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Abstract
In 2008, Greece entered a deep recession from which it is still struggling to emerge. During
these 9 years, where the debt crisis had a severe impact on the country’s political, economic
and social landscape, agriculture seems to perform more ‘resiliently’ than other sectors of the
economy. Consequently, it has emerged a counterurbanisation trend with rather productivist
characteristics and an engaged relationship with the land. This ‘back-to-the-land’ movement
has opened the way for urban residents who, with no relevant prior professional experience,
got engaged into farming. It also appears to dominate media and policy discourses where it
is promoted as the pillar for the future development of the country. These new entrant
farmers are called to operate, not only under the socioeconomic ecosystem of crisis-stricken
Greece, but also within a novel model of the European agricultural sector, that due to
economic liberalization and reforms in the Common Agricultural Policy, exerts increased
pressure for the reorientation of farming to a more entrepreneurial modus operandi. Because
of these developments in European agriculture it was not a surprise that agricultural
entrepreneurship has recently become an important field of research.
As agricultural entrepreneurship requires entrepreneurial skills most of the relevant literature
has focused on farmers’ entrepreneurial skills, researching thus ‘what farmers learn’ and not
‘how they learn’. Studies about the entrepreneurial learning process of farmers is in short
supply and moreover they were conducted from the perspective of established farms, while
very little attention has been paid to new entrants. The objective of this thesis is to examine
the learning process, underlying the engagement of crisis-led Greek new entrant farmers into
agriculture, and to identify antecedents and outcomes of this process. The research draws on
qualitative, in-depth, semi-structured interviews with 18 new entrant farmers. The interviews
were based on the Critical Incidents Technique, while to structure learning factors in a
meaningful way, the 3-P model of workplace learning was used. The transcripts of the
interviews were analysed with the Atlas-ti software and they yielded 26 learning factors and
outcomes with 93 underlying features, which were categorised according to the presageprocess-product bins of the 3-P model, while an additional level of analysis, corresponding to
the overarching sociocultural and entrepreneurial ecosystem of Greece, was added.
The examination of new entrant farmers’ entrepreneurial learning points to a three-fold
embedding of the learning process to sociocultural, resources and networks relations, where
the learning process acquires a relational dimension. The contributions of this study are both
theoretical and practical. First, it provides a general and extensible examination to identify
and understand the factors influencing the entrepreneurial learning of new entrants and the
outcomes of this process, corresponding also to the call for additional and more empirical
research on the entrepreneurial learning of farmers. Second, by examining the learning
process it contributes to the agricultural entrepreneurship literature in the comprehension of
how new entrants in agriculture identify, create, pursue and exploit business opportunities.
The results of this thesis could be used as stepping-stones for policy makers, extension agents,
agricultural advisors, practitioners, researchers, state authorities, who are active in
supporting farming, agricultural entrepreneurship and in creating conducive environments
for learning and entrepreneurship.
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General introduction

Chapter 1: General introduction

1.1. The economic crisis and return to the land in Greece
In 2012, the Greek television was broadcasting a popular show with the title “Αυτοί που
πήραν τα βουνά”1. The title is inspired from a Greek proverb and if it is literally translated to
English it means “Those who went to the mountains”. The metaphorical meaning of the
proverb is about the radical changes occurring in people’s lifestyles and choices, during crucial
turning points and decisive moments in their lives. True to the spirit of the proverb the
television show was presenting case studies of Greek people who due to the consequences
of the severe debt crisis that is ravaging the country, abandoned the large urban centres
(mainly Athens) and relocated to the provincial rural areas of the country. There, these
people, with no prior professional experience relevant to farming, get involved into
agriculture, by establishing their own farm venture.
Now in 2017, while Greece marches to the ninth year of the crisis and is straggling to emerge
from the deep recession, these new entrant farmers, presented as isolated cases for the sake
of a TV show, turned to a crystallised crisis-led counterurbanisation centrifugal trend
(Gkartzios et al., 2013) and to a “back to the land” movement (Kasimis and Zografakis, 2012)
with distinctive productivist characteristics (Anthopoulou et al., 2017; Gkartzios, 2013). This
hybrid group of crisis led new entrant farmers is heavily reported in the Greek (i.e. LIFO,
2012a, 2012b; SKAI, 2012) and international media (i.e. Guardian, 2012; New York Times,
2012) and has become a focal point of reference for the policy circles as an antidote to the
crisis and as a “rising star” for the potential development of the Greek economy (McKinsey,
2012)
New entrant farmers, are widely recognised as important to the ongoing vitality and
competitiveness of the agricultural sector and of rural regions and represent important
sources of innovation and entrepreneurship within agriculture (EIP-AGRI, 2016). They, also,
possess a great interest as a field for theoretical and empirical research. This is because there
has been very little research addressing new entrants. Furthermore, they formulate an
amalgam of multilateral phenomena and concepts into dialectical interrelation and
interaction, providing thus an intriguing suis generis milieu for research.
New entrants appear more likely to be involved in alternative and value added farming
activities (EIP-AGRI, 2016) where one can distinguish the paradigm of multifunctional
agriculture (Wilson, 2001). The multifunctional logic in farming, stemming from a transition
from conventional productivist agriculture to a post-productivist model in which agriculture
‘begins to lose its centrality’ and other land-uses gain prominence (Marsden & Sonnino,
2008), alongside the agricultural policy reforms, changing social, political and economic
conditions for farming (Burton & Wilson, 2006), the liberalisation and development of new
agricultural markets have resulted in an increased attention for entrepreneurship in
agriculture (Alsos et al., 2011; Phillipson et al., 2004), where farmers move beyond the
conventional production-oriented thought and focus on new sources of income by developing
new business activities (Seuneke, 2014). Hence these new entrants should be considered as
entrepreneurs and their farms to be treated as firms. Within this concept of agricultural
1
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entrepreneurship, it is broadly recognised by politicians, practitioners as well as scientists that
farmers, besides managerial skills and craftsmanship, increasingly require certain
entrepreneurial skills, substantiated in sound entrepreneurial behaviors in order to identify,
evaluate and pursuit entrepreneurial opportunities (Lans et al., 2013; Seuneke 2014).
The development of entrepreneurship and associated skills on behalf of Greek crisis-led new
entrant farmers implies a process of learning, of entrepreneurial learning (Cope, 2005) to be
more specific. Entrepreneurial learning is a process that is related to the type and the context
of entrepreneurship (Harrison and Leitch, 2005). The context that is formulated for this
specific type of agricultural entrepreneurship in the case of the ex-novo crisis-led farmers is
unique, transfusing thus some suis generis characteristics to the factors affecting and
moulding the underlying entrepreneurial learning process. Therefore, it is of pivotal
importance and of great interest to address the question of what and how these new entrants
learn and shed light on the factors which facilitate or hinder entrepreneurial learning in this
specific context.

1.2. Problem definition
In the context of the Greek economic and debt crisis, agriculture and the notion of “rural” in
general (Zacopoulou et al., 2008), were considered both a refuge from the suffocating
consequences of the crisis and a viable window of opportunity, since in these years of
recession agriculture and rural areas seem to perform more resiliently than other sectors of
the economy (Kasimis & Zografakis, 2012; Papadopoulos, 2013). Due to these considerations,
a mobility of crisis-led counterurbanisation emerged, which paved the way for well-educated
urban residents, with no prior professional experience in agriculture, to migrate from the
large urban centres to rural areas and get involved with agriculture, realising thus a ‘back to
the land’ movement (Gkartzios, 2013, Gkartzios et al.,2013; Gkartzios and Scott, 2015). There
are no official numbers to show how many these crisis-led new entrant farmers are. However,
this ‘back to the land’ trend is indicated from the fact that in 2013, when the number of
farmers in Greece was 493000, it was the first year of increase in number of farmers after
decades of reduction when the farmers’ population was reduced more than 50% (Kasimis &
Zografakis, 2014). The increase from 11% to 13.2% regarding the percentage of farmers in the
whole labour force of the country has a further dynamic, considering that the number of
farmers older than 65 represented the 31.3% of the whole and a significant number of them
was retired. Furthermore, while there is this increase in the number of people working as
farmers, at the same time the jobs lost in the secondary and tertiary production sectors of
Greece, correspond to a reduction of 38.15% and 52.11%, respectively (Hellenic Statistical
Authority, 2013).
Within the engagement of new entrants with agriculture, one can recognise several concepts,
which comprise its theoretical, conceptual and empirical framework; namely pre- and postcrisis Greek agriculture (Kasimis et al., 1991; Kasimis and Papadopoulos, 1994; Kasimis and
Papadopoulos 2013, Kizos et al., 2011; Kontogeorgos et al., 2014; Papadopoulos, 2015),
3
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agricultural entrepreneurship (Carter, 1998; Carter and Ram, 2003; Gurrieri et al., 2014;
Knudson et al., 2004; Seuneke; 2014; Lans et al., 2013; Lans et al., 2014; Wolf and
Schoorlemmer, 2007), entrepreneurial skills and competences of farmers (McElwee, 2005;
McElwee 2006; Pyysiäinen et al., 2008, Vesala and Pyysiäinen, 2006; the rural development
paradigm (Oostindie, 2015; Renting et al., 2009; Wilson, 2001; Wilson, 2007) and finally
entrepreneurial learning (Baggen et al., 2015; Cope, 2005; Harrison and Leitch, 2008; Lans et
al., 2008; Politis, 2005; Rae, 2006; Young, 2003). The theoretical elements, the empirical
expressions and the practical implications of these concepts have been, individually or in
partial synthesis, the subject of several articles in the Greek and international scientific
literature.
As far it concerns agricultural entrepreneurship and the entrepreneurial learning of farmers,
recent studies show that they are not just short-lived hypes nor midsummer night's dreams,
but concepts gathering an increased interest on behalf of scientists, policymakers and the
farmers themselves (Lans et al.,2013). Also, they are important factors for the viability and
growth of the farming business (Phillipson, 2003). It is characteristic that for entrepreneurial
learning, despite its growing interest and importance, research on this concept is still in
infantile stages, suffering from inadequate number of scientific articles, fragmentation,
unilateral focus on the individual entrepreneur, and prevalence of conceptual theoretical
work to the detriment of empirical data (Baggen et al., 2015; Lans et al., 2008).
Regarding the entrepreneurial learning process of farmers in the Greek context, there is no
relative study and research. The same stands for the specific focus group of crisis led new
entrants into farming. Therefore, this thesis drawing on the context of these crisis led ex novo
farmers, recognises the absence of relevant research studying the underlying entrepreneurial
learning process of this specific focus group and aims to fill this gap. It also acknowledges that
each one of the structural elements constituting the context of this study possesses distinctive
characteristics, differentiating it from other relevant studies, thus it provides the opportunity
for interesting outcomes and conclusions regarding the learning process, underlying the
development of agricultural entrepreneurship.
The crisis-led new entrant farmers, with no prior experience in agriculture and carrying a
distinct set of identities, skills, knowledge, experiences and values from the urban centres to
the Greek eparchy, are initiating both farming and non-farming activities into their newly
established agricultural firms (Gkartzios, 2013; Gkartzios et al., 2013). Furthermore, these
urban-peasants are being asked to operate within the exclusive context of Greek agriculture
that is formulated by the specific geographical and cultural characteristics of the country and
the triple influence of the doctrines of post-war agricultural modernisation, of the emergence
of the non-productivist rural development paradigm and of the severe Greek debt crisis
(Karavidas, 1978; Kasimis & Papadopoulos, 2013). In addition, the overall socioeconomic
context as it is formulated by the dual influence of the sociocultural and historic tradition of
the country and of the on-going recession, caused by the severe debt-crisis, possess certain
distinctive characteristics, which make it a (Manolopoulos, 2011; Matsaganis, 2014;
McKinsey,2012; Rizopulos, 2012).
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Following the theoretical problem defined above this thesis aims to unravel the
entrepreneurial learning inherent in the development of agricultural entrepreneurship by
crisis-led new entrant farmers in Greece, who get involved into farming by establishing their
own agricultural firms. More specifically it seeks to explore the factors which can be seen as
fostering and possibly hindering entrepreneurial learning. Since the learning process
associated with the behaviour in the entrepreneur’s role is contingent to the idiosyncrasies
of the entrepreneur and to the conditions of his/her work environment (Gibb,2002), this
thesis focuses exactly on the factors relevant to the individual learner and to the broader work
and social environment as a learning site.
By attempting to bring greater clarity and focus to the study of entrepreneurial learning in
the agricultural setting, this thesis picks up the torch from the research of Seuneke (2014) on
the underlying learning process in the transition from production oriented agriculture
towards multifunctional entrepreneurship, which contributed greatly to our knowledge for
the key factors driving entrepreneurial learning in agriculture. We respond to his suggestion
for research of the learning process in further detail in different farms, regions and European
countries and we study the entrepreneurial learning concept in Greece, a country that, due
to the debt crisis amongst other reasons, has a suis generis sociocultural and economic
landscape and what is more we focus on crisis-led ex novo new entrants into farming, a group
that goes beyond the established farmers, holding some very distinctive characteristics in
terms of background. Furthermore, given that literature on the entrepreneurial learning
associated with the development of agricultural entrepreneurship is in poor supply, despite
the burgeoning interest on the concept, an additional contribution to knowledge clearly arises
from any additional empirical investigation within this area.

1.3. Research objective and research questions
Based on the problem definition, the following research objective was formulated:
“Exploring in depth the factors influencing the entrepreneurial learning process of Greek crisisled new entrants into farming.”
This broad research objective is instructed by the following sub-questions
I.
II.
III.

Which personal and work environment factors influence the entrepreneurial learning
process of the new entrant farmers?
Which activities, in the form of work related activities, influence the entrepreneurial
learning process of the new entrant farmers?
Which are the outcomes of the entrepreneurial learning process of the new entrant
farmers?

5
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1.4. Unfolding the research: outline of this thesis
This thesis consists of six chapters. After this introduction, there is chapter 2 that provides a
concise analysis of concepts relevant to the study group of this research, that is described
with the term ‘crisis-led new entrant Greek farmers’. First, the focus is, in general, on new
entrant farmers in Europe, where we provide an overview of the several parameters used to
define new entrant farmers, of their demographic characteristics, of the motivations that
trigger them to get involved into agriculture, the barriers they face and the business models
they adopt as agri-entrepreneurs. Then, the focus moves to new entrants in Greece. A Greek
proverb states that “You can take a man out of the country, but not the country out of the
man”, therefore apart from defining Greek new entrants and describing their characteristics
we present a brief analysis of the overall sociocultural, economic and geographic context,
where they operate. The points of reference of this analysis are the context of the Greek debtcrisis, the characteristics and the growth model of the Greek agriculture and finally indicators
that formulate the Greek entrepreneurial ecosystem
Chapter 3 provides the theoretical framework of this thesis. We elaborate on concepts and
theories linked to the research objective of the study and we present an overarching
conceptual framework. The concept, following the research as a red thread, is agricultural
entrepreneurship. To examine agricultural entrepreneurship, we take as a point of point of
departure the broader concept of entrepreneurship, where we analyse the relevant
literature. Considering as the most distinctive element of entrepreneurship the competence
to identify, evaluate and pursuit entrepreneurial opportunities we further refer to concepts
like competence, entrepreneurial opportunities and the overall individual and context related
character of entrepreneurship. Within the descriptive title ‘crisis-led new entrant farmers’,
one could recognise the term ‘necessity entrepreneurship’, implied in the term ‘crisis-led’.
Since necessity entrepreneurship does not exist in vacuum, but always stands in dialectical
interaction with its counter pole of ‘opportunity entrepreneurship’, there is an analysis of
these two theoretical paradigms which 'push' or ‘pull’ people into farming. In order to explain
the learning process underlying the process of creating, recognising and acting on
entrepreneurial opportunities, we give an overview of the key assumptions, theoretical
frameworks and underpinnings, stemmed from the study of relevant literature, regarding the
concept of entrepreneurial learning as it is inherently interrelated with the development of
agricultural entrepreneurship. A helpful tool to further unfold the entrepreneurial learning
process is the 3-P model of learning as it was introduced by Biggs (1993) and was adjusted
from Tynjälä (2012) for workplace learning. Therefore, the structure and theoretical elements
of the 3-P learning model and the rationale behind its choice are presented. This chapter is
complemented with a synthesis of the main elements, comprising the study, into a concrete
overarching framework that gives an overview of the situation being studied and it explicitly
answers the question "What is being studied?" Subsequently, this explains about the choice
of the methods used to study the subject of this thesis and conduct field research.
6
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Chapter 4 shows the methodological approach, we adopted for this thesis. We present the
criteria used to create the sample and we provide an overview of the characteristics of the
studied cases. We rationalise on the choice of in-depth semi-structured interviews based on
the critical incidents technique (CIT), as a method to extract relevant data and we explain why
and how the CIT method is relevant and facilitates the aim of this study to investigate the
entrepreneurial learning process of the new entrant farmers. Finally, we provide insights
about the instruments, procedures and the rationale used for the analysis of the data.
Chapter 5 presents the results of the analysis of the data extracted from the interviews. The
results are divided into factors influencing the entrepreneurial learning process of the
interviewed new entrant farmer, following the structure and the logic of the 3-P model of
workplace learning, that was implemented in this thesis.
Chapter 6, answers the three research sub-questions; it summarises and discusses the main
findings of the study and it draws explicit conclusions. Then, chapter 7 goes on by articulating
the main theoretical contribution of this thesis, while practical implications of the conducted
study are also suggested. Next, there are reflections on the methodology followed in the
research. Finally, we discuss the generalizability of the research findings and we highlight
recommended avenues for further research.

7
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2.1. New entrant farmers in Europe
New entrants into farming are widely recognised as important to the ongoing vitality and
competitiveness of the agricultural sector and rural regions in Europe. The term ‘new entrants
into farming’ addresses a wide range of entry points to agriculture, ranging from ex novo new
entrants (complete newcomers to the sector), to individuals or families returning to a familyheld farm later in life and to direct farming successors, who were raised on farms and then
took over that farming operation (Sutherland, 2016)
The first challenge regarding new entrants into farming is to define them. A substantial grey
area exists between the extremes of ex novo new entrants and direct successors to farming
businesses. Questions are also emerging around the definition of ‘farmers’ (i.e. how much
agricultural production is required to be recognised as a ‘farmer’). There is a wide range of
parameters from which to choose, when defining new entrants (DGIP, 2012) resulting to a
broad spectrum of definitions. Therefore, researchers studying new entrant farmers
proposed that instead of a sole working definition, a ‘fit for purpose’ definition should be
adopted, suited to the use for which it is intended (EIP-AGRI, 2016).
Until now, there has been limited research specifically addressing new entrants in farming.
Instead, the academic literature focuses on farm succession processes, with some literature
on the successes and failures of new entrant and early retirement schemes. Information on
new entrants is therefore derived from the literature on types of farming where new entrants
are more common (e.g. alternative agriculture, hobby farming) (Burton and Walford, 2005;
Lošťák et al., 2015). There is no clear evidence of the number of new entrants in European
agriculture, although DGIP (2012) records concerns about a shortage of new entrants. Based
on available evidence, most new entrants are male, they tend to be younger, operate smaller
farms, and are more likely to be female than other farmers. The higher percentage of women
identified as new entrant farmers could be because women have historically been more active
in alternative agricultural systems. It may also reflect the relative invisibility of women in
conventional farming systems, where men on family farms are traditionally identified as the
‘primary farmer’ (Seuneke and Bock, 2015). New entrants into farming have considerably
higher educational achievement than the average amongst farmers (i.e. frequently to
university level) (Madureira et al., 2015). They are more likely to be involved in alternative
and value added farming activities (e.g. alternative agri-food networks, local certification
schemes). It is well established in the organic farming literature that organic farmers and
participants in ‘community supported agriculture’ are typically ‘Back-to-the-land’ new
entrants (Wilbur, 2013).
The motivations, which are the most important for new entrants to get involved in farming
are a combination of life style aspirations and the establishment of profitable businesses (EIPAGRI, 2016). The financial opportunities and economic duress provided by farming is an
important motive, since new entrants to commercial farming can be expected to seek to make
a living, or part of a living, from their farm, especially after a job loss (Sutherland, 2014)
Another trigger are the life style pursuits. Farming represents an important ‘way of life’ for a
variety of groups (Sutherland, 2013). New entrants often seek a certain lifestyle when they
9
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enter the farming sector. Work ambition can be expected to factor in decision-making around
entering the farming sector. Independence and running your own business have been
identified as important motivators for farming in general; these motivations can also be
expected amongst new entrants (Moragues-Faus, 2014). Social aspirations influence new
entrants, who may be seeking to join a certain social class or social movement when they
become farmers (Sutherland, 2012).
New entrant farmers are an important source of innovation and entrepreneurship for
European agriculture (EIP-AGRI, 2016). There are several distinctive skills, resources and
opportunities that new entrants bring to agriculture. New entrants bring in innovative
technical skills, making effort to put their (academic) background into practice (Sutherland,
2016). Also, they are carriers of managerial and administration skills, including human
resources and customer management from previous jobs. These skills are useful for
developing relationships with clients and creating innovative communication channels with
shorter supply chains and local consumers. Furthermore, the non-farming experiences of new
entrants leads to flexible recognition of new business opportunities, drawing on previous
work and consumption experiences. Finally, the new entrants possess networking skills in
establishing relationships within and outside of the agricultural sector (EIP-AGRI, 2016). Even
though new entrants are usually disconnected from traditional agricultural knowledge
systems (e.g. formal agricultural advisory systems, informal family supports) as well as
connections to mainstream marketing channels, they often actively seek to become
embedded in their new locales, and bring networks established in earlier careers, which can
provide a foundation for new marketing opportunities (e.g. short food supply chains, niche
marketing) (EIP-AGRI, 2016). Because of these skills, new entrants bring certain benefits to
the agricultural sector: introduction of new knowledge or techniques, development of
business innovations and novel organisational models, implementation of more sustainable
farming systems and enhanced connections between farming and the local community.
New entrants face several obstacles to establishing viable farming businesses. These include
access to land, labour, capital, housing, markets, skill development and the networks
associated with acquiring these resources (EIP-AGRI, 2016). The obstacles faced by individual
new entrants vary depending on their previous experience, access to resources and
geographic location. Τhe most common barrier to new entrants is access to land (Ilbery et
al.,2010). Establishing a commercially viable farm frequently requires a large land base. The
rising capital value of agricultural land and its limited availability is a major barrier to new
entrants. Land prices and leasing rates are very high in some locations, driven by high demand
from investors, hobby farmers and existing farmers (Ilbery et al., 2010). Access to capital is a
related issue for new entrants. Contemporary mainstream commercial farming businesses
are highly capital intensive. Available labour markets can pose important barriers. New
entrants often need to support themselves with off-farm income while establishing their
businesses, resulting in the need to find local employment (Sutherland, 2016). They also
compete with local labour markets when seeking to hire employees; skilled labour may not
be available, particularly for commodities or businesses which require substantial amounts of
seasonal labour (e.g. horticulture). Access to information is another potential barrier for new
entrants, where three knowledge issues are identified: technical knowledge, finding networks
10
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and knowing where to find information (Madureira et al, 2015). Moreover, new entrants
typically have not acquired production skills from being raised on farms, and may also struggle
with the paperwork (particularly subsidy access) characteristic of contemporary agriculture.
Access to markets can be a further problem, since new entrants may be unaware of or unable
to break into established marketing channels. Distance from markets and awareness of
consumer demands are issues. It can be difficult for new entrants to integrate into established
supply chains (e.g. accessing the dairy industry). Housing was also identified as a barrier. In
order to relocate to a rural area, the new entrants require housing, in addition to a land base.
Housing is in high demand in some rural areas, particularly in peri-urban regions and regions
with high levels of tourism. Farming in some European regions is considered of low status in
many European countries, acting as a social barrier to entrance (Zagata& Lošťák, 2014).
Evidence from Greece suggests that the unwillingness of young women to live in rural areas
limits the entrance of women to farming, as well as the establishment of new entrant farming
households (Gidarakou et al., 2007). The barriers described also vary by geography – natural
and political (Sutherland, 2016). Different regions have different legal structures, support
options for new entrants, marketing and technical infrastructure, as well as biophysical
suitability for producing commodities.

