B gets knowledge about
activities by LRF through e-mail and mail and cdess it to be a good system

5.3 Farmer C “The organic farmer”

Farmer C is a woman who is 57 years old and hashfarm with 75 cows and additional
young stock. It is an organic farm and the ownerdraeducation in teaching. The farmer’s
husband participates in the work on the farm ani e charge of the crop production while
she is in charge of the animals. The farm has betre farmers’ possession for 25 years and
they have no employees. Farmer C took part in ‘Tj@engar pa hullbedémning” (Make
money on good body condition scoring).

The business development

Farmer C states in the interview that she keep$®igness goals in her head but does not
write them down. Farmer C considers that it woakkttoo much time, and that neither she
nor her husband considers their company large, thargh that might be the case: “We are
just two people; we do not have to have a plantevwridown since we communicate every
day.” The respondent also states that they comgtatibw up their results, since they keep a
breeding herd they have access to results froreltugihterhouse and breeding-values. In the
crop production, they get feedback as soon asrtps@re harvested.

According to farmer C she gets her new ideas fraediay colleagues, study visits, counseling
and courses. Farmer C discusses her ideas withulsband, colleagues, advisers and the
veterinarian. She plans to continue discussingdeas with the same people in the future, but
says that is has changed with the size of the fiiow that they run a larger business, they
use a lot more guidance than before. The farmaaritbes her belief in the future as medium
(3 out of 5) due of the low profit and high cogtatthave occurred the last couple of years.
They have no existing investment plan, rather ashwist” with investments they plan to

make, should the market change and the prices gBhepthinks that the demand fluctuations
are bigger now than before and especially thaptloes are the same as before but the input
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costs has risen. To handle these fluctuationsrhsetie is participating in a beef-project where
they are working with marketing Swedish beef amidiong the costs on farms. On the farm,
there is an alternative business with horses bsitiot with the aim to make a profit: “The
horses are on our amusement account, and our p@is fs on the business with beef
cattle.”.

The challenges for the business are accordingneif& that they aiming on getting a higher
price for their beef meat and sliming their orgaian.

The possibilities for developing their business, tat, in the north of Sweden (where the
business is located) has potential, since theitasdelatively free from pesticides, which
appeals to the consumer: “We are organic and teelemand on organic products these
days.”. In addition to that, farmer C states thaiais been a difficult couple of years, and that
something has to change otherwise Swedish farnames tio give up.

The profit is not satisfactory (1 out of 5) sinbe income is the same, but the costs have
increased drastically. To meet the change in demartie market, they are participating in
the aforementioned project. She also states tleaasti her husband are not that flexible in
changes according to the market, since they ontg agdew years left until retirement.

Although she thinks, it is going to be importantteate a relationship to the consumers in the
future or change the production according to whatlemanded and that pays the best. To be a
successful farmer and entrepreneur farmer C sayshb focus has to be kept, on profit and
efficiency.

LRF as a support function

Farmer C chose to attend the body condition scasmgse because she wanted to develop
her knowledge in that particular area. She stai@sshe and her husband have attended
several of the activities offered by LRF, sinceytti@nk that attended activities are good for
their development. She thought that the activitg whgreat use for her (4 out of 5) and the
main profit was that she acquired new knowledgeveasl encouraged to think in a different
way: “I can adjust my business to get a betterltésshe cannot remember that she missed
any part of the activity.

In the future, farmer C thinks she needs suppatifferent kind of ways; both individual
coaching, economy courses, seminars, short coargediscussion groups. In addition,
marketing is important to get through to the consurihe respondent says that there are no
areas she considers less important to receiveimgelpelp is important and development
too...” LRF should work more with regional projeat®t only on national level, according to
farmer C. LRF should also work on getting bettafipfor Swedish farmers. The respondent
says that it is good that LRF offers a wide varigitgourses, though should cooperate with
other businesses in the industry so they do nqgilgupe same things.

Farmer C is informed about LRF activities throughilmand e-mail and considers this to be a
good system.

5.4 Farmer D “The risk reducer”

Farmer D is a man, 46 years old who owns a crogymtion farm with 220 hectares of land
(of which he owns 96 and leases the rest) and ¢@ues of forest. It is a conventional farm
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and the owner has a Master in Agriculture with gamia crop production. The farmer has
run the farm for 20 years, the farmers’ wife doesparticipate in the work on the farm and
he has one employee. Farmer D participated in “Sdlkigsdag” (a course in crop
production).

The business development

Farmer D says in the interview that he does noelay goals written down but he keeps
them in his head. His goals are comprehensive,ittetyde, among other things, to receive a
good salary and to keep the farm in a suitable itiondor the next generation. The
respondent does not follow up his goals; he sthggshe is too lazy. To get new ideas the
respondent sources inspiration from his own opmities: “People came up to the farm and
asked for parking lots and after | while | camewith the idea to build a proper one and
charge them to park here”. Otherwise, he obtaimsideas through regular discussions with
colleagues and through reading newspapers andarglevagazines. To develop these ideas
he engages in discussion with colleagues or hitherpbut often he will consider the idea
himself. He has always dealt with the developmémiesv ideas in this manner.

Farmer D has a relatively high belief in the fut(#eout of 5) and says that it could have been
even better, if the cereal price was not this lalthough he remains confident about the
future. He has an investment plan, which involveaiming planning permission to build a
parking lot and to renovate some dilapidated pitgerThe respondent feels that the demand
for his products has fluctuated, but there are naereal buyers today than 15 years ago. To
handle this he is price hedging with the buyer®rélare alternative businesses at the farm,
such as a parking lot. He chose to start thesmatige businesses given that there was a
demand and he wanted to reduce the risks thataam &rom relying on one source of
income.

The respondent believes that he will face challengéeeping his farm and his land. There is
interest from both a surrounding airport and thenitipality to purchase the land. He also
would like to develop the parking facilities furth&armer D thinks his profit is good (4 out

of 5) but the cereal price could be better. To nieefuture market he intends to be attentive
to price fluctuations and price hedge. He woulé li& extend his company if the opportunity
should arise, but he says that, “you cannot gebigobecause then you lose contact with the
farm and you will lose the rhythm”. A successfuinf@r is according to farmer D responsive,
has a big network and is up-to-date.

LRF as a farmers’ organization

Farmer D participated in an activity about cropdarction due to an existing interest in
developing his skills in that area. He wanted tbsgene new ideas and meet new people
(expand his network). The respondent says thabha ghedium amount of use from the

activity (3 out of 5). He felt that the lectureren® not as educated as he would have expected,
but he was challenged to calculate on his own prtiaiu costs and that was good. He had
however hoped that the course would have been thoreugh and is keen to learn even

more about price hedging, due to its importanceditays. In the future farmer D would like
individual help, but also attend courses in, amotigr subjects, farm economy. He think he
does not need any additional help in crop proda¢smce he is now educated in that field

and has a large network of contacts that he aadjthr@ugh an advisory service.
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To get to know about LRF activities farmer D reatmyazines and goes to study groups; a
method that he considers to work well. Farmer Dkbithat LRF should work more with
conventional farming and shift their focus from nieustries.

5.5 Farmer E “The jack of all trades”

Farmer E is a woman, 51 years old and has a bmmitetuction. There are 170 hectares of
land and forest to the farm. The farm is organid toe owner has an education as a health
specialist, chiropodist and nurse. The farmer thesusiness with her husband, who is a
chairperson in one of LRF’s local offices. The farmand her husband have run the farm for
20 years. There is a farm shop and beef produetitime farm. The farmer also runs a
business as a chiropodist. She participated icdbese “Lénsam kottproduktion med
klimath&nsyn” (profitable beef production with reddo climate).

The business development

Farmer E says, when being interviewed, that she doehave her business plan or goals
written down and has never had a written busintss ghe follows up her goals closely, as
they personally collect their product (beef) frdme slaughterhouse, then butcher and prepare
the meat for selling at their farm shop. She andhingband talk about their goals but they do
not write them down. She states that she getsrabteaw ideas from talking with her husband
and friends. To develop them, she enters into dson with her husband and their adviser.
The respondent has a high belief in the futureutod5) but does not have an investment
plan: “We are satisfied with the way it is rightmo/Ne are 51 and 56 years old and none of
our children want to run the business after us..”.

When asked if farmer E has seen any changes imdhieet demands, she commented that the
demand for buying meat at the farm has risen. Talleathe rise in demand she has done
some advertising in the local newspaper and deedl@p informative webpage. Since they
recently started with their farm shop, she is uaa@isimment if the fluctuations are increased
or decreased, though she does state that thelargee fluctuations in the meat demand from
stores. In the broiler production at the farm, dieenand has been the same and no fluctuations
have been noticed. There are several businesties farm and the respondent says that they
started the broiler production in 1990 and the Ipeefluction in 2006. They have beef
production as the alternative business and acaptdithe farmer; they started with beef
production to make use of the abundant grazing ilarideir possession. The farmer also runs
a business as a pedicurist, as a way for her sadghe risks.

The challenges for the business, according todbeandent, are to develop the best, climate
smart beef meat and the opportunities to achiggeatle that the business is modern and that
there is a demand. To meet future demands, shiestthat they have to start delivering their
meat to the supermarkets in their local town. “T®t¥arm shops could be a transient trend
and it is not climate smart to drive several mitegarm shops” farmer E says. She is fairly
satisfied with her profit (4 out of 5) and saystthiae is able to charge a higher price, in view
of the fact that they sell their products at thenfand that the customers can pick out their
own meat. Also, the EU-subsidies are directed i®Hkimd of business according to the
respondent.

A successful farmer operates his business with bezirt and soul. “A successful farmer
thinks it is fun to have a farm and the buyersa®that” she says. Planning, predicting the
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future, getting away from the farm now and then aotitaking yourself too seriously are all
important attributes to a farmer, according torgspondent.

LRF as a farmers’ organization

Farmer E participated in the activity with focusofitable beef production (with regard to
climate). She participated in the course becausesais she wanted to be able to answer the
customers’ questions about beef production. Shegtmoshe had a relatively low use out of
the activity, but believes that meeting with cofjaas was useful. The lecturers were lacking
in knowledge and should have been better prepared.

The respondent states that she would like a vaoiesypport for her business in a variety of

ways. “Everything is equally good and a businessiaesupport in all kinds of ways”. Farmer
E gets her news from LRF, through one of LRF’s Igraups, and through her husband who
is a chairperson at LRF, and she thinks that tlodsvwell. She thinks that LRF should work
more locally and focus more on the conventionahfar

5.6 Farmer F “The reborn farmer”

Farmer F is a man, 55 years old and has a cropuptiod & 150 hectares and 800 fattening
pigs. The owner runs a conventional farm and haglaschool education, specialising in
farming. The farmer has been running the farm sirg&3 (37 years) and started the business
with his brother. Four years ago, his son has tékebrothers place in the company but does
not work at the farm; he is only a co-owner. Theniar took part in the course
“Ekonomiférmiddag grisforetagare” (economy mornfogpig producers).

The business development

Farmer F states that he has a business plan Inatsheot written it down. He discusses a lot
with his son since he became a business partneyéaus ago. He thinks they might produce
a business plan when they start to expand in tluegfuHe does not follow up his goals since
he does not have them written down. To get newsifaner F is influenced by magazines,
discussions with his son and advisers. To devélepd ideas he talks to his son. He thinks
that in the future when his son will work on thenfishe will get more time to develop his
ideas and expand the business. The respondenthigis laelief in the future (4 out of 5) and
says that:”it cannot get worse and it is more fawmvhen my son is a part of the business”.
An investment plan exists and according to farmer have to invest time into a business,
otherwise you cannot keep up with competition.

