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Crowdfunding of GHG mitigation measures in agriculture: A feasible contribution
to the climate challenges? Sociocultural constraints and enablers in Norway

Maja Farstad (®) and Renate Marie Butli Harstad

Ruralis — Institute for Rural and Regional Research, University Centre Dragvoll, Trondheim, Norway

ABSTRACT

Agriculture is one sector under pressure when it comes to mitigation of climate change. To
overcome the economic barriers preventing greenhouse gas (GHG) mitigation measures from
being implemented, this paper explores whether crowdfunding could be a feasible solution to
this problem. The paper theoretically and empirically explores sociocultural barriers and enablers
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for crowdfunding aimed at agricultural GHG mitigation measures in Norway. The empirical analysis
is based on focus-group interviews with farmers as potential fund-seekers and citizens as potential
backers. The data are analysed in light of certain cultural characteristics previously identified as
typical for Norway. Our findings indicate that, while these cultural characteristics manifest them-
selves in a crowdfunding context, they are not all-embracing. Our analysis points to opportunities
for successful crowdfunding for GHG mitigation measures in agriculture given the right premises

and including the right motivated people.

Introduction

Regarding the goal of stabilizing the climate through sig-
nificant and long-term GHG emission reductions, many
countries highlight agriculture as one of the sectors where
emission reductions are key priorities (Fellmann et al.,, 2018).
Adjustments of production at the farm level are key drivers
to the total emissions of GHG from agriculture. Fortunately,
various actions recommended as mitigation measures are
often perceived by farmers as beneficial to efficiency gains
(Burton & Farstad, 2020; Kragt et al.,, 2017), either due to
resources saved or increased production. However, such
measures often require significant economic investments
initially (Burton & Farstad, 2020), which, in many cases,
prevents them from being prioritized and implemented.
To overcome economic barriers to the implementation
of relevant measures at the farm level, this paper explores
whether crowdfunding aimed at raising money for these
measures could be a possible solution. With crowdfunding,
entrepreneurs manage to acquire external financing from
a larger crowd of people by establishing a campaign where
many individual funders, often called backers, provide small
amounts of funding (Belleflamme et al, 2014).
Crowdfunding appears in different forms and understand-
ings, but its core elements entail an online open call for the
provision of financial resources (Belleflamme et al., 2015).
Crowdfunding is increasingly highlighted as a promising
way of financing various kinds of sustainable projects

(Maehle et al., 2020; Testa et al., 2019), including climate
mitigation projects (Maehle et al., 2021).

The idea of crowdfunding the financing necessary for
introducing mitigation measures on individual farms
appears promising because climate-change mitigation
is a common good of concern to many people and
because this kind of crowdfunding invites more local
contributions, compared to, e.g. international carbon-
offset arrangements with undefined recipients far
away. However, crowdfunding requires both active
fund-seekers (farmers) and voluntary backers, which
may be sensitive to sociocultural conditions. To contri-
bute to the development of a successful model for
crowdfunding benefitting farmers and the climate, this
paper explores sociocultural barriers and enablers for
crowdfunding leading to mitigation measures in agricul-
ture in Norway. By theoretically arguing and empirically
exploring the significance of contextual sociocultural
characteristics relevant for crowdfunding, the paper sug-
gests some provisional indications of the outlook for and
potential model adjustments required to develop
a successful local crowdfunding model benefitting sus-
tainable initiatives for Norwegian farms and, ultimately,
the climate. The empirical analysis is based on two focus-
group interviews covering the involved actor categories,
one with farmers and one with laypersons as potential
backers. Additionally, the paper draws on results from
two national surveys conducted with two representative
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samples, one with farmers (Anonymous, 2019) and one
with the rest of the population as potential backers
(Anonymous, 2020).

The paper illustrates the potential relevance of socio-
cultural barriers and enablers to crowdfunding as
a business financing model in agriculture more gener-
ally, and for climate-change mitigation measures in par-
ticular. Notably, our approach differs from most other
crowdfunding research which is based on platform data.
Instead, we have taken a qualitative approach in
response to Shneor and Vik’s (2020) call for more crowd-
funding studies that capture personal experiences.
Furthermore, through its focus on cultural aspects, this
paper addresses macro-level considerations and influ-
ences which have largely been overlooked in earlier
crowdfunding research (see Shneor & Vik, 2020, for
a more detailed review of the literature). Additionally, it
adds qualitative contextual depth compared to earlier
macro-level studies (e.g. Dushnitsky et al., 2016; Shneor,
2021).

This paper is structured as follows. Before ending the
introductory section, we provide short, contextualizing
descriptions of farming and GHG mitigation, and
crowdfunding, respectively, in Norway. Next, we pre-
sent theory and research on sociocultural characteris-
tics typical for Norway, with a focus on those conditions
of relevance to the success of a crowdfunding pro-
gramme financing GHG mitigation measures at indivi-
dual farms. After presenting our data and
methodology, we continue with our empirical analysis
of sociocultural barriers and enablers in this regard.
Finally, we discuss how and under what conditions
sociocultural barriers may be overcome and enablers
realized, together with the transferability of the
findings.

