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Abstract 
This paper departs from an interactive research project1 in three small rural communities in southeast 
Sweden aimed at promoting regional development through interaction between local stakeholders, 
academic researchers and undergraduate university students.  
 
Objective 
The objective with this paper is to analyse the conditions for business model innovation in the small 
rural community of Urshult, Småland, in Southeast Sweden. The theoretical concept of ‘space of 
opportunity’ is used to analyse two main types of context-sensitive conditions, historical-structural 
conditions and discursive-communicative conditions.  
 
Prior Work and its Relation to this Study  
The academic discourse on rural development is somewhat homogeneous both when it comes to 
definitions of problems and the suggested solutions (Johansson, 2011; Gaddefors, Johansson, 
Lundberg & Rosell, 2013). Business model innovation research is also somewhat homogenous as it 
focuses heavily on the re-configuring of existing (big) companies and the actions and concerns of top 
management (Bucherer, Eisert & Gassmann, 2012).  

Relative to prior work and with the objective outlined above, this paper aim to contribute to rural 
entrepreneurship research by targeting a less common unit of analysis (collaborative efforts by a rural 
community engaging in strategic re-configuring of their community as a whole rather than targeted 
efforts by top management to reconfigure their firm or parts of it) as well as a less common temporal 
focus (a focus on nascent processes that explores and so some extent establishes the conditions for a 
new business model for the community, upon which “conventional entrepreneurship” later on may take 
place (if to scan, seize and exploit a market opportunity, there first needs to be a market to act upon).  

With such a unit of analysis and such a temporal focus, the conditions for business model 
innovation in a Swedish rural entrepreneurial enclave are analysed. 
 
Approach 
Data was generated through a six-month long field study where interactive methods were used to 
mobilise entrepreneurial energies in the community of Urshult. Data was analysed with a discursive-
narrative methodology called ‘communicative entrepreneurship’ (Lundberg, 2009), which is a 
methodology applied to entrepreneurship more specifically derived out of a broader approach on 
discursive and narrative methods within entrepreneurship research developed by Hjorth (2004) called 
‘genealogical storytelling’.  
 
Results 
An outline of conditions for business model innovation in a rural community is presented. 
 
Implications 
The paper provides a different analytical focus relative to established paradigms within rural 
development research and practice and within business model innovation research and practice. 
 
Value 
The fields of rural development (located mainly in SME research, family business research and 
entrepreneurship research) and business model innovation (located mainly in strategy research and 
innovation research) has at large not been connected before why the core value with this paper is the 
attempt of connecting the two fields in search for novel insights and findings. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 This research is part of a project funded by The Kamprad Family Foundation for Entrepreneurship, Research & Charity with 
Prof. Anders W. Johansson as Scientific Leader. Students involved in the research were Clara Bredberg, Anna Johnsson, 
Josephine Karlström, Amanda Lewis and Linnea Nilsson. I want to express my gratitude for your extensive contributions with 
the generation of empirical data for this project.  
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1. Introduction & Prior Work 
While the topics of rural entrepreneurship/rural enterprise are considered under-researched, distinct 
tendencies towards an increased interest in the field as well as on-going knowledge infrastructure 
build-up around the topics are visible (i.e. after the pioneering Rural Entrepreneurship Conference 
(REC) inaugurated in 2002, the Institute for Small Business and Entrepreneurship (ISBE) is as of now 
undertaking broad efforts in this respect (new Track on the topic to ISBE 2012; creation of Special 
Interest Group (SIG) to ISBE 2013; first more comprehensive research overview is in production) 
(Henry & McElwee, 2013). 

As point-of-departure for this paper, the model of a three-stage entrepreneurial process in the 
rural milieu developed by Stathopoulou, Psaltopoulos, and Skuras (2004: 413) is used. Although, in 
focus in this paper is the nascent phase where the local community is in search for a new business 
model for their community as a whole, rather than (at this stage) searching for new firms, jobs, growth 
opportunities and entrepreneurs. Hence, this paper is about business model innovation (for a 
community), not about innovative businesses (ran by entrepreneurs). So, in terms of the model 
developed by Stathopoulou, Psaltopoulos, and Skuras (2004: 413), the proto stage before their three-
stage model here is in focus (which creates a four-stage model, see figure 1). 

 
Figure 1: A four-stage entrepreneurial process in the rural milieu 

 
 

Source: Stathopoulou, Psaltopoulos, and Skuras (2004: 413) (except the box to left, added by me in 
order to add the Proto Stage, the one for business model innovation). 