2.2. The context of the Greek debt-crisis
As already explained in the introduction, Greece is not an exception when it comes to an
increasing number of people who start a new agricultural firm. This is not surprising
considering
the overarching framework of the Greek debt crisis, where within an
environment of spiralling unemployment, poverty, social unrest, draconian austerity
packages and political instability, a novel landscape is created where the pre- and post-crisis
social, political, cultural values of the country are moulded (Manolopoulos, 2011; Pagoulatos,
2102). It is hard to imagine that someone in Europe would not have followed or at least heard
about the Greek debt since it is a widely discussed and reported issue. The recession began
in 2008 and at that point in time the financial situation in Greece could be described as highly
problematic, characterized by high levels of public debt, a large trade deficit, undiversified
industries, an overextended public sector, militant trade unions, widespread corruption,
uneven payment of taxes, an overvalued currency, consumers expecting rising living
standards and euro membership based on inaccurate data (Manolopoulos, 2011; Matsaganis,
2014).
Greece is now in the ninth year of recession and under a draconian superintendence from the
European Central Bank (ECB), the European Union (EU) and the International Monetary Fund
(IMF) (the so called “Troika” (Pagoulatos, 2012). The extent of the trauma caused to the Greek
economy and society after two “Troika” orchestrated bail-outs, accompanied by a severe
austerity programme and a package of neoliberal policy reforms including public sector
cutbacks, increases in taxation, reductions in wages and pensions, is eloquently illustrated in
the galloping indexes of GDP shrinking, unemployment, poverty, brain drain migration,
homelessness, crime, suicides (EKKE, 2012; Rizopulos, 2012). For example, according to the
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latest official figures the country has lost cumulatively over 25% of its 2008 GDP;
unemployment rose from 7.7 per cent in 2008 to 27.8 per cent in the first quarter of 2015
(55% for young people) with 630,000 long-term unemployed, while there are dramatic
increases in relative and extreme poverty, purchasing power of Greek population declined by
37.2% and private consumption by 30% (EKKE, 2012; Manolopoulos, 2012; McKinsey,2012;
Pagoulatos, 2012).
Apart from the debt crisis, Greek new entrant farmers also operate under the influence of the
still dominant traditional post-war productivist and protectionist paradigm of agriculture
(Kizos et al., 2011) which under the geographical, geomorphological, sociocultural, political,
and historical particularities of Greece has specific trademark characteristics (Karavidas,
1978). Family farming represents the typical image and predominant organisation of Greek
agriculture (Koutsou et al., 2011). There are 723.000 land holdings, occupying 3.5 million
hectares of utilised agricultural land and 76% of them are less than 5 hectares, which is very
small compared to the other E.U members (Kasimis and Papadopoulos; 2013). Small size and
high fragmentation epitomise the historic, cultural, geographic, geomorphologic construction
of modern Greek agriculture, where the late land reform, the sociocultural tradition of dowry
and inheritance, the unfavourable geographical anaglyph of narrow mountainous land zones
resulted in these myriads of small fragmented land plots (Karavidas; 1978; Kasimis et al.,
1991)
Post-war Greek agriculture is characterised by a constant contraction. It is characteristic that
the from 1981 until 2012, the number of farmers was reduced from 1.083.000 to 485.500
(Kasimis & Zografakis, 2014). There was a devaluation of the agricultural profession which
was considered as the last resort, which in combination with the low productivity, the
increased production costs, the reduced competitiveness, the decline of private investments,
the irrational management of EU funds and the ineffective structural policy implemented by
Greek governments led to a rapid increase of unemployment in the farming sector, and
resulted to a massive rural exodus and de-agriculturalization of the countryside and to a
significant demographic ageing of the agricultural population (Kasimis and Papadopoulos,
2013).
At the same time agriculture in Greece was under influence of the doctrines of the
productivist agricultural modernisation (Kasimis & Papadopoulos, 2013). Thus, it was
structured dictated by the guidelines for concentration, specialization and intensification,
where all the other alternatives were considered signs of ‘backwardness and of an ‘oriental
production style’ (Karavidas, 1978). Agrarian productivism, characterized by the
mechanization and industrialization of agricultural processes, had major environmental,
economic and social impact, and despite an effort to promote the agricultural specialization
of rural areas, eventually caused the decline of the sector (Kasimis and Papadopoulos, 2013;
Woods, 2011). Also, the protectionist logic behind Common Agricultural Policy subsidising
agricultural production, allowed farmers, in general, to operate as producers in a highly
regulated and protected economic system (Seuneke, 2014). Nevertheless, the deadlocks of
Greek agriculture, resulted to a constrained uncompleted agricultural modernisation that led
to a paradox model of Greek agriculture (Kasimis and Papadopoulos; 2013).
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In the time of the debt crisis Greek agriculture is showing a remarkable resistance and
resilience (Kasimis and Zografakis; 2012). This is concluded from the fact that agriculture still
holds historically its importance for Greek economy, accounting for 13.2% of total
employment and contributing 3.4% to the Gross Value Added of the country, while
agricultural products represent 18% of Greece’s total exports (Papadopoulos; 2015). The
resistance and resilience of Greek agriculture are inherent characteristics of family farming,
and they show the capacity of Greek rurality to absorb disturbances and to retain the
functions, structure, identity and reflexivity of rural activities under the current economic
crisis (Gkartzios, 2013; Kasimis and Zografakis; 2012; Papadopoulos, 2013)
This resilience is illustrated in the indicators counting employment, unemployment, poverty
and Gross Value Added. During the economic crisis, the Gross Value Added in the agricultural
sector was increased by 2.95%, while in the other sectors of the economy it was reduced by
6.5%. Also, from 2008-2015 the jobs lost in agriculture are only 22.200, compared to the ones
lost in the secondary and tertiary sector which are 966.000 (Kasimis and Zografakis, 2014).
This difference is even more impressive given that prior to 2008 the trend in employment was
completely reversed. In the primary sector 207.000 jobs were lost, while in the other two
sectors 753.000 jobs were created (Kasimis and Zografakis, 2014). Also, the unemployment in
the rural areas is 15.7%, significantly lower than the 29% of the urban ones (Papadopoulos,
2015).

2.3. Greek entrepreneurial indicators2
The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) has introduced some key entrepreneurship
indicators, which could be viewed as a dashboard representing a comprehensive set of
measures that collectively contribute toward the impact entrepreneurship has on a country’s
economy and society and the extent society supports this activity. The first indicator is the
‘Perception of Societal Values Related to Entrepreneurship’. Societal attitudes provide a signal
about how entrepreneurship is regarded in an economy. A society’s culture, history, policy
and business environment, and many other factors, can influence its view toward
entrepreneurship, which can, in turn, affect entrepreneurial ambitions and the extent to
which this activity will be supported. GEM assesses the extent to which people think
entrepreneurship is a good career choice, whether they feel entrepreneurs are afforded high
status and if there are positive representations of entrepreneurs in the media.
The second indicator is the ‘Individual Self-Perceptions about Entrepreneurship’. While
societal attitudes can indicate how entrepreneurship is regarded in a society, personal
perceptions about entrepreneurship may influence, whether one would consider starting a
business. GEM assesses individual self-perceptions regarding whether people see
opportunities around them, whether those seeing opportunities would feel constrained by

2

The references used in this section come from the 2015-16 GEM Global Report and the 2015-16 GEM Annual Report for
Entrepreneurship in Greece.
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fear of failure, whether they believe they are capable of starting a business and whether they
intend to do so within the next three years.
The third indicator, is a sub-set of indexes, including ‘Total Early-Stage Entrepreneurial
Activity’ (TEA), ‘Established Business Ownership’ (EBO), ‘Motivational Index’, ‘Business
discontinuation rate’ and ‘Employee Entrepreneurial Activity’ (EEA). TEA shows the
prevalence rate of individuals in the working age population who are actively involved in
business start-ups, either in the phase of starting a new firm (nascent entrepreneurs), or in
the phase spanning 42 months after the birth of the firm (owner- manager of new firms). EBO
is the percentage of 18-64 population who are currently owner-manager of an established
business, i.e., owning and managing a running business that has paid salaries, wages, or any
other payments to the owners for more than 42 months. EBO shows an image of the existing
entrepreneurial status quo of a country and the ratio of entrepreneurial development. The
level of EBO implies the level of start-up activity feeding the next phase of entrepreneurship.
A high level of EBO signifies that there is an element of sustainability due to synergy among
the feasibility of the businesses started, the abilities and ambitions of the entrepreneurs, and
enabling factors in the environment. The Motivational Index is the ratio of TEA improvement
driven opportunity to TEA necessity. EEA refers to initiatives of employees developing new
activities for their main employer, such as developing or launching new goods or services, or
setting up a new business unit.
The fourth entrepreneurial indicator is the so called ‘Perceived Quality of the
Entrepreneurship Ecosystem’. An entrepreneurship ecosystem represents the combination of
conditions that shape the context in which entrepreneurial activities take place. This context
includes the following entrepreneurship conditions: financing, government policies, taxes and
bureaucracy, government programs, school-level entrepreneurship education and training,
post-school entrepreneurship education and training, R&D transfer, access to commercial
and professional infrastructure, internal market dynamics, internal market burdens, access to
physical and services infrastructure, and social and cultural norms.
Regarding TEA, Greece, in 2015, has a population of about 450.000 people from 18-64 that is
involved in early stage entrepreneurship. This number represents a 6.7%, that is below the
average of the innovation-driven national economies and it is reduced compared to the 7.8
% of 2014. This reduction is reasonable since this was a year with acute problems and
uncertainties, which reflect the unprecedented environment imposed in the country by the
socioeconomic developments of 2015 (e.g., capital controls).
Greece has a relatively high percent of established entrepreneurs (13.1%) further increased
from the 12.8% of 2014. This percentage is almost double from the average of innovationdriven economies (6.8) and it gives to Greece the first place of established entrepreneurs
amongst this type of economies. It resembles more to the factor-driven economies and it
shows the idiosyncrasies of the productive structure of the country, where self-employment
is still dominant. The result of the high established entrepreneurship is the fact that Greece
has, also, the best performance between innovation-driven economies, regarding total
entrepreneurship as it is defined as the sum of early stage and established entrepreneurship.
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The percentage of population between 18-64 that discontinued or suspended its
entrepreneurial activity during 2015 is 3.0%, slightly higher than the 2.8% of last year, but
significantly higher than the 1.8% average of the innovation-driven countries. This difference
is not only due to the consequences of the debt crisis, since Greece historically had a high
percentage of entrepreneurial discontinuation, related to the increased level of
entrepreneurial initiatives. It is characteristic that the dominant reason for discontinuation
during 2015 was the lack of profit (70%), an element that emphasises the absence of a viable
development model.
Regarding the Motivational Index, during 2015 27.5% of the early stage entrepreneurs (about
124.000 individuals) are necessity entrepreneurs and only 34.4% (about 155.000 individuals)
are opportunity entrepreneurs. It is obvious that Greek opportunity entrepreneurship scores
much lower than the average of innovation-driven economies, while necessity
entrepreneurship in Greece is much higher compared to the average. The interpretation of
this comparison is evident, since in countries with economies in deep recession and spiralling
youth unemployment (e.g., like Spain) a resort to entrepreneurship is a livelihood choice and
not an actual option of capitalising a worthwhile opportunity.
The individual self-perception of entrepreneurship shows a paradox image. In Greece during
2015, only a 14.2% (against 20% of 2014) of the population sees into entrepreneurial
opportunities emerging for the next year. This is one of the lowest scores in global level,
indicative of the bleak socioeconomic milieu of the country. Furthermore, Greece scores the
highest of all countries surveyed on the dimension of uncertainty avoidance and risk aversion.
On the contrary, the confidence level of the Greek people is much higher than of the ones in
innovation-driven economies, since the 46.8% declares that possesses the necessary
experience, capabilities and knowledge for the realisation of entrepreneurship. The
percentage is almost double (80%) as far it concerns the self-perception of early stage
entrepreneurs. 61% of the population states that entrepreneurship is a promising career
opportunity and a 67.8% declares that successful entrepreneurs enjoy a high status and
respect on behalf of society. On the other side, Greece has one of the lowest positions as far
it concerns the promotion of positive entrepreneurial examples in the media, since only a 38%
gives a positive response to this question.
Diachronically, Greece has globally one of the highest percentages of fear of entrepreneurial
failure. 64.2% of the population, reduced though from the 70% of 2014, mentions the fear of
failure as a hindering factor for the initiation of a venture. The relative percentage is 80%,
showing that people which de facto were involved in an entrepreneurial activity, are aware
of the difficulties of such a venture and they are strongly problematised for the contingence
of a failure.
Figure 1 shows that the entrepreneurial eco-system in Greece is unfavourable for
entrepreneurial activities. It is characteristic that the country scores very low in indicators
regarding government support, government policies government entrepreneurial programs,
finance and entry regulations and finally entrepreneurial education at school. These GEM
indicators point to the direction of the deep structural reforms which need to be done
regarding the governmental disposition towards entrepreneurship in terms of support,
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policies, rational taxation system, reduction of bureaucracy and stimulation of
entrepreneurial learning. Moving beyond the GEM indicators, the Greek entrepreneurial
ecosystem is framed by specific sociocultural parameters like an intense spirit of selfcentrism, a very low social capital and a strong familism, where entrepreneurial activity in
Greece is realised under the triptych “firm-family, State’ and where for the case of agriculture,
this triptych takes the form of “Farm-Family-European Union” (Koutsou et al., 2014).
Looking at the scores of the GEM indicators for Greece and correlating them to the concept
of agricultural entrepreneurship it is safe to conclude that the crisis-led new entrant farmers
have started a new agricultural firm in an asphyxiating economic and sociocultural context,
where the institutional, infrastructural, legal, educational and market parameters are least
favourable for entrepreneurship. It is evident that such a turbulent ecosystem highly
influences the entrepreneurial behaviour of new entrant farmers in the process of creating,
identifying, evaluating and pursuing entrepreneurial opportunities and it creates a very
interesting milieu for the study of the learning process which are inherent within the
entrepreneur’s role.

Figure 1: Expert Ratings of the Greek Entrepreneurial Eco-system-rank out of 62 recorded in brackets
(adapted from GEM report, 2016)

2.4. Crisis-led new entrant farmers in Greece
To serve best the research aims of this thesis, the Greek new entrant farmers are defined as
ex novo farmers, that meaning: new comers to the agricultural sector, who due to the debt
crisis were ‘pushed’ or/and ‘pulled’ into farming because it was the best option available
or/and because farming was acknowledged as an opportunity. This definition somehow
deviates from what Sutherland (2016) defined as ex novo farmers in the final report of EIPAGRI, regarding new entrants into farming. In this report ex novo farmers are people not only
with no prior educational or professional experience into farming, but moreover when
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entering the farming sector, they lacked any resources (e.g. land, machinery, housing etc). To
the Greek context such a ‘pure’ group of ex-novo farmers is rare. Due to the sociocultural
tradition of Greece there is a fluidity of identities between urban and rural spaces. Hence,
quite often, people living in the cities continue to maintain land, small farming activities
(mainly for family-consumption) and housing in their rural areas of origin. Furthermore, they
keep on exercising their voting rights in these rural areas and they relocate their areas of
origin when the census is taken (Gkartzios, 2013). Hence limiting the definitional borders only
to extreme new comers to farming would hinder the goal of this thesis, since the focus group
of this thesis is inclusive, engulfing complete new comers, urban dwellers with some access
to farming resources (I.e. land) and even people returning to a family-held farm.
As far it concerns the Greek context, and especially under the effect of the debt crisis,
agriculture is considered, especially from the inhabitants of the crisis-stricken large urban
centres, as a refuge to the consequences of the crisis, as a window of opportunity, as an
incubator and generator of employment and as a promise for a better quality of life (Gkartzios
2013; Gkartzios et al., 2013; Gkartzios and Scott, 2015). Also, agriculture is considered the
most promising sector of the Greek economy and the one with the most prospects to
revitalise the country (McKinsey, 2012). Furthermore, it is acknowledged as a paragon of
national pride and the only convincing answer to the popular statement that “The country
produces nothing and imports almost everything”, given that the trade deficit in agricultural
products is 2 billion euros (Kasimis & Zografakis; 2014, p.27). Thus, a reversed mobility from
the urban areas to the Greek province has emerged. It is a crisis-led and pro-rural motivated
counter-urbanisation trend, realised as a productivist “back to the land movement” (Gkartzios
et al, 2013). A study commissioned by the Greek Government (Ministry of Rural Development
and Food, 2012) involving residents in Athens and Thessaloniki (Greece’s main metropolitan
areas) confirmed this counterurbanisation trend towards the Greek province, where more
than half of the urban migrants expressed the desire to work in agricultural activities.
Newcomers are of a relatively younger age and have a better educational background than
farming population. Their average age is 41.7, compared to 47.1 years of the existing farmers.
33% of them possess a university degree and 47% has secondary education (Kasimis &
Zografakis, 2014). New entrants to rural areas originate mostly from the large urban centres.
One in two comes from areas worst hit by unemployment like the region of Attica/Athens.
One year before entry into agriculture, nearly one third held no jobs. Two thirds were
employed and moved into the sector from other sectors of employment (Ministry of Rural
Development and Food, 2012). New entrants are called to operate within an economic
environment which simultaneously restricts and re-instates farming as a functional element
of households, communities and regions (Kasimis & Papadopoulos; 2014). On one hand,
“Return” occurs against a background that could be considered as a dystopia of skewed
capitalism, Europe’s most regulated economy, corruption, clientelist social relations,
cumbersome legal and judicial system that deters investments, large and inefficient public
sector, heavy cuts in public spending in rural areas and where there is no targeted policy
framework nor strategy of rural development designed by the government (McKinsey ,2012;
Micha et al., 2015). On the other side, “return to the land” is considered and promoted as a
pivotal factor for the revitalisation of the Greek economy and thus it has captured the focus
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of the European Union and national authorities and policy makers, who launched a series of
programs and supporting policies aiming to fund this ‘return’ and promote the necessary
structural and institutional changes (McKinsey, 2012; Kasimis and Zografakis; 2014).
Furthermore, the new entrants are challenged to operate within a very peculiar and
unfavourable entrepreneurial environment, formulated under the influence of the
sociocultural characteristics of the country, of its unsustainable growth model and of the
debt-crisis.
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3.1. Agricultural entrepreneurship
Agricultural entrepreneurship has recently earned a pivotal position in the operational
mindset of European farming (McElwee 2008; Pyysiäinen et al. 2006) and will increasingly
continue to be in the epicentre. Furthermore, farm entrepreneurs are more and more key
decision-makers in the political, social and economic environment. There are two questions
posed in debates. The first is about what is understood by the term agricultural
entrepreneurship and the second whether is different from normal entrepreneurship in nonagricultural firms (Lans et.al, 2013). About the former question, first it should be necessary to
define entrepreneurship and the answer is that there is no fixed definition. There is a
conflicting array of definitions describing entrepreneurship in terms of dynamic change, new
combinations, exploiting opportunities, the acceptance of risk and failure, innovation and the
creation of something new, non-control of resources, asymmetries of information, superior
decision-making, personality traits, the role of networks and cooperation or something else
(Phelan and Sharpley, 2012). The plethora of sometimes contradicting definitions of the
entrepreneurship concept is propelled by the different disciplinary points of departure (e.g.
economics, sociology, psychology), by the research pragmatism (e.g. data collection). Hence,
it would be justifiable to support, that entrepreneurship resembles with the fictitious creature
‘the Heffalump’, in A. A. Milne's ‘Winnie-the-Pooh’ stories (Kilby,1971, p.1; Milne, 1926, p.42).
This is because whilst many scholars claim to be familiar with the term, and have attempted
to define it, they resemble the characters from the famous children’s story in that they all
claim to know the elusive Heffalump whilst not being able to agree on its characteristics.
Despite the abundance of definitions regarding entrepreneurship, there is a clear trend to
give an order to this semantic chaos, which recognises that the core and most distinctive
element of entrepreneurship is the identification, evaluation and pursuit of business
opportunities and to be more accurate of entrepreneurial opportunities (Lans, 2009). Shane
and Venkataraman state that (2000, p.220), ‘to have entrepreneurship, you must first have
entrepreneurial opportunities’. What is more, it is argued that ‘a focus on opportunities is
what makes the theory of entrepreneurship unique’ (Nielsen, et al., 2012, p.45). The fact that
opportunities are the heart of entrepreneurship is also evident from the etymology of the
entrepreneur. The term ‘entrepreneur’ derives from two etymologically related Latin words:
“intrare”, meaning to enter or to ‘penetrate in between’, and “prendere” or meaning to
‘grasp’ or ‘seize hold of’. The entrepreneur is therefore one who penetrates and transgresses
established boundaries and seizes the opportunities otherwise overlooked by others
(Ardichvili et al, 2003; Harrison & Leitch, 2008).
This definition, where opportunities play an important role in entrepreneurship, provides a
holistic set of hermeneutic tools to analyse entrepreneurship and give it an intellectual
identity. The concept of entrepreneurial opportunity differs from the normal business ideas,
since the latter is necessary but not sufficient condition for opportunities to emerge (Dimov,
2007a). The sufficiency condition pertains to the continuous accumulation of evidence and
conviction of commercial viability, existence of a potential market, ability to generate profit,
and ability to sustain this profit over time in the face of (increasing) competition. One’s idea
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is valid, i.e., it deserves to be called “opportunity,” if one is willing to do (and does) something
about it. Moreover, it introduces the notion of a process, where depending on the underlying
theoretical assumptions of the opportunity concept, opportunities are considered as waiting
to be discovered or” constructed” actively by the individual recogniser (Barreto, 2012;
Chandler et al., 2002; 2003). Here the creative individual enhanced with an arsenal of
personal traits, intrinsic motivation, idiosyncratic knowledge base, cognitive skills and abilities
identifies and pursuits opportunities in a complementary multidimensional process (Dimov,
2007a). Ιt is a process that goes beyond the single trait insight, that overcomes the
fundamental attribution error (Gaglio and Katz, 2001) of opportunity identification and
attributes an important operation to perception, interpretation, understanding and creativity
in the opportunity identification process. (Dimov, 2007a; Dimov, 2007b). What is more,
activities like interpretation, understanding and creativity are not only contained in the
individual entrepreneurs, but extend to include their social context and working environment,
the social audience with which individuals engage to discuss their ideas (eg employees,
networks) and the activities individuals engage in their working environment affect the
opportunity development process (Crossan et al., 1999).
From what it was already mentioned it is safe to conclude that the fundamental and distinctive
feature of entrepreneurship is the identification, creation, evaluation, and pursuit of business
opportunities. This opportunity-oriented approach to entrepreneurship as it is further
elaborated by Lans (2009, p.18) as “the process of identification, evaluation and pursuit of
entrepreneurial opportunities, more specifically the iterative process of searching, shaping
and evaluating initial ideas in dialogue with the social environment (including customers,
employees, competitors, networks and chain partners)”, provides good services to the
attempt of giving an overarching definition to the concept of agricultural entrepreneurship.
This is because it is a holistic approach that puts learning in the core of entrepreneurship; it
goes beyond the mere individual farmer, encapsulating the dialectical interaction with the
sociocultural and working context of the farm; and it does not contain agricultural
entrepreneurship to specific pre-defined situations like venture creation. Furthermore, it
gives room for providing answers to the prior posed question, asking if and how agricultural
entrepreneurship is different from the classic one. It does so by allowing the peculiarities and
particularities of the agricultural context of the farm to enter alongside with the universal
characteristics of entrepreneurship. Here, context related characteristics like the least
conducive for entrepreneurship and innovation character of the agricultural sector, the
influence of the family culture on the farming environment and the “fitting in and
multitasking” role of women in agriculture, co-exist with the context independent importance
of opportunities, pro-activeness, risk taking, and entrepreneurial self-efficacy (Lans et al,
2013, Seuneke, 2014).
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3.2. Necessity vs opportunity entrepreneurship
A study entitled “Return to the countryside. Employment and Quality of Life” (a telephone
poll of a sample of 1286 people) conducted in Athens and Thessaloniki under the auspices of
the ELGO-DIMITRA organization (Ministry of Rural Development and Food, 2012). Most of
those interviewed (68%) had thought of returning to the province. A high proportion of
interviewees wanted to find employment in farming. They considered that farming was a
window of opportunity, a promising sector for future growth, a good career and investment
choice. Farming would not only increase their income, but it will also enhance their sense of
independence.
At the two ends of the spectre of answers, one could identify the dichotomy between positive
factors that 'pull' and negative situational factors that 'push' people into entrepreneurship.
Within the context of the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, Reynolds et al. (2001) capture
this distinction between push and pull motivation by introducing the concept of opportunity
and necessity entrepreneurship. There is a wide variety of measures of opportunity and
necessity entrepreneurship. Nevertheless, there is consensus in that necessity entrepreneurs
are driven mainly by push motivations, while pull factors form the basis for opportunity
entrepreneurs to set-up a new venture (Block and Wagner, 2007). Opportunity
entrepreneurship reflects start-up efforts "to take advantage of a business opportunity",
whereas necessity entrepreneurship implies negative external circumstances as stimulators
for the individual. These negative external factors can be divided as resulting from some sort
of situational pressure, such as suffering from a lack of employment opportunities, or result
from being in a state of need, such as suffering from conditions of poverty (Haas et al., 2013).
Situational influences are regarded as any founder-specific life-circumstances that
differentiate individual persons from one another, even if they might be in similar geographic
locations. The situational differences help explain how the entrepreneurial process differs
between individuals in similar environmental conditions, albeit facing different degrees of
situational hardship (Chavas & Holt, 1996).
Nowadays, it seems that the concepts of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship have
unanimous support from researchers in entrepreneurship because of their capacity to bring
together in a simple and coherent way the two general profiles of entrepreneurs. Their
systematic use in the reports of the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) since 2001,
following Reynolds studies, has undoubtedly contributed to the popularity of these concepts.
According to the Model of the Entrepreneurial Event these two paradigms of
entrepreneurship are the outcome of a crucial change that occurs in the life of an individual,
i.e., a displacement (Verheul et al., 2010). This displacement can take the negative form of
the loss of a job, but may also be positive in the form of an opportunity. Reynolds et al. (2001)
observed that the idiosyncratic characteristics of the individual are the ones determining how
the people experience, value and perceive 'disruptive' events or encountered opportunities,
as well as how they react to them. It is not the objective situation but rather the perception
of an individual that influence the opportunity or necessity dynamics to which the
entrepreneurial process obeys and makes him/her decide upon an entrepreneurial career. In
22