Farming and GHG mitigation in Norway

In Norway, only 3 percent of the total land area is farm-
land, and many farms are located in sparsely populated
areas. Agricultural production has, traditionally, been
organized through family farming, where the ownership
of farms has been passed on through kinship over gen-
erations (Bjerkhaug & Blekesaune, 2008). Norwegian
agriculture is heavily politicized, based on a system of
subsidies and annual negotiations over major goals and
price levels between the two national farmers’ organiza-
tions and state authorities (Bjerkhaug & Renningen,
2014). Farmers' total incomes vary significantly, but the
mean wage income for full-time Norwegian dairy and
livestock farmers is considerably smaller than for
Norwegians in general (SSB, 2020a, 2020b).

The government and farmers’ unions in Norway
signed a letter of intent in 2019 with the goal of reducing
total emissions by 5 million tons of CO2 equivalents for
the period 2021-2030. The agricultural sector’s respon-
sibility in this regard is to pursue reduced emissions and
increased carbon capture within existing production
levels (Regjeringen, 2019). At the farm level, a variety of
measures are recommended to reduce emissions and/or
increase CO2 storage in soils, but many of these require
high investments to be realized. Examples include
equipment for injecting manure into soil when spread-
ing it, solar panels on barn roofs, and the use of biochar
and equipment for accurately spreading (inorganic) fer-
tilizers. The required investments vary from 100 000 NOK
(about 9600 EUR) to several times that amount depen-
dent on the measures adopted and their scale
(Anonymous, 2019).

Crowdfunding in Norway

In the Nordic countries, the extent of crowdfunding has
grown significantly in recent years, with Finland at the
top (Ziegler et al.,, 2021). While the amount spent on
crowdfunding in Norway was only 4.9 million euros in
2016 (Ziegler et al.,, 2019), the volume had increased to
about 86.3 million euros in 2020, representing a growth
of 102% from the year before (Shneor, 2021). Hence, this
phenomenon has grown rapidly in Norway, too.
Crowdfunding is often divided into four categories
depending on the scheme between backers and entre-
preneurs: donation-, reward-, lending- or equity-based
crowdfunding (Belleflamme et al., 2014). Until recently,
the majority of such campaigns in Norway have been
placed on small crowdfunding platforms' and involving
reward- or donation-based (non-investment) crowd-
funding; the reason lies in the fact that these kinds of
crowdfunding were easiest to manage due to public
regulations (Shneor & Aas, 2016). Now, however, regula-
tions have been softened, and the remaining categories?
have increased significantly. Still, donation alone
accounts for 27 percent of the market volumes
(Shneor, 2021).

Sociocultural characteristics of proposed
relevance

There are certain aspects of Norwegian culture that
seem particularly relevant for developing a successful
crowdfunded climate programme. Since a country’s cul-
ture is, nowadays, typically quite heterogeneous, it may
be difficult to state that something is part of “the
Norwegian culture” as such, but nevertheless, there are
at least several characteristics associated with the



Norwegian identity (Eriksen, 1993), i.e. the understand-
ing of who Norwegians are. Such images of national - as
well as regional and local - culture may also be signifi-
cant to social practice (Vaisey, 2009). Cultural sociology
points to how collective imaginaries “specify
a community, highlight the shared experiences that
bind its members, and indicate how the community’s
aspirations for the future are shaped by a shared identity
and past” (Hall & Lamont, 2013, p. 57). Furthermore, the
shared cultural references (e.g. symbols, traditions,
values, norms and practices) related to collective ima-
ginaries provide a certain tool kit for constructing action
strategies (Hall & Lamont, 2013; Swidler, 1986; Vaisey,
2009). Hence, strategies of action (also including poten-
tial funders or potential backers’ decisions on own invol-
vement in crowdfunding) may be understood as cultural
products (Swidler, 1986) - empowered and constrained
by cultural schemas (Sewell, 1992). As such, this theore-
tical approach highlights the significance of (the socio-
cultural) context to people’s assessments and actions. In
this paper, we emphasize some sociocultural character-
istics typical to Norway that seem relevant to crowd-
funding adoption in agriculture in general and for
agricultural climate change mitigation in particular.

The identified cultural characteristics typical for
Norway (yet relevant in various other countries as well)
and arguably relevant to crowdfunding include strong
social control and valued privacy as potential cultural
barriers for fund-seeking, on the one hand, and a strong
spirit of voluntary communal work (dugnadsdnd) and
high levels of trust as potential cultural enablers for
backing by laypersons, on the other hand. Norway is
also known for other sociocultural characteristics, such
as egalitarianism, individualism and social equality
(Stevens, 1989) to mention three. However, we have
selected characteristics that seem directly relevant to
the challenge of establishing successful crowdfunding
campaigns for realizing the implementation of agricul-
tural GHG mitigation measures in Norway. In general, as
we will show, relevant sociocultural characteristics of
Norwegian society could point in the direction of poor
participation from farmers and/or strong participation
from laypersons as potential backers, respectively.