 
Early on in our research project, we came into close and regular contact with what Jack and Anderson 
(2002) would call embedded entrepreneurs; locally well known and respected entrepreneurs with a 
long proven track record in Urshult. To enjoy such a level of social and cultural capital as of today, 
they have undertaken an entrepreneurial journey during many years in which entrepreneurship is 
much more than “merely an economic process but draws from the social context which shapes and 
forms entrepreneurial outcomes. Embedding is the mechanism whereby an entrepreneur becomes 
part of the local structure” (Jack and Anderson (2002: 467).  

Proto	  Stage	  -‐	  
Genesis	  
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things”	  (see	  next	  

box).	  
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To reach such levels of embeddedness, to literally be able to speak for the local structure, by 
being a core part of that very same local structure, requires “embedding as a two way process of 
gaining credibility, knowledge and experience” (Jack and Anderson, 2002: 483). Where the “original” 
entrepreneurial acts by these entrepreneurs in most cases have been the conventional ones (starting, 
running and in the end selling successful for-profit ventures) their contemporary roles as deeply 
engaged persons in the strategic development of Urshult, via roles in various civic, not-for-profit 
community associations, is possible only by being accepted as such in the eyes of the broader Urshult 
community. If their “original capital” emanated out of their track record as successful conventional 
entrepreneurs, their contemporary social and cultural capital derives from to what extent they are able 
to communicate and convince the community that their social and political engagement in the daily 
whereabouts of their community, is “the right medicine” for the strategic development of Urshult.  

It is this interplay between communication and history – the interactive communicative process 
where a few historically successful entrepreneurs externalising their visions for their community and 
also internalising other stakeholders vision of Urshult, combined with how the broader public in Urshult 
view these entrepreneurs, their historical deeds and sins, their contemporary community visions and 
thereby, ultimately, their trustworthiness to carve out the strategic direction for the future of Urshult – 
that is the research focus in this paper.  

The theoretical position of this paper therefore is that of a context-sensitive approach. This so, 
because entrepreneurship “can be understood as a context dependent, socio-relational process, 
where emphasis is placed on the actual interplay between the environment and the entrepreneur. 
Thus, context is more than a scene where the entrepreneur has the leading part; it is, rather, an 
emerging material in which entrepreneurship is formed” (Gaddefors, 2013).  

Such upgrading of the importance of ‘context’ is somewhat emblematic for many European 
entrepreneurship scholars, partly due to the fragmented and diverse nature of “the European 
experience” and partly as a way to differentiate from the rather context-insensitive US school of 
entrepreneurship (on aggregated level of course; on individual level, one can always find exceptions to 
sweeping statements like these). To be context-sensitive is a fundamental part of doing “normal 
research” within most non-positivistic research traditions, traditions that are quite common in the 
European entrepreneurship research tradition.  

On a more individual level, there are a number of leading European entrepreneurship scholars 
(i.e. David Smallbone, Friederike Welter, Alistair Anderson, Bengt Johannisson, Morten Huse, Hans 
Landström) that have made ‘context’ into a particular subject of study and thereby contributed to 
developing context-sensitive research within in the broad and disparate family of European 
entrepreneurship research (i.e. see Welter & Lasch, 2008, for an overview).  

Time now seem to have come for the same development also in this emerging niche within the 
big, broad and bustling family of entrepreneurship research; that of rural entrepreneurship: “if we want 
to improve our understanding of rural entrepreneurship we need to explore the interplay between 
context and entrepreneurship” (Gaddefors, 2013). This my focus on context is also an attempt to try to 
contribute with an antidote to some tendencies observed within this relatively new entrepreneurship 
research niche, that the academic discourse on rural development, young as it is, is somewhat 
homogeneous both when it comes to definitions of problems and the suggested solutions (Johansson, 
2011; Gaddefors, Johansson, Lundberg & Rosell, 2013).  
 
2. Theoretical and Conceptual Base 
After having received the most prestigious international research prize for research on 
entrepreneurship 2008, the Global Award for Entrepreneurship Research, Bengt Johannisson in his 
acceptance speech (September 17, 2008; published 2011), summed up a life long journey’s insights 
into the multifaceted phenomena of entrepreneurship by stating that entrepreneurship is best 
understood as both art and science (in life-long opposition to Peter Drucker’s (in)famous 1985-
statement that entrepreneurship was neither art nor science but “only” practice) and that these two 
epistemological and ontological dimensions relative to entrepreneurship is enacted “as the on-going 
practice of creatively organizing people and resources according to opportunity” (Johannisson, 2011: 
137) (the on-going practice of entrepreneuring).  