The respondent thinks that the demand for his mrschas changed and that the fluctuations
are bigger than they used to be. Growing potateasore profitable and there is a higher
demand for it than pig meat, he says. “I do notdhathe decrease in payment actively; | just
wait for it to change”. Farmer F has both pigs arap production, and wants it that way to
reduce his risks. As an alternative business heelts and sows on farms in the
neighborhood. “If | have several businesses at l@as of them has to have profit...” He does
not see any particular possibilities, and the emgjé for the business is to produce more
potatoes with good quality.
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To meet the demands in the future he thinks the pogsibility for his farm is to grow larger
and develop the business further in that way. Espandent does not think that small-scale
businesses are for everyone, for a number of reag@mm shops are hard to make money
from and that he does not want people to visifdms because he is shy. He is moderately
satisfied with his profit (3 out of 5) and saystitfdhese last years have been rough, but it
depends on is a lot of things that | cannot affe&tsuccessful farmer is a person that is
satisfied with their situation, according to farnker

LRF as a farmers’ organization

The respondent participated in a economy courspifpproducers, because he wanted to
develop his skills and the place where the coulae veld was close to his farm. This was
convenient for him, as he believes that it is diffi as a farmer to get away from the farm. He
thought the course was satisfying (4 out of 5) iaméhs good to refresh his knowledge of the
subject. Farmer F cannot think of anything he nisaehe course. To develop his company
he wants all kinds of support, like seminaries¢assion groups and study visits at other
farms; “study visits makes you think differentlydaget new ideas...” The certain areas that
are most important for the respondent to get suppos pig production and potato
production; “There is not that much counseling amvhio develop a good potato production, |
would like that.” According to farmer F, he canpatpoint a certain area that he could do
without support.

Farmer F hears about LRF’s activities through mengazand via e-mail. He thinks, that this
works very well. According to the respondent, LRiB@d work with conventional farming.
“Give us support and focus on us instead of evergtblse. There are too few ordinary
farmers and too many other people in the orgama#ti

5.6 Farmer G “The young farmer”

Farmer G is a man who is 35 years old and hasfgpbaduction with 200 beef cattle. He
cultivates 200 hectares of land but owns 90 hestairé. There are also areas of forest and
pasture to the farm. The farm is conventional &edfarmer has an education from high
school, specialising in farming. The farmer rurs blusiness by himself, but has a part time
employee. The farm has been in the farmers’ possess15 years. He participated in the
course “Lonsam kottproduktion” (profitable beef guation).

The business development

Farmer G has always had a business plan, sing¢agttre business in 1995. Although he
admits that it was only a couple of years ago tigaactually wrote it down, because he
participated in an activity called “a talk aboug thuture” (Framtidssamtal) with LRF. He
wants primarily to keep developing his businessfaminew businesses. He admits to not
following up his goals, but since attending thettifie talk”, he has done more monitoring of
the business. To get new ideas in the businesadages in discussion with colleagues,
participates in study visits and learns by his oamg others, mistakes. To then develop his
ideas, he talks mainly to his colleagues. Farmbas&high belief in the future, (4 out of 5)
though has struggled the first years and consitiésgo be a factor of his age.

The respondent has an investment plan and intencisainge the heating system used by the
farm in the future. Renewable energy is interestaagording to the farmer. He thinks that the
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demand for his products has changed and thatubtiitions are larger today than before: “It
is all about timing to get the right price. You kaw be alert!” To handle these fluctuations,
he has started cooperation with other farmers yoféed. He has also learnt about price
hedging, in regard to selling cereal crops. Tahertsecure his income, he harvests with his
own machines at other farms and that has becoreeyducrative side business. Renting out
some properties is another source of income.

As to challenges, he thinks getting a better paicg making the farm successful are
important; “I like the job but it has been hard tast years”. The opportunity at the farm is
the business of harvesting at other farms. Theorent is not that satisfied with his profit (2
out of 5). To meet the future he might want to exphut also improve his farming abilities,
become more alert on noticing the changes in thkehgolan for the future and become more
efficient. Farmer F thinks that a successful farmeharacterised by being alert, knowing
what the demand is, and being disciplined.

LRF as a farmers’ organization

Farmer G participated in a course about profithielef production, states that he wanted to
participate to obtain better knowledge in the aasal that it sounded interesting. He got a
medium use out of the activity (3 out of 5) and thest important use was to exchange
experience and ideas with other farmers. Theyditbsome study visits and he expanded his
network. In his own production, farmer G wants supgvith courses that are specialized on
his kind of production and especially in economlge Tespondent says that it is good to have
different types of support to choose from and heoaspecify any special area where he
does not need support.

Magazines and newsletters via mail or e-mail mékeser G aware of LRF’s activities and
he get some updates and information from otherdesntHe thinks the system works well but
also gives a suggestion for LRF to start spreatfifaymation via text messages. He wants
LRF to work with monitoring the market and incred$abbying in Brussels.

5.6 Farmer H “The new farmer”

Farmer H is a woman and she is 32 years old. Sha halk production with 70 milk cows
and the farm is conventional. The farmer has ara&thn in farming at university level (a
master in agriculture) and has been running tha far 2 years now. Before she started, her
parents both owned and ran the farm. The farmersbénd works at the farm as well. In
addition to that, they have one full time and oease®nal worker employed. The farmer
participated in a “Framtidssamtal” (future talk).

The business development

Farmer H says that she has a business plan,amprehensive and she does regular follow-
ups. The farmer gets her new ideas when meetiregy tdhmers, when she travels to visit
other farms and through the internet and newspapéesdiscusses and develops these ideas
with her husband and with an animal production-selviHer belief in the future is relatively
high (4 out of 5) and she has extensive investmaatmed in the future (new stable and
robots for milking). The demand for the farmersgucts has changed the last couple of
years (the farmer compares to when her parentsatineefarm). To get a better price on the
milk she has decided to deliver to Milko, a daigyrgany that sells “county-milk” and she is
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also considering organic production since it isen@conomical and the consumer demand for
organic products is rising. Since she started teary ago, the demand for her products has
been the same but there are more fluctuations ti@ay10 to 20 years ago, when her parents
owned the company.

There are no alternative businesses today at the fat the farmer has plans to start a café
where people can sit and look at the cows when dheyaving their tea or coffee. “It could
be nice to meet people at work” The farmer stdtasthe farm can’t get that much bigger
since it is situated in the woods and there isematugh land for expansion. Nevertheless, she
sees a café as a way to lower the risk in the cosnpad achieve a higher profit. The
challenges and opportunities with the farm aréhaye a company that fits our needs, where
we have time off for other things, get a good grafid work that we enjoy. Our opportunities
are that the farm is ideal for milk production ahdt both I (the farmer) and my husband are
educated in farming, interested and love it.”

The farmer is not satisfied with her profit (2 @ft5) but says that is why she wants to invest
in the farm. To meet the future the farmer reflébtd you have to be efficient without it
affecting the animals in a bad way. “Farmers shaylen up their businesses to the consumer
and show how nice farms in Sweden can be”. Accgrthbrthe farmer, a successful
entrepreneur/farmer is a precise person, that darteg new things and that keeps on
developing.

LRF as a farmers’ organization

Farmer H participated in a “Talk for the futuretiaty and said that she was tempted to do it
since she was going to buy the farm from her dad veanted someone from the “outside” to
help her think through the different ways of dey@hg her farming. She got a great use out of
the activity (4 out of 5) and states that the Iieisig was to discuss with someone else, and
present own ideas and to see things in a new pergpeShe thought that the future talk was
very good and did not miss any part of the couCsrirses in different areas are very
important to the participant and so are discussiatis other farmers and advisers. A mentors
program is according to the respondent, sometlmnagshe misses and she says that
individual counselling could be good in specifisea. All kind of support is important to
farmers but farmer H especially mentions crop potida. “It is important to discuss your
business with people that are separate from theédsss as they could give valuable insight.

To be updated on LRF’s activities farmer H getslpgamail and reads relevant magazines.
She thinks that works well, but says that if yoallgewant to get in touch with people that
text messages are the best way. Farmer H think&Rfawork with the right things, but says
that it is difficult for her to comment, as sheymlorked as a farmer for the past 2 years.
Farmer H is a woman and she is 32 years. She hasllaproduction with 70 milk cows and
the farm is conventional. The farmer has an edocati farming at university level (a master
in agriculture) and has been running the farm fge&rs now. Before she started, her parents
both owned and ran the farm. The farmers’ husbaorttsvat the farm as well. In addition to
that, they have one full time and one seasonal evagkployed
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6 Analysis

This chapter presents an analysis divided by farmer

6.1 Farmer A “The eternal optimist”
The business development

Farmer A is an entrepreneur in the sense thathefto the description made by several
scientists. Amongst those things Pyysidieeal (2006) mentioned being typical for an
entrepreneur, farmer A is innovative, risk-takingknowledge changes, and interacts well
with employees and takes a leadership role. Th@orekent says that he gets new ideas all the
time and is not afraid of discussing with differg@ebple to develop them. He also takes a risk
not having more than one venture and just focusmthe pig production. He deals with a
more fluctuating market by monitoring it, and hkes leadership and interacts by writing
down a business plan and making sure that his gmeg@sounderstand his business idea. Both
Pyysidineret al (2006) and Kallio & Kola (1999) agree that an epteneur should keep a
business plan, monitor the business and followheptan. The respondent does regular
follow-ups to keep track that his business is hagdh the right direction. Development of the
business, self-belief and goal orientation are irtgr, as well as keeping track of all
information surrounding the business (Kallio & Kol®99). The farmer wants to develop the
farm, employ more people and he keeps himself @pdaith information about the market.

He believes in himself and says that he is expee@m pig production. A typical
characteristic for an entrepreneur is, accordingamn (2004), being an optimist and this is
exactly what farmer A says that he is, an “eteamimist”. Farmer A has both a high belief

in the future and an investment plan. Entreprendevelop strategies (Pyysiainenal, 2006)
and farmer A has a clear plan for how he intendieteelop his company in the future.

Alsoset al (2003) states that farmers do not identify themesehs being entrepreneurs,
whereas McElwee (2006) states that the farmingstrglus too heterogeneous and
constrained for a farmer to develop entrepreneskiis. Farmer A has not been asked if he
considers himself an entrepreneur, but when comgéuis answers about his own business
and the answer on what he believes a successfepeameur is, it is compatible. The
respondent says monitoring of the market, reduttiegcosts and adjusting to the market
demand are important qualities of an entreprenedrtlaese answers are comparable to the
literature. He monitors the market and wants toettgy his company to adjust in the future.
Farmers do not use advisers enough when compaseattessful entrepreneurs, and they are
not using their network adequately (Lone & Tall®#§i00). On the contrary, farmer A uses his
network a lot, but as the research indicates, hetigs good at using professional advisers.