Social control

Norway, in general, and the country’s rural areas, in
particular, are perceived as being subject to quite strong
social control (Rye, 2006; Ugelvik, 2019). While this con-
cept also relates to more-positive relational qualities
such as stability, predictability and safety, there are sev-
eral negative qualities involved in this concept that,
potentially, may be relevant to the collective will of
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farmers to announce their own crowdfunding cam-
paigns. These include less tolerance for those who
stand out, e.g. by attaining success in a certain area
(Rye, 2006) or, conversely, by failing to do so. Less-
populated areas, allowing for social transparency, may
generate “moral communities” that support conformity
and suppress cultural diversity (Valenta, 2007). Related
to this, gossip is also reported as one downside of social
transparency (Haugen & Villa, 2006). Such negative
aspects of social control, strengthened by social trans-
parency, are closely related to the concepts of “the law
of Jante” and “the village beast".

In a novel by the Danish-born author Aksel
Sandemose (1933), the Law of Jante originally covers
10 rules serving as strict social norms in the fictional
city of Jante. This law later became a commonly used
term describing certain attitudes in Norwegian society.
The term describes how social forces within the majority
work to efficiently exclude or reject individuals who
shine or stand out from their position in the established
hierarchies (Avant & Knutsen, 1993). The village beast
(Bygdedyret), which seems to be a mainly Scandinavian
concept, likewise refers to various kinds of social control
and sanctions against individuals who stand out and
distinguish themselves from the crowd, either in
a positive or negative way (Jonsson, 2000). As the con-
cept suggests, this phenomenon is often understood as
being related to small and transparent communities.
Brandth et al. (2013) pointed out that it is reasonable
to assume that those (such as farmers) whose means of
livelihood are based on local resources are more depen-
dent on local acceptance than others, as they are geo-
graphically “tied” to the local community and cannot
move. Because of the necessity of individual farmers
presenting and marketing themselves and their projects
in a crowdfunding setting, crowdfunding appears to be
non-compliant with the Law of Jante and the village
beast.

Privacy

Privacy is another sociocultural characteristic that has
been identified as typical in Norwegian society. Based
on her studies, Garvey (2005) argued that domestic
privacy is highly valued by Norwegians and, particu-
larly, in their homes as a social context. Sgrhaug (1996)
correspondingly stated that the family seems to be the
most valued institution in Norway and that home is the
“private and intimate” focus of the family (pp. 115-116,
in Garvey, 2005). Gullestad (1997, in Garvey, 2005)
claimed that Norwegians’ emphasis on borders and
boundaries, which privacy is certainly about, stems
from an imagination of sameness and is linked to
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efforts to ensure the protection of a national identity.
Crossing the home boundaries in Norway is perceived
as a controlled act by foreigners from distinct cultures,
as this is usually predicted and organized in advance
(Garvey, 2005, p. 164). Related to this privacy, people
from the Nordic countries, among them Norway, are
also known for being reticent (Lewis, 1999). As with
social control, privacy is a sociocultural characteristic
that may prevent farmers from presenting and market-
ing themselves and their projects in a crowdfunding
campaign setting.

Dugnadsand - the spirit of voluntary communal
work

There is a long and strong tradition of dugnad in
Norway. This form of collaboration was first established
in rural farming communities, supported by norms of
reciprocity, to accomplish a clearly defined and time-
limited task (Hvinden, 2017; Mydland & Grahn, 2011).
Its version today consists of collective, voluntary, unpaid
efforts within a social group, with the aim of reducing
costs or producing goods or services for sale (Sivesind
et al.,, 2002). An English translation of the unique
Norwegian word dugnad could be “voluntary communal
work”. However, as Lorentzen and Dugstad (2011)
argued, the Norwegian dugnad is a more-complex phe-
nomenon comprising additional elements beyond
voluntary work alone. One of these is local belonging,
which does not necessarily mean physically but can be
an imagined or experienced frame based on a common
interest. Furthermore, the Norwegian dugnad does not
involve monetary compensation, and equality and
a strong sense of community among participants are
key elements. This is related to the social element,
which may be a party or shared meal with other partici-
pants, that often marks the end of a dugnad (Lorentzen
& Dugstad, 2011).

There is recurring public debate about whether
dugnad is slowly disappearing as an important institu-
tion in Norwegian society (Lorentzen & Dugstad, 2011).
This is especially evident in the face of the increasing
feature of self-realizing individualism in modern
Western societies, which can be understood as in oppo-
sition to the collectiveness of dugnad. Yet, as reported
by Statistics Norway (SSB, 2017), national numbers
show a somewhat stable participation rate in voluntary
work for organizations, from 39 percent of the popula-
tion in 2011 to 38 percent in 2017. However, it is the
older generation that raises the average of these statis-
tics as younger people participate less in traditional
dugnad.

A relevant aspect of crowdfunding as a potential form
of dugnad is that it may be important to know whether
others, and how many others, are contributing (some-
thing that is clear and visible in the traditional form of
such collaboration). For many people, such contextual
information is highly relevant. In economic studies of
voluntary contributions, in addition to altruists, on the
one hand, and free-riders on the other, there is a third,
significant category of conditional co-operators whose
contributions depend on the efforts of others (Hauge
et al,, 2019).