Chapter 3: Theoretical framework

reaction to a certain 'disruptive' event some may start a business, whereas others go in a
different direction (Verheul, 2010).
Hence, it is important to provide some theory that elaborates on the individual characteristics
differentiating necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs. Verheul (2010) and Alsos et al.
(2014) mentioned that necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs appear to differ in terms of
their social and demographic characteristics, such as age, level of education, professional
experience and family background. Findings show (Wagner, 2005) that age positively affects
the start-up of a business because of "exit from unemployment", which could be related to
the fact that older people have a lower employability. Also, age is negatively related to the
"search of the profit" and "social development" opportunity motivations. One might suspect
that higher educated individuals have more alternatives, lowering the chances to be a
necessity entrepreneur; on the other hand, lower educated people might have difficulties in
finding a job (Block and Sandner, 2007). Necessity entrepreneurs are less likely to be educated
in the field that they start and run a business in. Previous professional experience has a
positive impact on start-up because of a market opportunity (Verheul et al., 2010). The social
identity of an individual will affect whether (s)he is into push or pull dynamics, hence nascent
opportunity entrepreneurs are more likely to have a role model in the family than nascent
necessity entrepreneurs (Giacomin et al., 2007).
The two types of entrepreneurs differ also in terms of motivation for starting a venture.
Necessity entrepreneurs are driven by push-motivations, where, unsurprisingly,
unemployment seems to be a predominant feature (Robichaud et al., 2006). Although push
motivation is usually understood as the unemployment-push, there are, in fact, other factors
that may push individuals into the direction of new venture creation. In addition to
unemployment, there are the push motivations of autonomy and independence (Verheul et
al., 2010). Other studies (Giacomin et al., 2007; Block and Sandner, 2009) argue that there are
different types of necessity entrepreneurs, including individuals who are fired from their jobs;
individuals who decide themselves to leave wage-employment because of job dissatisfaction;
and individuals who are "unhireable".
To date, there is not a generally accepted set of factors conceptualising the defining
characteristic of necessity entrepreneurship (Haas et al., 2013). Expectedly – likely owing to
these conflicting operationalisations – partially incompatible findings have been associated
with necessity entrepreneurship. Regarding the performance, success and the survival of the
firm, studies show that necessity entrepreneurs are less successful, both in terms of venture
success and personal income (Acs, 2006). According to Amit and Muller (1995) the
performance of firms started up by individuals based on a convinced choice (i.e., positive
entrepreneurial calculation) is higher than for start-ups driven by a defensive reason (e.g.,
escape from unemployment). Also, being a necessity entrepreneur is strongly negatively
correlated with the size and the growth rate of the firm (Hamilton, 2000). Firms run by
necessity entrepreneurs thus are on average smaller, and have lower growth expectations.
This may suggest that they should last less long in the market, but this is not the case since
the average of firms established by necessity entrepreneurs is statistically insignificant
compared to other firms, suggesting a similar survival rate (Reynolds et al., 2005). Necessity
23

Chapter 3: Theoretical framework

entrepreneurship thus is not purely a short-lived phenomenon of people e.g. trying to cater
for unemployment spell. Many firms run by necessity entrepreneurs are there to stay,
although they are smaller and expect to grow less than other firms. On a macroeconomic
level, in contrast to other forms of entrepreneurial activity, necessity entrepreneurship has
been argued not to contribute to technological change and economic development (Acs,
2006).
The 2015-16 GEM global report, highlights that even though opportunity entrepreneurs are
predominant, necessity entrepreneurs represent a significant part of potential and actual
business founders. The type of entrepreneur, either it is opportunity driven or necessitypushed is relevantly related to the type and philosophy of a country’s economy. In the factorand efficiency-driven economies, 69% of entrepreneurs stated they chose to pursue an
opportunity as a basis for their entrepreneurial motivations, rather than starting out of
necessity, because they had no better options for work. The innovation-driven economies
show a higher proportion of opportunity-motivated entrepreneurs, at 78.4 %. The
Motivational Index reveals that there are one and a half times as many
opportunity/improvement entrepreneurs as necessity-driven ones on average in the factordriven economies. The efficiency-driven economies show a higher proportion at 2.0 times. A
large difference can be seen in the innovation-driven economies, where there are more than
three times as many opportunity/improvement entrepreneurs as necessity-motivated
entrepreneurs.

3.3. Entrepreneurial learning
It was already mentioned that in the core of entrepreneurship stands the process of creating,
recognising and acting on opportunities. Furthermore, according to Minniti and Bygrave
(2001, p. 7): ‘entrepreneurship is a process of learning…’. Hence, learning is interrelated with
entrepreneurship and it is a crucial structural component of the latter. Learning and the
possibility to learn are at the epicentre of entrepreneurial activity. Learning influences the
opportunity recognition processes and the development of the skills, knowledge,
competences, culture necessary to develop and sustain innovative practices. This distinctive
type of learning that takes place during and after the process of identifying and pursuing
business opportunities could be described with the term entrepreneurial learning (Rae, 2006).
Due to the burgeoning interest in the academia and policy realm to research and promote
entrepreneurship, the importance of the entrepreneurial learning is increasingly
acknowledged, since the prerequisite to understand the entrepreneurial process, is to explore
what and how entrepreneurs learn. Therefore, the research on conceptualising what and how
entrepreneurs learn and what fosters the learning process is becoming more and more
relevant, even though, is still inadequate (Baggen et al., 2015). Attempting to define what
entrepreneurs should learn, researchers particularly refer to the ability to identify
entrepreneurial opportunities (Corbett, 2005). Here, two distinctive pathways could be
identified: one arguing opportunities are objective entities, waiting to be discovered in the
economic environment, seeing entrepreneurs as sensing learners who search for
opportunities, set goals, analyse the environment and elaborate strategic plans (DeTienne
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and Chandler, 2004; Wang & Chugh, 2014). The other path acknowledges that entrepreneurs
are intuitive learners who socially construct opportunities in interaction with their
environment. Recently, these two paths are bridged in a line of thinking that considers that
entrepreneurial opportunities could both be discovered and constructed and thus both
intuitive and sensing learners have a place in the entrepreneurial learning process.
Considering the question of how entrepreneurs learn, scholars argue that entrepreneurs
learn by doing, experience, trial-and error in an unstructured and often unintentional learning
process that is concurrent to working and that is influenced and shaped influenced by the
strong relationship between the learner and the work environment. The described nature of
entrepreneurial learning highlights the importance of the work environment as a learning
space, not only with the strict sense of the working arena of the entrepreneur but also as the
broader context in which learning occurs. Therefore, it is important, for the conceptualisation
and understanding of the multidimensional content and processes of entrepreneurial
learning, the latter to be investigated not only as an individual action of knowledge
construction, but furthermore as a socially situated and context related phenomenon.
In a similar line of thinking, the development of entrepreneurship by the crisis-led Greek new
entrant farmers, who have found into agriculture a sector to realise entrepreneurial
behaviour where opportunity identification is a core process, is approached by this thesis also
from a learning perspective. In our thesis, we take as the point of departure to study the
entrepreneurial learning process of new entrant farmers the situated perspective on
entrepreneurial learning, which argues that learning is fundamentally a social process and not
just something happening in the learner’s head. We employ Rae’s (2006) conceptual
framework on entrepreneurial learning, based on social constructionist thinking.
In his framework, Rae (2006) unveiled three major themes setting the boundaries of the
entrepreneurial learning process. The first theme is the personal and social emergence of
entrepreneurial identity. The development of an entrepreneurial identity is a pivotal factor of
becoming an entrepreneur: “simply acquiring entrepreneurial skills and knowledge is not
sufficient; the person who begins to act as an entrepreneur is assuming the identity of an
entrepreneur” (Rae, 2006, p.45). The development of the entrepreneurial identity is the
outcome of personal and social emergence. The second theme, contextual learning,
emphasises the situational and social character of entrepreneurial learning and the
importance of social participation for entrepreneurial learning. Contextual learning includes
learning through immersion within communities and other networks through which
individual experiences are transformed into social and a shared meaning is constructed.
Through participation, situated experience and social relationships people learn intuitively
and may develop the ability to recognise entrepreneurial opportunities. The third and last
theme of Rae’s framework is the negotiated enterprise that is about the negotiated
relationships entrepreneurs have with actors in the broader work context, where the ideas
and goals of individuals are realised through interactions with others. These processes of
exchange, are learning processes. We use this specific framework because it captures the
complexity of the learning process by tying together the cognitive and social dimensions of
entrepreneurial learning put forward in literature and it also focuses on the context of
emerging entrepreneurship, as it is the case with agricultural entrepreneurship.
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To sum up entrepreneurial learning is a fundamental activity within the development of
agricultural entrepreneurship, on behalf of the crisis-led new entrant farmers in their human,
and social context. It is a process inextricably interrelated with the ‘art’ of entrepreneurial
practice, an activity (Clarke et al., 2006) that is mainly learned mainly in the unstructured,
informal work environment of the farm. Entrepreneurial learning is a longer-term process
which occurs through the participation in many learning-related activities (Maurer, 2002).
These learning-related activities, taking place in the farm context, they involve the
identification, evaluation and development of 'new goods, services, ways of organising,
market processes and raw materials through organising efforts that previously had not
existed’ (Shane, 2003, p.4). Furthermore, these activities are neither exclusively individual,
nor exclusively social, but a combination of both (Baggen et al., 2015). Therefore, for the study
of the entrepreneurial learning process of the crisis-led new entrant farmers, we need a
model that captures the complexity of the phenomenon and presents the relationships
between the different components of learning. In the next section, we present the theoretical
model that was adopted for this thesis and we elaborate on the rationale behind this choice.

3.4 The 3-P model of workplace learning
In order for us to cluster all the potential elements, comprising and influencing the
entrepreneurial learning process the crisis-led new entrant farmers, we adopt the 3-P
(presage-process-product) model of workplace learning. It was originally introduced by Biggs
(1993) as a general learning model to identify the complexity of learning in a school context
and it was further adjusted by Tynjälä (2012) and used it in the context of learning in the
workplace. It is an input-process-output learning model which uses three clusters of learningrelated factors, namely, presage, process and product factors. Presage factors are individual
and work-environment factors, process factors as learning-related activities and product
factors include outcomes. It is an insightful model, since it reveals the complexity of the
phenomenon and, second, because it presents the relationships between different
components of learning (Lans, 2009). We will briefly comment on the underlying elements
entailed in the presage-process-product factors of this learning model.
In the 3-P model there are two different presage factors, namely individual learner and workenvironment factors. The first pertains the individual learner and it refers to learner-related
factors, such as prior knowledge and motivation. Prior knowledge influences the creativity of
the learner, his/her ability to learn new information and combine it, in an entrepreneurially
fruitful way, with existing knowledge (Lans, 2009). Motivation refers to psychological
constructs, like self-efficacy and confidence, which are important predictors for the
desirability and feasibility of the entrepreneurial modus vivendi (Dimov, 2007b; Lans, 2009).
Entrepreneurial learning is learning by venturing, and thus by its definition and nature is a
form of work-based learning, embedded in the organisational processes of the work
environment (Lans et al., 2008). Thus, the work environment highly influences the learning
process, since the latter can only be understood when examined in relation to its context and
the specific work environment in which it takes place (Seuneke, 2014). The ‘workplace’ is not
necessarily restricted to a restricted location where an individual is employed to perform
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certain tasks. The ‘workplace’ can refer to a range of matters and it includes the broader
working and learning milieu. The work environment factors can roughly be divided depending
on the nature/organization of the tasks and the sociocultural relations that conceptualise the
work environment. (Lans et al; 2014; Lans, 2009; Lans, et al., 2008; Dimov, 2007b; Van
Gelderen et al., 2005, Eraut, 2004)·
Process factors include the learning-related work activities which propel entrepreneurial
learning and are the vehicle of multifarious work-related learning outcomes (Baggen et al,
2016). Eraut (2004) indicated that participation in group activities, working alongside others,
tackling challenging tasks and working with clients and other external stakeholders, are
groups of working activities with a strong learning potential. In the case of farming, the
learning-related activities can include training groups, farm visits, learning from other
farmers, engagement in networks of external actors, self-reflection and so forth (Seuneke,
2014). These learning related work activities are the outcome of the interaction between the
individual learner and the context and they reflect how the individual interprets him/herself
and the overall environment (Lans, 2009; Tynjälä, 2008). Furthermore, as they are embedded
in the working and social context of the entrepreneur, they constitute the nature of
entrepreneurial learning as both individual and socially situated process, where learning is an
informal, experiential, unconscious and concurrent to working process (Baggen et al., 2016;
(Dutta & Crossan, 2005; Cope, 2005; Dimov, 2007a; Lans et al., 2008).
The product part of the model refers to the results of the learning process. That is, learning
outcomes which may be a wide and multidimensional array of work competences, as for
example domain specific knowledge, skills related to specific roles, behavioural attitudes,
competencies in regard with the renewal and innovation of the firm and so forth. (Lans, 2009;
Tynjälä, 2008, 2012).

3.5. Synthesis
Τhe title of the thesis: ‘New entrant farmers in the context of the Greek debt crisis: exploring
antecedents and outcomes of the underlying entrepreneurial learning process’ gives a, concise
but eloquent, description of the structural elements and the research desiderata of this study.
The focus group of this thesis are the crisis-led new entrant farmers in Greece. In other words,
the Greek people who, seeking a refuge from the debt-crisis ravaging the country or/and
recognising a window for opportunity in agriculture, get involved into farming by establishing
their own farm ventures without having a relevant prior professional experience with
agriculture. This transition into agriculture and the operation as agri-entrepreneurs take place
in a certain socioeconomic landscape that has been formulated under the impact of the
certain social, economic, cultural, political conditions imposed by the debt crisis (Peris-Ortiz,
2014); the history, tradition and geography of the country; and the new market oriented
agricultural model. Furthermore, these ex-novo farmers form a group with certain distinctive
characteristics in terms of demographic and professional background and regarding the
knowledge, skills, mentality, experience and motivations they bring to farming.
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Due to the economic and productive restructuring of agriculture new entrant farmers are
encouraged to see themselves as entrepreneurs identifying and pursuing business
opportunities. Thus, they increasingly require agricultural entrepreneurship and the
subsequent entrepreneurial behaviour, which are the outcome of an underlying learning
process. As it is evident from Rae’s (2006) framework, that was chosen for this thesis as a
point of reference, the entrepreneurial learning is a contextual sense-making process,
influenced of course by the idiosyncrasies of the individual. Via this process the learner
constructs meaning through language, actions, routines and experience and creates an
entrepreneurial identity in a context of social interaction. The entrepreneurial learning of new
entrant farmers is examined for this thesis as a situated phenomenon, in relation to the
context in which it proceeds, thus the broad work environment of the farm and the
overarching socioeconomic framework. In order to examine the entrepreneurial learning of
the crisis-led new entrant farmers, we are in a need of a model that will take into
consideration the actual sociocultural work context where the activities, interrelated with the
entrepreneur’s role, take place and will highlight the dialectical relationship between the
context of learning, the individual learner, the process of learning per se and its outcomes.
Therefore, we adopt the 3-P model of workplace learning as it is an all-inclusive model that
encapsulates all the learning components relevant to this thesis.
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4.1. Studied cases
Because of the exploratory nature of the research, a small scale, qualitative research design
was followed that utilizes case studies as the research method. The main advantage of a case
study is that it enables a holistic approach, meaning that the phenomenon is studied and in
its context (Yin, 1984). The case study is therefore useful for in-depth research on small
numbers of social entities (Numagami, 1998) and is an ‘opportunity for the intensive analysis
of many specific details often overlooked by other methods’ (Kumar, 2005, p. 113).
To gather data for this research, 18 cases were selected. The sample was composed through
internet searches, personal contacts of the author and consulting regional experts (such as
extension and development workers, consultants etc.) The aim, in the selection of farms, was
to create a sample which complies with the criteria of what was described as Greek crisis ex
novo new entrant farmers, meaning people, which due to the impact of the financial crisis in
Greece were involved into farming, without having a prior professional experience in
agriculture. We also selected full time farmers, which have their bulk income exclusively from
farming, and thus part-time, pluriactive and hobby farmers were excluded. Furthermore,
farms with different production orientation were chosen (arable farming, herbs, dairy
farming, multifunctional farm etc.) as representing different entrepreneurial mindsets.
Another selection criterion was the maximum, as much as possible, dispersion of the
geographical locations of the farms, since the latter defines the overall sociocultural and
economic farm context. The GEM project (EIP-AGRI, 2016) defines entrepreneurs as those
adults that are actively preparing to set up a new independent business or owning a venture
created in the past 42 months. Hence, for this study only those cases with less than 42 months
of economic activity, as agricultural firms, were selected. Table 1 presents a summary of the
studied cases.

Table 1: Studied cases: farm activities and size, respondents’ age, education level, pre-entry
professional status and years of work experience
Case

Farm Activities

Farm
Size
(ha)
1.5

Age

Education
Level

1

Herbs
On-farm shop

29

Aloe

3.2

46

3

Sprout farm
Cooking classes

0.6

37

Postgraduate
degree
Secondary
education
Bachelor
degree

2

4

Vineyard

6.9

41

5

Olive grove
Farm
education

7.2

34

Postgraduate
degree
Secondary
Education

Pre-entry
Professional
Status
Actress

Years of
Work
Experience
4

Unemployed

21

Contract
staff in
public
service
Freelancer
journalist

12

Construction
worker

13

14
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6

Legume
production

8.2

53

Secondary
Education

Selfemployed
plumber
Taxi driver

31

7

-Chestnut
grove
-Cooking
classes
-Guided tours
-Herbs
-Honey
production
-Child care
-Goat & sheep
farm
-On farm shop

4.7

26

Bachelor
degree

4

39

Bachelor
degree

Selfemployed
lawyer

11

5

44

PhD

Selfemployed
veterinarian

18

10

-Sesame

12.3

31

Unemployed

4

Sun-dried
tomato

4.2

40

Lawyer in
law firm

13

12

-Buffalo farm

13

32

Unemployed

21

13

-Olive grove
-Bed and
Breakfast

5.6

48

Bachelor
degree
Postgraduate
degree
Secondary
education
Postgraduate
degree

11

Teacher in
private
school

3

14

Vegetable
greenhouse
-Olive grove

0.4

39

PhD

11

8

51

Secondary
education

Honey
production
Agrotourism
-Tree nursery

1.8

28

Bachelor
degree

Clerk in
private bank
Super
market
cashier
Unemployed

1.6

34

9.1

42

Selfemployed
psychologist
Unemployed

7

-Goji Berry
farm
-On farm
process unit

Postgraduate
degree
Postgraduate
degree

8

9

15
16
17
18

2

28
3

14

From table 1 can be seen that the average age of the interviewees is 38.5 years, with 12.8
years of work experience prior entering agriculture, while the average farm size is 5.4 ha.
Furthermore, 13 farmers (72.2%) have tertiary education, where five farmers hold a bachelor
degree, six farmers possess post-graduate degree and two farmers possess a PhD.
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4.2. Instruments and procedures for data collection
The main source of data were in-depth semi-structured interviews with the owner-manager
of the farms. These interviews explored the developmental history of their businesses and
elaborated about their lived experience.
To study entrepreneurial learning an approach that is rooted in the Critical Incident Technique
(CIT), as it was first described by Flanagan (1954), was used. Since its initial conception,
researchers utilised CIT as a set of qualitative interview procedures which facilitate the
investigation of significant occurrences (events, incidents, processes or issues) identified by
the respondent, the way the occurrences are managed, and the outcomes in terms of
perceived effects. The objective was to gain understanding of the incident from the
perspective of the individual, considering cognitive, affective and behavioural elements
(Coetzer et.al, 2012). Of importance is the use of CIT, as a method of interpretive analysis, in
the domain of entrepreneurial learning where it is widely acknowledged that learning and the
subsequent adaptation is triggered by salient learning events in the form of discontinuities,
crises, problems, opportunities, challenges. These critical events not only are rich sources of
learning, but it is apparent that learning from unusual events can often be ‘transformational’
(Cope and Waats, 2000). Such exceptional circumstances, require heightened attention and
experimentation, forcing entrepreneurs to question their taken-for-granted beliefs and
assumptions and learn to behave, think and act in a radical new way, engaging in a higherlevel learning.
Thus, the critical moments in the history of the crisis-led ex novo farmers and of the farms
established by them, were chosen as a research tool because they offered a useful ‘way in’ to
study the entrepreneurial learning process in the context of this thesis. In addition, one of the
characteristics of the CIT is formation of categories as an outcome of data analysis (Flanagan,
1954). This was of practical value for this study, as it is adjacent with the logic of the three
bins of learning-related factors used by the 3-P learning model and thus it facilitated the
analysis and categorisation of the results.
The perceived criticality of events stimulated the farmers to recall, during the interview
process, the antecedents of each event and thus deliver a retrospective self-report, that
follows the whole life-cycle of the farm. By elaborating on the crises and growing pains of
their farm, the farmers could provide rich, grounded responses related to actual events and
situations on how the entrepreneurial learning process of recognising and acting on
opportunities formulated and transformed their competences, motivations, agency and
commitment, their life-word and moreover their entrepreneurial identity as a narrative
construction and as practice.
The interviews conducted for this study focused on two elements, namely the start-up period
of the farming ventures (i.e. the first year of the farm), and the ‘entrepreneurial’ part in
entrepreneurial learning, that meaning the tasks and activities in the entrepreneur’s role. The
former was chosen as it is a period with great potential and dynamic for the underlying
learning process. The latter, does not entail learning for instance related to growing crops or
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keeping animals, but it is about learning before, during and after the process of identifying,
developing and pursuing entrepreneurial opportunities.
To focus on critical incidents in the process of starting-up and operating a farm venture, by
new entrant farmers the following questions were asked:
1. How did you get into starting a farm? What were your primary motives, influences, actions?
2. What were the best and worst moments in starting and running your farming venture?
3. Going back to these moments, how did you respond-react, how did you feel?
4. What and who (or could have) assisted/facilitated and what and who hindered the starting
and operation of your farm?
5. Looking back to what went well and wrong, what was the outcome/consequences of these
incidents/experiences for you as a person, for your working environment, for the overall farm
enterprise
In addition, some basic questions about the new entrants’ age, education level, prior work
experience and farm characteristics, since Shane (2003) mentions that these parameters
influence the entrepreneurial behaviour and learning process.
The interviews were undertaken in February and March 2017 and took place on respondents’
farms. The interviews took approximately between 1½ to two hours each and were audio
recorded and then fully transcribed by the author of this thesis. For the analysis of the
transcripts, the qualitative analysis program Atlas-ti was used.

4.3. Ethical remarks
The empirical part of this thesis fully draws on personal interviews with farmers, that were
conducted in the respondents’ farms. Observing people and discussing with them in their
working place, where they are engaged in their daily practice is somehow intrusive and should
be done carefully. Some ethical remarks regarding to the involvement of participants should
therefore be made here. It needs mentioning that before starting the project, the
respondents were well informed about the purpose of the investigation, what they were
required to do to take part, the type of information sought after, the method of recording
and the actual use of the gathered data. All farmers agreed to participate by explicitly given
their informed consent. As the thesis deals with personal and confidential information, the
interview data were treated anonymously and confidentially.
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4.4. Data analysis
The transcription of the audio-recorded interviews resulted in 153 pages of text, which were
further analysed using the qualitative analysis program, Atlas-ti. The content analysis of the
data and the clustering of the interviewees’ quotations was based on the 3-P model of
workplace learning, that is adopted by this thesis as the main overarching theoretical model.
The analysis of the data yielded 26 learning factors and 93 underlying features (components).
The factors with their constituting components were further clustered in five inclusive groups.
Four of the groups correspond to the presage, process and product learning-related factors
of the model including individual learner factors, work environment factors, entrepreneurial
learning related activities and the outcomes of the entrepreneurial learning process. There is
another group of factors, namely ‘Entrepreneurial and Sociocultural Ecosystem Factors’ that
introduces the main modification of the initial 3-P model and an additional overarching level
of examination and interaction that goes beyond both farm’s physical workplace environment
and of the wider working and learning arena of the new entrant farmer.
An overview of the factors influencing the entrepreneurial learning process of the new
entrant farmers, as they emerged from the data analysis and clustering is given in figure 2.

Entrepreneurial and sociocultural ecosystem factors

Presage

Process

Product

Individual Learner
Factors

Learningrelated

Outcome

Activities
Work
Environment
Factors

Entrepreneurial and sociocultural ecosystem factors

Figure 2: The continuum of new entrant farmers’ entrepreneurial learning process
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5.1. Introduction
This section presents the results of the analysis of the interview data. It is a general overview
of the factors influencing the entrepreneurial learning process of the interviewed new entrant
farmers, serving as a stepping stone for the next section of this thesis where the results are
discussed and analysed in a detailed way that provides elaborate conclusions and insights.
There are five parts in this section, corresponding to the five group of learning factors that
emerged from the interviews; namely ‘individual learner factors’, ‘work environment factors’,
‘entrepreneurial and sociocultural ecosystem factors’, ‘learning-related activities’ and the
‘outcomes’ of the entrepreneurial learning process. In each of the five parts there are two
tables. The former presents the structural factors of each group and their underlying
components, while the latter provides frequencies and percentages of each factor as they
were mentioned in the interviews. To further justify the elected factors, a series of literal
representative examples are given, from quotes extracted from the interviews

5.2. Individual learner factors
Table 2 presents the distinctive factors and their specific components, that constitute the
group ‘Individual learner factors’ as part of the presage factors of the 3-P model. These factors
are entitled as follows: entrepreneurial agency, entrepreneurial risk perception, learning
behaviour, perceived social competence, personal values towards entrepreneurship, and
finally prior knowledge and experience.

