
Coping with Innovative On-Farm
Diversification

A qualitative analysis of farm household case histories from
Västerbotten, Sweden

Aurora Pelli

, Umeå University

 Working Paper :





Coping with Innovative
On-Farm Diversification

A qualitative analysis of farm household case
histories from Västerbotten, Sweden

Aurora Pelli

, Umeå University

Font: Minion (Adobe)

 Working Paper :

 ---

 –

; Umeå University; - Umeå; Sweden
Ph.: +--. Fax: +--.

Email: regional.science@cerum.umu.se
www.umu.se/cerum

mailto://regional.science@cerum.umu.se
http://www.umu.se/cerum




Contents

Foreword 

. Introduction 
Background . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. Aim and disposition of the study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. Method . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

.. The study area . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. The findings of the case history analyses 
. The importance of the farm household for the choice of diversification 

. The relationship between the farm and the various external agencies . 

. The impact of internal and external labour on the farm . . . . . . . . 

. The use of local resources and the impact of networking . . . . . . . 

. The relationship between the farm and the markets . . . . . . . . . . 

. Future plans and possible trajectories for the farm . . . . . . . . . . . 

. Concluding remarks 

References 

Swedish summary 

Contents 





Foreword

During the the past three years CERUM has been engaged as the Swedish part-
ner in the collaborative research project entitled "Innovation, Diversification and
European Agricultural Situations (IDEAS)", financed by the Fourth Framework
Programme of the European Commission (FAIR-CT-). Four countries
(UK, France Spain and Sweden) have worked in parallel using the same meth-
odologies, each investigating innovative significant on-farm diversification in a se-
lected region. The Swedish questionnaire was completed by interviewing  farm-
ers in the county of Västerbotten. Of these farms,  were diversified while the
remaining  were non-diversified and served as a control group for comparat-
ive purposes. The questionnaire contained almost  open and closed questions,
which were analysed statistically to produce a regional profile document of tables
and commentaries. The farm questionnaire was largely carried out by Erik Sondell,
and Linda Rislund completed the quantitative analysis and regional profile. Aurora
Pelli was appointed to carry out the subsequent in-depth interviews with twelve of
the more innovative diversifiers and has produced this useful qualitative analysis of
farmers’ experiences of starting up and sustaining on-farm diversified activities in
Västerbotten.

Umeå, April 

Ulf Wiberg
Chairman for 
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. Introduction

Background

From its origins some ten thousand years ago, agriculture has evolved into the rural
activity that has formed the basis of European society’s economic life. But ongo-
ing changes in technology, the process of globalisation, and the emergence of the
European Union () have increased competition for markets and resulted in a
need for a new agricultural policy. Given these changes in the conditions for agri-
culture, farmers have developed different strategies to be able to live and work on
their farms. One of these strategies is innovative on-farm diversification, whereby
farmers seek new markets and produce new commodities or services that in some
cases are directly related to the traditional agricultural production and activities on
their farms.

A characteristic of agricultural diversification is that farmers have had to de-
velop new production concepts and, because of that, new techniques are often
taken into use. The introduction of a new activity is often regarded by the farm-
ers as an innovative process, whether it is highly original or simply the local ap-
plication of something that has already been tried and tested elsewhere (Layton
& Rislund, ). Moreover, this kind of change involves much more than simply
the farmer’s changeover from traditional thinking and methods to new innovative
ideas and new techniques. It is common that these individuals have initiative, drive
and business acumen, as well as experience of some other type of work. Although
agricultural diversification may contain a wide range of activities, it is here defined
as:

“. . . change in the traditional services, activities and products engaged in or pro-
duced on farm holdings, usually in response to changing policy, political, market
and farm household influences” (Clark, Jones & Schoen, , p. ).

The reasons for choosing diversification often seem to be an ambition to main-
tain and improve income and/or employment opportunities, but also to enable
specific life-styles and contribute to community survival in a sparsely populated
area.

. Aim and disposition of the study

This report forms part of the project entitled “Innovation, Diversification and
European Agricultural Situations ()”.

The main aim of this present study is to employ qualitative methodologies to
investigate the farmers´ attitudes about the process of diversifying in the county
of Västerbotten, Sweden. The focus will be on how external and internal circum-
stances influence the process of diversifying. This report forms part of task  in the
 project and the specific objectives here are to investigate and analyse (i) the

  has three research objectives: ) to identify dynamic examples of ionnovative, significant on-
farm diversification in four  member states (England, France, Spain, and Sweden) with emphasis on
employment opportunity creation and the qualitative nature of that employment; ) to select a variety
of localities within four major agricultural regions of Northern and Southern Europe in order to analyse
how innovative, significant forms of diversification have been sustained in these localities; and ) to
study how local/regional institutions and key political actors interact with farmers in their support of
innovative on-farm diversification ( Technical Annex, , p. ).  is financed by the Fourth
Framework programme of the European Commission (--).

 A number of people have contributed to this report. I gratefully acknowledge the comments given by
Lars WEstin, Ian Layton, Linda Rislund and Erik Sondell.
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reasons why farmers choose to diversify, (ii) the consequences of a chosen diver-
sification, and (iii) the impact of different kinds of networks and contacts for this
diversification.

Following this introductory chapter, the information on diversification ob-
tained from a set of recorded interviews with selected innovative diversified farmers
is analysed in chapter , which is organised on the basis of the following six themes:

. The importance of the farm-household for the choice of diversification
. The relationship between the farm and various external agencies
. The impact of internal and external labour on the farm
. The impact of networks
. The relationship between the farm and the markets
. Future plans and possible trajectories for the farm

A further aim with this present report is to investigate whether there are any
similarities and differences between the interviewed farmers in each of four sub-
types of diversification (see section .)

In these analyses, the time perspective has also been taken into account by di-
viding the process of innovative on-farm diversification into three steps or phases:
() the idea and planning phase; () the start-up and development phase; and ()
the sustained activity phase. The final chapter  draws together the findings and
conclusions in terms of the study’s three overall objectives.

. Method

A major part of the  research project has been to complete a questionnaire
survey of  farmers in the county of Västerbotten. Of these farmers,  were di-
versified, while the remaining  were non-diversified and could therefore serve as
a control group for comparative purposes. The questionnaire contained  ques-
tions, both open and closed, which have been analysed statistically to produce a re-
gional profile of tables and commentaries (Rislund, Sondell & Layton, ). This
present report, however, is of a qualitative character and is intended to complement
the quantitative regional profile of Västerbotten.

The  project envisaged that the case history farmers were to be selected
using one or more of the following criteria: level of innovation; degree of prob-
lems encountered in sustaining diversification; level and quality of employment
creation; and stage in the diversification experience. Starting from the  diversifi-
ers in the Västerbotten study, we firstly removed the  farmers who had declined
to participate in the case histories. Then we ranked the remaining  farmers, using
their responses to five survey questions as the basis for the selection of the most in-
novative examples. The questions revealed the type of diversification, any innovat-
ive elements, the degree of employment creation, the income importance of the en-
terprise, and the respondents’ own views on their innovative diversification. From
these  farmers we were able to identify  as being ‘highly innovative’ and they
formed the group that was targeted for diary work and case histories. These high
innovation diversified farmers are thus characterised by new or innovative types
of diversification, or innovative elements within the enterprise activities, or signi-
ficant employment creation, or significant income importance or the respondents’
views on their innovative diversification. Very often they satisfy several of these
‘positive’ innovation criteria.

As diary work gave rather poor results and pressures of spring ploughing dimin-
ished farmers’ willingness to participate in the final in-depth interviews, the initial
selection of  innovative farmers had to be further reduced to the  cases in the
following Table . Here, these  cases are organised into the four sub-types (T-T)
of the main diversifying enterprise (filiere ), as used in the project’s quantitative
farm survey. Unfortunately we only have one case each of T and T, but six cases
of T and four of T; however, this closely reflects the observed frequency of these
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Table : The  case histories, classified according to the four sub-types of diversification
(adapted from Layton & Sondell, )

Farm Location Agricultural
focus

Diversifying activity/ies Reason for selection

T. Non Conventional Primary Products
A Periurban Grain Electricity production (water power) T,

Corn mill T.
Sole example of these activities.
Multiactive

T.Traditional diversification
B Coastal Horticulture (to-

matoes)
Tomato production and direct marketing
T, Iceland pony stud T, sawmill T.