Interestingly, Simon and Mobekk (2019) have men-
tioned crowdfunding as the modern offspring of
dugnad. They have also highlighted that voluntary
work that does not traditionally meet the criteria of
dugnad may be advertised as dugnad due to the positive
association of the term with Nordic values. Cultivating
the dugnad tradition could possibly contribute to the
success of a crowdfunding approach in the Norwegian
context if backers perceive it as a kind of dugnad. And,
potentially, it could motivate farmers to contribute to
climate mitigation, which may also be portrayed as
a kind of dugnad effort.

Trust

Trust is another relevant sociocultural characteristic in
Norway and is also important to the dugnad spirit as
trust and justice are important values in terms of col-
lective efforts (Thoni et al., 2012). Research shows that
Norwegians, over time, have stood out in international
comparisons with high degrees of social trust
(Catterberg & Moreno, 2005; Delhey & Newton, 2005;
Kleven, 2016). High levels of trust among Norwegians in
this regard seem to be the result of a relatively short
distance between politicians and the populations they
serve, egalitarian cultures with fewer inequalities
between people, and the fact that the country, to
a large extent, provides for its citizens’ welfare
(Kleven, 2016).

Likewise, trust is important for potential backers; they
must trust that the farmers will use the money they
contribute as presented. Several surveys have indicated
that Norwegians prefer Norwegian food and that they
support Norwegian agriculture (Norges Bondelag, 2016;
Norskmat, 2018). One of them showed that as many as
89 percent of survey respondents support Norwegian
farmers (Norskmat, 2018). This survey demonstrated
general support for the preservation of Norwegian agri-
cultural jobs, which may indicate that people, at least at
the general level, trust Norwegian farmers. In addition,
trust is also important for the farmers; if they do not trust



that people want to support agriculture, they are not
likely to bother developing a crowdfunding campaign.

Prosperity as an additional and necessary enabler

As argued, social control, privacy, the spirit of dugnad,
and trust are characteristics of the Norwegian culture
that seem relevant to the success of crowdfunding to
raise money for GHG mitigation measures within agri-
culture. Theoretically, these characteristics predict
a situation where it is more difficult to find farmers
who are willing to participate in such campaigns than
it is to engage backers to support the campaigns. In
addition, it should be mentioned that, in general,
Norway enjoys a high level of prosperity compared to
many other countries. Having discretionary income to
contribute is a prerequisite for crowdfunding, and
further, it may also be easier for an individual to make
idealistic choices (such as supporting the climate and/or
agriculture financially) when one is socioeconomically
stable rather than struggling.

Data and method

The current study is part of a larger research project
aiming to assess the potential for a locally crowdfunded
concept that enables Norwegian farmers to implement
climate-friendly measures and technologies on their
land and the Norwegian public to invest in local GHG
mitigation measures to compensate for their carbon off-
sets. To our knowledge, crowdfunding of GHG mitiga-
tion measures was by and large an untested method
among Norwegian farmers when the project started
and, thus, an important reason for initiating the project.
Sociocultural barriers and enablers in this respect con-
stitute central preconditions relevant to the concept’s
success or failure.

First, we conducted a desk study exploring relevant
sociocultural norms and characteristics typical for
Norway. The search, conducted through Google
Scholar, aimed to identify literature examining specific
characteristics as typical to Norway. The compiled char-
acteristics were then assessed to identify those that,
logically, could work as either barriers or enablers for
a successful crowdfunding programme of our kind. All
but one of the conditions we ended up with were well
known to us from before, due to previous work on rural
communities. The value of privacy was, on the contrary,
first revealed through the data analysis, and later
included based on the confirming literature found. The
results of this desk-based study were the four character-
istics elaborated in the previous section.
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In order to obtain empirical insights on the same
topic, we conducted one focus-group interview with
farmers (as potential fund-seekers) and one with layper-
sons (as potential backers). Focus-group approaches are
frequently used for understanding social issues (e.g.
Morgan, 1997) and like other qualitative methods, they
allow for investigating people’s opinions, understand-
ings and concerns and enable the exploration of not
only what people think but also why they think as they
do (Kitzinger & Barbour, 1999). Both focus-group inter-
views were conducted in autumn 2018. Each one lasted
for about two hours, and each was recorded and subse-
quently transcribed.

In regard to the focus group conducted with farmers,
seven farmers (including two couples) from five different
farms were included, four men and three women varying
in age from their 30s to their 60s. The farmers live in
different regions of Norway, and all are engaged in dairy
and meat production, combined in one breed of cattle.
This focus-group interview was designed in order to
investigate, among other factors, how national socio-
cultural characteristics may create barriers (or enablers)
to farmers’ establishment of their own crowdfunding
campaigns. However, they were not asked specifically
about this issue; instead, they were asked more open
questions, such as those that follow: whether they would
consider establishing a crowdfunding campaign them-
selves (and why/why not), and if so, what response they
would expect from other farmers; which type of crowd-
funding they would prefer (and why); whether crowd-
funding could be of interest to all kinds of farmers (and
why/why not); what they would think about it if their
neighbour started a crowdfunding campaign (and why);
what do they think would be the best way of conducting
a crowdfunding campaign from a farmer's perspec-
tive, etc.