Table 2: Individual learner factors of new entrant farmers mentioned in the interviews
Individual learner factors
Entrepreneurial Agency

Components
- Perceived entrepreneurial desirability
- Perceived entrepreneurial feasibility
- Perceived entrepreneurial self-efficacy

Entrepreneurial Risk Perception

- Risk as opportunity
- Risk as threat

Learning agency

- Active participation in learning activities
- Withdrawal from learning activities

Perceived social competence

- Social adaptability and persuasiveness
- Social astuteness
- Social affordance seeking
- Social perceptiveness
-Impression management
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Personal values towards farming

- Farming as economic and entrepreneurial
opportunity
- Farming as response to economic duress
- Farming as life-style
- Farming as social and environmental movement

Prior Knowledge and Experience

- Knowledge and experience of markets
- Knowledge of customers’ needs
- Knowledge of fulfilling customer’s problems
- Hobby knowledge about farming
- Education level
- Work status and experience
- Prior Entrepreneurial Experience
-Know who: pre-entry established networks

Table 3: Frequencies and percentages of individual learner factors of new entrant farmers
mentioned in interviews (n=18)
Individual learner factors
Entrepreneurial Agency
Prior Knowledge and Experience
Entrepreneurial Risk Perception
Personal values towards farming
Perceived social competence
Learning agency

n
94
61
52
38
35
19
299

%
31.4
20.4
17.4
12.7
11.7
6.4
100

As it is evident from table 3, the most frequently quoted individual learner factor is the
‘entrepreneurial agency’ of the new entrant farmers. The two major components constituting
the entrepreneurial agency are perceived entrepreneurial desirability and feasibility which
pertain to what extent farming is a viable career option and whether the individual new
entrant farmer is capable for a modus operandi that is about identifying, developing and
pursuing entrepreneurial opportunities (i.e. self-efficacy). The farmer in case 18 commented
when asked why he chose to get involved into farming business: “In 2011, my construction
company went bankrupt and I was left without a job. It was the period when the financial
crisis was at its zenith and when agriculture was starting to be promoted as a viable option
for the future of this country. I decided to get involved into farming, just like that, in a blink of
an eye. All my professional life, I was a businessman. I have learned to be independent, to
make money, to chase opportunities and make things succeed or fail with my own way.
Therefore, I saw the prospect to start a farming venture, despite the crisis and the fact that I
knew nothing about farming, as an opportunity I had to catch. I was confident about my skills,
my resources and connections, plus I wanted to go on being an entrepreneur in something
that seemed promising”. Another farmer in case 15 responded when urged to further
elaborate on her quote that she is struggling with the role of a farm owner: “Having my own
farm seems like a ride in the roller-coaster. There is too much uncertainty, everything seems
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to be into thin air. I need to work many hours every day, to take crucial decisions and I don’t
even know if tomorrow I will be in business. I don’t know, this is too stressful for me and there
are days where I wonder if I am made for being an agri-entrepreneur”.
The factor with the second higher frequency is the so called ‘prior knowledge and experience’
of the new entrant farmers. Within this concept one could recognise several dimensions of
new entrant farmers’ prior knowledge, such as their knowledge and experience of markets,
of customers’ needs and of serving customers’ problems. There is also another parameter
related to the knowledge gained by the new entrant because of their special interest to
farming as a hobby, prior to their professional involvement with agriculture. Other
components of this factor are the education level of the new entrant farmers and their work
status and experience. Furthermore, stemmed from the non-farming background of the
interviewees and influencing the underlying learning process of the new entrant farmer are
their prior entrepreneurial experience and their personal networks, established during the
pre-entry to agriculture stage. The latter is about the ‘know who’ that refers to the knowledge
of who knows what and who knows what to do. These outcomes of new entrants’ human
capital investments influence the farmers’ ability to understand and interpret new
information, to scan the market, to formulate strategies, as well as manage the farm venture.
In other words, the factor of prior knowledge and experience determines the capacity of new
entrants to identify and exploit new entrepreneurial opportunities, and thus the underlying
entrepreneurial learning process.
Regarding the factor of ‘prior knowledge and experience’, some characteristic quotes of the
interviewees provide useful insights. The farmer in case 12 explained when asked to elaborate
further on how he came-up with the idea of establishing a door-to-door delivery system for
his products: “I worked for several years in a food retailer company and I was fully aware that
in the market chain, between producers and consumers, there are many middle stakeholders
involved, which take the lion’s share of the added value and increase tremendously the price
a consumer has finally to pay. I wanted to extinguish the middle men and go directly to my
consumers”. Furthermore, the farmer in case 9 explained about her decision to start a dairy
farm with an on-farm shop: “In parallel with the dairy farm, I still work as a veterinarian for
other dairy farms. My work experience and technical knowledge, not only facilitated me in
taking care of my animals, in knowing what is the most productive breed etc, but moreover I
was fully aware that the most severe problem dairy farmers face, is that they don’t add value
in their milk production, selling it as a bulk. That is why within the farm, I established a small
cheese making unit to process most of my milk to cheese”. The farmer of case 14, noted: “I
did my bachelor in Greece and then obtained a master and a PhD abroad. My studies gave
me a network of knowledgeable people which are my valuable information agents and the
best ambassadors for my products around Europe. But moreover, they are what I brought
from my previous, when I found myself owning a farm in a place where I was a total stranger”
The next most frequent individual learner factor is the ‘entrepreneurial risk perception’ of
new entrant farmers, that is related with the assessment of the risk inherent in pursuing
entrepreneurial opportunities and the controllability of this risk included in venturing as
farmers. It is this psychology of risk that perceives the concept of risk multidimensional
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psychological construct comprising two elements: risk as opportunity and risk as threat. The
farmer in case 4 gave a very insightful answer when he was asked to give details about the
bankruptcy of his first farming venture: ‘Back in 2009, I have invested money in snail farming.
I thought it had good prospects as an investment. I wanted to take the risk and don’t miss the
boat of this opportunity. Less than a year the farm went bankrupt and I lost most of my money.
Now, I have a farm with more conventional orientation. And it is not only about the production
part, it is generally that I am operating the vineyard with more conservative spirit and aspiring
to security. I learnt the hard way that risking not to miss an opportunity can be detrimental as
much as the risk of losing an opportunity”.
The fourth individual learner factor is the one related to the personal values of new entrants
towards farming. For new entrant farmers getting involved into farming as economic and
entrepreneurial opportunity where it is expected to seek to make a living, or part of a living,
from their farm. For others, farming is a response to economic duress imposed by the
economic crisis and a form of employment after job loss. There are new entrant farmers
which got involved into farming because of lifestyle preferences, aspiring to experience an
agrarian idyllic way of life. Finally, new entrants into agricultural consider farming as a social
and environmental movement and they are seeking to disconnect themselves from urban
society consumerism and the detriments of production oriented industrial agriculture. This
multifarious amalgam of values imposes not only the farming style that is adopted by the new
entrants, in terms of the different approaches of the production factors, labour and capital
on the farm but it also sets the boundaries of the tasks and activities performed in the agrientrepreneur’s role, formulating thus the available room for manoeuvre of the new entrant
farmers within the socio-material context. The farmer in case 11 was asked for further details
about why he insisted to call himself ‘firm owner’ and not ‘farm owner’: “For me from the
beginning it was clear that this farm was a firm, an entrepreneurial venture. Running this farm
as an agribusiness was the only way to be viable and secure an income, especially if you
consider that as a lawyer I was no longer able to earn my life. This mentality, you can call it
entrepreneurial if you like, is the guide of my overall strategy. It is about the choice of my
product, the way I scan the market, my future for expanding the farm, the way I approach
potential customers etc.”. The interviewee in case 7 commented: “I wanted to go away from
the model of modern agriculture, where farming is disconnected from society and countryside.
My vision was to reconnect consumers with what they eat and how it is produced and make a
living out of it. Therefore, I am using my organic chestnuts as the platform to bring people in
my farm. This alternative model makes happy and brings me money too. It is about offering
products, services and even ideas about farming which are novel and appealing to the people.
I sell the model, not the chestnuts”
The fifth factor elicited from the interviews is the ‘perceived social competence’ of new
entrant farmers. New entrant farmers need knowledge, resources and capabilities from
others inside and outside the boundaries of the farm, which they must borrow, appropriate
and integrate into the venture. Furthermore, in the small-firm context of a farm, the
workplace learning of the new entrant farmers is a socially mediated process highly depended
on the networks and social relations of the farmers. Hence, it is important for the learning of
the new entrants and the performance of the farms, that the farmers engage, maintain and
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exploit social networks. These social networks and the inherent social capital is built by new
entrants by using their individual social competence. The latter is defined as “the ability of
individuals to interact successfully with each other within a certain position and context”
((Lans et al., 2015, p. 458) and it is important for developing and maintaining lasting
relationships. The new entrants, even use their social competences to create and transmit an
identity that others might see as legitimate. The social skills highlighted in the interviews are
associated with social adaptability and persuasiveness (the ability to adjust and convince),
social astuteness (the ability to understand others and sensing their motivations and hidden
agendas), social affordance seeking (the predisposition to act using the social environment),
social perceptiveness (the capacity to be aware of the needs, goals, and feelings of others and
the greater social environment) and finally impression management. The interviewed new
entrant farmers use these specific social skills to create and transmit an entrepreneurial and
farming identity that others might see as legitimate. Furthermore, these social skills facilitate
the new entrants to enlist the support of others to join their firm, to buy their
products/services, to help them operationalize their ideas, to provide feedback and guidance.
Of course, how the interviewees perceive these domains of social competence and in what
degree they implement them it depends on the individuality and the life story of the new
entrant farmer. What is common though, is that these social skills as perceived-based
elements they can be learned and thus it is through the meditation of learning that the social
competence of new entrant farmers has, as micro-level factor, macro-level effect on the
performance of the farm. As one of the farmers (case 1) noted: “Every day I have to deal with
so many people, customers, suppliers, employees, partners and it is like playing on the stage
of the theatre. It is important to attract them, make them feel comfortable, handle the power
relations, identify hidden thoughts, assess what is being told, cater for their problems,
promote your ideas and products, build solid relationships. To achieve all these, I need to
constantly adjust, to keep my antennas open, to use everything I have in my arsenal of social
capabilities”. In addition, the farmer of case 2 explained when asked to give more details on
how she solved the funding problem of his farm: “I was able to engage people to fund the
farm. I made them understand that to invest in my farm and keep it alive would be for their
own benefit not only as customers but as investors too. It was simply about creating goodwill
and contacting my personal enthusiasm and vision”
The last factor that emerged from the interview data is the ‘learning agency’ of new entrant
farmers. It is about how and in what degree the farmers elect to engage in activities afforded
by the farm context. Amongst the interviewed new entrant farmers there are different
degrees of learning agency, ranging from active participation to withdrawal from learning
activities. New entrants bring various prior experiences and personal histories when they
enter the broader workplace of the farm, which influence the way they value activities.
Together with personal preferences, these experiences and histories shape individual agency,
thus guiding their intentionality to engage in learning related activities. Individual agency can
also be thought of as being shaped by personal epistemologies, meaning that farmers’
interests form the quality and intensity of their engagement. The factor of the learning
agency signifies that entrepreneurial workplace learning is not something simply offered and
afforded to the new entrant farmers. (Billett, 2000). On the contrary, new entrants through
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their engagement in individual or participatory Learning-related activities, are viewed as
active agents in defining and shaping what is learnt, how and why it is learnt. The farmer in
case 4 commented when asked to explain more about his quote “it is about learning to learn”:
“I run this farm for about 3 years and if I look back to these 36 months I shall highlight one
and only thing. I learn from everything, from the problems and opportunities I encounter, from
customers, suppliers, banks, peer farmers, competitors, from own staff and family. And if there
is a secret that allows this farm to exist is that there is a conducive learning environment
focused on solving a problem or examining an opportunity in the light of available and
appropriate knowledge”.

5.2. Work environment factors
This part is about the work environment factors influencing the entrepreneurial learning
process of new entrant farmers, where, as stated in the theoretical framework, the term
‘work environment’ goes beyond the narrow and static view of the physical limits of the farm
and includes the broader working milieu. Τable 4 presents an overview of these factors and
their structural components, which include social and power relations, cultural disciplines,
task characteristics and divisions of labor, geographical characteristics, environmental
affordances and so forth. Also, table 5 contains the frequencies and percentages of farmers’
quotations indicating work environment factors, facilitating or hindering learning before,
during and after the process of identifying and pursuing entrepreneurial opportunities.
Table 4: Work environment factors influencing the entrepreneurial learning process of new
entrant farmers as mentioned in interviews
Work environment factors
Interaction with the inner circle

Components
- Family
- Friends
- Business partners
- Employees

Interaction with the network of weak ties

- Chain partners (customers, suppliers, distributors,
retailers)
- Established local farmers
- Journalists
- Central, regional and local authorities
- Research, advisory and extension support
networks
- Peer new entrant farmers
- Entrepreneurs outside agriculture
-Critical actors from pre-entry established networks

Task-related characteristics

- Acknowledgment of entrepreneurial tasks
-Available moments for evaluation and reflection
- Standardization vs flexibility in tasks
- Work pressure, obstacles and high level of
responsibility
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Table 5: Frequencies and percentages of work environment factors influencing the
entrepreneurial learning process of new entrant farmers as mentioned in interviews (n=18)
Work environment factors
Interaction with the network of
weak ties
Interaction with the inner circle
Task-related characteristics

n
138

%
54.9

77
36
251

30.6
14.5
100

Τhe content analysis of the interviews eventually resulted in three distinct work environment
factors. The most frequently quoted factor was ‘interaction with the network of weak ties’.
These interactions are labelled as weak links from a network theory perspective and include
the non-affective and more informal relationships of the farmers with chain partners,
established (non-new entrant) local farmers, governmental and municipal authorities, people
from the media (journalists), advisory and extension networks, peer new entrant farmers
within and outside the region of the farm, entrepreneurs outside agriculture used as mentors,
and critical contacts established prior to entering agriculture. These people selected for their
usefulness, for example, in providing wide-ranged resources such as financial capital,
technical knowledge, access to specialised information or legitimacy.
The farmer from case 1 gave some good insights about her interactions with these so called
weak links networks: “When back in 2013 I came to the island and started my farm I tried to
get in contact with the local farmers, established in the area for years and years. I wanted to
develop good relations with them. I am a person that believes a lot in collective action and
thus I wanted to create a network with these people. In vain, for them I was -and still am- the
posh lady from Athens that has no idea about real farming and is cultivating these silly herbs.
I am an outsider, an outcast for them and this complete lack of cooperation is very problematic
for my farm and me as a farmer. On the other hand, this situation motivated me to seek for
partners, guidance and support elsewhere. I got involved with the local people. I got to know
them better. I went to their homes and welcomed them to my farm. I was invited by a famous
journalist to attend a show in the local TV station and talk about my decision to leave Athens
and start a farm here. All these people are my supporting network. They are my customers,
my promotors, a valuable source of trust, knowledge and inspiration”. The farmer in case 5
noted: “When I started this farm, as a foreigner to the area and as a so new and small farmer
I had to face the concern, the doubt and even the hostility of suppliers, creditors, buyers,
retailers. What was more, when I tried to sell the first harvest of olives I was confronted by a
well-established oligopoly of wholesalers. They were powerful and well connected and I was
just a farmer. So, they imposed the price they wanted. That is not the most favourable
environment for being a farmer and a businessman. Therefore, I rethought of my strategy. I
found an organisation of civilians that is trying to exclude middlemen from the market of
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agricultural products and is providing a platform where farm producers and customers come
together without all these wholesalers and retailers.” Another insightful quote came from the
farmer in case 12: “What makes me struggle the most as a farmer, as an entrepreneur and
even as a person, is that I am fighting completely alone, without any support from the
government, the local authorities, the advisory services both state and private. Last year I
wanted to get advantage of a funding programme of European Union for agrotourism and
there was no one able to help me. The local actors were so indifferent, because I was just a
small outsider farmer that was not even voting in the area, to get help from the central
authorities was a waste of time and energy, due to the bureaucracy, distance and power
relations. As far it concerns the advisor services, they are still so much into the parochial model
of conventional agriculture, that when I was asking for advice for the promotion of my
products they were looking at me like an alien”. The farmer in case 14 commented: “Back in
2012 I have bought that a year later would be my farm, but I was unsure on what would be
the production orientation of this land. Living in the area I was struggling to develop some
contacts and thus this uncertainty on what to produce was enhanced. Then some old
colleagues from my job in the bank visited me. They were involved with Peliti, a Greek NGO
about local seeds and community supported agriculture (CSA henceforth). Hence, they
suggested to establish a farm with vegetables from local varieties and launch a CSA scheme.
Through Peliti I got in contact with a French organisation that specialises in CSA schemes and
with the help of experts from this organisation I designed the business plan of my farm.
Moreover, with the help of Peliti I got in contact with other likeminded new entrant farmers
scattered and we formed an unofficial community. With the CSA model, I am also very close
with my costumers. I am able to listen to their needs and desires, they share with me their
ideas and suggestions and this allows me to get very good insights, inspirations and motives
for more innovative practices”.
The second work environment factor that emerged from the interviews is ‘interaction with
the inner circle’ and it is about the homogeneous horizontal strong ties between the new
entrant farmers and actors belonging to closed social networks with whom the interviewees
have long-term, stable relationships and frequent face-to-face interactions, as it is the case
with the circle of farmers’ family members, friends, business partners and employees. The
linkages with the actors of the inner circle were mentioned to be especially important for the
new entrant farmers, during the pre-entry and the start-up phase of the farm venture, when
the new entrants are inexperienced and have limited access to resources, since they are
considered a reliable and readily accessible source of free funding, of encouragement to get
involved into agriculture and of guidance and support. Since these relations are characterized
by trust, collaboration and a long history, they provide a solid platform for the development
of reciprocity, mutual obligations and shared expectations amongst the actors of the inner
circle. Furthermore, they facilitate the transfer of fine-grained information and tacit
knowledge and they enable joint problem solving amongst like-minded family members and
farm partners who think together.
The farmer in case 6 commented about the role of his family in the farm-business: “A few
months after I started the farm, I ran out of money, I had no production yet and the debts
were raising every single day. It was my family, my parents which gave me the money to go
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on and save the farm. But more important their contribution is that as locals in the area they
helped me a lot to adjust and earn the trust of the people in the village. Otherwise I would be
an outsider. Even they are not officially involved in the farm, they are like my intrapreneurial
team, where I can seek for money, trust, reciprocity. Of course, sometimes the horizon is
narrow, I cannot get new ideas or new perceptions. When I was thinking to establish an onfarm packaging unit for the legumes, my parents told me that I would be crazy if I was
spending all this money and that I was just a farmer meant to sell beans and lentils”. The
farmer in case 13 noted: “There is this Greek saying, help me to help you so we can climb the
mountain. And this is how it works with my business partner. We share a common thinking
regarding the farm, despite the fact we are so different. It is this mentality of stewardship to
grow further this farm”. Regarding the role of employees, the farmer in case 16 commented:
“Because of the hostel every summer I hire employees for the high touristic season. Most of
them are students from universities who work in the farm as WWOOF volunteers. In the
beginning, I treated them simply as hired hands. But gradually they started to get more
involved in the farm operation, they gave me information and advice on how to better market
my honey, one of them designed a great on-line shop, they advertise my products in their
countries of origin and every year they bring me more and more clients for the hostel”
The last work-environment factor elicited from the interviews was labelled as ‘task-related
characteristics’ and it refers how the specificities of the various tasks and activities in the farm
venture determine the learning potential of the work-environment and thus influence the
entrepreneurial learning process of new entrant farmers. A major component of this factor is
the acknowledgment of entrepreneurial tasks, where the interviewees recognised the
necessity of a working culture that appreciates and rewards performing in the entrepreneur’s
role and it does not consider it as a mere side-line activity, shadowed by the conventional role
of a craftsman farmer and farm manager. The new entrant farmers highlighted the
importance of having the necessary time and room for manoeuvre to perform
entrepreneurial tasks, engage in networks of exchange, scan the market, experiment for new
products and behave innovatively. In the same line of arguments that considers conducting
tasks in the entrepreneur’s role as proper working, the interviewed farmers emphasized the
significance of available opportunities for feedback, evaluation, and reflection. They consider
that creating formal and informal structures, where they would be able to communicate with
their business partners, employees and other network actors about long-term goals,
marketing strategies, new ideas and so forth, fosters their learning process. What is more, the
interviewed farmers seem to embrace the ambiguous nature of the farm context as a work
environment and acknowledge the inherent learning potentials. They recognise that
performing activities under adverse and uncertain conditions, full of obstacles, work pressure
and complex problems, which presuppose high responsibility and constant role transitions, is
a developmental way to foster their entrepreneurial learning process. Of course, they
acknowledge that the fluidity of their work environment is a double-edged sword since the
excessive capriciousness of farming (Apergis and Rezitis, 2003) makes a reduction of the
learning potential of the tasks. That is why they are trying to implement models of
coordination for the design of work, which allow them to have a balance between flexibility
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and standardization of the work process. In other words, they are trying both to do the things
right and to do the right things, as agri-entrepreneurs.
This fragment from the interview with the farmer of case 8 is insightful: “I don’t know how
many roles I have to play every day. I am a farmer, a bee-keeper, an accountant, a manager,
Ι must promote the farm, 2market the products and so forth. This way I am confronted with
novel situations and this motivates me to be extremely responsible, to adopt new behaviours,
routines and ways of handling problems. There are no fixed solutions, so I learn to do the right
things than doing the things right. On the other hand, this chaotic variation in task
performance, is so stressful, tiring and time consuming that I don’t have the time to sit back
and think of my daily actions or make plans for the farm. I don’t even have the time to visit a
fellow farmer and ask for an opinion or discuss with the people helping me in the farm”. The
farmer in case 10 commented: “My first year as a farmer, my only concern was the cultivation
of the sesame. I applied the necessary fertiliser, water, fungicides and at the end of the season
I had 32 tonnes of sesame, but no one to sell it. You see I was so much into the role of the
farmer that I spent no time to market my product. That was a bitter lesson for me to learn
that if I want to survive as a farmer, I first need to think as a businessman. Now, I have a
network of pastry shops, restaurants, delicatessen, domestic customers buying my sesame
and from the next year I am about to establish a unit to extract sesame oil. Another
characteristic response was given by the farmer in case 4: “Being a farmer is looking up to the
sky and praying. There is not a single day you can be sure that you are going to have a harvest.
Last year, I lost more than 80% of my production due to a hail a few days before harvesting.
Of course, handling all this uncertainty and ambiguity of farming is a very good test for being
an entrepreneur. The fact that you are not sure if at the end of the year there are going to be
grapes to sell or to make wine, makes you constantly adjust and revise your plans, your
marketing strategies, your contacts and even the orientation of the farm”.