Was first farmer in county to intro-
duce commercial tomato produc-
tion (greenhouse cultivation)

C Interior Livestock (beef) Smoked meat production (pork, moose,
reindeer) and its direct marketing
T.Slaughters own beef T.

Innovative processing and finds
new markets.

D Interior Milk Forest contractor T, Front-loader hire T,
sawmill T.

Good example of innovative and
enterprising forest-oriented activit-
ies.

E Interior Horticulture
(potatoes)

Direct marketing of potatoes T, catering
(local produce, own menus) T, sawmill T.

Thinks up new products, original
modification of machinery. Mul-
tiactive.

F Interior Grain Bakery (local thin bread) T, forest entre-
preneur T.

Own recipe, forest machinery in-
vention.

G Coastal Mixed/forest Sawmill T, tourism (riding camp, café) T,
farrier T.

New and creative sawn products.

T. Non agrarian services and production
H Periurban Milk and

livestock
Electrical installations and services for
farmers (sells own computerised fodder-
system) T.

Innovator/inventor, finds new solu-
tions to farmers’ needs.

I Interior Milk and
livestock

Manufactures plastic halters for livestock
T, tourism (nature/wilderness tours) T.

New product (own invention).

J Coastal Arable
crops/forest

Moose farm (animal enclosure, restaurant,
shop) T, tourism (fishing trips, nature ex-
periences) T.

Very original idea. Good example of
commercial tourism.

K Coastal Grain Egg & animal production for medical re-
search (virus culture, antibodies, etc.) T, re-
tailer (wood chippers, central vacuum clean-
ers, heating installations) T.

Very innovative and effective job
creation.

T. Agri-environmental practices
L Interior Milk Production of natural fertiliser (mixture of

manure and bark) T, entrepreneur (snow
clearing, machines) T, gravel and topsoil
supplier T.

Innovator/inventor, original new
products. Multiactive.

sub-types of diversified activity within the whole survey population. The table’s
columns show the farm reference, regional location, main agricultural activities,
key form(s) of diversification, and the main reason for selection.

.. The study area

The area of study for the Swedish  team is the county of Västerbotten. As is
the case for the other three regions in the  project, it was chosen on the basis
that “the geographical area is sufficiently large to encompass a significant variety of
socio-structural and physical conditions for potential innovation in agriculture di-
versification” (Technical Annex, , p. ). The  farmers selected for the quant-
itative survey are grouped into three different sub-regions, as shown in Figure .

The principal division is above and below the so-called “Lapland boundary”.

 See "Selection of innovative diversified farmers for the Swedish team", Layton, I. & Sondell, E.

 Layton I., & Rislund L., (): Socio-Economic Dimensions of Agricultural Diversification in Väster-
botten, Northern Sweden.)
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Figure : The Västerbotten study area showing the distribution by municipality of the selec-
ted diversified and non-diversified farms.

This administrative border was drawn in the mid–s in order to define the
coastal farming areas from the interior areas that were used by the Samis for hunt-
ing, fishing, and reindeer grazing. The Lapland boundary is not recognised by the
Sami people, but has been perpetuated by municipal boundaries and separates
what are traditionally called the ‘coastal’ and ‘interior’ municipalities in the county
of Västerbotten. A further ‘periurban’ sub-region is identified to include farms loc-
ated within  kilometres of the two largest towns, Skellefteå (c.   inhabitants)
and Umeå (c.   inhabitants). The numbers and proportions of the selected
farms in the survey decrease with distance from these two urban centres, which re-
flects the regional variations in the densities of both population and farm holdings
in Västerbotten. Furthermore, the survey also shows that diversified farms are more
characteristic than non-diversified farms both in the interior and the coastal areas,
whereas the non-diversified farms are more highly concentrated to the periurban
areas. The findings suggest that diversification becomes relatively more significant
with increased distance from the urban centres. To some degree, this is also reflec-
ted in the regional location of the  innovative diversified farm case histories, with
 in periurban areas,  more in the coastal zone and  in the interior (Table ).
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. The findings of the case history analyses

. The importance of the farm household for the choice
of diversification

The starting point for this part of the study is to identify similarities and differences
between the farmers and their households in the different sub-types of diversifica-
tion. Does the family have any impact on the developed diversification at the farm?
If so, what roles do the family, relatives, and the household play in the diversifica-
tion? In what phase do they have an impact? During the whole process or just in
specific parts?

Group T: Non-conventional primary products
The only farmer in the group T works within the field of electricity production and
supply. The farm was bought in  and since the farm already produced electricity
for its own needs, it was a natural process to develop it further. The respondent is a
fully qualified electrician and, therefore, he alone is responsible for the diversified
activity. The respondent’s wife works off-farm but assists with the bookkeeping for
the electricity production. Similar to respondents in the other groups, the family
in this case acted mainly as a support during the idea phase. During other phases,
the family helps ease the work-load during hectic periods.

Group T: Traditional diversification
In this group it generally appears that the family has a great impact during the
starting up process, when the diversification still is an idea and at the planning
stage. It is common that one family member, either the husband or the wife, is
the main force behind the innovation. Almost every farmer in this group stressed
that “without the support and opinions from the family, [he/she] would not have
managed to start up the diversification”.

Some of the respondents state that previous experiences within the family also
had an impact on the choice to diversify. This was especially so during the phase of
idea development and planning. In many cases, someone already had experience of
managing their own company. That is to say, being used to not having a traditional
“eight-to-five” job seems to be favourable for being able to live and work with many
activities simultaneously. Some respondents also stress that this kind of flexibility
is also a necessary ‘quality’ in the partner.

In some of the farm households, the diversification has not simply provided
employment possibilities for the adults, but even the children work on-farm with
different occupations that are connected with the new activity. In order to be able to
handle intensive working periods, many of the farmers are dependent on the entire
farm household – i.e. children, as well as grandparents and/or other relatives.

Two of the farmers are women and both are also responsible for the diversific-
ation taking place at the farm. In each case, however, there has been a shift in re-
sponsibility, whereby the husband has mainly taken charge of the traditional farm-
ing activity and the wife mostly works with the diversification. This has also made
it possible to maintain employment at the farm. In some cases, the diversification
has led directly to new employment opportunities for the family. Otherwise, the
wife or husband would have been forced to take on off-farm work instead, either
full- or part-time (i.e. a form of pluriactivity). One of the respondents, stresses that
his fiancée has played a greater part in the farm activity since the process of diversi-
fication started. Even though she has another occupation off-farm, she is now also
responsible for the company’s bookkeeping. It seems to be quite common that one
person in the farm household is responsible for the economy and similar adminis-
trative tasks.

All of the respondents mention that family, relatives, and close friends, provide
support of a more psychological nature, implying that the farmers turn to the
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people closest to them in order to discuss diversification possibilities and barriers.
Hence, in many cases, the farmers are in a sense dependent on the farm household,
their relatives, and neighbourhood friends.

Group T: Non agrarian services and production
Similar to group T, the general opinion among the T diversifiers is that the family
generally has a great impact when the diversify activity still is an idea and at the
planning stage. It is significant that family members function as supporters who
listen and argue for the diversified idea. It is also common, as was the case in T,
that either the wife or the husband has the main responsibility for the innovations
carried out on the farm.

Characteristic for T is the multiplicity of diversified activities. This contrasts
with group T, in which the diversified activity is usually within a specific field.
This has a direct impact on the degree to which family members are involved in
the diversification process. Another important fact is that the previous experience
of the family members (former education, occupation, etc.) seems to matter less
for the decision about what kind of activity should be developed at the farm.

“I have experiences from various different jobs. Among other things, I have experi-
ence of entrepreneurship. But my family? No, they do not have the kind of experi-
ence that would have influenced my choice of diversified activity”.

One of the farmers in T has developed and manufactures plastic-rope hal-
ters for livestock. He says that during the idea phase, his wife was not very in-
volved, apart from being a great supporter and a discussion partner. However, at
the present phase of production, she plays a much more active role, as she is mar-
keting the product during her job as a part-time “substitute worker” at other farms.

Group T: Agri-environmental practices
This respondent mainly produces natural fertiliser but, by also carrying out a vari-
ety of different types of diversified activities on his farm, he practises a form of
multiactivity. In contrast to the other diversifiers, he states that he has been alone
in each project carried out on the farm.