We assumed that some of the interviewees had lim-
ited knowledge about crowdfunding, which was later
confirmed. For this reason, we started each focus
group interview by presenting a brief description of
the concept and the different forms of crowdfunding.
According to the prevailing regulations in Norway back
in 2018, we told the interviewees that the equity model
was less relevant and made them assess the relevance of
the other three forms. Since the farmers mainly went for
the donation model (they had access to other types of
loans, and rewards were perceived as difficult and too
time-consuming to implement), the further discussions
in the interview were based on the donation model. This
was also the case in the interview with potential backers.
They, too, were most interested in non-investment mod-
els, and potential rewards were assessed to be of minor
significance to themselves and others.
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The focus group of potential backers consisted of six
laypersons living in different locations in Eastern
Norway. Two men and four women participated, varying
in age from their 20s to their 60s. In accordance with the
other interview, the focus group with laypersons was
designed to investigate, among other factors, how
national sociocultural characteristics might create
enablers (or barriers) to laypersons’ generosity when it
comes to crowdfunding farmers’ campaigns for new
investments in GHG mitigation measures. These inter-
viewees were not asked specifically about the relevant
sociocultural characteristics; rather, they were asked
open questions about their knowledge on crowdfund-
ing, their awareness around both agriculture and climate
change, and, not least, preconditions for backing/not
backing relevant crowdfunding campaigns.

An important dimension to be noted is that both the
farmer group and the layperson group seemed to com-
prise individuals with a better than average “sustainabil-
ity profile”. While the farmers were recruited based on
their participation in another research project on cli-
mate-friendly agriculture (where they represented
good examples of desired implementations), the layper-
sons were recruited through announcements directed
towards various environmental and climate-related net-
works and platforms. The strategic sampling approach
ensured the participation of interviewees with some
thoughts and perhaps interest in crowdfunding to facil-
itate GHG mitigation measures in agriculture.

The data were analysed by first having a close reading
of each transcription document, where meaningful units
of data, providing information about relevant concepts
and issues, were identified. These data units were
labelled and categorized according to their similarities
with other units of data. In addition to identifying differ-
ent themes in the data, this categorization process
included observing differences and similarities between
the participants in each of the two interviews, and also
recognizing both anticipated and unanticipated linkages
to the theory in the field. As such, the qualitative data
have been analysed through meaning condensation and
meaning categorization (Kvale, 1996), and the following
analysis section is further structured around the particu-
lar cultural characteristics identified as relevant and typi-
cal for Norway.

In addition, the results of several relevant variables in
two national representative surveys — one among
Norwegian farmers (Anonymous, 2019, including 465
respondents) and another the Norwegian population
as potential backers (Anonymous, 2020, including 1500
respondents) — supplement the findings from the focus-
group interviews. These surveys were conducted in
another part of the larger research project to obtain

quantitative, statistically generalizable insights. The
farmer survey investigated farmers’ interest in climate
change, particularly mitigation and a local crowdfunding
programme, while the survey directed towards the
Norwegian population as potential backers offered infor-
mation on the average person’s general willingness to
pay for local climate and sustainability measures in
agriculture.

Empirical analysis: sociocultural barriers and
enablers for crowdfunding

In our analysis, we explore empirically how the socio-
cultural characteristics presented in the theory section
may act as barriers or enablers for crowdfunding of GHG
mitigation measures in agriculture.

Social control and privacy as potential sociocultural
barriers for farmers

From the farmer population survey (Anonymous, 2019),
we learned that 19 percent of them agreed that crowd-
funding sounded like an attractive solution for financing
climate measures on farms, while the remaining farmers
either disagreed (29 percent) or did not have a clear
standpoint (52 percent).® Likewise, in the focus-group
interview with farmers, there was mixed interest for the
presented crowdfunding programme and their own
potential participation in it.

When the farmer interviewees were asked what
response they would expect to receive from other farm-
ers if they launched their own crowdfunding campaigns,
it became clear that they both explicitly and implicitly
referred to the Law of Jante:

e When discussing things, it doesn’t take much before
one meets the Law of Jante. (Male farmer 1; Western
Norway, in his 60s)

e So the Law of Jante is prevailing? (Interviewer)

e Yes, in Norwegian agriculture, yes. (...) It depends on
who you are discussing things with. There is quite
much [Law of Jante]. But luckily, there are several
future-oriented farmers in the local extension services.
| think they would be interested in it (the crowdfund-
ing concept). But there are also quite many who are
negative towards everything. But | think our relation-
ship to the neighbours, the extent of the help and
support we receive, and the various collaboration
agreements that get developed, improves. (Male
farmer 2; mid-Norway, in his 30s)

This conversation between two farmers who are both
involved in organic farming reflects how they have



experienced receiving negative feedback based on their
own ideas that sometimes do not comply with the prac-
tices of other farmers. However, one of the farmers (Male
farmer 2) pointed out that he perceived this to be per-
son-dependent, and that, overall, he had experienced an
improvement in other farmers’ responses to what he is
doing. He continued by saying that, “I believe all the
retired farmers sitting around the table at the local café
would have negative responses to it”, indicating per-
ceived generational differences in acceptance for new
ideas and practices, and he further stated that he did not
think he would hesitate presenting such a campaign on
behalf of his own farm.