Farmer A admits that he is not satisfied with higfip, but has not started an alternative
venture. The push and pull-theory, Amit & Muell@894) cannot be used in this case. His
firm structure classifies him as monoactive (Cari®98). A monoactive farmer has the
gualities of focusing on the core venture (farmifgmonoactive farmer is often older, has
less education, has a smaller business and has éenggoyees. Contrary to this, Farmer A
runs a large business, is of average age and loesmployees. He also has a two-year
education in farming. Farmer A could not be clasdikither in Also®t al (2003)
classification system for entrepreneurs with newitesses or in Fergusons and Olofssons
(2011). Ferguson & Olofsson says that Swedish fesraee risk averts, not wanting to hire
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until the profit is showing and Carter (1998) ttartkat farmers use existing resource to lower
costs. Farmer A is not afraid of risks and evemgfivhe states that the price on pig meat is
low, he is still focusing on developing his bussmesd has an investment plan. Specialisation
is a farm strategy to survive and that is farmes goal

The biggest success factors in being an entrepremeubeing able to solve problems, being
social and believing that you can manage eventgl§gh 2002). Farmer A deals with his
problem with a decreasing demand, he keeps a getagbrk and he tries to change his profit
by actively managing his business. He is a selfonsible entrepreneur; he takes risks and
does not suffer from stress. Riepponen (1995) thihkit successful entrepreneurs are market-
oriented and farmer A monitors the market well.

LRF as a farmers’ organization

LRF’s goal is to meet their members demand andigeowith business improvement tools
(Folin, personal message, 2010). It is importamravide the tools at the right time and in the
right way. Farmer A thinks that LRF provide him the right kind of information at the

right time and states that the activity he partitgal in gave him the tools he required to
develop his business. The respondent has not méssghling in the activity. LRF works in a
broad variety of fields like political condition® create positive public opinion about the
green industry, to give their members support om tiodevelop their businesses and to
promote rural development (LRF, 2010g). Farmer Aleasises that monitoring of the
market (political conditions) is of great importanand that support with discussion groups is
of value. LRF provides courses in different sulyeatmed at farmers with different ventures
(Folin, personal message, 2010). Farmer A demarae oourses on farming economy. LRF
uses different marketing channels like the intermetil and meetings, etc, and Farmer A
thinks this works well.

6.2 Farmer B “The unbothered farmer”

The business development

The most important attributes of an entreprenegiirarovation, risk-taking and the ability to
seek and see opportunities (Pyysiaieeal, 2006). Also being communicative, taking
leadership, planning ones business, follow-up thesgand believe in what they are doing is
things of importance (Kallio & Kola, 1999). Farntestates that he gets new ideas all the
time, he says that he is not that quick with degwelent but rather does it in his own time. He
Is a risk-taking person who is going to developlhusiness, although he feels that the price
on pig meat has decreased and that the market defloatuations are greater today than
before. A couple of years ago the farmer incredse@ig production to get closer to the
consumer and handle the market fluctuations thaf tuat feels it was unsuccessful. Farmer
B has three employees and practices leadership a lo

Farmer B has a new venture, but thinks that iarsiho earn money on new ventures and that
they create a lot of work. He has a business plahnot written down, since he does not want
to communicate his goal about profit to anyone. fl@spondent is going to write a new
business plan, because he is going to expand giedss and give more responsibility to his
employees. He currently reviews his production angear, when he declares his taxes,
though intends to do this more frequently in thiife. It is important to discuss your business
with different people and especially advisers (L&n€albot, 2000). Farmer B has a
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relatively large network and discusses with adgisentrepreneurs should believe in what
they are doing and farmer B does not. Baron (2883 that successful entrepreneurs are
optimists and have a confidence in what they amnegdd@ he respondent has a medium belief
in the future, sees no opportunities in his businasd has no investment plan for the future.
He states that the problem is that Sweden doelsavet the same perquisites as other
countries, and that the price on pig meat couldoeatffected. However, the literature also
mentions that entrepreneur should be criticallyysmag situations and farmer B is critical.

An entrepreneur could either be pushed or pulldd starting a new venture (Amit &

Mueller, 1994). Farmer B has been pulled, sincstates that he saw an opportunity to start
selling Christmas trees and that it was not depsnoleincome. There are three different firm
structures (monoactive, portfolio owner and streadtdiversifier) (Carter, 1998). The
respondent is classified as a structural diversifighough small scale. He runs the farm with
his core business (pigs) but also has crop praolucthristmas trees and horses on the farm.
All of the ventures are somehow connected to the eenture. When divided in categories
based on motivations like pluriactive, resourcel@xipg or portfolio farmers (Alsost al,

2003) the farmer is a typical resource exploiter.gthtes that he started his new venture as
the possibility arose, but he is also a monoadawmer in a way, as the new ventures is small
compared to his large company producing pigs aopscHe has used existing resources to
develop his alternative businesses, so the busieest classified as normal. A business
could be classified as “normal” if it has farmingacore activity and does not start ventures
to far from farming (Ferguson & Olofsson, 2011).

Ferguson & Olofsson (2011) says that farming bissaes show that they are risk avert when
they wait to employ until they see profit. Farmecdhtinues to develop his company,
although he is not satisfied with his profit an@fsaid of risks. He has diversified
(Pyysiéaineret al, 2006) and wants to price hedge to reduce the.riBkersification is a way
to improve the economy of the farm and decreasgpgeddence on conventional farming
(Pyysiéaineret al, 2006)). Farmer B wants to generate several insdnoen the farm. Farmer

B also specializes in pigs, crops and developiegdhm. Diversification is often more
common with younger farmers. The respondent bedhdhis could be either true or false.
Alsoset al (2003) states that farmers do not identify themeselvith being entrepreneurs, and
Peuraet al (2002) says that farmers does not have the typlaaiacteristics for an
entrepreneur. Farmer B lacks some of the impottaits, like being an optimist and says that
a successful farmer is a person who runs a buspestectly, but does not offer his definition
of perfection. He also tries to minimize the risk®l a lot of research says that entrepreneurs
are risk seeking. But, the respondent also hasd teaits typical for a farmer like being
innovative and developing the business. He alss g&t an entrepreneur should keep on
developing his skills and get influences outsidefdrm. This corresponds to a description of
an entrepreneur

Successful farmers have three key characterigtiofjem solvers, social and management of
events (Shiebel, 2002). Farmer B solves his cupsstilem of low profits by investing, but
has a large network that indicates that he is ko management of events could be
divided in different categories and farmer B isedpless entrepreneur since he does not think
he could affect the decreasing price on pig meath&k given up. Some farmers are more
income-oriented, which according to Pyysidime¢mal (2006) makes them worse entrepreneurs
than those focusing on the market. The respona&ms to be more income related and
wants to lower his risks both with alternative weet but also with price hedging.
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LRF as a farmers’ organization

LRF want to provide their members business impramnools and make sure that the
members are provided with the support they demBabin; personal message, 2010). It is
important to provide the tools at the right timel &m the right way. Farmer B thinks that LRF
succeed with getting him the right tools and treghts it in the right way and at the right
time. Farmer B got use of the activity in the whgtthe wanted: developing his skills,
meeting and discussing with people in the indusétgsn new things that could increase his
profit etc. There are several different fields thR works with like lobbying, business
support, promote rural development etc.(LRF, 20108F should work primarily with
lobbying, promote conventional farmers and haviogrses for farmers to develop their
skills.

6.3 Farmer C “The organic farmer”

The business development

Farmer C has some characteristics typical for arepreneur. Pyysidinest al (2006) states
that an entrepreneur should be innovative, ini&trisk-taking, able to deal with the
unexpected, see changes, being responsible andvalekiye opportunities. Farmer C focuses
her new ideas around making the farm more efficaak gets the ideas from several sources,
which she subsequently discusses with a broad metiveluding advisers since the farm has
increased in size). Talking to advisers and hawisgcial network is important (Lone &
Talbot, 2000).

The respondent has seen that the market fluctisgakiave increased in the last few years and
she is attempting to deal with it by attending @jget that is working on getting the prices up
on beef meat. She sees an opportunity, as hehksmdot been treated with pesticides and
that her products are organic. An entrepreneurltasao be communicative, taking
leadership, planning, follow up the plan, belienghemselves, being goal oriented and
process information (Pyysiainen al, 2006 & Kallio & Kola, 1999). Farmer C does notha
any employees but runs the farm with her husbahdyhave a business plan but not written
down, she says that since they are only two pebglecan communicate the plan instead of
writing it down. Writing down the business plan uatake too much time and farmer C has
not realised how big her company has gotten, sy® S&e follow-ups are done regularly
through different production measurements like listom the slaughterhouse. The belief in
the business and the future is medium-low and tiseme investment plan, only a wish list.
Farmer C is resigned; she thinks the profit ioote &nd the costs to high. The fluctuations are
greater, the price has remained the same, bubtis are higher. Being an entrepreneur is
being an optimist (Baron, 2004). Farmer C is noyagptimistic about the future and says
that something has to happen; otherwise, Swedishefa will have to give up.

Famer C does not have any income from new vensteefocuses on the core venture and
does not want to invest, since she plans to retiBeyears, so the “push and pull” theory
could not be applied here. According to Carter @)98rmer C is a monoactive farmer. A
monoactive farmer is older, has experience andaaturclimited to farming, small in size and
fewer employees. The respondent is 57 years ofdissot educated in farming, but she is a
nursery school teacher so the limitation is notexdr although it is not other business project.
The farm is quite large, even if the respondentrtzdsealized it, but there are not any
employees. Since farmer C does not have any netunasn she cannot be categorised
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according to motivation reason or “normal or newiness. When being risk avert, a person
is afraid of investing and employing until protshown (Ferguson & Olofsson, 2011).
Farmer C does not have an investment plan becdiise economy, but states that it is also
partly because of her being too old and not warttrigvest with her retirement approaching.
The respondent has decided to go for specialisasdmer strategy. Reipponen (1995) says
that successful entrepreneurs are goal orientediaswtccessful income oriented. Farmer C
focuses more on income than the market demand.

Alsoset al (2003) and McElwee (2006) suggest that farmensaladentify themselves with
being entrepreneurs. When comparing the releviamature in the subject like Alses al
(2006) and Shiebel (2002) the respondent’s opinfansuccessful entrepreneur, it is not that
comparable. Farmer C focuses on profit and eff@yewhile the literature mentions qualities
like problem solving, developing the business agithdp optimistic. The respondent is a
socially active entrepreneur, according to Shi¢p@02) and this means that she is driven by
being social, she takes responsibility but shesadjto the majority. The farmer has tried to
adapt to the market fluctuations by entering agmiojke the other beef producers and wants
to work together with others, like a collective réach profit again.

LRF as a farmers’ organization

LRF works with providing farmers with tools to déme their businesses, at the right time and
in the right way (Folin, personal message, 2018jntfer C feels that she gets to know about
the activities she wants to attend. She got tH# tige out of the activity; she developed her
skills and see things in a new perspective. LRFk&ar a broad variety of fields like political
conditions, to create positive public opinion abit green industry, to give their members
support on how to develop their businesses andomgte rural development (LRF, 2010g).
Farmer C thinks that LRF should offer individualicges, economy courses, seminars, short
courses and discussion groups. The respondent teaattend everything that is possible for
her and meeting other farmers is on top of thelliBF should work more with regional
projects and work on securing better profit to Sisledarmers. She thinks that it is good to be
offered courses, because sometimes you do not kmatvwwou need them. The farmer thinks it
is good that LRF offers many tools, but should @ape with other businesses in the
industry, so they do not supply the same things.