5.3. Entrepreneurial and sociocultural ecosystem factors
The group of factors entitled as entrepreneurial and sociocultural ecosystem factors includes
a set of interdependent economic, social and cultural parameters coordinated in such a way
that are conducive to, or inhibitive of, the choice of new entrant farmers to get involved into
agriculture and to their entrepreneurial activity. It also defines the possibilities and
constraints of new entrant farmers’ entrepreneurial learning process as a form of workplace
learning.
Table 6 provides an overview of the factors and structural components constituting this
group, while in table 7 the reader can find the frequencies and percentages of the relevant
quotes as they were elicited from the farmers’ interviews.
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Table 6: Entrepreneurial and sociocultural ecosystem factors influencing the entrepreneurial
learning process of new entrant farmers as mentioned in interviews

Factors
Access to information and knowledge

Components
- Advisory and extension services
- R&D transfer
- Government (local, regional, national)

Access to resources

- Capital
- Land
- Markets

Cost of farming
Legal and regulatory framework

- Bureaucracy
- Corruption
- Entry regulations
- Government policies
- Taxes

Local and regional characteristics

- Geography
- Economic context
- Cultural and Social norms
- Physical infrastructure

Sociocultural legitimacy of farming and agrientrepreneurship

- Status of agri-entrepreneurs
- Farming as a career choice

Table 7: Frequencies and percentages of entrepreneurial, economic and sociocultural
ecosystem factors influencing the entrepreneurial learning process of new entrant farmers as
mentioned in interviews (n=18)

Entrepreneurial and sociocultural
ecosystem factors
Access to resources
Legal and regulatory framework
Access to information and
knowledge
Cost of farming
Local and regional characteristics
Sociocultural legitimacy of
farming and agrientrepreneurship

n

%

71
62
58

22.5
19.9
18.4

47
42
35

14.9
13.3
11

315

100

46

Chapter 5: Results

The most frequently mentioned factor is ‘access to resources’, referring to the relevant
accessibility of land, capital and markets on behalf of the interviewed farmers. Access to land
to establish a commercially viable farm venture, was the most common obstacle mentioned
by new entrant farmers. The combination of the rising capital value of the land and of the
limited availability is a major barrier for new entrants. Land prices are very high, due to a
fierce competition for the available land driven by a high demand amongst new entrant
farmers, existing farmers, non-agricultural investors and so forth. The high price and limited
availability of the land are further intensified by the side-effects of tax and environmental
legislation. Even when land is available, the owners prefer to sell it to successful existing
farmers than giving it to new entrants. The high fragmentation of the land Greece and the
fact that 83% of agricultural land is in Less-Favored Areas(LFA) inappropriate for farming,
further worsen the issue of land access.
Access to capital was always an issue for entrepreneurship in Greece and the new entrant
agri-entrepreneurs are not an exception to this rule. The current economic crisis with the
subsequent recessionary economic context have set additional barriers to the access of new
entrant farmers to capital. The banks, especially after the capital controls which were
imposed to Greece in July 2015 and still are in force, are extremely cautious and reluctant in
providing loans, in particular to potential entrepreneurs as the new entrant farmers which
lack the credit history, and the assets to secure loans and the profitability of their newlyestablished farm makes it difficult to repay what loans are available.
Access to markets was mentioned as a further problem. New entrant farmers find difficult to
break and integrate into established supply and marketing channels. They highlight that the
existing conventional supply chains of agricultural products are organised under an oligopoly
regime where specific wholesalers and middlemen control the flow and prices of the
products. This situation of power inequality is further worsened from the fact that new
entrant farmers struggle to form cooperatives and unions, to invest in infrastructures
regarding the storage, process of their products, which would allow for products with added
value and for improvement of the negotiation and market position of farmers. The
interviewed farmers mentioned that they face serious difficulties to exporting their products,
since there is no relevant state chamber to organise and facilitate the exports, the market,
storage and transport infrastructures are problematic, that the transactions are too
bureaucratic and that them as farmers do not have sufficient production to support a
constant flow.
The farmer in case 6 commented: “I intended to get involved into farming since 2008, even
before the crisis. It was so difficult to find land to buy. I was looking for land for more than 5
years. In some of my inquiries, the available land was too expensive for me, in other cases
there was no available land because it was rented to local farmers and even when there was
land available and in a reasonable price, it was too small, too fragmented. Hence, when I
found the piece of land that was appropriate and affordable I have spent too much valuable
time and most of my money”. The farmer of case 11 mentioned: “It is easier to find water in
the desert than to find money to invest. Especially after the capital controls were imposed the
situation is dramatic. The banks don’t loan even a euro and if you need money to run the farm
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or to fund an idea, it is very difficult to find. The only solution is to have your own money, which
in my case was out of the question since I have spent most of my capital in starting the farm
or to get money from family, friends and so forth. So, you drain out of money, or you look for
alternative channels of funding”. Another insightful comment came from the farmer in case
18: “I gave my first harvest for free to the people of the area. Why? Because it was this or
throwing it to the landfill or selling it for the ridiculously low price that the wholesalers were
giving to me. You see it was my first year as a farmer and I didn’t know how difficult would be
to break into the established marketing channels and break the monopoly of the wholesalers.
Exporting the goji berries was very difficult, too. I didn’t have the sufficient quantities to
support a constant row, so I would be the exporter of one pallet. What is more, the Greek state
has no official agency to support and guide farmers to export their products abroad”.
The second most prominent ecosystem factor is the ‘legal and regulatory framework’,
including a series of components such as entry regulations, governmental policies,
bureaucracy and taxation system, which comprise the infrastructure of a mechanism that
would potentially support and promote entrepreneurship amongst new entrant farmers. The
farmer in case 18 commented: “Have you seen the new tax system that was imposed! Come
on this is ridiculous. More than 50% of the annual income will go to taxes. This is a monstrosity;
I cannot pay this amount of money. Nobody can pay this money. They say all these impressive
charming words about entrepreneurship in farming and then they make farmers pay these
taxes. I had the plan to add more species of fruits in the farm and to buy extra machinery for
the process unit so I can make juice, but under these circumstances I am obliged to put my
plans on hold. You cannot be entrepreneurial; you can’t talk about chasing opportunities
when there is the sword of the taxes over your head. They are talking about entrepreneurial
farmers, but at the end we will be only entrepreneurial, without being farmers, since our farms
will have been closed”. The farmer in case 5 noted: “Before starting the farm I have applied
to a programme that was funding people under 40 years old to get involved into agriculture.
More than a year passed for my application to be approved, but I had to wait two years more
to get the money of the subsidy, because there was so much bureaucracy. These two years,
just to keep the farm going I had to spend my own money, my own capital, and thus I could
not make any other plans. This programme for new farmers is not enough. It is not only very
difficult to be accepted due to the strict criteria and the huge paperwork, but even if you take
the money, that’s it. There is no further help from the state. There are no policies to support
farming or entrepreneurship in farming. Of course, there are some programmes and subsidies
from the European Union, but still too much bureaucracy and only people related to the
government will be favoured. This situation makes you wonder what to do, close the farm or
think out of the box”.
The third most quoted factor is ‘access to information and knowledge’, regarding the
knowledge issues faced by new entrants and the information sources provided by advisory
and extension services, municipal and governmental authorities and research centres. The
farmer in case 1 mentioned: “Finding an extension agent to give you advice on how you are
going to cultivate your land is not that difficult, there are plenty of them. It is also quite easy
to find an advisory centre that will help you to prepare a subsidy application. The problem is
that there are too many advisory services, from extensions centres to pharmaceutical stores
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and from offices specialised in subsidies programs to these new agencies aspiring to support
entrepreneurship. The result is that due to this plethora I feel lost, I cannot find my way in
what kind of support service I need and where to address it. What is more is that the
production oriented services can only advice you for seeds or fertilisers and they are not
informed and updated about alternative models of cultivation like agroecology. Furthermore,
all these centres that support entrepreneurship, they are focused on generic business-like skills
and management. I don’t think that all these are very much related with what I really need as
a farm entrepreneur. For example, the other day I attended a seminar, supposedly targeted
to farmers, about what does it mean to be a successful manager, and there was a posh lady
talking about the importance of dressing, of having faith to the people around you, of being
decisive and all these new age mumbo jumbo, which have nothing to do with the reality of my
farm. Unfortunately, most of the entrepreneurial support provided by these centres is of the
same generic approach”.
‘Cost of farming’ is the next factor that emerged from the interviews. The farmers mentioned
that the overall costs of production are very high, representing the lion’s share of the annual
budget. The impact of the production costs was further enhanced from the fact that the
government decided to include the inputs used in farming, like seeds, fertilisers, fungicides
and so forth, in the highest scale of VAT, while it abolished the favourable lower prices
regarding the energy (diesel, electricity) used by farmers in agricultural production. The
interviewed farmers consider the cost of farming as very serious impediment not only for the
growth, but even for the very same existence of their farm. It is a paragon that sets the
boundaries of their available room for manoeuvre in the entrepreneur’s role, since it heavily
influences their perceptions of opportunities for farm development. The farmer in case 10
commented: “The production costs are insane. Last year the cost for fertilisers, seeds,
pesticides, diesel, water, electricity was more than 1000 euros per hectare. That means more
than 12.000 euros just to be able to produce and you don’t even know if you are going to have
a harvest at the end of the season. I am struggling to pay this amount of money. With such a
burden in my annual budget I don’t have much room for manoeuvre and I cannot make long
term strategy-c movements or take some risks. I am planning to make an on-farm process unit
for the sesame so I can extract sesame oil and make sesame seed paste, but I don’t have the
money, so maybe I will postpone the plan. This is not good for the farm, because it is for sure
that I need to add value to my sesame”. The farmer in case 12 explained when asked to
elaborate more on his phrase “The cost for the farm is a motive, a scary one but still a motive”:
“A few days ago, I was making a draft of the farm budget for next season. The production
costs are going to be higher more than 15% than last year. So, I must do something about it.
The solution is not to be a cost-cutter, but to make more revenue from my products. I am
thinking to introduce some dairy products, like buffalo milk, cream and ice-cream”.

49

Chapter 5: Results

The next factor, described as ‘regional characteristics’, refers to the regional characteristics
of the rural areas where the farms of new entrants are located and how these particularities
operate as regional determinants of farmers’ entrepreneurial attitudes and behaviours,
making thus entrepreneurship a regional event. The entrepreneurial learning process of new
entrant farmers forms a dense, complex and dynamic netting of mutual influences with the
physical, sociocultural and economic elements constituting rurality (Bosma & Schutjens,
2011). The interviewees mentioned that certain features, like the location of the farm, the
natural resources and the landscape of the physical environment of the farm, are important
conduits of opportunities as well as weaknesses to their entrepreneurial behaviour. It was
noted that farmers located in accessible areas with proximity to major urban centres had a
relative advantage comparing to farmers of marginal areas, regarding the accessibility to
customers, suppliers, information sources and institutions. The favourable location affects
transportation costs of inputs and outputs and have implications on information
dissemination and the diffusion of policy instruments. Furthermore, the existence of
important natural resources and of territorially traceable signs and symbols, the climate, the
unique landscapes of the topography-relief, the environmental features and certain traditions
and traditional methods of production, are all important regional elements, which may give
rise to entrepreneurial opportunities. As far it concerns the sociocultural region-related
characteristics, which affect the entrepreneurial behaviour of new entrants; the social values
and norms supporting associational behaviour, cooperation, acceptance and smooth
incorporation of new entrants to the area, and influencing the quality of interaction networks,
were explicitly quoted. What is more, regional norms and beliefs towards entrepreneurship
are determinants of the entrepreneurial culture of the region. Regions of inhabitants
belonging to a creative class engaged in entrepreneurial activities, with positive perceptions
towards entrepreneurship, are more conducive for new venture creation. New entrants
operating in areas with certain entrepreneurial capital accumulated, mentioned to be
positively motivated to the entrepreneur’s role. Finally, during the interviews it was
mentioned that specific elements constituting the economic context of the farm region, like
the investments in infrastructure, the existence and operation of business networks and the
level of information and communication technologies operating in the area, influence the
entrepreneurial learning process of the new entrants. What was also noted as a regionrelated element determining the entrepreneurial behaviour of new entrants was the regional
resilience of the areas where the farms are located, towards the impacts of the debt-crisis.
Certain development and economic gaps between regions in the country, have created
regional disparities regarding the regional resilience to the austerity measures. New entrants
located in areas with greater ability to resist and withstand the impact of the crisis and to
maintain a level of development, mentioned to feel more secure and optimistic regarding the
viability of their venture and to be more active in identifying and pursuing entrepreneurial
opportunities.
The farmer in case 2 mentioned the following: “The most important asset of my farm is the
region where is it located. It is not a coincidence it is called the Greek Silicon Valley. It is a
region with a long tradition in business and entrepreneurship, where there are many
companies which are still flourishing despite the crisis. Hence, the local population has an
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inherent entrepreneurial culture. There is a critical mass of a creative people who are engaged
in innovative tasks, who look for opportunities and novel ideas and who are generating
entrepreneurial knowledge. This mentality operates as a strong motive and as a source for
inspiration. It urges you to thing deeper and out of the box. For example, when I started the
farm, I was thinking to cultivate maize. It was the suggestion of a neighbour who has a
company about cosmetics that convinced me to try aloe. And that worked, it was a good
suggestion”. The farmer in case 15 noted: “I think that the most difficult obstacle is the region
of the farm. It is the poorest and most isolated region of the country. Most the locals are
working for the public sector, and words like entrepreneurship are somehow penalised. What
is more, there is a spirit of exaggerate localism and people out of the region are considered as
outcasts. The locals are unhelpful and obstructive. If in all these, you add the terrible road
network you can have an image of the whole situation. And it is not only the difficulty to get
supplies for my farm or to transfer and market my products. The worst thing is that I have no
local network of like-minded people and that makes me feel so abandoned and
underappreciated as an entrepreneur. On the other hand, it triggers me to seek for links and
contacts and customers outside the region, so I can overcome the obstacles set by the regional
characteristics”
The last factor that emerged from the interviews is described with the term ‘sociocultural
legitimacy of farming and agri- entrepreneurship’. It refers to the norms, beliefs, expectations,
values, standards, unwritten codes and official regulations created by the government and
the Greek civil society, which formulate a specific perception towards farming as a
professional choice and towards agricultural entrepreneurship as a legitimate mindset among
farmers. Even in the recent past, little future was seen in agriculture and the Greek society
looked upon farming as a ‘last resort’ activity, as something that someone does if everything
else has failed. Furthermore, there was a productivist agricultural regime, committed to
intensive, industrially-driven monocultural agriculture, where the focus was on increased
productivity and CAP-subsidised outputs. Under this regime, agricultural entrepreneurship
was considered a naïve hype and a totally irrelevant, useless concept. After the burst of the
debt-crisis, things seem to have changed. The interviewed farmers mentioned that, lately,
there is a cultural outlook on agriculture that appreciates farming as a desirable career choice
and as a pillar for the future development of the country, while agri-entrepreneurship is
promoted as a crucial issue of contemporary agriculture. The new entrants acknowledged
that this favourable perception of agriculture was a strong stimulus for them during the preentry stage and motivated them to get involved with farming. The fact that agriculture is
considered a rising star for the Greek economy and entrepreneurship is gaining ground as a
focal issue of agriculture, facilitates them to legitimise and justify their choice to become
farmers and allows them to develop and crystallise an entrepreneurial identity.
The farmer in case 11 quoted: “Everybody is talking about how agriculture is going to save
the country from the crisis. In the TV, in newspapers, in daily conversations there are these
stories about people which due to the crisis abandoned the cities and went to the province to
become farmers. Success stories of entrepreneurial farmers who despite the crisis have
established a profitable innovative farm; stories about superheroes who defy the problems
and manage to make money; stories about how cool is to be a farmer.
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For me this is a double-edged sword. On one side, it gives a motive for people to get involved
into farming not as mere farmers, but as entrepreneurs. Personally, it helped me feel good
with my choice and it gave me legitimacy from the local population when I started my farm.
For them I was not a desperate guy trying to make a living, but an innovative entrepreneur
and that boosts my moral and makes me to go on. On the other hand, all this buzz about
farming is a fraud. It puts aside the big challenges and problems that a farmer is facing and it
lures people into a romantic delusion, into a trap. Moreover, it creates a false image that being
an entrepreneur is like being a lone Superman who can achieve anything only with his
determination and vision”.

5.4. Learning-related activities
This part, entitled as ‘learning-related activities’, refers to the process part of the 3-P model
and is about the activities of the new entrant farmers, which influence their entrepreneurial
learning process. These learning processes concurrent usually to working of the new entrant
farmers are the result of the triple dialectical interaction of the individual, work-environment
and entrepreneurial and sociocultural ecosystem factors and they operate as vehicles for all
kinds of work-related learning outcomes.
Table 8 provides an overview of the learning-related activities and their structural
components, as they were extracted from the analysis of the data, while table 9 contains the
frequencies and percentages of the interview quotes indicating a distinct learning-related
activity.

Table 8: Learning-related activities of new entrant farmers mentioned in the interviews
Learning-related activities
Acquiring knowledge via training

Components
- Searching for information in magazines, books,
journals, internet sources
- Attending courses/lectures/seminars with farming
and entrepreneurial themes

Asking for personal feedback

- Consulting family and friends
- Regular and unofficial team meetings with business
partners and employees
- Consulting consumers and other chain partners
- Discussing with professional advisors

Experimentation-improvisation

- Adopting end-user based business models
- Adopting alternative resource acquisition/
allocation models
-Establishing adding value processes
- Market testing before embedding a new activity or
product
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Networking

- Participating in informal partnerships
- Establishing new entrant farmers’ unions
-Setting up inter professional collective
organizations
- Visiting (inter)national fairs, conferences,
congresses
-Using critical pre-entry networks for promotion and
lobbying

Use of Information and Communication
Technologies(ICTs) and media

- Use of internet for remote working and the
promotion of the farm business
- Use of press and broadcast media for
advertisement and to gain voice
- Use of social media as platforms of consolidated
presence and connectivity
- Electronic shop for the farm products

Table 9: Frequencies and percentages of learning-related activities of new entrant farmers
as mentioned in interviews (n=18)
Learning-related activities
Networking
Asking for personal feedback
Experimentation-improvisation
Use of ICT and media
Acquiring knowledge via training

n
205
71
64
43
24

%
50.4
17.4
15.7
10.6
6.0

407

100

From the analysis of the data, six learning-related activities emerged. The most quoted
learning-related work activity that emerged from the interviews is described with the
inclusive term ‘networking’. Here the entrepreneurial learning process is viewed from a
network perspective where it is embedded and channelled through the participation and
position of new entrant farmers in various social networks. The interviewees mentioned their
engagement in informal partnerships of peer new entrant farmers, which operate as meeting
points and collaborative platforms for exchanging information and other resources and for
establishing enduring personalised relationships. Another collective action is the formation of
unions of new entrant farmers, which service as official professional bodies, assigned to
represent the new entrants in dialogue with external stakeholders, to protect and promote
their interests and economic activities and to improve their competitive position. Apart from
these networks, which have a sectoral dimension as they only involve farmers, new entrant
farmers are also participating in inter-professional collective organizations. These networks
have a vertical dimension, since they forge links between farmers and non-agricultural actors
(e.g. customers, retailers, distributors, advisors, institutions etc.), which develop collective
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actions, regarding the rules and methods of production, marketing strategies and the access
to marketing channels, the efficiency of the value chain, and so forth. The networking activity
of the interviewed farmers has a personal perspective, since they mentioned to use networks
of people, established in earlier life stages, prior to their entry into agriculture. These personal
networks, where links with critical contacts were highlighted, provide a foundation for
marketing promotion and opportunities, for mitigation of power asymmetries and for the
increase of new entrants’ voice and bargaining power. Finally, the interviews emphasised that
new entrant farmers need to know what is happening in their economic environment. They
try to keep an eye new developments on technological and marketing aspects, while they
attempt to stay tuned to the specific needs and requirements of their customers. That is why
they emphasised a tendency in travelling and visiting (inter)national fairs, conferences,
congresses related to agricultural production, marketing and rural development, which were
perceived as important sources of information, knowledge, social contacts.
The farmer in case 12 mentioned: “Here in the area, there are 8 more farmers like me, who
came to the region no more than 4 years ago, and started a farm. We are all in contact and
at least once a month we meet with each other. My barn is the meeting place. I think these
meetings are really useful. We have the chance to see each other, listen to the problems and
challenges we encounter, exchange ideas, discuss about shared concerns. Even the fact that
you meet a person that faces the same reality as you it is important”. The farmer in case 8
noted: “Recently, there was established an official union that represents us new entrant
farmers. I participated in most of the meetings preparing the establishment of the union and
after it was formed. I have to admit that I was disappointed. Instead of being united and have
a common strategy regarding all the serious matters of concerns, instead of using this union
as a platform to share knowledge and resource, we had a total chaos, where everybody was
trying to push their own interests, where new entrants with a lot of money and land were
promoting their agenda, where we could not agree even for the insignia of the union. It shows
a farmer, sowing his field. How can you talk about entrepreneurship in farming, when the
specific sign was chosen? It certainly shows how they perceive themselves as farmers”. The
interviewee in case 6 elaborated when asked to give more details about the cooperative he
is involved: “This area has a long tradition in legumes production. Hence, a year ago, we
decided to set up a cooperative. Members are not only us the producers, but also inhabitants
of the region, retailers, distributors, professors from the local agricultural college, local
economic actors. It is a multi-stakeholder cooperative that has as a goal to promote the
production and selling of legumes, that is a product with PDO designation. There is an elected
board where each group of stakeholders participates with an equal number of participants.
This body is assigned with the administrative, technical and marketing issues. So far, we have
a good cooperation and us as farmers have great help in cultivating our land and finding
markets for our products and selling them in a fair price. On the other hand, sometimes I have
the feeling that we are the week link of this cooperative, and that our voice is not heard as it
should be. For example, the retailers and the owners of local restaurants and groceries are the
ones who most of the times take the important decisions”. The farmer in case 11 commented:
“I was a lawyer in one of the biggest law firms in Athens. There I met some powerful and
influential people. Hence, when I wanted to launch a campaign for my sun-dried-tomatoes, it
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was easy for me to call one of my previous clients who is the owner of a big advertisement
company. For months, my products were everywhere: in posters, in TV and radio commercials,
in some of the most luxurious delis in Athens.” The farmer in case 16 noted: “There this saying
that ancient Greek merchants were travelling first to see and learn and then to do business.
This is also what I like to do. I travel a lot to conferences, fairs and congresses. A few days ago,
I was in Biofach the largest fair of organic products in the world. There I had the chance to get
informed about the latest news regarding organic agriculture, to attend some interesting
lectures. But more important I met organic farmers and traders from all over the world. I gave
them my business card and I took theirs. With some of them we are in discussions for further
collaboration. Next month I am going to attend a fair about agrotourism, that is held in Italy”
‘Asking for personal feedback’ is the second, in quotes, learning-related work activity. The
interviewees highlighted that they are actively seeking for knowledge regarding their
performance as agri-entrepreneurs and about the outcomes of their actions and decisions in
this role of the entrepreneur. In their pursuit for such information they are particularly
dependent on asking personal feedback from internal and external networks. Mechanisms of
asking for personal feedback include regular and informal meetings with business partners
and employees working in the farm, where the new entrants are engaged in discussions
through which they can reflect on and adapt their existing activities. The interviewed farmers
also noted family, kinship-circles and friends as a frequent source of feedback. Furthermore,
the new entrants were active in receiving consultation from professional advisors and asking
the opinion of customers and other stakeholders of the supply chain, regarding production
methods and organisational routines, marketing strategies, farm products and services, and
so forth. The farmer in case 18 mentioned: “I think it is really important to discuss with others
and receive feedback for what you do and think and decide. Quite often, when the job of the
day is done I sit with my wife, with my business partner and with some of the people working
in the farm, around the table and we discuss about the issues around the farm. For example,
the new taxation system or the introduction of new varieties or the agreement with this chain
of organic products are hot topics in our discussion lately. The interviewee in case 2 noted:
“I regularly exchange e-mails or phone calls with the all the shops I sell my products and with
this wholesaler who buys most of my production. It is crucial for me to know their opinion, to
listen to their needs and complains. This gives me a vivid impression of how I work and what I
can improve. Of course, you need to have a balance, between what you listen from them and
what you want to do”
Experimentation-improvisation is the third most quoted learning-related work activity. New
entrant farmers tend to set up non-conventional business models for the operation of their
farm, which allow the diversification of the farm business (e.g. agri-tourism, social or green
care, education); the adoption of end-user based strategies by producing and marketing
value-added products that are differentiated from conventional products and supply chains;
and a culture of shared economy as far it concerns the acquisition and allocation of resources.
The farmer in case 15 quoted: “My farm is a form of share farming. I didn’t have the money
to buy land and set a farm. Eventually I met a farmer that was about to retire and had no
successor. We agreed that he will give me the farm and all the infrastructure (machinery,
buildings, irrigation system) and in exchange I will pay him with a proportion of the olive oil
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production. I have to mention that we also have an agreement on the percentage each one
of us is paying for the inputs used”. The farmer in case 12 mentioned: “As I said before, I have
this door to door delivery system. It is a model with subscription where the consumers for an
annual fee, once a week receive or pick it up from the farm, a basket with milk, meat or any
other of the products of my farm. With this model, I bypassed are the middle-men in the supply
chain and reached directly my customers. This way I benefit from most of the value produced”.
The farmer in case 14 gave details about the model of CSA he established: “It is a model for
both the financing of the farm and the marketing of the production. I have signed an
agreement with families, households, people in the area that they are going to pay a fixed
amount of money every month and buy the whole production of the greenhouse. The amount
of money depends on their financial situation and needs in vegetables. Of course, at the
beginning of each cultivation season I present them the whole production plan where there is
the estimation of the production costs and of the expected yield”. Experimentation is also
related to the market testing of a business idea or of a new product prior to introducing it,
limiting thus the damages in case of failure. The farmer in case 9 noted: “I wanted to add to
the products I make and sell a traditional goat cheese, that is like a cream cheese. I was not
sure about the reception it would have, because its taste is quite strong. I couldn’t afford to
make large quantities of this cheese and push it to the marker, because if it wasn’t sold, that
would be a heavy financial blow. So, what I did was to make some kilos and give it for free to
the customers coming to the farm-shop, asking them to tell me their opinion about this cheese.
The reception was good, and I am about to produce the new cheese, in full scale”.
‘The use of ICT and media’ is the fourth most frequently mentioned learning-related activity
Interviewed new entrant farmers were adept at using ICT on their farms, particularly for
advertising the farm business and diversification activities. Also, the internet social media
various areas and secured a consolidated presence for the farmers and their collective or
individual activities. The same stands for the use of press and broadcast media, which allow
the farmers to advertise their farms, products and offered services and facilitate them to gain
voice and power. The farmer in case 16 noted: “The internet is like a window to the world. It
gives you the opportunity to overcome the limitations of space and time. I use the internet in
daily basis. I have a site where everybody can see what this farm is about and what is offering,
where I can communicate with customers, suppliers etc. and handle working issues. I also have
a page in Facebook for more direct interaction and I am a member in an on-line forum for new
entrant farmers. The latter is like a platform for meeting and discussing where we exchange
news, opinions, concerns”. The farmer in case 9 mentioned: “A few months ago, I received an
invitation to attend a TV show that is about agriculture and to talk about my story as a new
entrant farmer. It is a very popular show and as it is nationally broadcasted, I had the chance
to be seen from many people around the country. This was a very good advertisement for my
farm. Hence, I decided to get more involved with the media. I got in contact with journalists
from the local newspaper and I was given a weekly column where I write something like a
farm journal. A lot of people are reading my column and what is more important than the
promotional aspect is that I have a chance to raise a voice and this way people tend to
appreciate you and give you credit”
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The last learning-related work activity that resulted from the interviews is ‘acquiring
knowledge through training’. Here the learning process of the new entrants is more explicit,
intended and self-directed than the atypical work-place learning and it pertains the
engagement of the farmers in more conventional and formal educational and training
activities. These activities include courses, lectures and seminars about farming and
entrepreneurship, marketing, business skills etc., where they acquire, via a top-down process,
codified knowledge, relevant to these themes. This type of learning through training has also
a self-organised and self-planned aspect. In this case the interviewed farmers set the
boundaries and direct their own learning, by inquiring in specialised books, journals,
magazines, internet sources for information regarding developments in agricultural
production, trends in agri-entrepreneurship and marketing, subsidies, policies and so forth.
The answer of the farmer in case 4 is insightful: “I followed a seminar about innovative
cultivations and marketing of agricultural products. It was a series of two lectures where an
extension advisor provided information for non-conventional farming, like the super-foods,
pomengrate, snail-farming and so on and a so-called expert in marketing talked about tactics
that would add value to our products and would allow us to market them more easily. I paid
300 euros to attend this seminar that lasted only a few hours and listen to things that were
interesting on hand, but on the other they were too superficial and irrelevant with agriculture.
I don’t need anybody to tell me that I must add value in my products. I know this myself. What
I need is not a short seminar, but a proper training on e.g., promotion of agricultural products.
Everybody is talking about entrepreneurship in agriculture and about the need to train farmers
on entrepreneurship and all this hype resulted to a series of courses, seminars where most of
them are only good for the people providing the training, since they are making good money”.