The female farmers were expecting negative reac-
tions, too, especially if the farmers ended up in
a competitive situation with their colleagues: “How
can certain farms in the village get support, without
having the other farmers feeling bad about it?” (Female
farmer 3; Western Norway, in her 60s). Results from the
farmer population survey indicate that about one-
fourth of Norwegian farmers (24 percent) think that
facilitating crowdfunding would be considered nega-
tively by people in one’s own neighbourhood, while
about one-fifth (19 percent), on the contrary, do not
believe that such a practice would generate negative
evaluations from their local community (Anonymous,
2019).

The farmers seemed to manage the perceived social
control differently. While one stated that the Law of
Jante sets no limits on him, another farmer reported
that he did what he could not to attract attention from
other farmers and opinionated persons:

The most difficult part of doing organic farming is to
handle the Law of Jante. | have been running the farm
this way for 20 years, and | have stopped going to meet-
ings and stopped discussing. That works for me (Male
farmer 1; Western Norway, in his 60s).

The latter is a good example of sociocultural conditions
resulting in a lack of promoting the kind of self-
marketing that is necessary to realize a crowdfunding
programme.

Privacy as a sociocultural characteristic was also men-
tioned as a possible constraint for establishing
a crowdfunding campaign. When asked if crowdfunding
could be an interesting way of extra financing for farm-
ers in general, one of the farmer interviewees replied:

It depends on how it can be arranged, for example, how
much you must share from your own farm. If it was more
anonymous, | think more farmers would be interested.
[For example,] to establish a Facebook site because one
is going to sell something from the farm may feel like
selling one’s own private life. It can feel uncomfortable.
(...) Of course, it's individual; some people share
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everything about their family and also when they run
a farm. (Female farmer 1; mid-west-Norway, in her 40s)

While individual differences were recognized regarding
the need for privacy, the material context was also
ascribed some relevance in this case, among others, by
one of the interviewees involved in joint farming, and
where the joint barn and their private buildings were
located at different places:

We have a clear division. To us, it is no problem to
promote what we are doing at our joint farming busi-
ness. We are often visited by journalists and are happy
for that, but since we don't live there, there is no pro-
blem to keep our private life separate. (Male farmer 2;
mid-Norway, in his 30s)

The interviewees highlighted that it was easier to keep
their home lives and businesses apart when these where
physically separated, and the appreciation of this divi-
sion reflects their valuation of privacy. The results from
the farmer population survey show that 49 percent did
not want to be presented publicly as a recipient of
a crowdfunding campaign, while 13 percent did not
perceive this as a problem (and 38 percent did not
have a clear standpoint). The considerable share of farm-
ers not wanting to participate in this kind of self-
marketing is assumed to be related to considerations
of both the Law of Jante and the desire for privacy.

Finally, sociocultural conditions are of less relevance if
the farmers see no need for other financing. At the end of
the interview, one of the farmers reflected upon his and
his wife's situation:

| don't think this [crowdfunding] is something of general
interest, but a strategy for farmers with special interests
or special needs. I'm feeling increasingly sure that this is
not relevant to me and my wife. We do investments
quite regularly through the everyday running of our
business. We are having a good turnover, and, basically,
we can buy what we want. (...) If under any circum-
stances [crowdfunding would be relevant to us], it had
to be a big project, something such as a biogas system
worth several millions [NOK)” (Male farmer 3; mid-
Norway, in his 50s)

As this quote underlines, in addition to sociocultural
barriers, practical economic conditions may also be deci-
sive regarding farmers’ enthusiasm for participation in
crowdfunding campaigns.

In summary, based on the interviewees’ reflections,
farmers differ both in regard to how they react to nega-
tive feedback and their needs for privacy. In accordance
with the national farmer survey, these differences seem
to be distributed quite randomly, as there were no sig-
nificant differences between whether crowdfunding
sounded like an attractive solution and the farmers’



124 M. FARSTAD AND R. M. BUTLI HARSTAD

ages, sex, educational level or type of production
(Anonymous, 2019, p. 48).

Dugnad spirit and trust as potential sociocultural
enablers for funding

In more closely examining the relevance of the dugnad
spirit and trust to this particular crowdfunding pro-
gramme, it is necessary to move onto the potential
backer interviewees and their likelihood, as Norwegian
consumers, to provide money for crowdfunding cam-
paigns aimed at climate mitigation measures in agricul-
ture. Under what conditions are they willing to
participate?