6.4 Farmer D “The risk reducer”

The business development

Innovative, initative, risk-taking, dealing withelunexpected, seeing changes, seeing
opportunities, communicative, a leader, being ama and following up the plans, being
goal oriented and believe in themselves are allittegappointed an entrepreneur according
to literature (Pyysidineat al, 2006; Kallio & Kola, 1999). Farmer D is partiallynovative,
getting idea sometimes, but not communicating tteeothers to the extent that a true
entrepreneur does. Farmers could be bad at usengstitial network and hiring advisers,
which could damage their development (Lone & TglB600). Farmer D has that problem;
he depends a lot on himself. He has acknowledgddhk market fluctuations are getting
greater and he tries to deal with the unexpectdd prvice hedging and diversification. The
respondent does not have a business plan written,dbough the one he has in his head is
comprehensive (focusing on income and managemehedarm) and does not deal with
details. He does not follow up his production (fi¢oio idle) and this is not good for the
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business or very entrepreneurial. Having just caré-fime employee, farmer D cannot
practice leadership a lot. According to Baron (2084trepreneurs are perceived as optimists,
are social people, believe in themselves and skesgeking. The respondent has a belief in
himself and his business; he thinks he is goodariibld. Farmer D has a high belief in the
future (optimist), is not that social and trieddwer his risk by price hedging and
diversification.

The farmer has an alternative venture with parkmg to an airport. According to the “push
or pulled” theory, farmer D has been pulled intrtshg up (Amit & Mueller, 1994). ltis a
proactive strategy and the farmer has seen an typytyr Farmer D’s firm structure could be
classified as a portfolio owner since his new veats not strongly connected to farming.
According to Alsost al (2003) he is a resource explorer and he has gg®ortanities to

make money on providing parking lots. The farmls®a “normal business” since the core
activity is farming and the resources as machiaeeyfrom the farm. Risk aversion is shown
when farmers do not want to invest until thereripin the company (Ferguson & Olofsson,
2011). Farmer D thinks he has a good profit andtsveminvest in the parking lots.

There are literature implying that farmers do mignitify themselves with being entrepreneurs
(Alsoset al, 2003) and that it is harder for farmers to beegreneurs because of an
extremely regulated market (McElwee, 2006). Farbhatentifies himself with being an
entrepreneur, as his own qualities correspondsstddscription of an entrepreneur. This
corresponds well with the literatures descriptidocording to Shiebel (2002) farmer D is an
indifferent entrepreneur, not extreme in any disettHe is handling the fluctuations on the
market but is not extremely risk-taking or afrafdieks. Farmer D says that a successful
entrepreneur is responsive, has a big network@ng-to-date. That corresponds fairly to the
literatures description of a farmer and, in thapext, the farmer is identifying himself with
an entrepreneur. Successful entrepreneurs are tr@ai&eted (Riepponen, 1995). They acted
on demand and recognized favourable markets am@®idhe unsuccessful are income-
oriented and afraid of unemployment or wanted teegéra income. Farmer D is market-
oriented and wants to keep track on what is hapygesriound him.

LRF as a farmers’ organization

LRF wants to provide their members with businesgligping tools (Folin, personal message,
2010). The focus is on the right time and the rgglate. Farmer D thinks that he gets the right
information and is satisfied with reading magaziaed attending study groups. The farmer
wanted to participate to get more knowledge, neeasdand meet people. He got an average
amount of use from the activity and the lectur&rsdwledge should have been higher. LRF
works in a broad variety of fields like politicabreditions, to create positive public opinion
about the green industry, to give their memberpstmn how to develop their businesses
and to promote rural development (LRF, 2010g). IdRbvides courses in different subjects
aimed at farmers with different ventures (Folinigo@al message, 2010). In the future, farmer
D wants individual help but also courses in, amotingr subjects, farm economy. He think he
does not need any help in crop production sinas kducated in that field and has a large
network of contacts, since he has worked with ansady service. Farmer D thinks that LRF
should work more with conventional farming and fomus so much on new industries.

Farmer D thinks that LRFs activities are good, tiegot new ideas and was able to broaden
his network. LRF wants to provide their memberdwiburses, seminars, coaching, etc, to
develop their businesses (Folin, personal mes283®) and the respondent thinks that the
best way is to get individual help; and more cosirespecially in farm economy. He points
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out that having educated employees at LRF is inapbortRF tries to get in contact with their
members in several different ways and the farmesamt think that it is a problem to get
news about LRF. LRF works in several fields andréspondent thinks it is most important
for them to focus on conventional farming.

6.5 Farmer E “The jack of all trades”
The business development

Farmer E has many of the characteristics appoimteghtrepreneur like innovative, risk-
taking, up to date, seeing opportunities, commuiviegPyysidineret al, 2006). She also

does follow-up the results, wants to develop heiriess and is goal oriented (Kallio & Kola,
1999). Her innovativeness is apparent when shamgpthat she gets inspired when talking

to friends and her husband, but also when she #dl&at her business plan and that she
recently developed a farm shop. Lone & Talbot (30@Gte that farmers should use their
social network and professional advisers to deviiep businesses. The respondent is not
using her network sufficiently, but she reguladgeives help from advisers. She keeps
herself up-to-date, mostly through her husbandighattive in one of LRF regional offices

and she is good in seeing opportunities; startiitly the beef cattle in 2006 since her land
was perfect for that purpose. The farmer has ankssiplan, but not written down, although
she and her husband do discuss their plan frequand they regularly follow-up, since they
get back the results from the slaughterhouse. Rikikg is also a quality Baron (2004)
appoints an entrepreneur; in addition to that, gteyuld be an optimist, social, believe in
themselves and produces strategies. Farmer E ttiskesstarting new ventures that are not
that common, like starting a farm shop for selling meat produced on the farm. She admits
that has felt the increase in market fluctuatidms,says that the demand for her products is
still great. The respondent has a high belief enftliure but does not have an investment plan,
in view of the fact that they recently investedhe business and are going to retire soon. She
Is social and strategic, having two ventures orfah@ (beef, broiler and farm shop) as well

as having a separate company with chiropodist prnser The respondent has a high belief in
herself and says that there is great demand onghraucts. The beef cattle production and
the farm shop are the two latest ventures andatmedr has been pulled into starting up as the
“push and pull’-theory implies, and it was a proaetstrategy (Ferguson & Olofsson, 2011).
She and her husband saw the opportunity to staahdghat the land was fit for beef cattle.
Although she does admits that it is nice to haweis# income sources and reducing risks, the
farmer is satisfied with her profit and that isepfta prerequisite to investment.

Farmer E’s firm structure is one of a portfolio awvr{Carter, 1998) who is broader and has
several businesses (not everyone strongly connézt@aming). The motivation of the
farmer is a mix between a resource exploiter apdrdolio owner (Alsot al, 2003). The
respondent sees resources and wants to use thaisbinas ideas that she wants to develop
and uses the network built up in the prior busiees$he business could be called “normal”
having farming, as the core activity (Ferguson &&son, 2011) but also falls into the
category of “new business” since the chiropodistpce is not connected to farming; even if
the investment capital in the business was gereefaien farming. The farmer deals with
risks by diversifying (Pyysidineet al, 2006) but the market is not preventing speciatisa
nor are the farmers younger, like Rantamaki-Lalntif#902) indicates. McElwee (2004)
argues that diversification is more common amonghet and that they often start a farm
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shop or accommodation. Farmer E is a woman witlversified company but besides having
a farm shop, she has a beef cattle and broilerustah as well as chiropodist company.

Farmers do not identify themselves with being geeeurs (Alsost al, 2003) and it is

harder for farmers to be entrepreneurs becauseohtich more regulated market (McElwee,
2006). A successful farmer is according to farmes Berson that loves farming, someone
who plans their production, monitors the markets gavay from the farm to see other things
and does not takes themselves too seriously. Tdte#sutes corresponds to literature and
how farmer E is as a person, although loving then fiifle has not been mentioned before. The
attributes also correspond to farmer E. Accordm§hiebel (2002) farmer E should be
classified as a self-responsible farmer as sh&glshe can manage events, she does not get
stressed and she enjoys taking risks. A study ffortand showed that successful
entrepreneurs were market-oriented (iepponen, 19%&)y acted on demand and recognised
favourable markets and niches. The unsuccessfd iweome-oriented and afraid of
unemployment or wanted to get extra income. Fafnisrvery market oriented e.g. starting a
farm shop to satisfy demand.

LRF as a farmers’ organization

Providing the right business developing tools atright time and in the right place is of
much importance to LRF (Folin, personal messag&QRFarmer E did not think she had
much use of the activity she attended, but enjogedting collegues to discuss with and
thought some of the facts presented were inforraafifie respondent is married to a LRF
chairperson and because of that, she gets aletbeant information at the right time. LRF
works in a broad variety of fields like politicabreditions, to create positive public opinion
about the green industry, to give their membergstmn how to develop their businesses
and to promote rural development (LRF, 2010g). IdRbvides courses in different subjects
aimed at farmers with different ventures (Folintgoe®al message, 2010). Wants all kind of
support and says that LRF should work more regip@aid focus on conventional farming.

6.6 Farmer F “The reborn farmer”

The business development

The aforementioned qualities important for an gareeeur, such as innovativeness, risk-
taking, talent to deal with unexpected things, sgepportunities, communicating, leadership
skills, planning, following up the plan, being gamlented etc (Pyysidinest al, 2006; Kallio

& Kola, 1999). Farmer F is not that innovative muinfluenced by several sources, to
develop his ideas he only talks to his son andsadsiand as Lone & Talbot (2000) argue, it
Is good to have a broad network when having a legsirHe sees opportunities since he has
developed a business harvesting at other farmshads an alternative venture. There are no
employees at the company, so the farmer has natdige to practice his leadership skills.
He has a business plan, but not written. Sincedmnisbecame part of the business four years
ago the farmer has gotten new spirit and is thimkihdeveloping a business plan in the
future. He does not follow up the plan today aradest it is because he does not have them
written down. Being an optimist, believing in yoelfsand being social is important for
entrepreneurs (Baron, 2004). Farmer F has a meoalief in himself, but is getting more
positive since his son became a part of the busifidse belief in the future is high since his
son joined the company, but he is shy and relud¢tanmteet too many unknown people. He
has an investment plan and states that as a ngcesiserwise the company is lost, but he
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still pertains that he does not see any partiquiasibilities in the business. The respondent
started up the new venture since he wanted torgexi@a income and was according to the
“push and pull” —theory pushed (Amit & Mueller, 991t is a reactive strategy (McElwee,
2006) and the farmer is not satisfied with his prof

The respondent’s firm structure is structural dsfging according to Carter (1998) since he
has more than one business but is not big andelwsventure is connected to the farming. He
is also a pluriactive farmer since he mainly sthttee new venture to keep on having the farm
(the motivation), he needed an extra income. Tha fa a “normal” farm having a strong

core in farming (Ferguson & Olofsson, 2011). Farfmes not a risk-seeker and he tries to
reduce the risks by having both pigs and sellingesorops. Not being afraid of risks and
wanting to develop is characteristics for an emtgrepur (Ferguson & Olofsson, 2011; Kallio
& Kola, 1999). He is what Shiebel (2002) calls &less entrepreneur, who does not think he
could manage any event and thinks that everytlsmggpverned by luck. He is passive and just
waits for the prices to change. To meet the futnaeket a specialisation is the only way to go
and often entrepreneurs that do succeed are marikestted (Pyysidineat al, 2006), however
farmer F is more of an income-oriented person. Skilerature say that farmers do not
identify themselves with being entrepreneurs (Alsioal, 2003) and that it is harder for
farmers to be entrepreneurs because of the exiyewsllated market (McElwee, 2006). To
be a successful entrepreneur there are many suecéss to have as qualities and farmer F
thinks that the most important thing is that therfer is satisfied with their own situation.
Farmer F does not seem satisfied with his situaimhtalks a lot about the “things he can not
affect” and the low prices. The literature implibat satisfaction is a part of being a good
entrepreneur, but there are many other things

LRF as a farmers’ organization

Having access to information to develop the comgartize right time and place is important
for farmers and LRF works in improving this (Folpersonal message, 2010). Farmer F
participated to get new knowledge in the area Amks$ that he got the information he
required. LRF provides courses in different sulgetined at farmers with different ventures
(Folin, personal message, 2010). Farmer F sayd Riatshould be working with all kinds of
support, like seminars, discussion groups and stigilg at other farms. In addition, courses
in pig production and potato production are demdntRF works in different fields like
political conditions, to create positive public mjoin about the green industry, to give their
members support on how to develop their businemsgs$o promote rural development (LRF,
2010q9). According to the respondent LRF should weitk conventional farming.