. The relationship between the farm and the various ex-
ternal agencies

The above analyse clearly indicates that the internal factor of the farm household
has an impact on the action of diversifying, although differences exist due to the
type and process of diversification in which the farm is involved. What, then, is
the impact of external factors such as external agencies and policies? In what ways
do the farmers use authorities at different levels and are they connected to other
supporting organisations? What is their general opinion regarding the authorities
in their surrounding areas (such as the county administration in Västerbotten and
the local municipality)?

Furthermore, Sweden became a member of the European Union in . Of
course membership influenced society as a whole, but it had different effects
and different impacts on different people and sectors. One interesting question
is whether and in what ways the  has had an influence on the diversified farmers.
How have the farmers felt about the  and in what ways have they responded to
the new  policies?

.. Opinions regarding the County Administration

Group T: Non conventional primary products
When the respondent started to plan for new activities in , he contacted the
County Administration in Västerbotten. In his opinion the meeting did not give
any useful results, either in economic or consultative terms. The reason for this
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might be the fact that the respondent’s diversified activity was not supposed to res-
ult in any new employment. Regarding the information about the benefits and as-
sistance one might possibly receive from the County Administration, the respond-
ent argues that it is poor:

“. . . I think we (entrepreneurs) should receive a paper; “if you are in need of con-
sultation or want to apply for benefits, please turn to person xx”. That would make
it easier to start up and manage to be self-employed.”

Group T: Traditional diversification
The majority of the farmers within this group have been in contact with the County
Administration, although there are differences in the ways the farmers got into
contact with the Administration and their reasons for doing so. However, it seems
that almost every farmer in this group has contacted this authority in order to
receive different kinds of benefits, in many cases for the traditional agriculture.
Therefore, in general, the contact with this authority is not necessary in relation to
the diversification of the farm.

One interviewed couple (Farm B) described how at the end of s the County
Administration pushed strongly for the special kind of diversification that the farm
is nowadays engaged in (greenhouse tomato production). They had contacted the
authority regarding their diversification plans and received a lot of assistance. Dur-
ing the start-up process, they met regularly with helpful economic consultants
and the administrative board arranged educational courses for new cultivators,
bringing in experienced consultants in greenhouse cultivation from Finland. This
farmer considers that the administrative board had an important impact during
the starting-up process and that the authority played a very active role. The farmer
stresses that it was important to have the possibility of turning to the authority with
different kinds of thoughts and ideas. Currently, the farm has not had any contact
with the county administration for five years, although they would like to receive
more help from the authority. One conclusion from this is that the County Ad-
ministration tends to work only with short-sighted, short-term strategies whereby
support, consulting, and finance is only available during the first starting-up years.
Thereafter, the farmers are supposed to manage the activity on their own. Many of
the respondents argue that it would have been valuable with continued meetings,
consultations, and projects for the further development of the diversification at the
farm.

This is just one example of a common attitude towards the County Administra-
tion. Some of the farmers in group T argue that the authority had a very import-
ant role during the first phase (with finance and education) and that the contact
between the partners then worked as it was supposed to. However, many of the
farmers in this group express their disappointment at not having similar contacts
with the authority at the present time.

“In the beginning it worked very well. Partly they acted as our own consultants and
they also arranged education, courses and consulting with experts from southern
part of Sweden and Finland. So during the first years we did have great advantage of
them. But that has deteriorated. The past five years we have hardly had any contact
and we have not heard from them at all. . . ”

Some of the respondents of group T have only been in contact with the County
Administration in order to apply for funding from the  Structural Fund. Those
whose contact with the authority has been solely for this reason are mainly satisfied
with their treatment, but they stress that it is difficult to get into contact with civil
servants that are well-informed about Structural Funds. Criticism of the Admin-
istration can also be regarded as criticism of the  as, in many cases, the former
constitutes the only channel to the  for farmers.

“. . . about these applies to the . It seems like there is a jungle, and I have been
at many information meetings and I cannot really say that I have met anyone who
really knows the system. And I think this creates a barrier; because if you are to
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develop a new activity you are in a need of competent people who can say ‘I know
all about this!’ That is a huge problem for us today.”

Group T: Non agrarian services and production
Each of the group T diversifiers has been in contact with the County administra-
tion in Västerbotten. Similar to group T, all of them mention that the main reason
for the contact was general issues concerning the farm and not primarily the diver-
sification activity. In answer to the question about how they have been treated by
authorities, almost all state that the civil servants do their work in a proper way and
the diversifiers feel that the officers try to give assistance in different matters. The
criticism directed towards authorities is of a more general character:

“They say that the whole country should be alive. And we have regions that do
alright, but we also have these depopulation districts as we call them, this place
where I am. . . . [The state] tries all sorts of ways to give money to help villages
[to keep jobs and people] . . . but the real problems are things like the employer’s
contribution and value-added tax. If they would only stop giving us a load of money
and improve the rules and regulations instead, then things would be much better
and simpler, and it would give results! . . . the politicians, they don’t understand this
. . . I think that the Norwegians set a good example for there they have different
employer’s contributions for different places, and it works really well. But they are
not in the !”

Another argument against being so active in the contacts with authorities was:

“ The search for organisations and authorities that are willing to give benefits takes a
lot of time. And when you finally know where and to whom you should turn, these
benefits are still associated to strict requirements and controls. This means; these
kinds of application often have to be written in a very complicated way and that can
means that the application results in the spending of a great deal of time and may
still not give the company anything. Gradually one realizes that this time costs too
much! Instead, you should try to get the money by yourself.

Group T: Agri-environmental practices
This respondent has been in contact with the County Administration throughout
the whole process of developing his different activities at the farm. The diversifier
has applied, among other things, for “benefits for countryside” and he argues that
the application-handling process is far too inefficient. Another criticism levelled
at the authority is its incapacity to work for the county as whole. Rather, he feels
that there is a competition between the inland and the coast, and that the County
Administration fails to meet the needs and requirements of the interior.

.. Opinions regarding the European Union

As mentioned above, a couple of those interviewed had only been in contact with
the  through the County Administration. However, in these cases it is not easy
to determine whether their criticism against the  is actually directed towards the
 itself or towards the County Administration.

Group T: Non conventional primary products
The diversifier in group T states that the  has not had any impact on the condi-
tions for innovative diversifiers in the sparsely populated area, even though he has
been in contact with the County Administration of Board concerning this ques-
tion.

Group T: Traditional diversification
Seven years have passed since Sweden became a member of the  and therefore

it should be possible to see whether membership has had any pronounced effects.
All the farmers have in some way been in contact with the , at least through
the traditional farm activity. Most of them have applied for benefits or have been
involved in a course or education programme arranged by the . The respondents
say that it is difficult to determine whether things have been better or worse for
them since Sweden’s membership, but they do say that it has influenced them:
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“ . . . Definitely, the membership has some impact. There became much more work
with different kinds of papers. . . it is a lot to learn. But this is not only negative;
nowadays I have better control over my activities carried out on the farm.”

One of the respondents argues that the main change that has occurred since
membership in the  is that “first you look for the possibilities for receiving benefits
and afterwards start up the production.” Before  membership the farmers had to
carry out market research to see whether the consumers were potential customers
or not. Today, instead, the benefits are taken into account during the planning stage
and parts of the production are determined on the basis of the possibilities for
obtaining structural funds or other benefits from the .

Group T: Non agrarian services and production
Concerning opinions and attitudes towards the , it is significant that all re-
spondents in this group are mostly negative to Swedish membership. Two of the
respondents have worked in different kinds of -project concerning either the de-
velopment or the advertisement of the diversified activity. Their opinions seem to
be similar in both cases; namely a critical view towards an  that is mainly ex-
perienced as being overly bureaucratic! One of these two argues that the  is not
working satisfactorily as a contributor, since companies in this category (T) must
have the possibility of working in a flexible and independent way, which was not the
case for these types of project. Another criticism against the  is the policy of not
giving benefits directly to individual private companies. Instead, the grants have
to be shared among many co-operating companies. Although the criticism against
the  is strong, one of these diversifiers says that those -projects in which the
local municipality has been involved (i.e.  ), have been very fruitful and
have had a positive impact for the individual as well as for the diversified activity.

Those diversifiers who not have been in contact with the  for their traditional
farm activities say that the  has, of course, had an impact on the activities carried
out at the farm, either directly or indirectly. But their opinions of the  are also
mainly negative.

Group T: Agri-environmental practices
The respondent considers that the  could make it possible to survive in the
sparsely populated areas. His only contact with the  has been through the County
Administration in Västerbotten.