In line with the basic principles of dugnad, people
want to know that others will also contribute to reach
a goal:

To know that others are contributing is interesting, but
how much they contribute is less interesting. However,
that others are contributing is very important. (Female
layperson 1; in her 30s, employed, sustainability-related
work)

One of the interviewees stated that she had supported
several crowdfunding campaigns previously, among
others the start-up of a small café and the establishment
of an urban garden market producing and selling vege-
tables. Definitively, crowdfunding appears to take
advantage of the dugnad spirit; however, the goal of
the relevant crowdfunding programme (climate mitiga-
tion measures) was assessed as possibly too ambitious
and expensive:

| would be more motivated to support a smaller project
because then | would feel that my contribution means
something to the recipient. If the project was very large,
| wouldn't bother to offer anything because my contri-
bution would, anyway, feel too small. (Female layperson
4; in her 60s, employed, sustainability-related work)

| support you on that, unless | could see a progress bar
showing that “everyone” is participating. Then | would
have joined in, too. (Male layperson 1; in his 20s, student
at a sustainability-focused institute and employed)

According to several of the layperson interviewees, the
dugnad spirit appears mainly when your own contribu-
tion is sufficiently significant, i.e. when it constitutes
a recognizable share. This has also been supported by
other researchers, such as Marelli and Ordanini (2016),
who found that setting the funding goal too high (which
may very well be the case when comparatively expen-
sive agricultural equipment is to be financed) will reduce
the chance of success.

Since a preference for privacy and perceived pro-
blems related to the Law of Jante or the village beast

may hinder farmers from standing out to market their
own campaigns, the layperson interviewees were asked
if they would still consider crowdfunding for GHG miti-
gation measures in agriculture if the money went to
a fund (where farmers could then apply for economic
support) instead of to specific individual farms and
farmers:

| think crowdfunding requires a closer attachment [to
the recipient] than supporting 50 or 500 NOK to
“Norwegian agriculture”. It's too distant. And they need
to learn more about communication; the farmer should
learn how to “tell the story”. One has to relate to some
local aspects, and then “tell the story”. That is under-
valued. (Female layperson 1; in her 30s, employed, sus-
tainability-related work)

This quote illustrates the significance of building some
sort of personal relationship with potential backers.
Before deciding to contribute funds, people want to
know the intended goal for their contribution, similar
to other kinds of dugnad.

This is also why the layperson interviewees liked the
idea of funding GHG mitigation measures on Norwegian
farms compared to the more-distant and non-specific
carbon-offset programmes available in relation to air
travel: “I don't want to pay my money to [an airline
company], as | don't know how the money will be
spent” (Female layperson 3; in her 30s, employed, sus-
tainability-related work). The preference for local-level
mitigation campaigns was also confirmed in the national
survey with potential backers (Anonymous, 2020). While
32 percent of this population would likely donate money
to mitigation measures at the local level, 24 percent
would likely donate money to the same at the interna-
tional level.

In regard to the significance of trust between crowd-
funding founders and backers, this appeared to be
a conditional rather than a given relational quality,
depending on the accessible information about the spe-
cific goal of a campaign:

| think a certain personal level is required. Not only that
you can support a farmer, but that you can support Per
Pettersen (a random name) on this or that farm and with
this or that measure. And there may be a “Click here!” if
you want to know more about the specific measure.
I mean, crowdfunding is extremely heavily based on
trust. Trust is the alpha and the omega. You need to
trust that the money goes where it is supposed to go.
(Female layperson 4; in her 60s, employed, sustainabil-
ity-related work)

One of the layperson interviewees (Male layperson 2; in
his 20s, student and volunteer for a sustainability-
oriented NGO) also pointed out the lack of clarity related
to the effects of GHG mitigation measures, relevant to



backers’ trust: “I don’t want to know the number of
emissions reduced, as | would never trust this number.
Practically, it's impossible to decide the concrete num-
ber”. According to the results from the national survey
with potential backers, 50 percent agree that numbers
on actual emission reductions are important, while only
13 percent disagree (and the remaining share are
between these) (Anonymous, 2020). One of the farmer
interviewee quotes from the other focus-group inter-
view reveals that farmers were also reflecting upon the
significance of trustworthy effects of the measures:

It's important that someone verifies if the project actu-
ally represents a climate measure or not ... someone
who also has competence in agriculture. It would be
unfortunate if a person from Bellona (a specific environ-
mental group) who has never been to a farm deduces
something. Then it may sideslip, and the estimates
become poor. (Female farmer 1; mid-west-Norway, in
her 40s)

To summarize, even though people are engaged in cli-
mate and environmental issues, they are not automati-
cally willing to crowdfund any initiative within this field.
We have seen that potential backers consider many
criteria that need to be met before they decide to con-
tribute financially. Furthermore, as with farmers, layper-
sons are all different, both in regard to their willingness
to contribute funds and their levels of trust.

Discussion

Our analysis confirms that negative social control,
whether it concerns the Law of Jante or the related
village beast concept, is also a prevailing sociocultural
characteristic of agricultural communities in Norway.
However, experienced social control seems to count
differently for different kinds of persons, and farmers
appear to have their own strategies in regard to mana-
ging negative social control. In line with this, farmers,
like most people, also appear to have varying needs and
situations when it comes to privacy. Relatedly, Davidson
and Poor (2015) argued that the concept of crowdfund-
ing and how a campaign is designed and organized
make this method of financing a strong fit for individuals
who can be described as extroverts. Hence, these socio-
cultural characteristics may, undoubtedly in some cases,
work as barriers to establishing crowdfunding cam-
paigns, while in other cases this is less likely to be the
case.

