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Introduction
This study is focused on farm-based entrepreneurs, their
place relations and values, and the process of meeting new
demands in the development of nature-based tourism. The
study is based on interviews with farm -based tourism entrepreneurs around the Trillemarka nature reserve in eastern Norway. We analyzed whether the entrepreneurs are
situated on a dynamic continuum between tradition and
innovation to more fully understand the nature of creativity
and innovation at the farm level. With this, we also wish to
contribute some knowledge for tourism development as an
element in integrated development approaches in regards to
protected areas (1).
Farming has traditionally been connected to the production of food and fibers as raw materials. However, during
the last few decades this type of production has decreased in
regards to the overall rural economy (2, 3). Consequently,
both income and employment opportunities in the traditional agricultural sector have dropped. This has resulted
in the establishment of various diversification schemes to
encourage entrepreneurship on farms, many of which focus
on farm-based tourism. Farm-based entrepreneurship is a
complex phenomenon often raising issues in terms of identity, lifestyle and values (4-7). Much of farm-based tourism
in Norway is related to nature-based tourism; as both forms
of tourism are sub-sets of rural tourism. With nature-based
tourism we mean tourism that are dependent on nature,
enhanced by nature or are situated in nature coincidentally
(8).

Theoretical framework
As the early entrepreneurship research focused on economics and personal motivation, current research look more at
entrepreneurship as multi-sided, process-oriented and with
a larger attention to social, spatial and everyday contexts
(9-13). Further, the role of place; its assets, people relations
and culture have received more interest in the research on
entrepreneurship and innovation (10, 14-18). We find the
broader view of entrepreneurship, as well as the attention
to place, to be fruitful perspectives in our study, especially
since farm-based entrepreneurs often stand in an intimate
relationship with their own place and its larger context. Although an entrepreneur is shaped, by context or structure, is
also important to note that the entrepreneur is able to take
an active step to override the context and create new social
praxis (19, 20). This challenging, yet creative process forms
the basis for new creations of value, what we might call
innovation (16-18).
In our study, we use the Structural Life Mode Analysis
(14, 21-25) to gain a more systematic knowledge of farm-

based entrepreneurship as a phenomenon that seemingly
stands between tradition and innovation. We find this to be
an interesting analytical perspective since it links both the
physical dimension of farm-based activities and the mental
understanding of it. It is a useful perspective in examining
how basic values and norms are challenged, or stretched,
with the onset of structural changes, like decreased income
from traditional agriculture and the need for diversification
(26) . This process of revising, or stretching, values to adapt
to new situations has been called “neoculturation”. The
structure of a life mode will continue, although with new
content (14, 21). We classify farm-based entrepreneurs as
belonging to the independent-life mode. This is developed
further in a model for good agronomy that identifies certain basic social values among Norwegian farmers (23-25).
These are values that have been stable over time and to a
large part connected to the farm and traditional production. With structural changes, there is an onset of new and
challenging values.

Findings
Preliminary results from our study show that farm-based
entrepreneurs facing new values and demands are challenged in the following ways:
• The strong value of independence and the corresponding lack of deeper commercial cooperation between
farms is a challenge when there is a need for flexible
network cooperation in the packing and distribution
of tourism-products. New forms of mobilization and
organizational structures seem to be needed.
• Farmers view their own traditional stewardship of
the farm and natural areas as the primary value.
The farmers have a tendency of looking into history
towards traditional (production oriented) ways than
to fully adopt new experience based forms of farm
and nature-use. This can be a deficit when developing
tourism products and meeting foreign customers
with other frames of reference. In a simplified way,
we could say that farmers are occupied with the products from the farm and nature, Norwegian visitors
use nature in solitary ways and foreign visitors view
nature (including the farm).
• There is seemingly a larger focus on tradition than
true innovation among farm-based entrepreneurs.
There is much creativity among farm-based entrepreneurs. However, this seems to be used in finding
good imitations of other successful tourism products,
rather than critically reflect on their own place and
develop new inventions.
• There seem to be a need for new terms to describe
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Table 1. Farmers values

Traditional values

New and challenging values

Stewardship connected to the farm

Place, hamlet and landscape attachment

The management responsibility

Multifunctional host, guide

Proficiency

Practical communicator

Production orientation

Experience producer, service, provider of landscape goods

Independence

Fleksible cooperation. Networks

the room in between tradition and innovation to
more accurately describe the creative process that
takes place there (18).

development process, it can be an advantage to focus
on people and place, as in the farm and the surrounding landscape (including the protected area).
• There is a need to critically reflect on the nature views
and use, of farmers (the supplier) and the various
customer groups. More knowledge can perhaps lead
to more effective and innovative tourism products.