.. Opinions regarding the local municipality

Group T: Non conventional primary products
The diversifier has not been in any further contact with the local municipality re-
garding the diversified activity.

Group T: Traditional diversification
The contact with the local municipality is decided upon according to the type of
diversification adopted at the farm. Opinions about the municipality also differ.
Some of the farmers stress that the municipality has a great impact on the activity
carried out at the farm. These assert that the municipality has helped with financial
benefits. One of the farmers thinks that the municipality has been very positive
and given great support because this activity was creating new jobs. In many cases,
it appears that the local municipality support and consulting assistance is just as
important as the financial benefits.

Depending on the type of diversification, the farmers have been in contact with
different departments at the municipality. Most of this co-operation is about the
interpretation of new  rules and regulations. Some farmers in group T have
been in contact with the department of health and environmental protection. Al-
though they express that they are well-treated and that they receive advice, one of
them explains that it is difficult to meet with officials and feel that they are discuss-
ing on equal terms:

 E.g. the  in Lycksele municipality provides grants from the local municipality to companies that
are in the starting-up phase.
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“ Unfortunately, the municipality’s function as consultants is often deficient with
regard to the civil servants themselves. These people have no practical experience
of our activities and ways of production. Usually they are academics, direct from
university and they have not even seen a real piece of meat – everything is achieved
through theoretical reading. I do not think I receive much help, they do not know
anything about companies’ economic situations!”

In one of the municipalities, a respondent experienced the start of a large pro-
ject with the aim of supporting small-scale companies. For one year, during which
contacts and networks were established, the project began to work well and fulfilled
its aims. Because of a shortage of funds, however, it was not possible to continue
the project and it was terminated. Lack of continuity is therefore another criticism
directed toward municipalities.

Group T: Non agrarian services and production
Similar to all the other groups, all the T diversifiers have been in contact with the
local municipality in some way. The reason for this differs from case to case; some
of them approached the municipality in order to seek consultation or benefits for
their diversified activities, whereas others contacted them with regard to traditional
agriculture. Overall, the co-operation between farmer and official seems to have
worked well and no-one in group T mentions anything about difficulties of having
discussions at an “equal level”. Again, all of those interviewed state that the civil
servants are easy to get into contact with and that they do their tasks in the best
possible way. Negative opinions and criticisms against the local municipality are
therefore not directed towards the civil servants, but the problems arise more from
the general policies and laws.

One of the respondents combines traditional agriculture with electrical install-
ations and service (Farm H). This farmer also sells own computerised fodder-
systems and during the start-up phase of the fodder-system he asked the municip-
ality to help him with how best to market and advertise the new product. But this
type of assistance was unavailable and the diversifier argues that a lot of interesting
projects are abandoned during this phase, which is the most critical stage in im-
plementing a new idea/innovation. Smaller-sized companies cannot afford to wait
and waste time, so that the most significant preconditions for this co-operation
have to be knowledge and efficiency, on both sides.

“ In order to improve this kind of co-operation between the authorities and farm-
ers, we need people at the institutions who have the right commitment and special
knowledge. . . . they need to get involved in the specific product and it has to be a
rapid process . . . it can’t be that they come and lokk and that it takes weeks, months
without hearing from them. But these are things that one must have quick decisions
about, in principle from day to day, for there is so unbelievably much happening. If
you are not there at the first curve then the race is lost and you are overtaken. . . . I
think that we small enterprisers are a bit like this – things must happen quickly, or
else forget it!”

Another opinion voiced about the contact with the authorities and local mu-
nicipality is that small-sized companies do not feel that they are given sufficient
priority. One of the diversifiers in group T maintains that the municipality re-
jected his application, as the authority was only willing to give assistance to larger
companies.

Group T: Agri-environmental practices
Because of the competition between coast and inland, the diversifier in this group
did not feel very satisfied with the county administrative in Västerbotten. However
he stated that the contact with the local municipality works in a proper way. Civil
servants at the local office have been frequently involved throughout the whole of
his diversification process. About this relationship he says:

“ I have been able to use all of the available resources (i.e. the employees’ knowledge)
at the office all the time. Of course, this possibility has meant a lot for developing
the diversified activities. This willingness to offer assistance has remained the same,
no matter which party has had the political power in the municipality.”
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.. Opinions regarding organisations

So, what impact do organisations have on farmers’ diversification? It seems that
almost every one of the respondents is involved in some kind of organisation. This
may either be an organisation for the traditional activities like Norra Skogsägarna
(the Northern Forest-Owners), and Lantbrukarnas Riksförbund  (the Farmers’
Union), or some association that is more connected to the diversified activity, such
as the Association for Cultivators. The degree of commitment varies from respond-
ent to respondent. Some of them are board members, while others are satisfied with
simply belonging to an association. The farmer’s membership status also appears
to determine the importance of an association or organisation to the individual. It
seems that those who are not so active tend to find that the association/organisation
does not have any major impact on the farm or diversification. On the other hand,
the more involved farmers seem to experience such organisations in quite the op-
posite way. These active members stress that the association/organisation has a sup-
porting function, serving as an arena where problems can be solved and ideas can
be discussed among people with similar experiences.

. The impact of internal and external labour on the farm

Most of the work at the farms (both the more traditional and the diversified activ-
ities) is divided up among members of the family. It is very common that either the
husband or the wife is mainly responsible for the diversified activity, and that this
person is also mainly occupied with this. The division of labour between work tasks
implies that the families have an important role for the farm’s ability to cope with
pluriactivity. It is common that one person in the family, in many cases the wife,
combines work at farm with an off-farm job. Almost every farmer in the qualitative
survey has had experience of an economic recession in the traditional activity, and
they have generally started diversifying with the aim of be able to continue living
at the farm. Therefore, almost every respondent stresses that diversification has led
to the maintenance of jobs on the farm, at least for the farm household.

“Yes, this [diversified activity] has led to new work tasks for almost everyone. One
could say that my wife has gained a job (on the farm]. Previously, she took care of
the children and the household but now she has a job that generates income from
the “outside”. She had a job before with the children and the home, but now she
gets paid! And this has made a change for me, too. This has led to a reduction of
work with forestry and contracting, instead I spend more time with this [the bakery
business].” (Farmer F, group T)

A majority of the  farmers in the survey are dependent on external (non-
household) labour on the farm. These farmers can be divided into two sub-groups:

(i) Diversifiers with external labour during an intensive work-period
These farmers tend to have a diversified activity that is seasonal, often summer-

dependent, and the intensive work-period generally lasts for – months. During
this period the farmer hires one or more temporary workers to help with either the
farm or the diversified activities.

(ii) Diversifiers with long-term hired external labour
This second category consists of those farmers for whom the diversified activity

has led to the need for the full-time employment of external labour. Farmers in
this sub-group generally consider that it would have been impossible to carry out
multiactivity at the farm without the extra hired labour.

Group T: Non conventional primary products
The only respondent in this group relies on his family during the most intensive
work-periods. Both the older father (officially long-retired) and the children of the
diversifier assist with different kinds of occupations during such periods, which
are seasonally dependent. Apart from the fact that the hectic periods are often un-
predictable, the main reason for not hiring external employees is because the mill
building does not fulfil current worker-safety requirements.
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Group T: Traditional diversification
A majority of the farmers of group T may be classified as Diversifiers with external
labour during an intensive work-period. These farmers who are in need of such la-
bour often create job opportunities for young people on school vacation. These
casual workers often lack previous experience, but the respondents do not con-
sider that as a problem. On the contrary, the farmers feel relieved that their overall
work-load is reduced and that they are able to concentrate on more qualified tasks
that need to be done within either the diversified activities or traditional farming.
The respondents that hire young people argue for the importance of creating work
for the youth of the village.

“. . . Yes, that’s rather odd. The young people here live in a small village far away from
the cities and perhaps they do not have driving licences and find it difficult obtain
any work, so it feels valuable to create some local job opportunities.”

Others in group T hire temporary workers who seem to return year after year
and are therefore well-conversant with the activities carried on at the farm. This is
valuable since there will be no time wasted in having to learn the work. Although
some of the respondents are short of labour, they cannot hire more people due
to the high costs associated with full-time employment; this clearly presents an
obstacle to expansion. They also find it difficult to hire the right type of worker with
a wide knowledge (an “all-rounder”). In this group the hired people come both
from the local village and from other villages or towns. Although, all respondents
think it is important to create jobs mainly for the nearby area.