5.5. Outcomes
This part is about the product bin of the 3-P model and it refers to the outcomes, the results
of the entrepreneurial learning process of the new entrant farmers. Table 10 presents the
six distinctive outcomes and their component dimensions, as they emerged from the
analysis of the recorded interviews, while table 11 provides the frequencies and
percentages of the interview quotes, indicating these specific outcomes.
Table 10: Outcomes of the entrepreneurial learning process of new entrant farmers as
mentioned in the interviews
Outcomes
Awareness and understanding

Components
-Situation analysis
-Context interpretation
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Decision making and problem solving

- Complex problem solving
-Exploit rather than avoid obstacles and
uncertainties
-Start with means rather than end goals
-Handling pressurised conditions
-Trial and error learning

Entrepreneurial identity

- Ecological entrepreneurship
- Culture economy entrepreneurship
- Resource exploiting entrepreneurship

Marketing approach

- Territorial quality marketing
- Alternative supply, distribution, communication
networks

Operational philosophy

- Balance between exploration and exploitation
- Dynamic capabilities to reconfigure farm resources
and routines
- Learning from mistakes and failures

Teamwork

- Take advantage of relationships rather seeking to
compete
- Engage in and promote social learning

Table 11: Frequencies and percentages of the outcomes of the entrepreneurial learning
process of new entrant farmers as mentioned in the interviews (n=18)
Outcomes
Entrepreneurial identity
Decision making and problem
solving
Awareness and understanding
Operational philosophy
Marketing approach
Teamwork

n
84
78

%
23.6
21.9

67
56
49
22

18.8
15.7
13.8
6.2

356

100

The most quoted outcome of the entrepreneurial learning process of new entrant farmers is
‘entrepreneurial identity’, indicating how the new entrant farmers perceive themselves as
entrepreneurs and how this self-identification shapes the way they behave and operate in the
entrepreneur’s role. The interviewed farmers identify themselves as ecological entrepreneurs
(Marsden and Smith, 2005), indicating entrepreneurial activities which are socio-ecological,
in the sense that are committed to preserving cultural, ecological and environmental
integrity, yet find new pragmatic ways to create economic benefits for the farmers. These
activities of ecological entrepreneurship require innovations in the mechanisms for
58

Chapter 5: Results

distributing value and they involve multi-functional forms of value-capture. Another
component comprising the entrepreneurial identity of new entrant farmers is culture
economy entrepreneurship. This is entrepreneurship through culture economy (Rae, 1998),
where economic activity is re-formulated to be based more firmly on local resources, physical
and human. The new entrant farmers incorporate the local cultural markers into their
products and services, in an attempt to build a local identity that will serve as the core of
development. Finally, new entrant farmers appear to be resource exploiting entrepreneurs.
In other words, they are motivated to use the unique place-based or skills-related resources
of the overall farm context (i.e. farm location, know-how, networks). The farmer in case 12
commented: “My philosophy as a farmer has these three pillars: to take advantage of the
unique resources of this place, in terms of climate and know-how, since it is the only place in
Greece where you can raise buffaloes; to capture the value of my products from being lost to
the down-links of the value chain and that is why I have this door to door delivery system and
to sell this place, this territory via my products and vice versa”. The farmer in case 4
mentioned: “Here in the area there is a very old traditional technique of cultivating the vines,
that minimises the external inputs. You only use what is produced within the farm, for example
compost made from grape remnants. Also, the use of machinery is limited. You work a lot with
hand tools. Yes, this technique is retro and very knowledge intensive. But on the other hand,
it saves me money and what is more a wine that is traditionally produced is a good marketing
mantra”.
The second, in quotes, outcome is ‘decision making and problem solving’. It refers to the
course of action, the types of knowledge and information, the cognitive processes, the
strategic choices deployed by new entrant farmers during the problem solving and decision
making processes in the role of the agri-entrepreneur. The new entrants operate within a
bleak and turbulent socioeconomic landscape, formulated by the detrimental impacts of the
debt-crisis and the unsustainable Greek economic and agricultural growth model, where the
most striking features are the uncertainty, insecurity and ambiguity. Under these
circumstances, the farmers are daily confronted with a series of complex problems and
pressurised conditions. These complex problems and stressful situations are characterised by
a perplexed structure with interconnected intransparent dynamic variables, where there is
much ambiguity of how to be approached and solved. The interviewed new entrant farmers
mentioned that, whether desired or not, they embrace these complex problems and
ambiguities as an inextricable part of their modus vivendi as entrepreneurs. They feel
challenged by such situations and do not necessarily experience them as problems, but as
potential roots for entrepreneurial opportunities and as basis for developmental learning
activities. The main component of the tactic used by new entrants to tackle the barriers
imposed by the complex problems and relief the constraints and restrictions they set, could
be described with the bird-in-hand principle. They engage in activities dictated by the means
under their control and allow longer-term goals to emerge as they exploit the specific means.
They select to exploit entrepreneurial opportunities that can be created with those means at
hand. The basic premise of their entrepreneurial decision making is based on what they afford
to lose instead of what they expect to gain. The decision making and problem solving
processes, where the new entrant farmers deal with unpredictable phenomena, unspecified
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or simply unknown goals and with an environment that is not independent from their actions
and decisions, underlies an experimental and iterative trial-and-error learning. The latter
could potentially facilitate opportunity creation, discovery and successful exploitation,
through a process of enactment.
The farmer in case 16 commented: “I don’t make long-term plans for the future. I don’t say
that the next 3 years I will increase the number of my bee-hives, or build an expansion to the
hostel or make a shop in the farm. I can’t say something like that, because I don’t know if in 3
years I will have a farm. I can’t make plans for such investments, because I can’t afford them
financially, and moreover what I can’t afford is failing. Such a failure would close my farm.
What I do is to keep my far going day by day. For example, a few days ago, I sold my honey
production and this money allow me to cover the costs of the farm for the next year and make
a profit. This is my strategy, to guarantee the reproduction of the farm by internal means,
without having to borrow money or create debts. I stretch my hand, as far as where it is safe.
This year the honey from my bees proved to be a good product and I am keeping it as a
pathway. For next year, I am thinking of introducing some new activities in the hostel (horse
riding, guided tours in the mountains), but I must see if such a move is reasonable. You keep
what has proved to work and then cautiously you add new things.”. The farmer in case 4
quoted: “Having an agri-business in crisis-stricken Greece is like walking in a minefield; you
are not sure for your next step and you don’t know what even the next day will bring. Before
making a move or taking a decision you must be extra careful. You have to scan the
environment, analyse all the data at hand, take notice of the facts and then maybe you make
a choice. Of course, all these need a strong stomach and an ability to be ready for the
unexpected and to solve all kind of situations you don’t even imagine. It sounds and it is so
stressful and fearful, but what can you do? You embrace the situation as it is and you try to
make something out of it. Or it makes you constantly analyse and analyse and there is this
saying, that too much analysis brings paralysis.”
‘Awareness and understanding’ is the third most quoted learning outcome. The uncertainty
of the entrepreneurial ecosystem, where the new entrant farmers operate, requires on their
behalf a tentative analysis of the routines and more long term situations they are facing and
an elaborate interpretation of the overall context. It is necessary for them to be aware and
understand the nature and management of relationships, both internal and external to the
farm, they are engaged in; the way the self-interpret various stimuli and formulate intentions
to act on an opportunity idea; and the strengths, weaknesses, risks and priorities associated
with the modus operandi of the farm. The farmer in case 14 quoted: “I have a painting
hanging to the wall across my bed, so I can see it every morning I wake up. It shows Napoleon
the Great on a hill thoroughly inspecting the field before a battle and discussing with the
officers around him about the tactics they are going to implement. I know it sounds naïve, but
the theme of this painting is in parallel with what I am doing as an agri-entrepreneur. Every
single day I am reflecting on how this farm is operating. I am thinking of what works well and
should be enhanced; what is problematic and I must improve it or change it; what are the
most serious risks and most pressing priorities; what are the socioeconomic conditions and
how they are affecting the farm; what could be a marketing opportunity; how I am interacting
with my customers or the people working in the farm. Every single day you must evaluate the
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situation, revise your approach, and be ready to change. What was working till yesterday,
maybe today is not useful any more.
‘Operational philosophy’ is the next outcome, emerging from the learning process. It refers to
how the strategies, tactics, mindset, perceptions comprising the entrepreneurial philosophy
of the new entrants are materialised into certain operational actions during the process of
creating, defining, discovering and exploiting entrepreneurial opportunities. The interviewees
mentioned that they implement a balanced mixed between exploitation and exploration or
in other words between production and learning. They do not identify a trade-off between
these two processes, but they rather perceive them as supplementary. This implies that they
maintain and refine existing procedures and practicalities locked-in previous organisational
patterns and developmental paths, which have been proved to be fruitful and effective for
the operation of the farm. In parallel, they are engaged in activities pertaining
experimentation, variation, risk taking, and innovation. Furthermore, the interviewed farmers
as owners of newly established and resource constrained firms, operating in an unpredictable
fluid environment, emphasised their willingness not to create ‘once-and for-all’ solutions or
routines, but to productively revise, reconfigure and redevelop existing routines, resources
and the abilities they have developed as entrepreneurs and embed the changes into the farm
operational system. These dynamic capabilities (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000) which facilitate
the development of other competencies, form the foundation of new entrants’ knowledge
bases and allow them to pursue opportunities in new and potentially effective ways (Zahra et
al., 2006). An element that strongly influences and facilitates the development of dynamic
capabilities is the propensity of new entrant farmers to learn from venture failures they have
experience prior entering agriculture and from mistakes during their current activity as agrientrepreneurs. The interviewed farmers recognise that whilst failure is a painful and
damaging experience, there is substantial information, learning and knowledge contained
within this experience. They perceive failures and mistakes as learning journeys with certain
learning dynamics and potential, which can serve as stepping stones to spot new
opportunities and improve the processes of the farm enterprise (Cope, 2011; Petkova, 2008).
The farmer in case 3 commented: “During last year, I received quite a lot of requests from my
customers asking for mushrooms and more specifically for hydroponically cultivated
mushrooms. It seemed as a good opportunity since there was a specific market need.
Hydroponic mushrooms could also be marketed as an innovative product, since there was no
such thing in the Greek market. Usually when you have a specific market demand and the
potential to deliver an innovative product, it is a money-making combination or at least that
is what the theory about marketing dictates. On the contrary I believe that being innovative
or delivering a product or a service answering to a demand of the market does not necessarily
mean that it is a viable and profitable choice. I don’t even think it is per se an opportunity.
Therefore, I started to analyse if and how my farm could launch a production of mushrooms.
I found out that was not feasible. Establishing a hydroponic system was too expensive.
Furthermore, the routines and resources of the farm were oriented towards vegetable
production, and adjusting them to mushroom cultivation would be extremely time, money and
knowledge consuming. Therefore, I rejected the idea to get involved with mushrooms.
Perceiving something as opportunity does not mean that you are obliged to pursue it or that
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it is per se something positive and promising. You must be willing of realising what it seems
like an opportunity and what is more to find out if you are capable to make all the necessary
changes in the resources and routines of your farm that this opportunity entails. Of course,
even if you are capable of changing things in the farm or in the way you operate, that does
not mean necessarily that it will be positive in the long term.” The farmer in case 6 was asked
to give more details about his phrase “I am doing well with this farm, because 12 years ago, I
lost a restaurant, 1 million euros and a marriage” and he mentioned this: “In 2005, a good
friend proposed to me to be her business partner in a restaurant with Chinese cuisine she was
about to open and I agreed. Now that I am thinking of that decision it seems so stupid, because
all my life I was a plumber and I had no idea about restaurants. Back, then though it seemed
a promising idea, because it was the period of the fat cows when people in Greece had a lot
of money to spend. Also, Chinese cuisine was quite popular as something exotic. I invested all
my savings, I took a big loan from the bank and I became the owner of a luxurious restaurant.
Less than a year later my business partner committed suicide and I was left shocked, alone
and helpless to handle a company I was completely unaware how to do it. Six months later
the restaurant went bankrupt. I lost all the money I had invested; I had to work 16 hours a day
as a plumber for the next 6 years to pay back the loan and the debts from the restaurant; and
moreover, the shock and the grief from the bankruptcy was so huge, that my wife had a
nervous breakdown and she divorced me. I spent quite some time blaming myself and
regretting for this decision. The next stage was to probe questions to myself of what I have
done, what was my role in the demise of the restaurant, what could be handled differently.
For me the question was not about the bankruptcy per se, but about the processes and the
reasons that led to this result. I tried to find an active way to make sense and meaning of this
failure, by focusing on why and not how-to. This was the only way for me to work through out
of this failure and be able to move forward, instead of constantly focusing back. The
bankruptcy of the restaurant stigmatised my life and I haven’t fully recovered yet. On the other
hand, it was a fundamental learning experience, and the lessons I learned allow me now to
cope quite well with my farm.”
The fifth most quoted outcome of the entrepreneurial learning process is the marketing
approach. The marketing strategies and tactics adopted by new entrant farmers are closely
related to the components constituting the farmers’ entrepreneurial identity. Their essence
could be described by the notion of territorial quality. The consciousness-raising on the
locality of the farm context is used by the interviewed farmers as a marketing tool that aspires
to ‘sell the place’. The products and the services of the farms are linked with the territory and
to cultural markers or local images such as local food traditions and heritage. There is also a
focus on promoting production processes that are socially and environmentally sustainable
and friendly to the consumers. The targets of commoditising the place are the consumers of
the farm products and services. The targets can also be the various policy-making bodies
(regional and state governments, the European Union, etc.) which the new entrants want to
influence with their own agendas and extract benefits (e.g. subsidies). Moreover, the new
entrants mentioned that in order to overcome the difficulties of integrating in the established
supply chains and to reduce the economic value of their products that is lost to down-stream
stakeholders, they get involved into networks of producers, consumers, and other actors that
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embody alternatives to the more standardized industrial mode of food supply (e.g. pick your
own initiatives, farm shops, farmers markets, box schemes, community supported
agriculture), which exclude the middlemen, increase the proximity between producer and
consumer and enhance their relationship and communication.
The farmer in case 11 was asked to further comment on his phrase “My sun-dried tomatoes
are linked with this place and its people”: “As a new entrant farmer I am small and a newcomer
to the region. Moreover, it is very difficult to find a place in the market. Nobody know you or
what you produce. So, you must find something that you will give you an advantage, that it
will make the difference. My advantage is this place, that is famous for the local tomato
variety and its people who cultivate these tomatoes for decades. My tomatoes represent the
natural resources of this area, the soil, the sun, the climate. In a vase of tomatoes, you can
find the culture, the know-how, the heritage of the people. That is why I said that the tomatoes
are a link. This link is the main motto for my marketing strategy. The benefit is not only for
me. The tomatoes are a development vehicle for the whole region. I sell my tomatoes to local
restaurants and grocery stores, every year with the cooperation of the municipality we
organise a festival for the cultivation of this variety, there are courses teaching the technique
of sun-drying and so forth. So, the whole are makes money from the tomato”. The farmer in
case 1 commented about her marketing approach: “You cannot expect to compete following
the rules of the game, where the customer will find your product in the shelves of a super
market or a beauty shop. No, you must go to the customer or bring him/her to you. You must
find a way to transfer convincingly the message of your product. Here in the farm we have the
shop where we sell most of our yield of herbs and most of the products we make from herbs
(soaps, creams). The customers coming to the shop, have the chance to see how we operate
the farm and with what environmentally friendly ways we produce our herbs. They can taste
and try our products. They can share their opinion and give us insights for their needs and
wishes. Out of this interaction we came with the idea to launch an e-shop, because many of
our customer are only tourists in the island during the summer and they want to have our
products all year long.”
The last outcome that emerged from the interviews is ‘teamworking’. The entrepreneurial
identity of new entrants, that gives prominence to the locality, should be seen as Janus-faced
phenomenon. On one hand, as it was already mentioned, it looks outwards in order to ‘sell’
the area to the ‘extra-locals’. Simultaneously, it looks inwards to recruit various territorial
actors into a fundamentally network-based form of entrepreneurship. The perception of
agricultural entrepreneurship as a collective localised process allows to build and cement
mutually beneficial relationships between new entrant farmers, suppliers, consumers,
scientists, state authorities, extension agents, professional advisors, NGO’s and policy makers.
In this view of agri-entrepreneurship, as defined by the qualities of the networks between
interrelated actors with privileged access to intellectual, financial and cultural resources, one
could identify ideal environment for both the sedimentation of social capital and for the birth
of entrepreneurial opportunities. Within this context of interaction between new entrant
farmers and the territorially defined actor networks, the various geographical, industrial,
organisational, and institutional proximities and interrelations of the local milieu are
perceived to be instrumental in facilitating the emergence of shared patterns of behaviour
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and cognitive rules, which in turn underpin a collective learning processes. This form of social
learning promotes a collective habitus amongst new entrants and other actors and this could
be perceived as the key element for economic development and entrepreneurial
opportunities initiatives (Mckeever et al., 2014, Sol et al., 2013; Wals et al., 2014).
The farmer in case 7 mentioned: “When I came to this area I was carrying with me my culture,
my mentality, my values, my previous experiences. The same stands for the local people, they
have their own culture, philosophy and values. Moreover, they have a shared understanding
of how this place works and they can act naturally within this context. As a newcomer, I didn’t
have this capacity to understand. So, I had to engage with these people and this place. If I had
a chance to be accepted in this area as a farmer and as a person it was necessary to combine
my past with the collective yesterday of these people and to understand the rules of the local
game. I had to be embedded as a local rural entrepreneur and not as entrepreneur of the rural.
Of course, it is easier to be said than to be done. Unfortunately, there is a huge lack of a
cooperation spirit. Us Greeks hate to cooperate with each other and get involved in something
collective. I remember the other day I was discussing with some chestnut and walnut farmers
of the area, to set up a group of nut producers and one of them told me this: What is this
nonsense about a cooperative? I won’t make you rich with my sweat.”. The farmer in case 6
commented: “As I said, with stakeholders of the area we are about to launch a cooperative.
This means that people with different perspectives, views, interests, we are going to sit down
and try to create a shared framework and build some trust. If we will be able to overcome our
differences or the messy character inherent in these multi-actor processes, if we will be able
to set some rules governing our interactions and conducts, that is an issue. I think that if the
project of the cooperative succeeds it will be beneficial for the region too. If the farmers, the
retailers, consumers, local entrepreneurs, municipal authorities, advisory services, experts
from the academia, engaged in this cooperative will be able to create an operational
supportive body, that not only promotes legumes but moreover create innovations and
knowledge on how successful collaborations on agriculture could be successful, that will be an
asset for similar attempts and for the development of the region. It is important for the
interaction between different stakeholders to have an institutional framework to build on.
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6.1. Introduction
In 2008, Greece entered a deep recession that rapidly was morphed into a severe debt crisis,
from which the country is still struggling to emerge. Nine years of crisis accompanied by
draconian austerity measures resulted into spiralling unemployment, poverty, brain-drain of
high-skilled manpower and political turmoil (Christopoulos et al., 2014) l. Within this bleak
context, a trend, with rather productivist characteristics and an engaged relationship with the
land, is being realised. True to the spirit of this ‘back to the land’ movement, people with no
relevant prior professional experience, get involved in agriculture, by starting their own
agricultural firm and seeking to agriculture both a refuge from the severe consequences of
the debt crisis and a window of opportunity.
These crisis-led new entrant farmers are called to operate not only within the frame of the
Greek debt crisis, but also under the economic and productive restructuring of European
agriculture as it is resulted from the liberalization of agricultural markets and the reforms in
the Common Agricultural Policy (Bailey et al., 2016), that calls for closer and more strategic
integration of farming within wider rural development initiatives. The erosion of the
agricultural exceptionalism together with the so-called squeeze on agriculture, both force and
motivate the new entrant farmers to go beyond the traditional roles, attitudes, and business
practices of conventional farmers, and develop entrepreneurial behaviour and mentality to
remain competitive and sustainable. The novel agri-entrepreneurial model, increases the
entrepreneurial opportunities for new entrants and specifically urges them to focus on the
identification, evaluation and pursuit of new business opportunities for niche products and
markets, for adding value to their products and for diversification into non-farming
enterprises.
It is exactly this process of opportunity development, where entrepreneurial ideas are
shaped, discussed, interpreted and evaluated in an iterative dialogue between the individual
farmer and his/her social environment, that stands in the core and defines the concept of
agricultural entrepreneurship. Furthermore, the art of identifying, creating and pursuing
entrepreneurial opportunities is a dynamic, both individual and socially situated, sense
making process of the new entrant farmer, and therefore it underlies a learning process. It is
an entrepreneurial learning process, where the ‘entrepreneurial’ part clearly indicates that it
is learning to recognise and act on opportunities, through farm venturing, thus initiating,
organising and running a farm. The entrepreneurial learning process, through which the new
entrant farmers acquire the skills, knowledge, competences and identities necessary to the
entrepreneur’s role is a socially situated phenomenon, that emphasises both the
characteristics and learning strategies of the individual farmer and the strong dialectical
relationship between the farmer/learner and the broader work environment in which (s)he is
engaged in.
To contribute to the fields studying the development of entrepreneurship in agriculture and
the involvement of new entrants into the European primary sector, this thesis picked-up the
torch from the studies calling for more research on the topic of entrepreneurial learning and
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for further examination of the learning process in different farms, regions and European
countries. Thus, this thesis focused on the entrepreneurial learning process, underlying the
involvement of Greek crisis-led new entrants into farming and the development of
agricultural entrepreneurship through the performance of tasks and activities in the
entrepreneur’s role. The idiosyncratic demographic, educational, cultural and professional
background of the new entrant farmers, alongside the overarching sociocultural and
entrepreneurial ecosystem of Greece, the paradox agricultural model of the country and the
uncertainties of the biological processes inherent in agriculture create a reality not present in
previous studies and thus provide a fertile ground to unveil and understand the
entrepreneurial learning process of new entrant farmers. Therefore, the following research
objective was formulated:
Exploring in depth the factors influencing the entrepreneurial learning process of Greek crisisled new entrants into farming.
The objective was broken down into three different research questions, each of them
focussing on a specific set of factors, influencing entrepreneurial learning, based on the logic
of the 3-P model of workplace learning, with the three bins of learning-related factors, namely
presage, process and product factors.
In this we answer the research sub-questions which were posed in chapter 1.