If this 2008-speech was the shorter peak of the up-summing of his main intellectual heritage to 
entrepreneurship research, another Johannisson-text three years earlier, Entreprenörskapets Väsen 
(2005) (in English, “The Essence/Noise of Entrepreneurship”; the Swedish word ‘väsen’ has this 
double meaning) marked the considerably more lengthy up-summing of his practice theory of 
entrepreneuring as well as of the constructionist framework this theory development ontologically and 
epistemologically rest upon. Within such a constructionist framework, the view on the central concept 
of ‘opportunity’ (remember Johannisson-quote above; entrepreneurship is enacted “as the on-going 
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practice of creatively organizing people and resources according to opportunity”, Johannisson, 2011: 
137) marks a clear break with the US opportunity school within entrepreneurship research; opportunity 
as something that is created and enacted rather than something that is scanned, observed and “found 
out there”. This is not “a minor thing” as the concept of ‘opportunity’ is such a central part of 
entrepreneurship theory and practice. A short genealogy:  

Since the processual turn within entrepreneurship research, deemphasizing who the 
entrepreneur is and what they do and instead focusing on how entrepreneurship is developed, “there 
has been a lack of consensus regarding what should form the focus of studies on the entrepreneurial 
process. Two different streams of interest can be discerned: the emergence of new organizations and 
the emergence of opportunities” (Landström, 2005:18). Gartner (‘organizational emergence’)/Reynolds 
(‘nascent entrepreneurs’) and Venkataraman/Shane (‘opportunity recognition’, ‘emergence of 
opportunities’) are seen as founders of each stream respectively (Landström, 2005: 19). Both streams 
are part of the North American paradigm that has dominated entrepreneurship research since its 
inception (late19th century; Katz, 2003).  

I will not take position within this paradigm but relate to it in two ways: First, I will have the same 
unit of analysis as the latter stream of interest (‘emergence of opportunities’) but on a different level of 
analysis (discursive formations rather than initiatives by individual persons/firms). Second, I will have 
the same temporal focus as the former stream of interest (‘nascent entrepreneurship’) but focus on a 
different type of action within that phase of the entrepreneurial process (discursive formations by 
networks of actors engaged in nascent entrepreneuring rather than hands-on activities by individual 
actors engaged in forming nascent enterprises). 

This is not to say that the individual person/firm no longer is important but to analytically accept 
that in contemporary networked and ICT saturated societies, individual forms of engagement is 
embedded in collective forms of action to such extent that distributed forms of power and collaborative 
ways of working (i.e. open innovation, open source development, user-generated content, user-
centered design, active audiences, user driven innovation, crowd sourcing, open design, cool hunting, 
mass collaborating organizations, knowledge sharing networks, collaborative consumption) have 
outplayed individual efforts as the single most important change mechanism, why entrepreneurship 
theory need to be updated accordingly. Such theoretical/analytical change does not seem to take 
place to any greater extent within the dominating paradigm, though, why I here and elsewhere instead 
advocate a constructionist framework, in my case post-structurally colored given my use of 
discursive/narrative methodology, as more apt and open for such theoretical developments. This so, 
because entrepreneurship is approached as something that “invites different modes of coping with an 
ambiguous environment, including the use of analogizing and bricolage when enacting 
entrepreneuring by way of improvisation and personal networking” (Johannisson, 2011: 135). 

My PhD Candidate colleagues and I had many everyday dialogues with Johannisson during 
2001-2005, about the many drafts that in the end was to become “Entreprenörskapets Väsen” 
(Johannisson, 2005). After many readings and talks about various aspects of the manuscript, it for me, 
in my PhD Thesis (Lundberg, 2009) boiled down to take a closer look on Johannisson’s understanding 
of the concept of ‘opportunity’, and more specifically the concept of ‘space of opportunities’ 
(‘möjlighetsrum’ in Swedish in Johannisson’s terminology). In a particularly concentrated passage, 
“The form(id)able world” (2005: 50-55), Johannisson is extra-ordinary well articulated regarding his 
view on ‘opportunity’; here only a short appetizer:  

“The ambiguity and vagueness of human existence, is thus the starting point for and result of 
human coexistence beyond a life in routine. Entrepreneurs and her/his close ones continuously 
change perception about reality and their environment that (thereby) becomes altered, reconstructed. 
Those who affirms the inherent changeability of human existence, and entrepreneurs normally does, 
becomes amused, not worried, of that very same ambiguity and thereby engages in the on-going 
construction of new worlds and realities. S/he is fascinated by the opportunities that a interpretable 
and form(id)able world lay upon her/him, as ingredients for developing own visions" (Johannisson; 
2005: 51, my translation from Swedish). 