Lessons
• Much tourism development starts with the tourism product, distribution and the attractiveness of
protected areas. However, our study shows that in a
1. Mose I. Protected areas and regional development in Europe:
towards a new model for the 21st century. Aldershot: Ashgate
Pub. Co.; 2007. XVII, 249 s. p.
2. Frater JM. Farm tourism in England and overseas Birmingham:
Center for Urban and Regional Studies, University of Birmingham, 1982 0-7044-0650-0.
3. Koster R, Randall JE. Indicators of community economic development through mural-based tourism. Canadian Geographer.
2005;49(1):42–60.
4. Kneafsey M. Tourism place identities and social relations in the
European rural periphery. European Urban and Regional Studies. 2000;7 (1):35–50.
5. Haugen M,Vik J. Farmers as entrepreneurs: the case of farmbased tourism. International Journal of Entrepreneurship and
Small Business. 2008;6(3):321–36.
6. Sharpley R,Vass A. Tourism, farming and diversification: an attitudinal study. Tourism Management. 2006;27(5):1040–52.
7. Ilbery B, Bowler I, Clark G, Crockett A, Shaw A. Farm based
tourism asan alternative farm enterprise: a case study from the
Northern Pennines, England. Regional Studies. 1998;32(4):355–
64.
8. Valentine PS. Review. Nature-based tourism In: Weiler B, Hall,
C.M, editor. Special Interest tourism. London: Belhaven Press;
1992.
9. Steyaert C, Hjorth D, editors. Creative movements of entreprenurship. New movements in entrepreneurship; 2003 c2003;
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.
10.Steyaert C, Katz J. Reclaiming the space of entrepreneurship in
society: geographical, discursive and social dimensions. Entrepreneurship & regional development. 2004;16(3):179–96.
11.Johannisson B, Landström H. Images of entrepreneurship and
small business: emergent Swedish contributions to academic
research. Lund: Studentlitteratur; 1999. 304 s. p.
12.Shane S,Venkataraman S. The Promise of Entrepreneurship as a field of Research. Academy of Management Review.
2000;25(1):217–26.
13.	De Clercq D,Voronov M. Toward a Practice Perspective
of Entrepreneurship. International Small Business Journal.
2009;27(4):395–419.

269

14.Karlsson S-E. The Social and the Cultural Capital of a Place and
their influence on the Production og Tourism – A Theoretical
Reflection based on an Illustrative Case Study. Scandinavian
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism. 2005;5(2):102–15.
15.Johannisson B, Dahlstrand ÅL. Bridging the Functional and
Territorial Rationales – Proposing an Integrating Framework for Regional Dynamics. European Planning Studies.
2009;17(8):1117–33.
16.Rønning R. Kreativitet och innovation – och platsens betydelse.
In: Aronsson L, Braunerhielm L, editors. Kreativitet på plats.
Karlstad: Karlstad Univerity Press; 2011.
17.Aronsson L, Braunerhielm L. Plats för kreativitet. In: Aronsson L, Braunerhielm L, editors. Kreativitet på plats. Karlstad:
Karlstad Univerity Press; 2011.
18.Lönnbring G, Karlsson S-E. Entreprenören, kreativiteten och
samhället. In: Aronsson L, Braunerhielm L, editors. Kreativitet
på plats. Karlstad: Karlstad Univerity Press; 2011.
19.Bourdieu P. Outline of a theory of practice. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; 1977.VIII, 248 s. p.
20.	Giddens A. The consequences of modernity. Cambridge: Polity
Press; 1990. IX, 186 s. p.
21.Højrup T. Det glemte folk: livsformer og centraldirigering. Hørsholm: Institut for Europæisk Folkelivsgranskning; 1983. 543 s. p.
22.Højrup T. State, culture and life-modes: the foundations of lifemode analysis. Aldershot: Ashgate; 2003. XIV, 257 s. p.
23.Karlsson S-E, Lönnbring G. Små Bedrifter som Livsstil og Livsform. In:Viken A, editor. Turisme: tradisjoner og trender. Oslo:
Gyldendal akademisk; 2001.
24.Vedeld P, Krogh E, Bergum J,Vatn A.Virkemidler og handlingsvalg – informasjon og kommunikasjon som miljøpolitiske
virkemidler i landbruket. Norwegian University of life sciences,
Sciences DoEaS; 1998 20.
25.Krogh E. Kulturforskjeller og naturbrukskonflikter. Ås: Norges
landbrukshøgskole, 1999.
26.Løkeland-Stai E, Lie SA. En nasjon av kjøtthuer: ni myter og en
løgn om norsk landbrukspolitikk. Oslo: Manifest; 2012. 252 s. p.