6.7 Farmer G “The young farmer”
The business development

Farmer G is innovative like an entrepreneur shbeldPyysiainert al, 2006). He has a lot of
ideas for the future and he state that he talks with farm colleagues, participate in study
visits at other farms and he learn by others aaebwin mistakes. According to literature
entrepreneurs should be risk-taking, could dedt Wie unexpected, see changes, seeing
opportunities, being communicative, taking leadgrsblan the business and follow it up
(Pyysidineret al, 2006; Kallio & Kola, 1999). They should also havhigh belief in
themselves and be goal oriented. The respondeskitaking in the sense that he is not
afraid of investing and developing the companyHhariis also takes measurements to reduce
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risks like learning about price hedging, diversfion, etc. He is not afraid of dealing with the
unexpected and plans to learn more about monitdn@gnarket to see changes. He has
recognised the rise in market fluctuations andtdeith them by cooperating with other
farmers in buying cereals. The farmer is good #timy opportunities and has started with a
contract business, e.g. harvesting at other fasmse he thought he could get better use of
his machinery and knowing the surrounding farmsldoequire that type of business. There
is currently one part-time employee at the farm,tba farmer wants to develop his business,
in that case, he could practice his leadershipcantmunication skills. Farmer G has a
business plan but has just had in written dowrldkecouple of years (having been a farmer
for 15 years). His goals are to keep developingti@ness and find new ventures. He did not
follow up his goals in the past but has done thimlast couple of years. Lone & Talbot
(2002) says that it is important that farmers &@ thetwork and get counseling from
advisers, now and then. The respondent talks dbsutetwork and seems to use it, but never
mentions advisers. Being an optimist, being sobilieving in yourself and thinking in
strategies are important traits as well (Baron4200he respondent has a high belief in the
future; he is young and sees many opportunitieésarfuture. Farmer G has a high belief in
the future and has an investment plan. He is sasiag his network and he has a strategy to
meet the market demands.

According to a theory by Amit & Mueller (1994) faemG has been both pushed and pulled
into his new ventures. He talks a lot about setiegopportunity, e.g. changing to renewable
energy to heat up the farm, but he also starteddmtract business since there was a demand
on other farms (pulled). Although he thinks that héw ventures are a good extra income and
have started cooperation with other farmers to tave&, he is renting out some houses and
by that increasing income (pushed). The farmer be#s proactive and reactive strategies
(McElwee, 2006). The firm structure, according @rt€r (1998), is structurally diversified, as
the farmers’ new ventures are connected to farnfinghe has several businesses. The
motivation is a combination between pluriactive agsburce explorer given that, as
previously mentioned, he sees opportunities bat\abnts several income sources to depend
on and keep he core business. As Ferguson & Olo{&i 1) imply, Farmer G has a

typically “normal” farm with a core business infi@ng and the resources to develop new
ventures are strongly connected to farming.

The farmer does a lot to lower risks and as Fenmgds®lofsson (2011) points out farmers
waits to hire until profit is shown. Farmer G watdsexpand his business in the future but has
today only a part-time employee. This might decedhs development of the business since
the owner has to work a lot on his own and doesawgé time to plan for the future.
Diversifications are a way to deal with risks amgprove economy of a farm (Pyysiainein

al, 2006)). This method is often used when speciatisas prevented (Rantamaki-Lahtinen,
2002) and when synergies can be taken advantg@yydiaineret al, 2006). Diversification

IS more common among younger farmers (Rantamakiihed, 2002) and women, although
they then often have farm shops and accommodaMoBIwee, 2004). In this case, the
farmer wants to diversify to generate several ine®nThe respondent can increase his beef
cattle production and might do so in the futurd,tbday sees more opportunities in
diversifying. He is a young farmer, not a womart, dhoes not focus on farm shops, etc. Alsos
et al (2003) argues that farmers are more entrepreneday and McElwee (2006) says that it
is difficult for farmers to be entrepreneurial be tndustry is extremely regulated. Farmer G
does not identify themselves with entrepreneurstaadkills that they have (Pleustal,

2002). Farmer G says that a successful farmepé&son who monitors the market, plans for
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the future and is disciplined. These attributesesponds to him as well as to literature in the
field. Farmer G sees himself as an entrepreneur.

According to Shiebel (2002) farmer G is a typicaf-sesponsible farmer. He thinks he could
manage any event, he is a risk taker and he isusaieptible to stress. Riepponen (1995)
argue that successful farmers are market-oriengdad of being income-oriented and farmer
G is much focused on the market and wanting to nheiand, even if he mentions profit and
diversifying his company to generate several incame

LRF as a farmers’ organization

LRF wants to support Swedish farmers with toolddaelop their companies (Folin, personal
message, 2010). They also want to provide the tidlse right time and place. Farmer G
participated in a course to get better knowledgbénarea and because it sounded interesting.
He thinks that he gets the information about netividies in the right way, but suggests also
starting with text messages. He found the couraeh attended partly useful, though the
most important aspect was to enter into discussitmother farmers. LRF provides courses
in different subjects aimed at farmers with differeentures (Folin, personal message, 2010).
Farmer G wants support with courses that are sjpssgieon his kind of production and
especially in economy. The respondent says thegibod to have many different types of
support to choose from and he cannot say a spaealwhere he doesn’t require support.
LRF works with all kinds of different things likeoptical conditions, to create positive public
opinion about the green industry, to give their rhers support on how to develop their
businesses and to promote rural development (LBE)@). He wants LRF to work with
monitoring the market and lobbying in Brussels.

6.8 Farmer H “The new farmer”
The business development

Farmer H is a young farmer who recently startedh fatming. Being both a farmer and an
entrepreneur there are some qualities that arertangtdike, innovativeness, risk-taking,
talent to deal with the unexpected, the abilitpégnowledge changes, the ability to seek and
see opportunities (Pyysidinenal, 2006). You should also be good at interacting,
communicating and taking leadership. Having théitglio plan the business, follow through
the plan and monitor it is also important, as vaslbelieving in yourself and being goal-
oriented (Kallio & Kola, 1999). Farmer H has margns for the future and seems very
innovative. She has a good network she talks tauaed advisers regularly, mentioned as
important by Lone & Talbot (2002). As she has giarted, she has not invested anything but
has a plan to build a new stable with two milkiogats. She is risk-taking and says that she
has to invest to make money on her business ang shi@king about organic production, as
it is demanded these days and more economicalngdgen part of the farm for several
years, her parents’ beings the previous ownershabaseen that the market fluctuations are
bigger today then before. She is dealing with ¢luge unexpected economy crash by
investing to get a more efficient business. Sheskas the opportunities at the farm and
wants to start up a farm café in the future, argldexided to deliver to Milko, which is a
dairy focusing on county-milk; also a company thiae a higher wage to the farmers. The
farmer has 1.5 employees and practices in thatl@adership. She has a business plan and
does regular follow-ups. Being social, analysingcpssing information, believing in

yourself and your business as well as being amgitiare entrepreneurial qualities,
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according to Baron (2004). The respondent beliavéise business and herself, wanting to
invest and says she has great opportunities teedcsince she is educated and has the
interest. Farmer H utilises a defined network aasl thavelled a lot to make contact with new
people. She has a high belief in the future andchaisally analysed her situation with an
adviser to outline the plans for the company.

The farmer is not at this point pushed, as theliprsd pull’-theory implies (Amit & Mueller,
1994), in to starting a farm café, since she ptameake enough profit from the milk
production. The farm café is a “pull’-idea that stents to develop, but she also states that it
could be good to have an extra income to the f#rim.a proactive strategy (McElwee, 2006).
The firm structure is monoactive (Carter, 1998hattime but just because the farmer has not
been able to invest and make the business her etvitlye farmer’s firm structure is because
of this more of the structural diversifiers as tloee business is farming and the new ventures
are going to be strongly connected to farming. modivation of the farmer is the one of a
portfolio farmer (Alsos et al, 2003). Farmer H ldeveloped an idea of opening a farm café
and intends to develop this idea through the usxisting connections. The farm is
categorized as a “normal” business since the nesinbss is strongly connected to the core
activity (Ferguson & Olofsson, 2010). Farms ofteantwo employ until the farm shows profit
to lower risks and this theory cannot be appliethtmer H since she just started with
farming. Farmer H is going for the strategy to dsify in the future, which could be done to
reduce risks and improve economy of the farm (Rymenet al, 2006)). Farmer H says that
this is the case, but it is also a way to meet lged@pversification is often done if something
hinders the alternative to specialise or grow higgantamaki-Lahtinen, 2002). In this
farmers’ case, it is the surrounding areas thatgmes expansion, since there is not enough
land to develop further. Diversification is, aatimg to literature, more common among
young farmers. It is also women who often diversifyl starts farm shops or accommodation
(McElwee, 2006). Farmer H fits in to this profile.

Alsoset al (2003) and McElwee (2004) argue that it is hafdefarmers to be entrepreneurs
and Peurat al (2002) thinks that farmers do not identify theraeslas being entrepreneurs.
Farmer H thinks that a successful farmer is a pevdw is precise, tries new things and
keeps developing. These skills are all a parttefdiures description of an entrepreneur.
Farmer H can be categorised, for the most pag,ssdf-responsible entrepreneur (Shiebel,
2002). She takes risks and thinks she can managevant. However, she is also partly a
socially active entrepreneur since she wants teldeva café to meet people. Reipponen
(1995) thinks that successful farmers are markietated and not income-oriented. Farmer H
iIs more focused on market as she is going for acganoduction and county milk, which is
demanded on the market today.

LRF as a farmers’ organization

LRF works with business development for farmers\aadt to provide Swedish farmers with
the necessary tools to achieve this (Folin, pelsoeasage, 2010). Farmer H wanted
someone to go through her business with her anthsfies it worked well. She gets
information about new activities and thinks thatrkgowell, though also recommends text
messages. LRF provides courses in different subgoted at farmers with different ventures
(Folin, personal message, 2010). The respondentionsrthat courses in different areas are
very important and so are discussions with othenéas and advisers. A mentors program is
according to the respondent, something that sheesiand she says that individual
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counselling could be good in specific cases. Alldkof support is important to farmers but
farmer H especially mentions crop production. LRétkg in a broad variety of fields like
political conditions, to create positive public mjoin about the green industry, to give their
members support on how to develop their businemsg@s$o promote rural development (LRF,
2010g). Farmer H is of the opinion that LRF workighwhe right things, but states that it is
difficult for her to have an opinion since she bab/ been active as a farmer for two years.
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7 Comparative analysis

This chapter represents a comparative analysiseofegspondents’ answers.