One of the diversifiers in group T is classified under Diversifiers with long-term
hired external labour. His diversified activity has led directly to new full-time occu-
pations and the respondent states about the employed:

“ They mean a lot for me since they are so familiar with the activities at the farm.
If I have to be away for a while, it will do no harm, since the workers know exactly
what to do and in what way. This is a necessary condition for the farms survive; I
can work with many things at the same time and I can trust my workers.”

Similar to the other groups, the respondents find it very important to create
employment for people living in the village. Generally, they think that one of the
advantages with hiring local and well-known people, apart from trust, is that they
usually do not mind working overtime or during weekends, when necessary. The
negative factor with having employees again seems to be the high labour-costs and
overheads, together with difficulties of finding the right kind of person for the vari-
ous occupations.

Those farmers who do not hire external labour seasonally or during labour-
intensive periods argue that the family has to work “for  hours a day” during
those weeks. Instead of external hired help, they receive assistance from friends,
grandparents and other relatives.

Group T: Non-agrarian services and production
During intensive work-periods that usually occur during spring and summer, the
diversifiers’ working time has to be extended. Similar to the T diversifiers, those T

respondents classified as Diversifiers with external labour during an intensive work-
period, generally tend to create job opportunities for older school children during
their summer vacation. If the farms had not engaged in the diversified activity,
external labour would not have been necessary for these tasks. One of the respond-
ents hiring external labour during the specific period stresses that it would be a
great relief to employ someone more permanently. The main reasons against hir-
ing a worker more continuously are economic restrictions and the labour costs, but
the difficulty of finding a person willing to work for about – months each year
also constitutes a barrier. Therefore it is easier to hire young people, and the farmer
plans to do this henceforth.

One of the diversifiers (Farm J), who has specialised in a mixture of tourist activ-
ities, has both external employees and assistance from the farm household. Fur-
thermore, during very hectic periods he hires extra help, including young people.
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“During these periods everybody at the farm works with everything. Of course, the
chef is mainly responsible for the food and I organise and lead the work, but we
have to co-operate and be flexible in order to manage to take good care of all of the
tourists that are visiting us.”

But this diversifier also states that it would be valuable for the activity to have
even more employees but, like one of the respondents in group T, he cannot hire
more people owing to the high costs associated with full-time occupations.

A majority of the T diversifiers can be classified as Diversifiers with long-term
hired external labour. The diversifiers in this group provide an exception in the
survey. They have between two and twenty persons employed and this significant
creation of jobs implies that the diversified activity has led to a thriving enterprise;
here, traditional agriculture takes second place and functions more as a means of
making resources available for investment in the diversified activity. In answer to
the question on how dependent the company is on the employees, one of the in-
terviewed (Farmer K) says that they are fundamental and that the company could
not cope without them. Similar to other groups, it seems that these diversifiers give
priority to hiring people from the village or the neighbouring area:

“ I know these people and therefore I want to hire them. We employ young people
from the village, one of the neighbours is a cleaner for the company, and another
supplies us with catering services when needed. I think we all understand each other
and speak the same language”.

But this respondent also argues that he tries to have a mixture among those
he employs, with people both from the cities and countryside. This is to avoid
conservatism – there has to be constant development and an attitude of creativity
at the company.

Group T: AGri-environmental practices
This diversifier is also classified among those who provide long-term employment.
The only difference is that this diversifier has employed people within the tradi-
tional agricultural activity rather than for the diversified activity. This means that
he, alone, works with the multiactivity carried out on the farm; however, similar to
others, although the respondent is in need of further employees he feels restricted
because of the extra costs and taxes required of employers.

. The use of local resources and the impact of network-
ing

Nowadays, it is common practice to work in different kinds of network. This seems
to be necessary in order to exchange ideas, to receive support, and to obtain con-
structive criticism. This networking is not always necessarily within the special field
of diversification. It might be in the form of village co-operation with the objective
of creating development and better conditions for companies and, thereby, creat-
ing jobs in the village; or the co-operation may just have the aim to improve the
ways.

Group T: Non conventional primary products
All of the diversifiers in this survey have different needs and thoughts about net-
working and contacts that are of a more informal character. The sole respondent
in this group argues that contacts of this type are not frequently used for the diver-
sified activity. Although the respondent does have some sort of contact with other
farmers regarding traditional farming, he does not think that this has any major
importance for his diversified activities.

Group T: Traditional diversification
All of the diversified farmers agree that the new activities have led to increased
social contacts and this implies that diversification also has led to increased net-
working. Networking seems to be more common among groups of inhabitants and
farmers organised into, for example, village development associations. The goal is
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to create jobs and thereby reduce the level of out-migration from the sparsely-
populated areas and villages. One of the respondents stressed that these associ-
ations are making a great impact in the process of “waking up villages from a deep
sleep”. Together with his village development association, another inland diversifier
is involved in installing broad-band communications in the village.

The social contact that is established through diversified activities seems to have
a great impact and, in many cases, it is not simply a question of psychological en-
couragement. In fact, co-operation with neighbours, relatives and other farmers is
mostly about the exchange of services and support, but sometimes it is of a more
economic nature:

“. . . among other things, we co-operate with three farmers in the village. Together
we bought a hay-mowing machine. Alone, we did not have the ability to purchase
this enormous machine but together with farmers x, y and z this investment was
possible, since it is only used seasonally. We share the cost of it, but we save time as
well since we also help each other with the hay-making and round-baling.”

All of the respondents in the group T also mentioned the benefits and import-
ance of living in a village where small companies are supported and encouraged.

“. . . it is easier to begin a new activity if you feel that people and other companies
nearby are supporting the idea. Problems are solved and there will be people giving
advice . . . to sum up: you win a lot of time thanks to these contacts and attitudes.”

Group T: Non agrarian services and production
Even in this group, the need and use of informal contacts varies from case to case.
Although all of respondents in the group state that contacts of this kind are valuable
and that in some way, directly or indirectly, they contribute to the development of
diversified activities carried out on the farm. This use and/or need of informal
contacts is, of course, highly dependent on different personal circumstances where
individual’s attitude plays a decisive role.

Every diversifier has had some form of contact with the local village develop-
ment group. The common attitude towards these kinds of organisation is that there
is a need for them. At least, respondents argue, people in the villages get together
and networks are getting established. One of the farmers thinks that this kind of
association is easy created in theory, but this does not mean that there are practical
possibilities for it to work:

“ of course, contacts with people (informal contacts) are important for the activ-
ities. But about these local development groups . . . it is not easily done to bring
together  inhabitants with different opinions. In a theoretical perspective, there
is no problem in receiving benefits from the , but in practice it does not work
because of problems of co-operation”.

Village attitudes towards new enterprises also constitute a factor that has influ-
enced the diversification. It is more common that different kinds of activities are
taken up on farms where enterprises already exist, and these farmers often seem to
have different exchanges with each other and this is mentioned as important.

Group T: Agri-environmental practices
Here there is no greater difference from other groups regarding the attitude towards
the need of informal contacts. This diversifier points it out as being very important
and a source of inspiration:

“. . . people in the village serve as a mental support for me! They appreciate that I
use the land for my [environmentally-friendly] activities and that the landscape is
kept open from forest.”

In order to be able to own or have access to a larger machine park, this diversified
farmer also co-operates with others in similar positions. Apart from the obvious
economic advantages, the main argument for this type of co-operation is that he
cannot do this job alone and, otherwise, it would be necessary to employ people.
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. The relationship between the farm and the markets

As mentioned earlier, the Regional Profile for Västerbotten (Rislund, Sondell &
Layton, ) shows that the strategy of diversification seems to be relatively more
common with increased distance from the urban centres. Therefore, another in-
teresting aspect is to examine whether the geographical location, climate, and dis-
tances to markets and larger cities have any impact on the types of diversified activ-
ity carried out on the farms.

Group T: Non conventional primary products
Since the respondent produces electricity from running water, the geographical
location is of most importance for the diversified activity. The market is mainly
regional, although the farmer plans to develop sales even farther afield. At present
no advertising is used; instead, the farmer himself makes direct contact with cus-
tomers.

Group T: Traditional diversification
According to the interviews it seems that most of the respondents have co-
ordinated their diversification with their geographical situation and, therefore,
many of them are dependent on the local market. It is argued that of course it
would have been advantageous to be located near to a large town (i.e. Umeå and
Skellefteå) because of easier access to a larger market. But personal contacts with
customers are more easily established in smaller places and this seems to be im-
portant for these diversified activities.