6.2. Research question I
I. Which individual and work environment factors influence the
entrepreneurial learning process of the crisis-led new entrant farmers?
Although all the individual and work environment factors that emerged from the analysis of
the interview data have their own role in the entrepreneurial process, we choose to discuss
only those particularly salient in this research, when considering findings from other contexts
(e.g. general and agricultural entrepreneurship). We should mention that the criterion for
eliciting factors is not their percentage of frequency in quotes, but how distinctive, important
and influential they are for the entrepreneurial learning process of new entrant farmers.
The analysis of the interview data yielded six individual learner factors, which in descending
order of frequency in quotes, are: entrepreneurial agency, prior knowledge and experience,
entrepreneurial risk perception, personal values towards farming, perceived social
competence and finally learning agency. We deem that two are the individual learner factors
that need to be highlighted, namely: entrepreneurial agency and entrepreneurial risk
perception. These two factors not only encapsulate all the motivational and psychological
constructs which urge new entrants to get involved into farm venturing in a time of crisis, but
furthermore they are indicators of certain entrepreneurial components which allow farmers
to operate as agri-entrepreneurs within the weak and recessionary Greek environment.
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‘Entrepreneurial agency’, refers to the individual entrepreneurial intention of new entrant
farmers, thus to their awareness and conviction to get involved into the action of starting-up
and operating a farm-business. The involvement of new entrants into farming and the
subsequent performing of entrepreneurial tasks and activities is not a mere conditioned
response to a stimulus, but an intentional planned behaviour towards the career choice of
being an agri-entrepreneur, especially in a context of economic crisis, recession and
stagnation. The entrepreneurial agency factor has a certain predictive capacity in explaining
the entrepreneurial intention and behaviour of crisis-led new entrant farmers and therefore
facilitates us to understand and explain with a more insightful way the underlying learning
process. The interviews showed that the establishment of a farm venture encapsulates three
attitudinal antecedents of entrepreneurial agency, which are formulated by the various
attitudes, beliefs, needs, desires and demographics of the new entrants. The first two are the
perceived entrepreneurial desirability and feasibility of being an agri-entrepreneur,
constructing the personal attitude of the new entrant about getting involved with agriculture.
Perceived desirability pertains to the extent to which agri-entrepreneurship is a valid career
option for the individual. In turn, perceived feasibility pertains to whether the individual
believes he or she has the necessary capabilities, resources and opportunities to be successful
as a farmer. Perceived feasibility is related with the notion of self-efficacy, the third
component of entrepreneurial agency that was elicited from the interviews. A resilient sense
of efficacy provides the new entrant farmer with the necessary staying power in the arduous
pursuit of entrepreneurial opportunities. These perceptions of desirability, feasibility, selfefficacy, are representations of the external environment around the new entrants, captured
through their senses and consciousness. They are a subjective interpretation of reality, and
therefore do not necessarily reflect objective circumstances. But the recognition of
opportunities and their transformation into entrepreneurial activity, and thus the
entrepreneurial learning process of the new entrants, depend upon these individual
subjective perceptions and evaluations.
From what it was shared during the interviews it could be concluded that there is no common
pattern of entrepreneurial agency amongst new entrant farmers. The perceptions
formulating the entrepreneurial agency of interviewed new entrants to get involved into
agriculture, are not dictated by the necessity pushed/opportunity-driven dichotomy but they
are a combination of both ‘push’ and ‘pull’ motives. It is characteristic that in some cases
these ‘push’/pull motivational constructs co-exist even in the same interviewee. Hence,
amongst crisis-led new entrants there are several gradients of entrepreneurial intention,
ranging from voluntary entrepreneurship in a poor environment, to relative necessity
entrepreneurship and even absolute necessity entrepreneurship. What is common though,
despite the point of departure of the entrepreneurial intentions of the new entrants is the
positive perception of desirability, feasibility and controllability of what pertains to be a selfemployed farmer. The interviewees even though if they are involved into farming out of
absolute necessity, they do not consider this option as a refuge and as a last resort out of
unemployment, nor as an adverse turn in their lives. Furthermore, even in case they have
certain doubts about their efficacy in regard with the modus vivendi of an agri-entrepreneur,
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they are aware that in the context of the Greek debt-crisis, sticking to the entrepreneur’s role
is a necessary-even not sufficient- precondition for them to remain viable as farmers.
The second individual learner factor we choose to highlight, namely ‘entrepreneurial risk
perception’, is about the assessment of the extent and controllability of risks, inherent in
pursuing entrepreneurial behavior as a new entrant farmer. From the interviews with the
crisis-led new entrant farmers, two elements comprising the psychological construct of
entrepreneurial risk were identified: risk as an opportunity, focusing on the positive aspects
of risk; and risk as a threat, focusing on the downside of risk. This psychology of risk predicts
the entrepreneurial intentions of new entrants and it is an important factor in understanding
their entrepreneurial behaviour, since there is a direct link between the perception of risk and
the entrepreneurial intentions. When new entrant farmers perceive risk as an opportunity, a
bias to act is created and thus their entrepreneurial intentions are enhanced. On the contrary,
when they see risk as a threat they tend to get reluctant and focus on analysis and planning
and therefore the entrepreneurial intentions are inhibited. What is more, amongst the
interviewed farmers the perception of risk as an opportunity is predominant. The new
entrants seem to wear rose-colored lenses and perceive lower levels of risk, associated with
farm venture creation and operation, overestimating also their chances of success as agrientrepreneur. This pattern of perceiving risk as an opportunity should be related with the
explicitly stated belief of interviewed new-entrant farmers that in the context of the debtcrisis the risk of them losing an opportunity is much worse than failing as entrepreneurs. The
specific risk-perception on behalf of new entrants defines the pool of entrepreneurial
opportunities they identify and pursue.
During the interview process, what emerged as an important question to be answered was
not only whether, how and what new entrant farmers learn, but moreover where they learn
in terms of the role of the work environment as an arena stimulating or hindering the
entrepreneurial learning process. The interviews yielded three work-environment factors,
which in order of descending frequency are: interaction with the network of weak ties,
interaction with the inner circle, and task-related characteristics.
We consider that the work-environment factor, that is worthwhile to be underlined is
‘interaction with the network of weak ties’. It refers to the dyadic, non-affective, loose
relations, which the new entrants develop with a series of actors belonging to open bridging
social networks going beyond farmers’ direct social circle and agricultural domain. These
weaker ties pertain several heterogeneous vertical linkages with chain partners, established
local farmers, governmental and municipal authorities, people from the media (journalists).
advisory and extension networks, peer new entrant farmers within and outside the region of
the farm, entrepreneurs outside agriculture used as mentors, and critical contacts established
prior to entering agriculture. The strength of these weak ties is that they facilitate the new
entrant farmers in seizing a range of tangible (e.g. finance) and intangible resources (e.g.
reliable or exclusive information, experience), which otherwise would be inaccessible or
would come at a high cost and hence they play an important role in the entrepreneurial
process and outcomes. From an entrepreneurial point of view, the social capital accumulated

69

Chapter 6: Main findings answering the research questions

in these networks of interaction with the weak ties is crucial in the farm venture start-up and
in the identification and exploitation of entrepreneurial opportunities.
The fact that the ‘interaction with the network of weak ties’ is the most quoted workenvironment factor, is somehow paradox considering the relevant literature and research
that indicates the strong familism and very low social capital which characterise the Greek
society and agriculture. This trend of new entrants to networking ‘away from home’ shows
that the farmers recognise that relying overly on family relationships and in general on
homogeneous bonding social capital has some certain threats and obstacles for the
entrepreneurial learning process, such as the narrow horizon of information and resources
and the pressure of conformity. Furthermore, they acknowledge that the key to learning in
the entrepreneur’s role lies to more distant and less embedded ties, where there is more
room for experimentation and a broader range of information and resources. Therefore, they
chose to cross and operate beyond the narrow farm context, and get involved into exploring,
connecting and interacting with more open farming and non-farming networks, such as are
the ties with chain actors, peer new entrants, established local farmers, local authorities,
journalists and so forth. This way, they expose themselves to a broader work environment
with certain potential regarding the fostering of the entrepreneur’s role and of the underlying
learning process.
Of course, the fact that the interviewed new entrant farmers are getting engaged and interact
with open social networks consisting of a diversity of ties, should not be perceived as leading
per se to a learning process, where individual farmers engage to learning and where the work
environment of the broader farm context affords learning opportunities. This form of external
interaction with the network of weak ties serves as a double-edged source. On the one hand,
weak ties provide new ideas and privileged information and resources to new entrants. On
the other hand, these open networks are subject to negotiated reciprocity, different social
norms, various values and equivocal interests. There are certain issues of trust, power
relations, conflicts and reliability. Furthermore, the new entrant farmers face two major
barriers when interacting with the external contacts; the liability of newness and the one of
smallness, since as agri-entrepreneurs they lack any track record and it is unlikely for them to
have any visibility. All these are potential hindrances to the entrepreneurial learning process
and they indicate that the learning richness and the affordances of the work environment
where the new entrant farmers operate, are not a static given reality, but they have a dynamic
nature.
As it was already mentioned from the analysis of the interview data an additional level of
factors emerged, called entrepreneurial and sociocultural ecosystem factors, which we
categorise as part of the presage factors. The entrepreneurial and sociocultural ecosystem
factors which were elicited from the interviews, descending from the most frequent to the
least, were: access to resources, legal and regulatory framework, access to information and
knowledge, cost of farming, regional characteristics and sociocultural legitimacy of farming
and agri- entrepreneurship. The first factor is the ‘legal and regulatory framework’,
encapsulating the contextual influences of laws, regulations, and policies on the modus
operandi of new entrant agri-entrepreneurs (Deakins et al., 2016). According to the
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interviewed farmers the specific overarching framework is least favourable for agriculture
and agri-entrepreneurship. They mentioned that the most hindering parameter is the
unstable, uncoherent tax system that is subject to constant changes and imposes draconian
taxation exceeding 50% of their annual income. Furthermore, there is a complex set of
institutions and actors, compiled by government authorities, agencies and non-governmental
organizations with blurred boundaries and overlapped responsibilities assigned to tackle
economic and social issues. Farmers’ ability to approach, interact and influence the
institutional system is very limited, since they perceive than any transaction with these
authorities is hindered by bureaucracy, power relations and institutional corruption. The
interviewed farmers, also, consider that there are no sufficient and effective policies
regarding the funding, support and promotion of agricultural entrepreneurship, while there
is no explicit governmental intention to mitigate the excessive corruption and bureaucracy.
Even the measures that are specifically targeted to support new entrants, as it is the measure
112 (§ 22 of Council Regulation 1698/2005 - Setting up of new farmers) that facilitates
farmers’ initial establishment, are ineffective (Kontogeorgos et al., 2014). The procedures of
applying to such schemes are extensively time consuming, while the inclusive criteria are too
rigid. What is more, farmers mentioned that getting the money from these measures is
subject to corruption and political interests and dependent on fragmented, clientelist and
uneven social protection which is often facilitated by the complicated legislative framework.
It is characteristic that only two of the eighteen interviewees were benefited from the
measure funding the start-up of new entrant farmers, a percentage that corresponds to the
national average given by PASEGES (Pan-Hellenic Confederation of Unions of Agricultural Cooperatives), (2013), where only 13.5 % of new entrants received CAP support measures.
Finally, the interviewed farmers highlighted that according to the CAP rules, they are not
eligible to receive payment entitlements from the national reserve, since as new entrants
they have no rights of inheritance.
The second factor we deemed important to mention is the ‘access to knowledge and
information’ and it refers to the adequacy of a dedicated agricultural entrepreneurship
support system. What was mentioned during the interviews is that the existing state and
private support system can provide mainly the conventional extension services. The extension
and applied research system covers the technical aspects of farm production, adopting an
approach relevant to the productivist model of agricultural modernisation, where nonconventional farming methods are considered as inefficient and where agricultural
entrepreneurship falls out of their remit. The state advisory and research services seem
reluctant to incorporate new knowledge relevant to the role of farmers as entrepreneurs and
reorient their philosophy from the supply-push provision of merely technical knowledge and
the one size fits all modernisation agenda. Furthermore, due to the cut backs imposed by the
Memorandum of Understanding they are severely understaffed and because of the neoliberal
policies many of them are privatised. As far it concerns the private advisory system, due to
the recent buzz around return to the land and agricultural entrepreneurship, several business
support centers have emerged. According to the farmers, even though these specialised,
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private agencies are declaring that they aim to stimulate the process of entrepreneurial
enskillment and business advice of farmers, they fail to capture the internal working and
enterprise culture of the farm ventures. Thus, they are unable to provide advice and services
to cater the tailored needs of new entrant agri-entrepreneurs. These private support agencies
are commoditised knowledge networks, where there are issues of power relations,
competition, hidden agendas and where services are oriented towards relatively well-off
farmers, neglecting the less resource-rich ones. What is more, the pluralistic system of
advisors is fragmented and disconnected, due to competition and epistemological differences
and the lack of an intermediary broker. Therefore, farmers mention to be lost amongst a
pleiad of available advisors and face serious difficulties to solve their business and
entrepreneurial queries.

6.3. Research question II
ΙΙ. Which activities, in the form of work related activities, influence the
entrepreneurial learning process of the crisis-led new entrant farmers?
During the interviews the new entrants highlighted a constant flow of work activities that
foster their learning process, from which they had to select actively which impulses to follow.
(see Table 8).
We focus on two specific learning-learning related activities; namely ‘experimentationimprovisation’ and ‘use of Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) and media’.
We do so, because we consider that the first represents the whole philosophy with which the
new entrants operate as farmers and entrepreneurs. As far it concerns the latter, the fact that
it is mentioned only from the 10 % of farmers (see Table 9) making it the penultimate in
frequency learning related activity, is a striking finding one would not expect, given the
importance of proper ICT use for the growth of entrepreneurship in rural areas and the high
education level of the interviewees (see Table 1).
In regard with ‘experimentation-improvisation’, the interviewed farmers noted that their
farms are resource-constrained enterprises in the early years of their operation. Therefore,
they are engaged in improvisation and trial-and error experimental learning, in order to
overcome resource scarcity, to deal with specific problems, as well as to create or respond to
new opportunities. The improvisation and experimentation occurs at the point of both design
and execution of tasks and activities in the role of the agri-entrepreneur. The new entrants
mentioned that they adopt improvisational, experimental routines, which allow for the
reconfiguration of the farm resource base, for the differentiation of the farm products and
services assortment and for the renewal of the organisational structure of the farm. These
routines include the adoption of end-user based business models, where the consumers are
not merely the last links in the supply chain, but crucial actors in the finance and marketing
of the farm. An example of an end-user based model is Community Supported Agriculture. In
this model, at the beginning of the production period the new entrant farmer sets up a
comprehensive production plan, estimating the yield and the production costs. A group of
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persons / households / families pays a fixed sum per month / per year and buys the whole
production to cover their personal food needs. The sum depends on personal needs and
personal economic conditions of the participating consumers and is calculated proportionally
to the overall farm production costs. The consumers can pick-up their products from the farm
or have them delivered at home on a weekly basis. The basic advantage of the system is that
it establishes a strong producer-consumer relationship, and that it lifts the economic pressure
from the new entrant farmer. The specific end-user based farm model, where the farmers
and customers are in close collaboration and interaction, facilitate another improvisationalexperimental activity. This activity is about the testing of a new product or service prior to
embedding into the market. The interviewed farmers mentioned that they test the new
product or service with processes of trial and error on the shop-floor, limiting thus the risk
and potential damages in case of failure. Other improvisational-experimental activities
adopted by new entrants, emphasise to add value in the products and services of the farms.
These include broadening and deepening processes, which allow the diversification of the
farm with the inclusion of new on-farm activities (e.g. agri-tourism) and the adoption of nonconventional production and marketing methods (local organic products, on-farm process,
short supply chains etc.). Furthermore, regarding the resource base of the farm, the new
entrants seem eager to increase the availability of the resources. Hence, they are flexible and
innovative in using creatively to new problems and opportunities, all the available resources
at hand, even the resources that others do not value or do not intend to use. Ways of
recombining and reconfiguring resources include finance strategies, like crowd funding and
crowd sourcing; methods for sharing resources, like land partnerships, equity partnerships
and share farming.
As far it concerns the ‘use of Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) and media’,
the utilisation of opportunities offered by ICTs promotes the introduction of novel
organisational and marketing methods, which facilitate new entrants to overcome the
barriers of the confined farm milieu, of the limited marketplace set by local markets and of
the bureaucratic institutional context (Stathopoulou et al., 2004). ICTs, also, enhance the
learning capacities of new entrants by improving access to a broader gamut of opportunities
and relevant information. The interviewees mentioned that they use ICTs to promote and
advertise their farms, products and offered services in broader audience and to market them
through novel platforms (on-line shops). Furthermore, they noted that ICTs are offering them
spatial and time flexibility in their tasks as farm-managers and agri-entrepreneurs. Finally, the
interviewed farmers mentioned that certain ICTs (e.g. social media) serve as virtual fora which
facilitate communication and relational support amongst new entrants and allow them to
gain voice in promoting their interests and issues of concern.
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6.4. Research question III
III. Which are the outcomes of the entrepreneurial learning process of
the crisis-led new entrant farmers?
The interviews yielded the following outcomes, which in descending row of frequency in
quotes are: entrepreneurial identity, decision making and problem solving, awareness and
understanding, operational philosophy marketing approach and teamwork. We turn our
scope to the factor called ‘entrepreneurial identity’, and this is because we consider that it
serves as an umbrella term incorporating all the other outcomes of the learning process, while
the farming action and thought it pertains, represents a new thinking in farming.
‘Entrepreneurial identity’ is about the self-conceptualisation of new entrant farmers. It is a
behavioural construct that dictates how farmers perceive themselves in the agrientrepreneur’s role and it captures the essence of entrepreneurship within the farm
enterprise. The entrepreneurial identity with which the interviewed farmers identify
themselves, constitutes of three interrelated and mutually supplemented components;
namely cultural entrepreneurship, ecological entrepreneurship and resource exploiting
entrepreneurship. In a turbulent economic and sociocultural context, as it is formulated by
the tripartite influence of the Greek debt crisis, the neo-liberal globalisation and the
agricultural modernisation, the new entrant farmers attempt to resist to the constraints set
upon farming and entrepreneurship by this least favourable and supportive ecosystem.
The response is to pursue some form of entrepreneurial identity where locality emerges as a
key consideration in the entrepreneurial process. The notion of local becomes potentially a
milieu for the re-assembling of resources and of value; a place for evolving new commodity
frameworks and networks; a place of defence from the devalorisation of agriculture. It is
perceived by the interviewees that the performance of their farm venture can best be
animated by basing entrepreneurial action on resources physical, human and intangible that
are indigenous to that locality. This is an approach to entrepreneurship that tries to raise the
consciousness of locality as the unit upon which the concept of agri-entrepreneurship may be
constructed. The new entrants use the plethora of traceable symbols and signs embedded in
the Greek cultural, physical, historical tradition in an attempt to commoditise local culture
and revalorise the geographical place of the farm through its cultural identity, as a potential
strategy for the development of agricultural entrepreneurship. Within the prism of their
entrepreneurial identity the new entrant farmers build upon notions of participation and
endogenous development, which involve the exploitation of human, natural, and economic
resources that are unique or distinctive to the geographically defined locality of the farm
context, and they explore unauthorized pathways to enhance the produced wealth, without
marginalising though the cultural, ecological and environmental capital.
New entrant farmers, by defining themselves as ecological, economy and resource exploiting
entrepreneurs they adopt entrepreneurial strategies stemmed from a complex, contested,
variable mix of productivist and non-productivist action and thought. New entrant farmers
adopt an entrepreneurial and farming model where the conceptualisations of what comprises
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‘productivist’ and ‘post-productivist’ can occur simultaneously—spatially as well as
temporally. In other words, they do not operate with the mindset of a pendulum that moves
between productivist and post-productivist line of thought, considering them as mutually
exclusive. On the contrary within the farming ventures of the interviewed farmers one could
recognise both what we call conventional productivist agriculture (e.g. arable crops) and
deepening-broadening farming processes, which forge synergies between agricultural
practices and different types of multi-functional activities (e.g. agri-tourism).
We believe that the entrepreneurial identity of new entrant farmers, dictating also their
marketing approach and operational philosophy, points to a certain direction and that is the
embedding of the entrepreneurship of new entrants to the sociocultural context, where the
farmers interact with all relevant aspects of this context. In this view, the entrepreneurial
learning is a reiterative process of embedding the practices in the role of the agrientrepreneur into the different sets of the socio-material context. (Methorst, 2016). This
context both enables and restrains the strategic decision-making pertaining the opportunity
identification, creation and exploitation and thus the underlying learning process of the new
entrants. We indicate that the embedding is a three-fold process, having three dimensions:
sociocultural, networks and resource embeddedness. The sociocultural dimension refers to
the social, political and cultural background of both the new entrant and of the context he/she
operates as agri-entrepreneur. Network embeddedness describes the full network of actors
the new entrant is involved in. Finally, resource embeddedness is about the resources
extracted from the embedding process.
Our research uses the term ‘embedding’ and not ‘embeddedness’, because the latter
represents a static state of being, and our goal is to give emphasis on the dynamics of an
active process that is object of agency. Furthermore, from what was mentioned during the
interviews, locality emerges as a key consideration in the entrepreneurial process, where new
entrants conceptualise themselves as rural entrepreneurs embedded in the place (rural agrientrepreneurs and not agri-entrepreneurs in the rural). The specific perception of
embeddedness introduces the risk of a binary division between ‘good’ local-embedded and
‘bad’ global dis-embedded entrepreneurship, as it is the case with food networks ((Sonnino,
2007). Embeddedness then easily becomes normative as it is seen as a ‘unique, distinguishing,
almost magical’ attribute of the entrepreneurial behaviour and strategic management of new
entrants. (Hinrichs, 2000; p. 297). Moreover, the notion of place has a dimension of paucity
and fixation. This further enhances our decision to speak about embedding as an evolving
process, to avoid dichotomy thinking and a cause and effect relationship (Morgan et al., 2006;
p. 166). Embedding offers a promising perspective in studying how a new entrant farmers as
an entrepreneurial agent relates his/her individual activities to the socio-material context and
how, in using the agency, the new entrant co-constructs the operational context, both in the
farm and in the wider context. It is within this embedding process where the new entrant
farmer formulates the spheres of influence for the perception of opportunities.
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This chapter is organised as follows. First, we present the main conclusions of this thesis.
Then, we reflect on the theoretical and practical contribution of this thesis. We end with
methodological reflections and suggestions for further research.

7.1. Conclusions
Now, that the sub-questions have been answered in the previous chapter, it is time to draw
final conclusions. We base these conclusions on the main research objective, formulated in
chapter 1: ‘Exploring in depth the factors influencing the entrepreneurial learning process of
Greek crisis-led new entrants into farming.’ This thesis set out to explore the learning process
underlying the engagement of Greek crisis-led new entrants into farming and their modus
operandi in the agri-entrepreneur’s role. In our analysis, we extracted several influencing
factors and outcomes of new entrants’ entrepreneurial learning process. At this section, we
will focus to extract conclusions only from those findings of our thesis, that we consider as
more interesting, indicative and important.
To start with the unfolding of the learning process at the individual level the interviewed
farmers possess a crystallised entrepreneurial agency, where the dichotomy
necessity/opportunity entrepreneurship is not mutually exclusive but is likely to be
simultaneously applicable. Therefore, we warn against the simplistic rhetoric that promotes
a weak dichotomy between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship and considers the
latter as synonymous with lower entrepreneurial feasibility and desirability, especially in
recessionary economic conditions (Block & Wagner, 2010; Davidsson, 1991; Giacomin et al.,
2011). This strong manifestation of entrepreneurial agency, further enhanced by the fact that
new entrants perceive risk as an opportunity that should not be missed, shows that the
entrepreneurialism of new entrant farmers is kind of evident and not in conflict with their
identity as farmers, as was the case with the multifunctional farmers in Seuneke’s (2014)
study. In new entrant farmers, farming is a relatively new attribute, and thus their mindset is
not propelled by the predominance of a strong production-oriented norm
Our findings, regarding the work-environment factors influencing the learning process, give
prominence to the interaction of new entrants with networks of weak ties; the series of
heterogeneous vertical linkages with several external stakeholders. The tendency of new
entrant farmers to cross and operate beyond the narrow farm context, and get involved into
exploring, connecting and interacting with more open farming and non-farming networks is
more evident, after the start-up phase, when the farm venture is already established, when
the benefits of the bridging social capital are more important in regard to the fostering of the
entrepreneur’s role. The fact that the ‘interaction with the network of weak ties’ is the most
quoted work-environment factor, is somehow paradox considering the relevant literature and
research that indicates the strong familism and very low social capital which characterise the
Greek society and agriculture. Of course, the engagement of new entrant farmers in open
social networks, should not be perceived as leading per se to a learning process, where
individual farmers engage to learning and where the work environment of the broader farm
context affords learning opportunities. This form of external interaction with the network of
79

Chapter 7: Conclusions and reflection
weak ties serves as a double-edged source. On the one hand, weak ties provide new ideas
and privileged information and resources to new entrants. On the other hand, these open
networks are subject to negotiated reciprocity, different social norms, various values and
equivocal interests. There are certain issues of trust, power relations, conflicts and reliability.
Furthermore, the new entrant farmers face two major barriers when interacting with the
external contacts; the liability of newness and the one of smallness, since as agrientrepreneurs they lack any track record and it is unlikely for them to have any visibility.
This thesis also indicated that, even though farming is promoted by the state and society as a
pillar for the future development of the country and agricultural entrepreneurship is gaining
ground in terms of social legitimacy, the legal and regulatory framework and the advisory
system are least appropriate and supporting. The latter is either stuck to a parochial extension
system or it provides irrelevant to farming, generic services. The former suffers from red-tape,
corruption and the consequences of privatisation and sever budget cuts imposed by the debt
crisis. The antinomy between the heavy promotion of farming as a viable opportunity out of
the crisis and the deficiency of rules, laws and advisors to support a farming endeavour, shows
eloquently the mentality characterising the realization of agricultural entrepreneurship in
Greece. The aforementioned antinomy is so blatant that one could even talk about social
engineering that is trying to manipulate people towards farming as a way to release the social
pressure from the consequences of the crisis.
The fact that the new entrant farmers are subject to the opposite forces of their strong
entrepreneurial agency, the high cost of farming and the least supportive framework urges
them to resort to the wisdom of the ancient Greek phrase stating that: “Poverty and necessity
are the mothers of invention”. This thesis brings out a series of experimental-improvisational
activities adopted by new entrant farmers. Amongst these activities, one could find business
models based in end users, processes aspiring to add value to the products and services of
the farms, testing prior to market introduction, and novel unconventional models for the
acquisition/allocation of the necessary resources. This approach to improvisation is
consistent with the literature which states that in new firms where resources are scarce,
which are financially fragile and especially vulnerable in periods and contexts of turbulence,
as it is exactly the case with the majority of the new entrants’ farms, their survival and future
existence in these situations depends on their ability to creatively re-adjust their resources at
hand and implement safe operational mechanisms which will reduce the failure risks (Grande
et al., 2011; Jones et al., 2014). Despite the high educational level and the spirit of innovation
and ingenuity characterising new entrants, the use of ICTs for the promotion of the farm,
access to markets and structure of organisational routines, is unexpectedly low. This has to
be attributed to regional differences in relevant infrastructure and personal perceptions
about the purpose of using ICTs in a farm venture.
In regard with the product component of the 3-P model, the outcomes of the entrepreneurial
learning process of new entrant farmers in terms of their entrepreneurial identity,
operational and marketing philosophy, decision making, problem solving, network relations
and so forth, signify a process of embedding of the new entrant as agri-entrepreneur into the
overall operational context. We described the process as three-fold
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Embedding (see figure 1), where the following general dimensions were recognised:
sociocultural, network and resource embedding. With the use of the analytical concept of the
three-fold embedding, this thesis provides a more holistic approach the concept of
entrepreneurial learning, where within the three dimensions of embeddedness encapsulate
the whole learning process. In other words, embedding mechanisms bridge the agency of the
individual with the structure of the context. The structure set the boundaries of a specific
room for manoeuvre for the new entrant in regard with the perceived entrepreneurial
opportunities. In turn, the farmer enacts the context via a series of activities and this enaction
results to certain outcomes. This iterative interaction of context-perceived room for
manoeuvre-enactment-outcomes crystallises the essence of the entrepreneurial learning
process.
Thus, it provides additional support and insights to the idea that there is a two-sided
relationship between entrepreneurial learning and the work environment (Rae, 2006,
Seuneke 2014). Our study demonstrates that via the embedding process there is a dual and
complementary dynamic circle between the learning process of the new entrant and the
context. On one hand, embedding explains how context provides certain reservoirs of
resources and opportunities to the new entrant and it is an important mechanism for the new
entrant farmer as entrepreneurial actor to identify, create, pursue and exploit the
opportunities and understand the protocols through which resources are distributed, shared
and put to use. On the other hand, the learning process underlying the enacted
entrepreneurialism of the new entrant, recreates, renews and reifies the identity and the
potential of the context as a learning environment.