7.1 Definition of an entrepreneur

The most important attributes appointed to an enérgeur are innovation, risk-taking, a
talent to deal with the unexpected, to acknowledgeges, and to both see and seek
opportunities (Pyysidineet al, 2006). In addition to this, you also have tacbexmunicative
and take a leadership role when working with oth€esplan, execute and follow it up is
important as well. All the farmers in the study ameovative but farmer A, B, E, G and H
seem slightly more innovative. A, B, C, G and Hcdiss their ideas with a broad network,
while the others have a limited number of discusgartners, such as F who only talks to his
son. Three of the farmers are neither risk seakarsakers: C, D and F. They take
measurements to lower risks like price hedgingpeoation and projects and do not want to
invest until profit is shown or the market is betiRespondent B, E and H are risk-takers (B
and G are both) and they invest, but take precasitige price hedging to lower the risks and
secure their business income. All farmers havecadtthe changes in the market with bigger
fluctuations, even if farmer E is the only one whimks the demand is better now than
before. A majority of the respondents see oppotigsin their businesses with the exception
of A and B. Leadership skills can only be basechamber of employees at the farm and
according to that A, B and H are practising leakligrgaily, whereas the others are not. All of
the respondents deal with the unexpected dailydbkmowing how the market fluctuations
are going to be, but farmers that monitor the nmiaake better at dealing with it. Farmers A,
D, E, G and H monitor the market.

Kallio & Kola (1999) consider that an entreprenbkas a profitable business and does regular
follow-up of production. An entrepreneur keeps enaloping his/her business, believes in
what they are doing, are goal-oriented and makeftisgevant information. All of the
respondents state that they have a business plamlyufarmers A, G and H have it written
down. The farmers who have a business plan andgidar follow-ups are goal-oriented.
The majority of the respondents do follow-upssionly D and F that do not. D states he is
too lazy and F state that it is because he doelaweat the goals written down. How long it
takes between the follow ups are different, somé doce a year (B) and some regularly (A,
C, E). All farmers want to keep developing theisimess but not everyone believes in
themselves and their business. Farmer B has adtief n himself and his business, as he
sees no opportunities. Farmer C and F have a mdalief in themselves; farmer C states
that it has been some rough years for her as afaand farmer F is somewhat pessimistic,
but says that he thinks it is going to get bett®wv mvhen his son has entered the company.
Farmer A, D, E, G and H have a high belief in tieirfe.

It is important to discuss business plans with ggsifonals, but research shows that
entrepreneurial farmers rather discuss their bgsimath family or colleagues and not
advisers, which limits their development (Lone &lbicd, 2000). They also have problems
with not using social networks enough. The majarityhe farmers are, as aforementioned,
good at using their social network and the saméegppn the usage of professional advisers.
Farmer A, D and G declare that they do not usesadviregularly. Baron (2004) says that
entrepreneurs are optimists and social. Peopleemtiepreneurship skills have the ability to
think in scenarios, develop strategies, processnmdtion and critically analyze situations.
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All of the farmers have a strategy and it focusesliwersification or specialisation, where
farmer A and C are the only ones that purely fanuspecialising their business and
expanding the core activity. Being an optimistinmportant as well as having an investment
plan for the future. All the farmers but B, C anth&e an investment plan. Farmers B and C
does not have an investment plan because they tiatithe world economy is too risky at
this point. Farmer E does not have currently hapkaa, as she and her husband have
previously invested a lot, are retiring soon, andenof their children want to continue with
farming. The belief in the future varies but thtisat have an optimistic view of the future
also have an investment plan, with the exceptidiamher E who has a high belief in the
future but does not want to invest, as previousintioned. Farmer B, C and F have a
medium belief in the future, all of them becaus¢hefeconomy but F states that he is getting
more belief since his son entered the companyté&de 2 for a summary and comparison of
the farmers’ qualities.

Table 2. Summary and comparison of each farngeradities.

farmer|sex educ. innovative|">¢> advisers [risktaking [seeing opp recon leadership
network change
a man |2 agr uni [high High No yes and nojno yes high
b man |2 agr uni [high Low Yes yes no yes high
c woman [teacher |medium [High Yes no yes yes low
d man |M Sc agri|medium |Low No no yes yes low
e woman [nurse high Low Yes yes yes yes low
f man [high sch [low Low Yes no yes yes low
g man [high sch [high High No yes and nojyes yes medium
h woman M Sc agri [high High Yes yes yes yes high
business . belief in market
plan . goal- investment
farmer|sex . follow up [Selfbelieve|? . future or goal
written oriented |plan L .
d (optimists) [oriented
own
a man [yes yes High Yes yes high market
b man |no yes low Yes no medium  [income
c woman [no yes Medium  |Yes no medium  [income
d man  |no no High No yes high market
e woman [no yes High Yes no high market
f man |no no Medium  [No yes medium  [income
g man [yes yes High Yes yes high market
h woman jyes yes High Yes yes high market

7.2 Reason for starting up a new venture

Amit & Mueller (1994) argue that entrepreneurs @ther pushed or pulled in to starting a
new venture. Being pushed, the entrepreneur woae o start a new business to stabilise
the economy of the core activity and being pulted,entrepreneur has an idea that they want
to develop. McElwee (2004) thinks that being pusinéa starting up is a reactive strategy
and being pulled in is a proactive strategy. Farfand G have been pushed into starting up
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since they wanted to create an extra income. Fafnagrd C have not started a new venture,
because of either pushed or pulled. Farmer B, 8ndEH have seen an opportunity at their
farm that they want to develop. These farmers siate that it is good to get an extra income,
through did not start the new venture purely beeanist.

7.3 Which different types of entrepreneurs are ther e?

There are different types of entrepreneurs and ¢theybe categorised according to firm
structure and motivation. Carter (1998) arguesttmafirm structure could be divided into 3
categories: mono active, portfolio owner and strtadtdiversifier. Farmers A and C are mono
active farmers since they specialize in one farnaictiyity. Mono active farmers are
according to literature; older and have knowledg@ experience quite restricted to farming.
They own smaller farms and have fewer employeesné&iaA is on the contrary is quite
young, has a university degree in farming, hagddrim (compared to average) and has two
employees. Farmer C is more compatible with therj@son of a mono active farmer as she
Is 57 years old, has no employees although the fquite large, and has an education as a
teacher. The respondents D and E are categorigeattéslio owners, since they both have
bigger farms, have several businesses and not #léw businesses are connected to farming.
Farmer D has parking lots and farmer E has a chdigp practice. Farmers B, F and G are
structural diversifiers and place themselves soneegvim between mono active farmers and
portfolio owners. They all have several businessesthe new ventures are connected to
farming. Farmer H is a mono active farmer todaystesrecently took over the family farm
but is going to start up a farm café, at which pshe will be classified as a structural
diversifier.

The motivation of the business is categorized iB tategories as well; pluriactive, resource
exploiting and portfolio farmers (Alsag al, 2003). Farmer F is a pluriactive farmer by the
motivation since he started the new venture to kegpore activity. Farmer G is a mix
between pluri active and resource explorer sinceeles the opportunities and wants to
develop ideas, but also needs more income to thiadss. Farmer B and D are resource
explorers; they see the resources available im business and want to develop them. Farmer
H is a portfolio farmer as she has an idea shessandevelop and is going to use her
connections in farming, once she has gained magrergnce in entrepreneurship. Farmer E is
a mix between resource explorer and portfolio fari8be sees resources in her farm that she
wants to develop but also has ideas and wantsvielafethem. Farmer A and C cannot be
categorised. The business can also be dividedmatanal’- or “new”-ventures according to
Ferguson & Olofsson (2011). If “normal”, the busieéras a strong core activity in farming,
the “new” business has an open approach, and tleebasiness is unconventional. All of the
farms who started new ventures are “normal” siheg have farming as the main activity in
the business. However, the new venture could loagiy connected to farming or not.

Farmer E is the only farmer who has a venture aphected to farming (chiropodist practice)
that makes her partially a “new” business.

7.4 How to deal with risks

Ferguson & Olofsson (2011) argue that risk aversaommon in Swedish farmers, as they
wait to employ until profit can be proven. Cart2®98) means that usage of existing
resources to lower risks delays development. B&604) also states that entrepreneurs
should be risk taking. Farmer C, D and F are sit-taking, as previously mentioned, but
also those who are takes precautions to limit riskeeir company. Farmer B, D and G
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mention price hedging as a risk reducer and fa@nisrattending a project trying to increase
price on beef meat. Diversification could be atstyg in farming (Folin, personal message,
2010) and a possibility to lower risks (Pyysiadiregral, 2006). All farmers except A and C
diversify, and diversifying is sometimes done wleennomy or topography prevents
specialisation (Rantaméaki-Lahtinen, 2002). In tase study, it was only farmer H who
stated that the land surrounding her farm prevetttedbusiness from growing larger.
Diversification is, according to literature, mo@emon among young farmers (Rantamaki-
Lahtinen, 2002) and women (McElwee, 2004). Thearadpnts specialising in one field are
45 and 57 while the respondents diversifying atevben 35 and 55. Several of the
respondents want to lower risks by getting betten@nitoring the market.

7.5 Farmer or entrepreneur?

There is literature implying that farmers do nantfy themselves with being entrepreneurs
(Alsoset al, 2003) and that it is harder for farmers to beegreneurs because of the
extremely regulated market (McElwee, 2006). Whenrgspondents describe what qualities
they think a good entrepreneur has, much of itesponds to the literatures descriptions.
Farmers A, D, E, G and H identify themselves wigmly entrepreneurs and their description
of one corresponds to the literary descriptionnt@arB, C and F identify themselves with
being entrepreneurs but their description doesowespond accurately with the literaty
description.

7.6 Success factor in entrepreneurship

Shiebel (2002) divides entrepreneurs accordineo problem-solving ability, social

initiative and their faith in their ability to mage events. Farmers A, E, G and H are self-
responsible entrepreneurs. They think that theydcmanage any event; they take risks and
are not susceptible to stress. Farmers B and §catalled helpless entrepreneurs, they think
that they are unable to affect things happeningraddhem; they are passive and have a hard
time adjusting. Both of them think they are unablaffect the low prices and are passive
enough just to walit for it to change. Farmer C soaially active farmer, she is driven by
being social, and she takes responsibility fordmenpany by entering a project, but adjusts to
others. Farmer D is an indifferent entreprenewesime is not extreme in any direction. He
thinks he can manage the events happening to Biedss but he is neither a risk taking nor
a risk avert.