Internet is rarely utilised for sales promotion and information. This might be
a result of the general idea among these farmers that personal contact is decisive
for the market. A majority of the group T respondents use direct marketing as
the way to promote their products or services. This direct marketing means ‘face-
to-face’ promotion and personal contacts via the telephone. Since the farms are so
dependent on the nearby market, they themselves carry out the transport of their
produce to the customers In many cases the ‘nearby’ market extends over a larger
area, as there are long distances between markets in this part of the country.

“ The only way for us to reach the customers with our products is to do all the
transportation ourselves. This is very expensive, in terms of both time and money.
But the advantages are of course the personal relationships being established by
regular visits . . . very important”.

Group T:Non agrarian services and production
Similar to the diversifiers of group T, the majority of the T farmers are mostly
satisfied with the geographical location of their farms. Due to these locations, they
are able to carry on two completely different activities at the farm and can thereby
be diversified and still continue to operate a more traditional agricultural farm.
Hence, again similar to the other groups, the respondents seem to have managed
to co-ordinate these two different activities in order to continue to live and work
at the farm. But, of course, this is dependent on the kind of diversification car-
ried out. One of the farmers produces plastic-rope halters for livestock and he lives
in a smaller village (Farm I). Even though this farmer is dependent on a market
that extends well beyond the local area, he does not experience any barriers from
being located inland in northern Sweden. This is because it is easy to supply cus-
tomers with his product, even though his present market extends from the middle
of Sweden and farther north. Another interviewee (Farm J) works primarily with
tourism and the farm is about  kilometres from Umeå. At present, this diversifier
thinks that his farm is well placed, since it is reasonably near to this urban centre.
Otherwise, he argues, it would have been meaningless to start up this kind of activ-
ity. He is dependent on both the rural environment and the proximity to a larger
town.

One of the respondents (Farm K) is dissatisfied with his geographical localisa-
tion for reasons of access to market, which is currently national. He states that if
the company had been established in a larger region, such as Stockholm, it would
have been much larger by now and would have had many other opportunities and
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possibilities for development. Nevertheless, this diversifier admits that the neigh-
bourhood, the people in the village, and proximity to the university in Umeå have
all had a lot of positive influence on his company.

Promotion and advertising by Internet are used by two of the respondents and
most of these T diversifiers use the local and/or regional press for their sales and
service promotion. On the other hand, all four respondents mention the import-
ance of establish a personal relationship with customers:

“ . . . it is not often a customer contacts us directly via the homepage. Rather, cus-
tomers have heard about us and been recommended to buy our services. This kind
of advertising is important; you have a good reputation, people talk about you and
the market is yours. . . ”

Group T: Agri-environmental practices
The most important aim for this diversifier seems to be the development of a
unique product that has a high quality, thereby establishing a good reputation that
spreads by word of mouth. His customers tend to be mainly within the surround-
ing area and other ways of advertising do not seem to be actual at the present time.

. Future plans and possible trajectories for the farm

There are many different reasons why the  farmers originally started up their di-
versified activities. According to the survey the main reason was financial (Layton,
Rislund & Sondell, ). However, business management (including, for example,
increased self-sufficiency, improved working conditions, competition and market-
ing) was also an important reason for diversifying. Future plans are largely depend-
ent upon how far the original goals have been achieved and whether the new way
of life has proved to be in accordance with the hopes and expectations of the farm
household.

Group T: Non conventional primary products
The interviewee had made an extensive renovation of the power-generating plant
for his diversified activity in the mid–s. Currently, the diversifier feels that he
has reached his goal and therefore has no plans for further development.

Group T: Non agrarian services and production
According to the interviews, the diversifiers of group T feel satisfied with carrying
on with these activities. In many cases the diversifiers feel that they have reached
the long-term goal that was set up at the beginning of the process. Until the present
time there has been a continuous process of development, both in reaching new
markets and in finding more effective ways for production. Even though there may
still be potential for further development, the results imply that farmers do not give
this any special priority. The reason is that a larger-scaled activity would lead to
less time being available for the traditional farming. It would also be too expensive
for the company. Barriers, such as the sparse local population (i.e. small potential
market) and the long distances to larger markets, are other reasons given for not
developing the diversified activity further. Another diversifier also mentions the
difficulties of obtaining benefits from the  (structural funds). In answer to the
question about why this seems to be more difficult at present, he argues that the
’s organisational complexity is more or less comparable to a jungle and that it
was easier before membership with just one institution.

As an alternative to the further development of an existing form of diversifica-
tion, some of the diversifiers seem to be coming up with new creative ideas:

“. . . .there have always been and always will be plans and ideas to develop other
kinds of innovations. Today the sawmill is developed as far as it ever will be and
now I have new ideas, for tourism. Living on the farm is just one idea, another is
starting up some form of food processing.”

 Coping with Innovative On-Farm Diversification



This implies that all in group T plan either to develop their existing form of di-
versification or to come up with new innovations. It seems that once diversification
has started on the farm, the strategy will be continued.

Group T: Non agrarian services and production
For the farmers belonging to group T, there has been constant development
since they started with diversification. Respondents in group T said that they had
reached their long-term goal and therefore other kinds of activities were of more
interest at this moment. However, all of the T respondents state that their activ-
ities are still in the development phase. Some of them want to reach new markets,
while other give priority to developing their product still further. However, this
implies that, in contrast to those in group T, these respondents feel that there are
still possibilities for the further development of their enterprise.

In answer to the question about whether any barriers currently exist to develop-
ing the diversified activity further, one respondent (Farm K) states:

“ the banks are not willing to grant a loan for  million  for an investment in
my company. On the contrary, they would rather grant this loan if I was planning
to buy three machines instead. They do not regard this form of company [medical
research/service company] in the same way as other more traditional companies‚
that [attitude] could be a barrier for development”.

Group T: Agri-environmental practices
Like the other groups of respondents, this farmer has been regularly involved in
further developing his diversified activities. He states that there would be no prob-
lems in developing the activity further and employing others if only the bank would
behave differently, which at present seems to be a huge barrier. Similar to one of
the group T interviewees, he criticises the bank system and argues that agricul-
tural diversifiers are not able to operate fully as normal enterprises and thus create
a “business capital”. To be able to expand, this respondent has to first save from
income before it is possible to invest and employ others.
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. Concluding remarks

Farmers who start up an alternative activity alongside their normal agricultural
work have to break away from traditional thinking and enter new and unknown
territory. These farmers seem to have specific qualities such as initiative, drive,
open-mindedness and business acumen, and they often have experience of run-
ning companies outside farming. Of course, the success of diversification is also
likely to be dependent on the personal qualities of the farmer and his/her partner.
However, these factors are difficult to measure in order to examine why and what
a farmer chooses to diversify. The twelve interviews have been analysed under six
themes in order to reach brief answers to these questions.

It is not possible to draw any conclusions about whether family, relatives, and
friends have a different impact during different phases of diversification. Rather,
one person in the family is generally the main force behind the diversification, but
persons in the immediate surroundings are psychological “supporters” most of the
time. This seems to be common for most of the farmers, no matter which group is
studied.

In groups T and T the diversified activity has led to an increase in on-farm
work, not just for the farmer but also for the farm household, and it seem to be
common for all groups that one member of the family is responsible for the ad-
ministrative tasks. Generally, the impact of the farm household for the develop-
ment of the diversification does not seem to differ between the groups. The group
T farmer is the only one who mentions that the family has not been involved at
all in the diversified activity.

✗ The first conclusion about the impact of the farm household is that Farmers gen-
erally express that the family is an important factor throughout the whole process
of diversifying. In what way the family has been important, as supporters or as
employees, depends on the kind of diversification taking place and whether the
farmer’s activity is dependent on seasonal variation. However, the farm household
is a strength that makes the diversifying activities possible.

Contacts with different external agencies (i.e. authorities like County Adminis-
tration, the , and local municipalities) are common among the diversifiers, re-
gardless of group. All of the diversifiers have opinions about the need for it, when
it is most needed and how external agencies should treat entrepreneurs in order to
fulfil their needs. Farmers in the group T had most contact with the County Ad-
ministration. The contact has resulted in diverse opinions and criticism, but many
consider the authority’s policies to be short-sighted and lacking in continuity. In
the group T, most of the respondents consider that they are being treated well by
the civil servants, but have a critical view toward policies where benefits are given
for “wrong” investments. Another point of criticism regarding this institution is
also that some of the diversifiers consider that the County Administration is not
working for the county as whole; instead, projects in the coastal areas are given
priority over those inland.