Figure 3: The three-fold embedding process of new entrant farmers’ entrepreneurial identity
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7.2. Theoretical implications
This thesis should be perceived as, what in archeology is known as, an exploratory excavation
(Hester et al., 2009, p. 73). The latter is an excavation implemented in a novel site, in order
for archaeologists to examine the archeological potential it may have towards being a large
and promising excavation project. Of course, we do not claim that our thesis discovers
America regarding farmers’ entrepreneurial learning and entrepreneurship, in general.
However, we support that both the new entrant farmers, as the focus group of this thesis,
and the overall socioeconomic context of crisis-stricken Greece formulate a suis generis milieu
for the study of the entrepreneurial learning process. In such a context, our thesis comes to
dig-up the surface and explore, from a general and extensible point of view, the research
potential of a study about the learning process of crisis-led new entrant agri-entrepreneurs.
The findings from the study contribute to the extant pool of knowledge relating to agricultural
entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial learning. From a broad perspective, this thesis by
studying the learning process of new entrant farmers, it enhances the comprehension on the
drivers behind their entrepreneurial behaviour and it informs about the new entrants’
entrepreneurial quest for new opportunities; and thus, it advances the application of the
general entrepreneurship theory within the realm of agriculture. The study of the new
entrants’ entrepreneurial learning sheds light on the question ‘how farmers learn’, instead of
‘what they learn’ and in this line of argument it broadens the relevant theory on agricultural
entrepreneurship that has primarily been focusing on farmers’ entrepreneurial skills (the
‘what question’). Furthermore, our study giving emphasis to the work-related and social
aspect of the learning process, it responds to the calls for research that will take the focus
from the entrepreneurial individual and it will give emphasis to its socially mediated and
situated nature (McElwee, 2005; 2006; McElwee et al., 2006; McElwee & Bosworth, 2010;
Morgan et al., 2010; Phelan & Sharpley, 2011; Vesala & Pyysiäinen, 2008). Finally, regarding
the general theoretical contribution of this thesis, the study of the learning process in the
specific context, formulated by the dipole ‘new entrant farmers- Greek socioeconomic
context’ answers to the need for more empirical and context-specific research in different
farms, regions and European countries, to understand the role of learning in agricultural
entrepreneurship. (Baggen et al., 2016; Seuneke, 2014).
In terms of the 3-P model of workplace learning used in this thesis to describe the learning
process of the new entrant farmers we added an additional level of examination and analysis,
comprised by a set of factors constituting the sociocultural and entrepreneurial ecosystem,
where new entrants operate as agri-entrepreneurs. In order to further emphasise the learning
context as an arena of joint, work-related and socially situated learning process we attached
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the component of the ecosystem to the surrounding frame in figure 2. This way our thesis
explores the learning process beyond the social, technical and organisational boundaries of
the farm context (Seuneke, 2014).
The frame component of the sociocultural and entrepreneurial ecosystem could be also
found, even in a variant form, in studies (Tynjälä, 2013) researching the work-place learning
with notions of communities of practice, organisational learning and activity system. Our
study comes to support this line of research which accentuates that the social context and
the interaction of the owner-manager with a myriad of actors within and outside the farm
affect the entrepreneurial process in different ways. What is more at this point, is that our
thesis with the addition of the sociocultural and entrepreneurial ecosystem, it gives an
institutional perspective on the research of farmers’ entrepreneurial learning and agricultural
entrepreneurship in general (Bruton et al., 2010). This thesis, introducing macro-level factors,
as the cost of farming, the legal and regulatory framework, the legitimacy of farming and agrientrepreneurship and so forth, it explores the learning process through a lens of three
institutional pillars; namely the regulative, the cognitive and the normative pillar. In other
words, this way we examine how the institutional environment where new entrant farmers
operate, in terms of society’s regulations, supporting policies, favorable market incentives
and the availability of capital, culture, sociopolitical and cognitive approval from society and
its institutions toward agri-entrepreneurship etc., defines and limits entrepreneurial
opportunities, and thus affects the new entrants’ learning process.
This dynamic view of entrepreneurial learning via the lens of embedding, provides a relational
dimension to the learning process. It looks beyond entrepreneurial learning with context as
background, to envisage it as the engagement with place. With this contextually sensitive
view, this study perceives learning as the outcome of interwoven interdependencies between
structure and agency. Furthermore, the analytic tool of embedding of new entrants, enables
understanding on the depth and extent of the farmers’ ties into the context and the overall
mechanism of becoming part of the structure. The latter does not imply simply becoming part
of social networks, but that the new entrant farmer must understand, enact and sustain the
structure. We can postulate that this takes us beyond the theoretical realms of generalised
social capital justifications for the learning process in agricultural entrepreneurship. What is
more, our thesis raises theoretical views which challenge the need to view entrepreneurial
learning as more than simply the outcome of networking activities and of participation in
collective activities where issues like shared values, within-group trust, reciprocity and
bounded solidarity are still at stake and unresolved.
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7.3. Practical implications
The primary aim of our thesis was to achieve a better understanding of the entrepreneurial
learning of crisis-led new entrant farmers in Greece, underlying their engagement with
agriculture. Examining the learning process, beyond the interest from an empirical and
theoretical stance, it also has practical value. The study highlighted that the support new
entrant farmers receive, regarding issues of farming and entrepreneurship, is inadequate,
generic and difficult to access. The extension agents, advisors, researchers and practitioners,
comprising the support system, operate under a broader rural restructuring that represents,
as far as its relation to agriculture is concerned, continuity and change. Continuity, because it
is not an adieu to farming but it reproduces and reaffirms the central features of farming. And
change, because these basic features are at the same time transformed into a constellation
of individuals, resources, activities and processes that encounter each other and interact. This
in turn calls for a re-invention of the public and private support system and a new operational
rationale that will cater for diverse and complex queries (e.g. multifunctionality, less
dependency on external resources, improved use of internally available resources, new ways
to mobilize resources, new forms of cooperation, agri-entrepreneurship) and will secure
accessibility through inter-systemic and interdisciplinary co-operation. The support
organisations, instead of disseminating generic, ready-made, pre-defined solutions they
should co-create, alongside the farmers, collective interventions, which will respond to the
tailored farming and entrepreneurial demands of new entrants. This research has also
showed that a significant part of the new entrants’ activity in the role of the agrientrepreneur, and thus of the underlying learning process, is realised through relations with
networks of weak ties. However, networking and collective participation should not be
identified, a priori, with learning, since as it was frequently mentioned during the interviews,
conflicts, lack of trust, differentiated interests and unequal power relations, fester the
participative activities of new entrants and inhibit their learning potential. Therefore, advisory
services should acknowledge that merely enhancing networking activities and bringing new
entrant farmers and other actors together in multi-stakeholder settings is not per se
synonymous with collaboration and learning. Instead, they should deal with understanding
what networking means for each of one of the various actors involved. Furthermore, the
agents of the advisory system should organise spaces of safe conducting and discussion,
where through legitimate communicative interventions (e.g. storytelling), they will facilitate
the actors involved to break from their inclination to self-referential autopoiesis and work
through active listening, recognizing and valuing differences, critical reflection, mutual
interpretive frameworks, knowledge sharing and so forth. This, would potentially enhance
the information-sharing amongst stakeholders and increase the identification of
entrepreneurial opportunities. Of course, we do not deem to an idyllic prospect of consensus
and unanimity of goals, interests and perceptions. On the contrary, the existence of conflicts
and encountering interests has a lot of potentials, and a wisely meditated conflict negotiation
process could extract certain benefits, in regard with the entrepreneurialism of new entrants.
This thesis demonstrated the situated nature and the interaction between learning and the
work environment as learning context. With regard to educational practice, the learning
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process of new entrant farmers should be connected to their social, cultural, technical and
organisational contexts and farmers should be encouraged by to analyse their broad farm
context through a social and learning lens environment and understand how they can use and
shape the work context as learning milieu. Another step for those involved in agencies for
entrepreneurship education is that, as this research emphasised, the entrepreneurial learning
process of new entrant farmers is, at a big part, realised through iterative, atypical, routinized
work-related activities and it takes place in informal on-the-farming job settings. Hence, from
an educational perspective they could create educational settings, that would go beyond the
conventional top-down training of a classroom, and would be conducive environments for
learning about agricultural entrepreneurship, where the everyday conditions of the way of
living and working as a farmer and as an entrepreneur, will be simulated. The operational and
educational approach of Farmer Field Schools, could be used as an example to follow.
Last, but not least, our study highlighted that the excessive cost of farming, the heavy
taxation, the inadequate and inaccessible subsidies and support schemes, seriously hinder
not only the entrepreneurial modus operandi of new entrants, but undermine as such the
viability of their farms. Moreover, it was underlined that the entrepreneurial identity and
activity of new entrants undergoes a process of embedding within the territorial sociomaterial context. Consequently, and as the fundamental prerequisite for agricultural
entrepreneurship is the pre-existence of agriculture and farms, policy makers and authorities
should implement integrated entrepreneurial policies. The latter should attempt to provide
mechanisms for the coordination of local and regional actions at national and supra-state
levels. Therefore, the state and regional policymakers should asses the effectiveness of the
various policies implemented in safeguarding the start-up and further viability of the farm
ventures established by new entrants and in promoting their entrepreneurial culture and
learning. These supporting policies are of outmost importance considering that new entrant
farmers operate within an environment formulated by the impact of the debt crisis and the
deregulation of CAP, where in the future the subsidy payments will be phased out and thus
the subsidy ‘crutch’ for the farmers will be lost.

7.4. Methodological reflections
What was pivotal in our research inquiry, from the very first stages of this study, was to
understand how and what new entrant farmers learn, operating in the role of the agrientrepreneur. More specifically, we aspired to capture how the entrepreneurial learning
process is formulated by the dialectical interaction of the individual farmer/entrepreneurial
actor with the broad farm context and the overall sociocultural/entrepreneurial ecosystem,
and how it is crystallised into certain outcomes via an array of work-related learning
processes. Similarly, we wanted to examine how the learning process shapes, in its turn, the
farmer/learner, his/her multi-layered environment, the learning processes and the outcomes,
in a reiterative circle. This aspiration to understand the entrepreneurial learning in a more
holistic way, served as a guiding compass, when we set the research goal of this thesis and
we articulated specific research questions. Of course, it defined the methodological
perspective of the study, since the choice of method in any research should preferably be
guided by the problem, research objective and research questions in focus (Creswell, 2012).
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Boldly stated, research about entrepreneurial behaviour and the underlying learning process
has historically been dominated by functional assumptions, applying strong realist, positivist
paradigms. These paradigms consider that: “The phenomenon of entrepreneurial behaviour is
one phenomenon and it just has to be found” (Pittaway, 2000, p.153). As such, positivist
paradigms apply the ontological assumption of a realist, meaning that it is assumed that only
a particular reality exists and, hence, can be investigated to establish ‘truths’. This inhibits the
study of entrepreneurial learning because it expects consensus. Furthermore, positivism
argues that reality must be investigated through the rigorous process of scientific inquiry, by
empirically testing laws and relationships, and this restricts the knowledge on entrepreneurial
learning to things that can be counted. Finally, a positivist philosophical positioning claims
that only forces outside the individual's power control behaviour, neglecting thus the role of
human agency, that is crucial in the entrepreneurial learning process.
Therefore, we deemed that a paradigm stemmed from the perspective of social
constructionism can provide a foundation in our attempt to gain insights on the complex
interrelated constitutes of what is described with the generic term ‘entrepreneurial learning’.
The paradigm of social constructionism views the world as relative and locally constructed,
suggesting that it is possible for several different realities to co-exist. Truth and meaning do
not exist externally of this world, but are created by the subject’s interactions with the world.
Meaning is constructed not discovered, so subjects construct their own meaning in different
ways, even in relation to the same phenomenon. Constructionist research is more often
described as a type of effort to answer the questions of “what is constructed” and “how the
construction process unfolds’, and that is line with our overarching questions of ‘how’ and
‘what’, regarding the entrepreneurial learning process. Hence, constructionism helped us in
understanding entrepreneurial learnings because it does not assume that the learning
process of new entrants is one phenomenon, it would expect many phenomena and variation
in the usage of the word. The fact that this thesis adopted a constructionism stance, did not
mean that we claim to uncover any undiscovered truth existing in the world. Rather, the
attempt was to describe aspects of entrepreneurial learning within a contextual reality in a
way that makes sense. Furthermore, this research project was, to a high degree,
methodologically guided by the research questions posed, that meaning from the theoretical
perspective on the entrepreneurial learning taken in the thesis. We approached the learning
process of new entrant farmers from a sociocultural theoretical stance that views learning as
being situated in a social world as being constructed in interactions between individuals and
the context (Tynjälä, 2008; Gielen et al., 2003).
In line with this paradigm and theoretical perspective, we selected a qualitative approach to
inquiry, instead of a quantitative. The intention was hence not to measure, assess or evaluate
the entrepreneurial learning of new entrants, but to provide an in-depth and thick description
of the factors influencing the learning process. Therefore, we employed the case study
methodology as outlined by Yin (2014) who claims that it is specifically helpful to interpret
phenomena, although on the participants’ own terms. One major challenge in utilising the
case study methodology is usually defining the case (Yin, 2014). This was equally true in this
thesis. Our focus group was described as crisis-led new entrant farmers, that meaning people
84

Chapter 7: Conclusions and reflection
which got engaged in agriculture as full-time farmers without having any relevant prior
farming experience. Usually in literature (EIP-AGRI, 2016), new entrants are considered as exnovo farmers, this is to say that apart from the absence of professional experience, they also
lacked land, machinery and all the necessary for farming infrastructure. We did not use this
criterion in the selection of our cases, since it would narrow very much our selection pool.
It needs to be acknowledged that the findings of this thesis are based on empirical work
carried out among a relatively small selection of specific farm cases (18 farms), complying to
the criteria of the focus group. Hence, it could be supported that the amount of data collected
for this thesis is kind of limited (153 transcript pages). This could be regarded as a limitation
of our study. The decision not to gather extensive amounts of data was however a deliberate
choice as priority was given to sufficient time to analyze data, a strategy advocated by many
(Baxter & Jack, 2008). Additionally, there was an emphasis on the theoretical anchoring of the
data, analysis and findings which was given priority over large amount of data. Importantly,
the amount of data in the constructionist paradigm are not by default correlated to
methodological quality. Instead, priority is given to the extent to which the findings advance
our understanding of a phenomenon (Lincoln et al., 2011). In order to gather the data, we
conducted semi-structured interviews with the owners of the farms, using the Critical
Incidents Technique (CIT). We deemed that CIT was a useful to focus on specific issues and
situations faced by new entrants in the role of the agri-entrepreneur, allowing us to represent
the contextual nature of entrepreneurial learning and enabling the social constructionist
approach. The initial plan for the interviews, was us to visit some of the farms and conduct
the interviews in situ, while the rest would be realised during Skype sessions, depending on
practical criteria (e.g. accessibility due to the geographical location of the farm). After
conducting two Skype sessions and comparing the interview process and the outcomes with
the ones from the farm visits already made, we realised that interviews via Skype were
problematic and insufficient to establish a fruitful productive communication with the
farmers, due to the non-personal and indirect nature of this platform. Hence, we decided to
exclude Skype as a mean for the interviews, and instead to visit all the selected farms. That
gave us the opportunity to observe the farm context and activities, have a face-to-face
contact with the interviewees, and develop a more direct and personal communication, that
facilitated the interview process.
During the first interview, the farmer was struggling to understand our role as researchers.
She also faced troubles in understanding, the focal term of this thesis, the ‘entrepreneurial
learning’, while we found out that the term ‘critical incidents’ of the CIT led her to negative
undertones. Therefore, we repeated the interview, but prior to the process we attended to
resolve these misunderstandings. Hence, we clarified to the farmer that in this study we
assume the role of the independent data collector. We explained what entrepreneurial
learning is and how it is differentiated from conventional learning occurring in formal
educational settings. In our explanation, we used the operational definition of
entrepreneurial learning, that was adopted in this thesis, as learning related with activities
that involve the identification and development of ‘new goods, services, ways of organising,
market processes and raw materials through organising efforts that previously had not
existed’ (Shane, 2003, p.4). With specific examples, we made clear that what we define as
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entrepreneurial activity that is a vehicle for learning, is not the adoption of a new breed or a
new plant variety, but it should be found e.g. in the establishment of a hostel within the farm
or in the introduction of a process that differentiates a farm product and adds value to it.
Moreover, we tried to unveil the logic behind entrepreneurial learning as a situated
phenomenon, asking from the farmer to reflect on and describe their work and their broader
farm environments, in order for her to understand that entrepreneurial learning that not be
separated from the daily working activities, nor it should be limited to the narrow farm
context, as a mere work-place learning. Finally, we emphasised that ‘critical’ does not
necessarily refer to an incident of a negative character and that she should retrospect on
observable events of significance related to the aforementioned entrepreneurial activities
and/or distinctive stages in the developmental life of the farm (e.g. pre- and start-up phase).
This process was followed before, during and after each of the semi-structured interviews.
Regarding the credibility and quality of the collected data, we acknowledge that interviews
conducted with the CIT tend to yield subjective personalised data, which limit the analysis
only to the perceptions of the interviewees. These self-reported data are prone to inaccuracy
and biases. For the preventive procedures, which were implemented to mitigate these threats
we point to the explanatory process mentioned in the previous paragraph, where we mention
how we clarified to the farmers the research functions of this study and our role as
researchers. Method, data and investigator triangulation procedures is another measure to
deal with the fallacies of the self-reported data. None of these methods of triangulation was
adopted in our study and this could be considered as a limitation of this thesis. We did not
address other informants (family, business partners, employees) other than the interviewed
owners-managers of the farms, we only used the semi-structured interviews as sources of
information and the unique research method we used was the semi-structured interviews.
Another, disadvantage of interviews based on the CIT-technique is that they are retrospective
and respondents tend to present an idyllic, polished image of the past, focusing on and
exaggerating about their successes, while they overlook or minimise past failures. We
recognised that during some of the interviews the farmers were embellishing their responses
or they were presenting incidents that were not supported by the reality of the farm. The fact
that the author of this thesis has worked several years as a field agronomist and he also owns
a farm, gave him the opportunity to have an insightful view of the farmers’ mentality and way
of thinking, and therefore it was easier for him during the interviews to recognise the biased
responses of the interviewees. In order for us to exclude, to the extent it was possible, the
retrospection bias from the discussions, we asked from the farmers to give explicit
background details and examples and recall specific events when they were referring to
critical incidents, personal perceptions, learning activities and so forth. Moreover, we insisted
that they should give specific focus not only to the successes of their farm ventures, but y to
the failures. Of course, no matter within CIT if an event is characterised as critical or
significant, the interviewed farmers tended to elicit salient events and activities from their
lives as agri-entrepreneurs, neglecting thus sometimes the normal day-to-day practices with
important learning potential. It has to be noted, though, that the subjective nature of data
extracted by the CIT technique was something accepted in our constructionism-driven
approach. It was not our intention to analyse the entrepreneurial learning process of the new
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entrant farmers by providing influencing factors, which have the unanimous objective
appreciation and validity of universal natural laws. On the contrary, we aspired to explore
how the farmers structure their learning process in time and space, in regard to how their
reality and entrepreneurial behaviour is formulated in the interface of their individuality and
of the broader farm context.

7.5. Generalisability and recommendations for future research
Our whole inquiry in exploring the factors influencing the entrepreneurial learning process of
crisis-led new entrant farmers in Greece was realised within a spefic context. The boundaries
of this context were framed by the specific sociocultural and economic characteristics of the
new entrants and the country and of course by the impact of the debt crisis. Even though the
findings of this thesis cannot be and are not intended to be generalised, we believe that they
do not apply only to the specific context. Some of the characteristics of the focus group and
the Greek entrepreneurial ecosystem and certain results of this study correspond to the
broader phenomenon of new entrants engaging into agriculture, especially regarding the
countries of the European South, which they face a, more or less, similar to Greece, debt crisis
(EIP-AGRI, 2016; Pindado & Sánchez, 2017). Furthermore, due to the Greek crisis there is a
counterurbanisation trend, that is not just productivist (i.e. ‘back-to-the-land’) (Gkartzios,
2013), where the migrants establish small and medium enterprises (SMEs) especially in the
secondary and tertiary sectors (Gkartzios, 2015). The characteristics of these counterurban
migrants as nascent/novice entrepreneurs operating in the rural milieu, have similarities to
the context of our thesis, hence the analysis, the insights and the findings of our research
could be applicable in a broader sense. Despite their contextual specificities, certain elements
of the entrepreneurial learning process brought to light in this thesis seem initially to be
rather generic. Regardless of its specific context, the entrepreneurial learning process of the
new entrant farmers involves parameters, like the entrepreneurial and risk self-perceptions,
participation in social networks, receiving feedback, development of entrepreneurial identity,
which are commonly recognised, also in other studies of entrepreneurial learning and thus
they are relevant on a much broader scale. (Baggen et al., 2016; Lans, et al., 2008; Seuneke,
2014). Finally, the fact that we were able to use Rae’s (2006) trifold framework about
entrepreneurial learning that was developed in the context of emerging technology-based
entrepreneurs and that already has proved to be applicable in multifunctional farming as well
(Seuneke, 2014), confirms the generic character of our research.
As with most studies, this thesis did not only find answers but also showed how much there
is still to uncover. Thus, our attempt to examine the learning process of new entrant farmers
in their entrepreneurial role, could be approached as part of an on-going journey where the
answers found in this study, lead to new avenues for research. In this section, we therefore
give some suggestions for further research. Firstly, as mentioned in reflections of the
methodology, this thesis is based on a relatively small selection of 18 farm cases, established
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by crisis-led new entrant farmers in specific parts of Greece. Further research is therefore
needed to test the findings of this research and to examine the learning process of new
entrants in more detail in different farms and regions of Greece and of course in other
European countries.
A second line of research would involve a more longitudinal study of the entrepreneurial
learning process of new entrant farmers. The learning process is a highly dynamic
phenomenon. Over time the personal views, preferences and work-related learning activities
of the farmers, the farm context and the overall sociocultural and entrepreneurial ecosystem,
are gradually changing. Additional longitudinal work is therefore needed to generate a better
understanding of how the learning process proceeds and is shaped under the change of these
factors.
Thirdly, during the longitudinal study that could follow the evolution of the farm enterprise
over a period of 4 years, it would be interesting if the researcher was adopting the theory of
practice as a theoretical lens. The theory of practice stems from the work of Bourdieu (see for
example 1977; 1990; 1998) and the structuration theory of Giddens (1984) and according to
it, practices are the sites where understanding is structured and articulated, and that both
social order and individuality result from practices (Schatzki 1996). That means practices
stand in the intersection between agency and structure, thus individual actions are created
by practices, while social order comes into being through practices (Røpke 2009). This
approach is in parallel with how we unveiled the entrepreneurial learning of new entrants in
our thesis; as a process formulated by the dialectical interaction of individual learner
characteristics and parameters of the social context (farm context, entrepreneurial
ecosystem) and crystallised into certain outcomes via work-related learning activities. Hence,
if the researcher, within the temporal framework of a longitudinal study, adopts a theory of
practice approach and uses observations as a method, he/she would be able to see the new
entrant farmers ‘at work’ under different circumstances – on different occasions, in different
seasons and this would potentially allow him/her to interpret the essence of the
entrepreneurial learning process.
This thesis unveiled learning as a shared, work-related and situated phenomenon. To better
understand the entrepreneurial learning, future research should therefore not focus solely
on the individual new entrant farmer, who is the owner-manager of the farm, but include
more actors as the ones belonging to what was described in this thesis as ‘inner circle’ and
‘networks of weak ties’. Furthermore, exploring the collaborative learning of farmers with
various stakeholders would allow the researcher to examine if the three-folded embedding
process (sociocultural, networks and resource embeddedness) of the overall
entrepreneurialism of new entrant farmers is meaningful also in the environment of small
business outside the context of agriculture.
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