Successful entrepreneurs are market-oriented (Brepp 1995). They act on demand and
recognise favourable markets and niches. The uesaftd were income-oriented and afraid
of unemployment or wanted to gain extra incomeadimg market oriented, an entrepreneur
has to keep track on what is happening on the mdfemers A, D, E, G and H are market-
oriented and keep track on market demand. FarmersaBd F are more of the income-
oriented entrepreneurs and focuses on getting iadorthe business.
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7.7 Comparative table of the respondents

Table 3. Comparative table of the respondents’ answ
Far | Sex Type | Educat | New Push | Firm Motivat | Normal/ | Diversifica | Problemsol
mer of ion ventur | or structure | ion new tion/ ving and
farmi e pull specializati| manageme
ng on nt of
events
A Man | Pigs | 2 years Monacti Spec Self-
agr. ve responsible
uni
B Man | Pigs | 2 years| Christ | Pulle | Structura| Resourc| Normal | Div Helpless
and | agr. mas d I e
crops | uni trees diversifi | explorer
er
C Wom | Beef | Teache Monoact Spec Socially
an r T | T | ive active
D Man | Crop | M. Sc | Parkin | Pulle | Portfolio | Resourc| Normal | Div Indifferent
s Agr glots | d e
explorer
E Wom | Broil | Nurse | Beef | Pulle | Portfolio | Resourc| Normal/ | Div Self-
an er cattle | d e new responsible
and explorer
farm /
shop portfol
0
F Man | Pig | High Contra | Push | Structura| Pluriact | Normal | Div Helpless
and | school | ct ed I ive
crops work diversifi
er
G Man | Beef | High | Contra | Push | Structura| Pluriact | Normal | Div Self
school | ct ed I ive/ responsible
work and | diversifi | resourc
pulle | er e
d explorer
H Wom | Milk | M. Sc. | Café Pulle| Monoact | Portfoli | Normal Div Self
an Agr d ive/ 0 owner responsible
structura
I
diversifi

er

7.8 LRF as a support function

LRF is keen on supplying farmers with the busirdssgeloping tools they need at the right
time and in the right place (Folin, personal mesjafll the respondents in the study stated

that they attended an activity to develop theilskiFarmer C and E stated that they attended

to get knowledge on how to develop their businEasmer B attended, as he wanted to

decrease risk and increase profit. Three farmergioreed widening their network as a reason

for participating (A, B and D). The majority of tfi@mers got a high use out of the activity
and were able to expand their network. The respusdeho did not get a high use out of the
activity (D, E and G) stated that even if the attiwas not that useful, it was extremely

beneficial to meet with colleagues, discuss farnaing receive some new ideas. Farmer A
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and E thinks that they got tools to develop thesibesses and farmer A and C says that they
increased their profit following the activity. Thespondents get information from LRF in
different ways and it is only farmer G and H thaggests a new way; sending text messages.
The majority of the respondents get their newsughomail, e-mail and/or magazines.

LRF provides courses in different subjects aimef@dm@ers with different ventures (Folin,
personal message, 2010).The kind of support tmedia demand vary a lot, but the majority
state that it is important to get support in alds and in different ways. All respondents
mention courses as a good way to get support batsaminars, discussions groups and
individual courses are of importance. The fields\ttemed are monitoring of governmental
regulations, lobbying, advanced courses, marketniggrated counseling, economy courses,
courses in new disciplines within farming, pig puotion and potato production. None of the
respondents replied the same. The farmers thirtkttlsaimportant to get information about
different subjects and it is only farmer A and Bttmention a specific area where they feel
they do not require support. Farmer B thinks thatiscourses are advantageous, due to
farmers having limited time to attend activitiearfer C states that, everything that
stimulates discussion between farmers and acsuitiat have new information are good.
Some respondents think that it is good to be affemrses, as you can sometimes be
unaware of the necessity of them and the informatiey could provide. The respondents of
the study says that it is good that LRF provideidewariety of services, but should alter their
focus to cooperating more with other businessélsanndustry, so that they do not supply the
same things.

LRF works in a broad variety of fields, like potiil conditions to create positive public
opinion about the green industry, to give their rhers support on how to develop their
businesses and to promote rural development (LBE)@). When asked what LRF should
work with, there are four different areas thattbgpondents mention; lobbying, conventional
farming, regional projects and profit for Swedisiniers. Lobbying is important as farmers
believe that they cannot work with this themsel\Many of the respondents mention
conventional farming (B, D and F) and say that L&R& to wide, providing information on
new disciplines with farmer, and shifting their iscaway from conventional farming. Farmer
F says that it is important to persuade new mentbgmsn LRF, but that focus should remain
with farming that is more traditional. Respondedbtand E deem that LRF work is too
concerned with having a global perspective and Ishimave more focus on projects
happening at a regional level.
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8 Discussion

This chapter presents a discussion of the prewqusisented material.

8.1 Definition of an entrepreneur

Entrepreneurship is everything that helps the fargusts to a free market economy
(Duczkowska-Malysz, 1993). Many scientists wantnigke a clear distinction between
managing a company and being an entrepreneur.\ir@diSh farmers today, it is becoming
more necessary for them to possess entreprenskitial given that the market is becoming
more deregulated and the case study shows thatiSwiedmers have many of those qualities
that are appointed an entrepreneur. The basistermining whether the respondents run
their farms innovatively is formed through reviegitne responses given during the interview
and the perception of the interviewer, which caurelte foregone conclusions.

All of the respondents have ideas, but during tiverviews, it was apparent that some were
more innovative than others were. The majorityhef farmers used their networks well and
hired advisers regularly. Both these factors angoirtant in being innovative but also to the
development of the company. If you limit yourselfanly discussing your ideas with the
people closest to you, you will fail to benefitrindhe additional insight and benefits of
talking to professional advisers, who able to hgittldifferent business opportunities and can
contribute with inventive and original ideas frother parts of the country. In addition to

that, the advisers are specialist in differentedind can contribute with their knowledge.

Many of the respondents have taken measuremergdice risk, which can be perceived as
positive, provided that the respondent does natdgurely on minimising risk; the
respondent should also give attention to any piatenvestment options. Farmers B, E and H
have taken risks through selecting to invest, lawehalso averted potential risks through price
hedging. All of the farmers in the case study heemesed the increasing fluctuations in the
market, but deal with it in different ways. Dealwith the unexpected, such as fluctuations in
the market is a constant issue for the modern fgrwigo cannot be certain of what price they
will receive for their products.

All farmers see the opportunities in their busiessspart from farmer A and B who have
chosen to focus on the negative market economyeTlaleader one requires employees to
lead, though this does not imply that all leadeesveorthy leaders. If farms were treated on
the same terms as other businesses, more coursesl@rship courses would be available.
The majority of the farmers do not have an exisbnginess plan written down and state that
it is due to their business objectives changinguently or that they do not believe their
company to be of an adequate scale to requirena Bt&th having and monitoring a business
plan is of great importance. In comparison to othesiness sectors, very few companies do
not have an up-to-date business plan. It is diffimuknow if you are succeeding in your
business if you do not routinely monitor your rés@nd remain unremittingly goal-oriented.

Managing your farm as a company with a well-mairgdibusiness plan could be a deciding
factor in the farm succeeding. Belief in what yoe doing facilitates the ability to talk on
your own behalf and convinces others buy your pctsllA few of the farmers seem
disheartened because of the decreasing profitamgiices on Swedish farming products
today. Other farmers appear to be challenged Isyaiiil have decided to develop their
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business further, finding new ways of achievingfipan their farm. An interaction between
these two groups could be an interesting way tolveshese problems. The farmers who are
challenged by the price decreasing could offertivaly of managing in harsh conditions as a
source of inspiration to others. In this studyyas clear that those who had an optimistic
view of the future were those who had an investrpéart. Belief in yourself and your
business is important, but seeing opportunitighénfuture is equally as important. To
succeed in the current market it is important keaaious, succeeding depends upon taking
risks and paying special attention to potentialtuess.

8.2 Reason for starting up a new venture

Farmer A and C have not started a new businessamntherefore not be mentioned in this
section of the case study. Half of the remaininghtars had been pushed into starting up and
it was a reactive strategy. Why farmers feel thaythave to start up alternative businesses is
understandable. The market today is changing amdrhave to adjust to supply and demand.
It is increasingly difficult for farmers to surviweith only one venture in today’s market,

when imported products compete with Swedish pradant when Sweden has higher costs
due of factors like welfare standards and a mopaesive work force. Not all of the farmers
responded as to why they are not specialising,ghglausible causes could be that the land
surrounding the farm, resources or the market prtsvié Expansion may not be the answer
for all farms and they may instead find opportwstio diversify.

The remaining respondents have been pulled irattirgg up; an action that seems positive
although several of the “pulled-farmers” argue ih& good to have an extra income. Being
pulled in to a venture is a actuality of seeingppportunity and then developing it. It is a
proactive strategy and seeing opportunities isafrtbe qualities appointed an entrepreneur.
Although one could be successful in a new venturenmhaving been pushed in to it, coming
up with the idea without being forced may proma #ssertion of more energy into the
venture, and ultimately a sense of satisfaction.

8.3 Which different types of entrepreneurs are ther e?

When classified according to firm structure or mation, it is difficult to conclude which

kind of entrepreneur is the most successful. Tiseraion of a mono active farmer does not
correspond with the two mono active farmers in tlaise study. A mono active farmer is
described as older, with a purely practical expexein farming, manages a small-scale farm
and is likely to have fewer employees. Converdatyh of the responding farmers manage
relatively large-scale companies and have receavaaiversity education in agricultural
science. Farmer A is middle aged, has two employelesreas farmer C is a little bit older,
and has no employees. It is therefore difficulitaw any conclusion from this study if a
mono active farmer, that is farmers specializingme venture, comprises of these qualities or
not. The remaining farmers are classified as plotfmvners or structural diversifiers.
Portfolio owners have bigger farms, several verstared not all of their ventures are directly
connected to farming. Being a portfolio owner, ydatain inspiration from other industries,
which could be of significance, although focusimmyyattention on other non-farming
ventures may lead to missing vital developmenthiwiagriculture. Structural diversifiers
also have several ventures; however focus on hakieg exclusively connected to farming.

Entrepreneurial motivation is placed in three cati&s, pluriactive, resource exploiter and
portfolio farmers. The pluriactive have startedeavrventure to be able to keep the farm, raise
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profit, and keep living in the countryside or hatarted for emotional reasons, such as
keeping the family farm. Two of the respondentseaetassified as pluriactive because they
mainly started with a new venture to raise praifil aaintain the farm business. They are the
same farmers that have been pushed in, accordihg tpush and pull’-theory. The resource
exploiters are the one that are pulled in to stgrthe business as they see available resources
on the farm and want to develop them.

Portfolio farmers are also conscious of opportesiiround them, which is important for
entrepreneurs, but portfolio farmers also havetiexjsdeas that they want to develop and can
utilise their farming connections. All of the farrage “normal” farms, even though farmer E
also embodies characteristics associated withwa™fem. All of respondents intend to keep
farming as their core activity. This could be ansad insecurity, but could also be subject to
the fact that the majority of Swedish farmers hiaxed on a farm their entire life and want to
perpetuate the farming existence.

8.4 How to deal with risks

Dealing with risks by price hedging or monitorirngetmarket could be great ways of reducing
risks and at the same time be able to take rislkenvmvesting. Diversifying or specialising is
another way of dealing with risks; either startireyv ventures or expanding an existing
venture. As mentioned previously, diversificatigroften performed due to geographic
restrictions, or because the market or capitalgumssexpansion, although some are simply
not interested in expanding an existing venturee@son often heard in opposition to
expansion is that farming can become factory-like #hat proper animal care becomes
unimportant. One of the respondents in the casly stiated that he did not want to expand
his crop production for fear of mistiming the hastan his opinion, timing is everything.
When managing a large business it can prove diffioloversee a large harvest while
assuring that the livestock receive the proper,cameversely, you have benefits of scale,
lowered risks and have the option to hire more [eetaptake care of the livestock. The theory
that diversification is more common in a youngemdgraphic is not confirmed by this study,
in view of the fact that the respondents who haverdified are of varying ages. The theory
that women diversify more often than men is nofficored, while the women in this study
that diversified both went for farm shops and caé¥en though one of them has beef cattle
and a broiler production. The men in the study tinarsified went for contract businesses
(2), parking lots and selling Christmas trees. €hemot enough literature surrounding the
differences in women and men’s diversifying activiiut this study implies that there might
be a pattern.