Since most of the farmers’ contacts with the  have been through the County
Administration, opinions concerning the  might well be opinions about the
former institution. However, all of the diversifiers in the survey stress that they
have been in contact with  regulations and that the  has influenced them in
some way. Therefore, all have opinions about the  policies and their treatment.
One interesting point of view from a diversifier in group  is that, after Sweden’s
entry into the , farmers first investigate the possibilities for benefits and there-
after determine the type of their production.

The diversifiers of group T are mainly negative towards the Union. They con-
sider the  to be inefficient and over-bureaucratic and, similar to the criticism
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directed at the County Administration, they argue that the right kinds of company,
those which generate growth, are not given priority.

All diversifiers have for some reason been in contact with the local municipality.
In this case the opinions seem to be rather similar to those expressed about the
County Administration and the ; proper treatment from the civil servants, but a
lack of continuity and the right kind of support. One of the criticisms is also that it
is difficulty to “meet each other in the same arena”.

✗ The second conclusion is that, although co-operation and benefits work largely as
intended, diversifiers consider there to be a lack of long-term strategies and they
argue that benefits, either from the County Administration or the , are not given
to the right investments in the county. Therefore, there seems to be a conflict and a
mismatch in the communication between diversified farmers and the authorities,
which therefore imposes a barrier for the activities that are carried on.

All of the farmers in the survey are dependent on either internal or external la-
bour, and in some cases both, to manage both the traditional on-farm work and
a diversified activity. Only one group, T, does not hire any external employees,
instead the family fills in during intensive periods. Depending on the relative pro-
portions of traditional agriculture and the diversified activity, the need of external
employees is decided and therefore there are no major differences between group
T and T. The differences between the diversifiers are to be found where some of
them only hire casual/temporary labour during intensive working periods, which
are usually seasonal. Others have extra work distributed throughout the whole year
and are in need of competent full- or part-time employees. One similar opinion
among the diversifiers is that all of them mention the importance of creating em-
ployment opportunities for the village. Although, being able to employ people is
a part of expanding the activities. Almost all farmers state that they are in need of
and would employ people, but that the existing high level of Sweden’s employer’s
contribution (social costs) constitutes a barrier.

✗ The third conclusion is that every diversifier in the study considers it to be import-
ant to create job opportunities for the village. Nevertheless, the size of the farm
and the scale of the diversified activity determine the need for external labour.
A smaller-sized company or farm seems to get along with only internal labour
(family and relatives). The present level of the employer’s contribution represents
a huge barrier for further employment and results in an unwillingness to expand
activities.

It seems to be of importance to have a local network in the surrounding area
and this is similar for all groups (except T who did not prefer networks). One such
organised network may be ‘village co-operation for development’ and some of the
diversifiers are involved in projects of this type. Others have a more critical view
towards this kind of co-operation. The need to be involved in a network cannot be
determined by an analysis of the type of diversified activity, the size of the activities,
or the agricultural activity. Rather, it may be more related to the personal attitude
towards co-operation; but traditions in the village of private entrepreneurs and
co-operation also seem to influence attitudes.

✗ The fourth conclusion is that local networking is important for the diversified
activity and this is considered as a strength for the diversified activities. Co-
operation with neighbours, relatives, and other farmers is mainly about the ex-
change of services, support and, sometimes, it can be of a more economic nature.

According to Layton and Rislund (), the main reason for introducing a di-
versified activity was financial. Other reasons mentioned were: to affect employ-
ment, to increase self-sufficiency, to improve working conditions, competition, and
marketing. However, all these points have in some way led to the creation of pos-
sibilities for farmers and farm-households to survive in a sparsely populated area.
Therefore, all of the diversified activities have been adapted both to the agricul-
tural situation and to other conditions in the surrounding area. A majority of the
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diversifiers stress that they are dependent on the local market or on a market in
the surrounding districts, so that they are mostly satisfied with their geographic
locations. Personal contacts between producer and customer seem to be the most
common way to reach the market. All respondents, regardless of group, state that
this personal relationship is the most important way of advertising and promot-
ing their products or services. Internet, therefore, is rarely utilised as a means of
promotion. The fifth conclusion is that:

✗ The fifth conclusion is that diversifying farmers tend to adapt the diversified activ-
ity to their agriculture, to their geographic location, and to rural conditions. Hence,
the relationship between the market and the diversified activities seem to be char-
acterised by a process of adaption towards each other, where the personal relation-
ship seems to be decisive.

The only point where there are obvious differences between groups – and
groups – is in issues concerning future plans and trajectories. Respondents in
groups T and T seem to be mainly satisfied and have reached their long-term
goal with the diversified activity, which is now sustainable (phase ). Indeed, many
of them, are currently planning new diversified activities (phase ). Barriers that
prohibit further expansion are mentioned; a larger-scaled activity would mean
less time for family and traditional agriculture, extensive investments would be
required, living in sparsely-populated area makes it harder to expand, and the dif-
ficulties in obtaining benefits from the . Those in the groups T and T are still
in a development stage (phase ) and plan to continue to expand in the future. But
even these groups mention barriers to expansion, for example the unwillingness of
banks to grant loans.

✗ The sixth conclusion is that diversifiers in the survey experience a constant need
for development, either in the activity already started or by introducing a new one.
However, they encounter many barriers such as difficulties in obtaining benefits
from the  and the banks’ unwillingness to grant loans.

To sum up, it is obvious that internal and external circumstances do influence
the choice of diversification. The activities are adapted both to the agricultural situ-
ation and to conditions in the surrounding area. Although internal and external
factors have a great influence on the actual choice, the reason for introducing a di-
versified activity is mainly financial and the desire to live on the farm in a sparsely
populated area. How possibilities for and threats to the diversified activity during
the process are being handled also has a great impact on the results that are being
achieved. This seem to be the same for every diversifying farmer, no matter which
sub-group. Of course, there is a difference in the degree to which these factors ac-
tually influence – something that may be determined by the activities´ degree of
self-dependency.

. Concluding remarks 
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Swedish summary

Under tio tusen år har jordbruket utvecklats till att utgöra en stomme i det europe-
iska samhällets ekonomi. Således har samhällsförändringar även påverkat jordbru-
ket i olika riktningar och speciellt under det senaste århundradet har omfattande
förändringar skett. Några faktorer som haft betydelse för jordbrukets förändring
är industrialismen, utvecklandet av nya skördetekniker, globaliseringen samt upp-
rättandet av den Europeiska Unionen. Dagens jordbrukare har således anpassat sig
och använt sig av olika strategier för att överleva med vad som ibland betecknas
“den traditionella jordbrukssysslan”. En av dessa strategier för överlevnad är di-
versifiering, vilket innebär att jordbrukarna söker sig till nya marknader genom ny
och förändrad produktion eller genom utbud av nya tjänster vid sidan av de tradi-
tionella aktiviteterna. Eftersom diversifiering är ett omfattande begrepp med flera
innebörder är följande definition vald:

“change in the traditional services, activities and products engaged in or produced
on farm holding, usually in response to changing policy, political market and farm
household influences” (Clark, Jones & Schoen, , p. ).

De jordbrukare som diversifierar är också att betrakta som innovatörer eftersom
de vanligtvis introducerar, en för dem, ny teknik eller produktionssätt för att möj-
liggöra en förändrad verksamhet. Utöver att de är innovatörer, finns vanligtvis fler
kännetecknande egenskaper hos “diversifierarna”; initiativförmåga, engagemang
samt att de ofta har erfarenhet från annat arbete vid sidan av jordbruket.

Denna rapport är författad inom projektet  (Innovation, Diversification
and European Agricultural Situations).  syftar till att identifiera framgångsri-
ka exempel på innovativ diversifiering i fyra av EUs medlemsländer (Sverige, Spa-
nien, England och Frankrike) som har lett till någon form av sysselsättning. Det
andra syftet är att analysera hur några av dessa diversifierare i respektive region har
fått stöd av omgivningen. Den tredje uppgiften är att analysera hur lokala och re-
gionala institutioner på olika nivåer interagerar med jordbrukarna för att på olika
sätt stödja diversifierade aktiviteter. Studieområde för rapporten är diversifierande
jordbrukare i Västerbottens län.