Furthermore, the analysis demonstrates how, in order
to release the average person'’s spirit of dugnad related
to crowdfunding for GHG mitigation measures on
Norwegian farms, a traditional “dugnad set-up” is bene-
ficial, preferably with a limited “crowd” able to meet the
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financial needs and a recipient who is as well-known,
local and specific as possible. As such, despite good
intentions of saving both the planet and a valued eco-
nomic sector, it is not a given that people will embrace
this kind of crowdfunding programme regardless of the
circumstances. In addition, trust aspects related to the
effects of the particular mitigation measures appear as
a potential barrier. However, if marketed as situations
where mitigation measures on Norwegian farms appear
to be alternatives to more-distant and undefined goals,
for example, in the case of travel-related carbon-offset
programmes, the local, concretized version of a project
seems to have a much greater chance of success.

In summary, when it comes to the cultural precondi-
tions for crowdfunding of localized agricultural GHG
mitigation measures in Norway, neither the assumed
sociocultural barriers nor the sociocultural enablers
appeared to be as effective as one might expect based
on the theory on these sociocultural characteristics. This
reflects how people may use their cultural tool kit “in
varying configurations to solve different kinds of pro-
blems” (Swidler, 1986, p. 273). It is worth noting that,
even though we included farmers who are already
accustomed to thinking in alternative and sustainability-
oriented ways and laypersons with an above-average
interest in sustainability, there was doubt about priori-
ties and premises set within both camps. As such, there
is scarcely any reason to expect greater enthusiasm
amongst other groups of farmers and laypersons for
this specific crowdfunding programme in Norway. Not
all farmers are looking for new and alternative solutions
(whether due to social control or for practical economic
reasons), and neither are all laypersons sufficiently con-
cerned about the climate and/or the future of
Norwegian agriculture at the moment to contribute
funds for programmes designed to benefit either one.
In addition, many Norwegians remain unfamiliar with
the phenomenon of crowdfunding (Anonymous, 2020).

In regard to the transferability of our indications, we
want to highlight that none of the sociocultural charac-
teristics explored in our study is solely Norwegian. For
example, Danes claim Janteloven as one of their norms,
too, and this cultural phenomenon, furthermore, is com-
parable to the “tall poppy syndrome” in the UK and
seemingly also to the Swedish lagom philosophy.*
Furthermore, other research has identified how indivi-
duals in other countries experience challenges and moti-
vations that align well with the outcomes of the
sociocultural characteristics discussed in the current
paper. For example, Agrawal et al. (2014) reported on
challenges related to the disclosure requirement of
crowdfunding, which affects privacy and, potentially,
social control as well. Another study by Ordanini et al.
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(2011) found that the main motivation for consumers
donating money for crowdfunding is something referred
to as “social participation”, which seemingly corresponds
to one of the valued aspects of dugnad. While it is not
specified whether these challenges and motivations
identified abroad may be linked to home-country cul-
tural characteristics, their existence indicates that our
findings from Norway may be of relevance to crowd-
funding of agricultural GHG mitigation measures else-
where as well. In addition, other countries or regions
may have their own distinctive sociocultural character-
istics of relevance that have not been included in this
study. For example, in Sweden, a risk-averse nature
appears to be one barrier to the establishment of crowd-
funding campaigns with publicly available descriptions
(Ingram & Teigland, 2013).

Conclusion

This paper argues that sociocultural characteristics such
as Social control and Privacy may restrict the potential
of crowdfunding to some extent, while Dugnad spirit
and Trust on the contrary seem to facilitate this poten-
tial to some extent. Our empirical findings suggest that,
while certain nation-typical sociocultural characteristics
manifest themselves in a crowdfunding context, they
are not all-embracing. This points to opportunities for
successful crowdfunding of local-level mitigation mea-
sures in agriculture — provided that the right criteria are
met and the right motivated people, both founders and
backers - are involved. Not least, fundraising with local,
concrete mitigation purposes seems more aligned with
the dugnad spirit than more-distant and non-specific,
traditional carbon-offset programmes available in rela-
tion to air travel.

For further research on this topic, we also propose
studies based on individual interviews, allowing more in-
depth analyses of the relationship between sociocultural
conditions and people’s strategies of action. It would
also be interesting to know if there are better or worse
preconditions for the same, specific crowdfunding con-
cept in other countries and cultures, and if so, what they
might be. Furthermore, related to strategic climate-
change mitigation work, it would be useful to learn
whether agriculture-related crowdfunding campaigns,
in general, are remarkably easy or remarkably difficult
to launch when it comes to securing crowdfunding. The
same is true as well for GHG mitigation; does it appear as
more or less attractive than other programme goals? If
the latter is the case, it will be an important task for
further research to reveal how such programmes may
be angled to involve as many backers as possible.

Notes

1. Internet-based platforms facilitate funding of
a particular campaign by linking fundraisers to backers
(Belleflamme et al., 2015).

2. For lending-based crowdfunding, the increase concerns
business and property lending - not consumer lending
(Shneor, 2021).

3. The quite high share of respondents without a clear
standpoint may be due to Norwegian farmers’ generally
weak knowledge of crowdfunding as such (Anonymous,
2019).

4. This word may be translated as “just enough” or
sufficient.
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