8.5 Farmer or entrepreneur?

Farmers do not identify themselves as being ergregurs, which could imply that there are
several different explanations for an entreprenéliven the farmers were asked to explain
the attributes that make up a successful entrepretiey usually mentioned things that
corresponded well with their own description of hilvey govern their business. These
descriptions also matched the literature, but ofse, the respondents never mentioned all of
the attributes brought up in the literature. Sorinhe respondents’ (A, D and E) descriptions
did not match the literature, only one of thes@oeslents (D) did not have that many
gualities appointed to an entrepreneur. It coulthlaé farmer A and E does not see them as
successful, even if that may be the case.
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8.6 Success factor in entrepreneurship

A successful farmer thinks that he or she can goleblems and manage events taking place
around them. Being a self-responsible farmer tekorild be a belief in one’s own capacity;
while being helpless or powerless one cannot affegthing. If an entrepreneur is indifferent
or socially active they believe that they can managst events, but sometimes not. The
socially active are driven by being social; adjugtio others but also taking responsibility.
The farmers who embodied most of the entreprenayuelities were self-responsible.
Farmer A, E, G and H were not susceptible to smesdsthey think they can deal with events
happening around them. They are also market andgeated. Those respondents are
monitoring the market and want to supply what ilemand. The respondents with fewer
qualities appointed an entrepreneur were helpileddferent and socially active, and did not
meet the demand on the market. The majority of thveme income oriented and worried
about not achieving enough profit on the farm. Aopnections between age, education,
experience as a farmer, number of employees oregemdi being entrepreneurial could not
be seen. Specific types of farming, organic or emional, did not seem to affect
entrepreneurial skills. The most successful farmen®e mono active, portfolio and structural
diversifiers. They were all motivated by resourqesifolio business or becoming pluri
active.

8.7 LRF as a support function

The respondents in the case study all had the sastieation for participating in an LRF
business developing activity, which was to devehar own skills and their business. The
respondents have all been chosen due of the faicthtiby have participated in an LRF

activity, and that makes the study slightly biasohly interviewing people who want to

attend business development and knows in whichthezaneed to develop. Farmers who
have not realised what they have to develop aregpoesented in this study and focus should
be put on finding these farmers and identifyingrtepecific needs. The respondents focus on
the point that it is important for farmers to maatl discuss their businesses and the industry.
This should be a point of focus for LRF, as manynirs do not have any employees and
they might not have the opportunity to meet withestfarmers, on a regular basis. It is
important to converse with other farmers to get m®as and input on how to manage a
company. Meetings and social events for farmergddoe a good platform to learn about
business developing activities. All the farmer’sntien different combinations of marketing
channels, through which they hear about LRF’s curaetivities. LRF should use as many
marketing channels as possible to spread their aed$o contact farmers. Two farmers
mention text messages, and this is something fér ioRconsider.

The farmers in the study argue that all areasrofifeg are of importance and that different
methods of support should be present. Few of thgoredents can find areas in which they
can function independently. It is difficult to firgppecific subjects to focus on in business
development and support, as the business and sumeats are individual. If LRF aspire to
supply all farmers with their support needs, thdlj/vave to offer an abundance of bespoke
courses. The respondents asked for courses, ssmamscussions groups and individual
support. Although the majority of respondents nargd that meeting other farmers was of
great importance. Meeting with farmers individuallyd talking to them about their support
needs could be a way. Two of the respondents mesdieRFs “future talk”, where the

farmer meets with an adviser and discusses theinbss and what plans the farmer has, such
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as investment plans. When talking about your bgsimgth an independent adviser you can
receive valuable insight and objectively discusshibst way to develop. It is conceivable that
a farmer can then see the shortages in his busanelssecome acquainted with the tools LRF
provide to benefit his business. One farmer saatilile would prefer short courses, as farmers
have a hard time to get away from the farm, althoihgs probably already provided. Another
farmer said that it is helpful that LRF offer coesdn a wide range of farming disciplines, as
sometimes, an entrepreneur does not know whatrtbéeg and by looking at the courses
available, you could get an idea. In the intervieiva/as also mentioned that LRF should
work with other companies in the industry. SomesRF offers the same support as other
companies and competing with other companies doelld waste of money. The
establishment of a cooperative agreement wouldlisardageous, where support to farmers is
divided between companies and organisations, $d_Rfa and other organisations could

work together supporting farmers.

When asked what LRF should work with there were Bubjects that came up, whether it
depended on the chosen respondents or if thig isdmmon opinion among farmers in
Sweden is difficult to determine (as for the stadya whole). Lobbying is the subject most
farmers answered; they want LRF to affect changberSwedish government and the EU in
a way that will create better conditions for thé@rhe farmers think that this is a point they
cannot affect by themselves, and because of thatredy entirely on their farmer’s
organisation to take care of it. Several of th@oeslents complained that LRF does not focus
enough on conventional farming. The farmers feal tlRF are trying to please all of their
members and in doing so have stopped focusingaalitiobnal farming methods. Maybe the
farmers feel threatened. With the sinking profiSwedish conventional farms, the pressure is
increasing on LRF to help rise the profit and thisne of the four subjects that the
respondents in this study mentioned - profit to @sle farmers. Endeavouring to have an
effect on prices and lowering the amount of impsbpeoducts could be a way for LRF to
handle this issue, though Swedish farmers themsahight have to resolve this. Several of
the respondents have improved their situation ajhasome are frustrated and rather
perceive LRF doing this for them. Some farmers aedsmested that LRF should work more
comprehensively with regional projects and not oon larger issues. These two subjects are
contradictory, which could be interpreted as thenkxs wanting LRF to work with both

larger issues and regional projects.
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9 Conclusions

This chapter presents conclusions drawn on the/sisand discussion based on the theory.

The studied cases suggest that Swedish farmeenaspreneurs, even though as individuals
they may not have all qualities appointed by lit@ra. To be better entrepreneurs they should
appoint good advisers and utilise their social wekwRisk takers are the best entrepreneurs
but risk lowering activities, such as price hedgamgl monitoring of the market can give
benefits, as when some risks are lower other daksbe higher i.e. when you invest.
Successful entrepreneurs see opportunities, tleegmimists and they treat the decreasing
profit as a challenge. This is a good method falidg with this situation. More Swedish
farmers should write down their business plan andegular monitoring of it to increase their
success. It does not matter if you been pushedlt@doin to starting a new venture you can
succeed either way.

Specialisation and diversification are both sugaditategies for the future market, but the
right conditions have to be there. When wantinggdecialise, there should be enough land
and capital and when wanting to diversify the righimditions for each diversification
business have to be present. The diversifiers@tralways young and women, but a
difference in type of diversification and gendeulkbbe seen. Even mono active farmers
could be successful and entrepreneurs. They dbawat to be old, own a small-scale farm,
have fewer employees or be less educated. Strudiveasifiers and portfolio owners could
be successful. Success is not dependent on fitratgte. The most successful farmers in the
study were all self-responsible entrepreneurs, thinkk they can manage anything and see
opportunities everywhere. Age, gender, educatiearsof experience as a farmer, number of
employees, conventional or organic does not affectg entrepreneurial or not. The
individual qualities are the affecting factor. Svgddfarmers identify themselves as being
entrepreneurs and that is a step in the right giinecbeing less of a farmer and more of an
entrepreneur or just being an entrepreneurial farme

LRF is a good support function for farmers andridspondents in the study considered it easy
to encounter LRF. Nonetheless, the farmers indfuidy have indentified both their need and
want to develop; LRF should work on outreach prgj¢a be exposed to the farmers that have
not identified development possibilities. The rasgents argue that meeting other farmers to
discuss issues is of utmost importance; this igo@art function for LRF to develop. Contact
with farmers through any marketing method is bemali though text messages could be a
way of more effectively getting through to the fam® The farmers want help with

everything, and in different kinds of ways, althbugpurses seem to be most popular. To
meet advisers to discuss business plans with teelamanded, furthermore those farmers
who have not identified in which way they need suppdo so. The support should be
adjusted to farming life e.g. short courses, asnéas cannot be away from their farms for too
long. In the case study, it was clear that the ésmvant LRF to work with lobbying and be
the farmer’s voice against Swedish government hadt). They want LRF to focus more on
conventional farming and achieving higher profiofdover, they want LRF to work on
regional projects supporting farmers in every ragioSweden. To summarise their wishes to
LRF on what to work with - everything!
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Appendix 1: Interview guide

Hello!

My name is Johanna Svensson and | am a studebtlaai®d | am doing my master thesis in
cooperation with LRF. | have called you since yautigipated in a business developing
activity with LRF and | would really like to intelew you about the activity and you business
development. The interview takes approximately 3@utes and | would like to make an
appointment with you when it suits you to do it.

Your answers will be treated anonymously but | widike to have you e-mail adress if there
Is anything | have to asked you afterwards.

First som basic iformation:

Sex

Age

Farm size

Type of farm (and if conv/organic)

Education

Years as farmer

Other family members particiapting in
the farm work

Number of employees

The interview is divided in two parts: One on LRidane on business development. Ask if
there is anything you do not understand.
LRF:

1) Why did you participate in the activity?

Ex:

0 developing skills

0 broaden network

0 develop existing or new venture

0 Increase profit

0 t get more knowledge about my own personal séitid what to develop
0 other

2) Were you satisfied with the activity?
Not not at all 1-2-3-4-5 Yes very much

3) What was the biggest use of the activity?
Ex:
0 Develop my skills

0 Broaden my network
0 Develop current or new business
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4)

0 Increase profit
0 Other:

Did you missed something in the activity?

5) What kind of support do you want for your company?

6)

7)

Ex:

seminars

discussion groups
courses

study visists and field trips
indivdual cochning

Other:

s [ Y Y [ |

In which area do you think you need support infthere?

Ex:

0 management

0 production

0 logistics

0 business development
0 leadership

0 advanced courses

0 courses in new subject
0 marketing

0 integrated coundselling
0 other

Is there any area you think you can manage on gouf?

8) What do you think LRF should work with?

9)

How do you get knowledge about LRFs activities y@la
0 internet

0 magazines

0 advisers

0 business developing companies

0 collegues

0 discussions groups

0 other:

10)Does this work well or would you like it in anothgay?

0 internet

0 magazines

0 advisers

0 business developing companies
O collegues
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0 discussions groups
0 other:

Business development

11)Do you have a business plan? Do you have it waditten?
0 Yes
0 No: Why not?

12)Do you follow up your business plan?
0 Yes
0 No: Why not?

13)Which challenges and opportunities du you see dor gompany inte the future?
Challenges:
Opportunities:

14)What gives you new ideas?
0 Talking to colleges
0 Participating in acitivies
0 Talking to advisers
0 tv
0 internet
0 magazines
0 Other

15)Who do you discuss with to develop your ideas?
0 colleges
0 friends
0 advisers
0 family
Dother
16)Have you felt that det demand on your products ltinaeged?
0 Yes: Can you give an example?Do you always hamgle in the same way?
0 No How do you handle risks?

17)Do you think that the market fluctucations are tgeahe same or less than
previously?

18)Do you have alternative ventures at you farm?

0 Yes: Why did you start with the new venture?
0 No: Why not?

19) How would you describe your beleif in the future?
Low1-2-3-4-5-High
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20)Do you have an investment plan?

21) How do you think you have to handle your busirtesseet the future market?
Ex:
0 process food at the farm and not selling to
0 create relationship to consumer
0 getting bigger/smaller
0 market an own brand
0 Other

22) Are you pleased with the profit in you company?
No 1-2-3-4-5 Very

23)What qualities do a successful entrepreneur have?

Thank you for participating!
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