Denna forskningsrapport behandlar det andra av de tre syftena och presenterar
djupintervjuer med tolv jordbrukare i Västerbotten för att utröna deras attityder
gällande diversifiering och fokus ligger på hur interna och externa faktorer påver-
kar diversifieringsprocessen. Rapporten svarar på (i) varför jordbrukare väljer att
diversifiera sin verksamhet på gården, (ii) konsekvenserna av vald diversifierings-
aktivitet och (iii) hur olika typer av nätverk påverkar diversifieringen. I rapporten
studeras även eventuella likheter och olikheter mellan de intervjuade jordbrukarna.
Intervjuerna är analyserade i förhållande till följande frågeställningar:

. Hushållets betydelse för val av diversifiering
. Relationen mellan jordbruk och externa aktörer
. Den interna och externa arbetskraftens betydelse för diversifiering
. Nätverkens betydelse för diversifieringen
. Relationen mellan jordbruket och marknaden
. Framtida planer och möjligheter för jordbruket

Som tidigare nämnts, utgör rapporten en del av  projektet. I projektet har
en kvantitativ undersökning av  jordbrukare i Västerbotten utförts (se Rislund,
Sodell & Layton ). Av dessa  jordbrukare kunde  klassificeras som diver-
sifierande, av vilka arton valdes ut för djupintervjuer utifrån kriterier som inno-
vationsnivå, grad av problem som diversifiering inneburit i samband med behov
av stöd för aktiviteten, sysselsättningspotential samt erfarenhet av diversifieringen.
Dessa arton reducerades dock till  fall eftersom några av tidsmässiga skäl valde
att inte delta i intervjuerna.
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De tolv “diversifierarna” är därefter indelade i fyra grupper beroende på diver-
sifieringens typ (T-T) (se längre fram för tabeller). Eftersom det endast finns ett
exempel vardera av diversifierare i grupperna T och T är givetvis representati-
viteten svag i dessa fall. Syftet är dock att ge en fingervisning om skillnader och
likheter mellan olika diversifieringstyper och ställa det i relation till den kvalitativa
undersökningen.

✗ Hushållets betydelse för val av diversifiering

I allmänhet anser diversifierarna att familjen och hushållet utgör en avgörande
faktor för hela diversifieringsprocessen. Vanligt är dock att en person är huvudan-
svarig för den förändrade aktiviteten men att hushållet är delaktigt, antingen som
supporters eller i form av intern arbetskraft. Det synes också vara vanligt att någon
av parterna (ofta hustrun) ansvarar för de mer administrativa arbetsuppgifterna
inom ramen för diversifieringen. Intervjuerna påvisar dock att hushåll och familj
utgör en fördel och viktig faktor för att klara av att bedriva en verksamhet vid sidan
av det traditionella jordbruket.

✗ Relationen mellan jordbruk och externa aktörer

De externa aktörer som i rapporten har nämnts är länsstyrelsen i Västerbotten,
kommuner och . Samtliga respondenter har av olika anledningar varit i kon-
takt med dessa aktörer, oavsett grupptillhörighet, och synpunkterna är många och
relativt lika oavsett aktör. Den vanligaste anledningen till att diversifierarna upp-
rättar kontakt med dessa är bidragsansökningar (exempelvis strukturfondsmedel
från , företagsstöd) samt rådgivning av olika slag. Jordbrukare i grupp T anser
länsstyrelsens policies och åtgärder är alltför kortsiktiga och i avsaknad av konti-
nuitet. Andra synpunkter är att länsstyrelsen med dagens policies inte arbetar för
hela länet utan kusten prioriteras på bekostnad av inlandet.

Då strukturfondsansökningar beslutas och handläggs vid varje regional länssty-
relse är många av åsikterna om  baserade på denna kontakt där de inte tydligt
anger att kritiken är riktad mot Europeiska Unionen. Generellt sett anser samtliga
att -inträdet har påverkat dem i någon mening. Åsikterna är därför många och
huvudsakligen negativa, en vanlig uppfattning är att  både är byråkratiskt och
ineffektivt och att projekt med tillväxtpotential inte prioriteras. Många av jordbru-
karna anser att kommunernas arbete fungerar bra samt att de erhåller uppmuntran
och stöd. Andra nämner att det även på den lokala nivån finns svårigheter med att
mötas på ett jämlikt plan. Sammanfattningsvis synes det råda viss grad av kommu-
nikationssvårigheter i kontakterna mellan de externa aktörerna och diversifierarna,
vilket uppfattas utgöra en barriär för möjligheterna att bedriva en förändrad verk-
samhet vid sidan av det traditionella jordbruket.

✗ Den interna och externa arbetskraftens betydelse för diversifiering

Behovet av intern och extern arbetskraft varierar mellan jordbrukarna beroen-
de på diversifieringens omfattning samt det traditionella jordbrukets storlek. Som
tidigare nämnts, utgör familjen en viktig stomme för att klara av två verksamhe-
ter under intensiva arbetsperioder och somliga klarar sig enbart på den interna
arbetskraften. Andra har behov av extern arbetskraft, antingen under intensiva ar-
betsperioder (ofta säsongsberoende) medan somliga har så pass omfattande verk-
samheter att heltidsanställda krävs. Oavsett grupp, anser samtliga att det är viktigt
att skapa arbetstillfällen för bygden samt att man gärna anställer folk från det när-
liggande området. En vanlig åsikt, däremot, är att dagens arbetsgivaravgifter utgör
ett hinder för att anställa, vilket skapar svårigheter att utveckla verksamheter i öns-
kad utsträckning.

✗ Relationen mellan jordbruket och marknaden

Generellt sett har samtliga jordbrukare, oavsett grupp, valt diversifieringsinrikt-
ning utifrån rådande geografiska förhållanden (lokalisering och möjligheter att an-
vända gårdens resurser). Således är diversifierarna vanligtvis också beroende av den
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lokala eller närliggande marknaden. Marknaden och kundkretsen nås genom upp-
rättandet av personliga kontakter och av den anledningen används annan typ av
marknadsföring (exempelvis Internet och reklam) i liten utsträckning.

✗ Nätverkens betydelse för diversifieringen

Även om familjen utgör ett viktigt element för att bedriva flera verksamheter
finns det fler informella kontakter som har stor betydelse. Många av diversifierar-
na är involverade i Byautvecklingsorganisationer medan andra finner andra nät-
verk viktiga. De informella kontakterna kan röra sig om exempelvis samarbete med
grannar, släktingar och andra jordbrukare för idéutbyte, tjänster och gentjänster el-
ler samarbete av mer ekonomisk karaktär. Viljan och engagemanget att använda sig
av nätverk är svårt att mäta och beskriva men är givetvis till stor del beroende av
den personliga attityden för samarbete, men även bygdens tradition av företagande
verkar påverka viljan av engagemang.

✗ Framtida planer och strategier för jordbruket

Framtida planer och strategier för jordbruket och diversifieringen synes vara
den punkt där märkbara skillnader mellan grupperna går att urskilja. Diversifiera-
re i grupperna T och T är nöjda med det som åstadkommits med diversifieringen
samt anser sig ha nått det långsiktiga mål som i inledningsfasen av projekten upp-
ställdes. Däremot, har många av diversifierarna nya aktiviteter under konstruktion
och planerar för dessa. Bortsett från att dessa jordbrukare anser sig ha nått må-
let med diversifieringen upplever de också hinder för fortsatt expansion. Barriärer
som nämns är bl.a. att expansion leder till ytterligare minskad fritid, att omfattan-
de investeringar skulle krävas samt att de idag upplever svårigheter med att erhålla
bidrag för expansion.

Sammanfattningsvis visar denna studie att interna och externa omständigheter
påverkar valet av diversifiering och de nya aktiviteterna anpassas till jordbrukspro-
duktionen och till förutsättningarna i jordbrukarens närområde. Vissa diversifie-
ringsaktiviteter verkar dock påverkas av interna och externa faktorer i större grad
än andra. Trots att detta påverkar valet av diversifieringsaktivitet så är ändå eko-
nomiska aspekter och önskan om att leva kvar på gården det viktigaste för valet
att överhuvudtaget starta diversifierad verksamhet på gården. Jordbrukarens atti-
tyd och sätt att hantera möjligheter och motgångar under diversifieringsprocessen
påverkar också de uppnådda resultaten.
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