The operationalization of this view on opportunities, the step from seeing and embracing the 
world in this way to investigate how entrepreneurs concretely do when transforming these “opportunity 
ingredients” to concrete tangible offers, is although rather sketchy and dispersed in Johannisson’s text 
(2005). So, in my reading and development of Johannisson’s “ingredients” in this respect (originally in 
Lundberg, 2009, in Swedish), the ‘space of opportunities’2 (SoU) can be described as follows:  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2  A system theory take on the concept of ‘space of opportunities' was developed by the Santa Fe Institute (SFI) 
(www.santafe.edu), a research institute that developed the theory of Complex Adaptive System (CAS) in which the ‘space of 
opportunities' is seen as a mental construction in three dimensions (observation, imagination, action).  
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The SoU is a central part of the entrepreneur’s life-world, especially in the early phases of the 
entrepreneurial process. As something intangible, placed in the horizon of expectations (Aronsson, 
2000: 21), the SoU therefore is no less real for the entrepreneur. On the contrary; it is a highly 
concrete node around which the entrepreneur orients her/himself in time and space and thereby 
guides substantial portion of their actions ('acting as if' with Johannisson's favourite reference, Karl 
Weick’s words (1979/1969), or in Johannisson’s own formulation, "Since the perception of reality is 
what the entrepreneur acts upon, perception is reality, thereby changing reality" (Johannisson, 2005: 
292). More specifically, the SoU is consisting of existing (E), possible (P) and feasible (F) 
opportunities, which are inter-twinned in the following way: 

Based on existing opportunities (E) in a given context at a given time, the entrepreneur on-going 
is opportunizing her or his existence, an intertwined process of generating possible opportunities (P) of 
which some, in a (new) given context at a given time (= given the resources created by E), are 
deemed as feasible opportunities (F). Johannisson expresses this interaction between P and F 
(departing from E and once again “checked” with E (at a later moment) towards F) as a self-reinforcing 
attitude: "The practice of entrepreneuring, to constantly interact between thought and action and 
thereby enact new reality configuring events, invites to further entrepreneuring" (Johannisson, 2005: 
241). It can also be expressed as E as the constraining element (the pragmatic side of the SoU), with 
P as the widening element (the visionary side of the SoU) and with F as the outcome of the dynamics 
between these two elements (the concrete side of the SoU).  

It is worth insisting of the double function of E; P and F are not in “direct contact” with each 
other, they are only connected from E1 and over E2, where the point of departure (E1) for any P 
towards F is conditioned by the difference in time between E1 and E2  (which can be very long or very 
short depending on a myriad of factors and to know when the timing is right to decide for a particular P 
at the expense of other possible Ps given the resource structure at hand at E2, E3 or […] Ex is not 
knowable; it belongs to the art of entrepreneuring (not the science or practice dimension). A highly 
experienced entrepreneur generate P most of the time and is self-empowered to continually consider 
any Ex in the on-going process of forming decisions about which Ps that at all are to be realized (F) 
and when that will happen. Such gradual build-up of highly strategic decisions is on-going processes 
in the everyday life of the entrepreneur (Johannisson, 2005: 282), why this takes up a significant share 
of the entrepreneur’s time and effort. Such decision-making manifests in various forms of 
communication; inner monologues (the entrepreneur puts a P in "cognitive marinade", "letting it hang 
around in the brain” or “sleeping on it” more than one night), face-to-face dialogues (testing a P 
through sketchy, tentative and informal dialogue with someone from her/his personal network 
(Johannisson, 2005: 55-69)) and experimental communication (via hands-on testing and trying-out 
activities of a part or a fragment of the P, the entrepreneur invites and provokes reactions and 
comments from her/his surroundings, thereby “constantly collecting new learnings, contacts and 
practical resources [which] increases both the ability to identify embryos to new realities and to realize 
them in concrete action" (Johannisson, 2005: 241). 

To be able to research these SoU processes, I (Lundberg, 2009) have developed an analytical 
methodology called ‘communicative entrepreneurship’ which is explained in next section.  
 
3. Methodology  
From the data that was generated through a six-month long field study where interactive methods 
were used to mobilise entrepreneurial energies in the community of Urshult, data was analysed with a 
discursive-narrative methodology called ‘communicative entrepreneurship’ (Lundberg, 2009), which is 
a methodology applied to entrepreneurship more specifically derived out of a broader approach on 
discursive and narrative methods within entrepreneurship research developed by Hjorth (2004) called 
‘genealogical storytelling’.  

My working definition of communicative entrepreneurship departures from Foucault’s concept 
‘discursive formation’ which was a concept he developed as a consequence of four falsified 
hypotheses/failed attempts to genealogically trace similarities and consistencies within discourses 
(Foucault, 2002/1969, 48-54). Instead, he turned to focus on systems of variation and differentiation, 
and in the event of such a system allowing itself for description Foucault called such a system a 
discursive formation (Foucault, 2002/1969, 54-55). In his genealogical period, Foucault widens his 
understanding of the concept, as he by then sees discursive formations as everyday practices aiming 
at ”formation of objects, concepts, tactics and strategies which give meaning to the world, a ’logic’ 
organizing and normalizing the social” (Hjorth, 2004, 220). 

With this understanding of the concept of discursive formation as point of departure, I work with 
the following definition of communicative entrepreneurship: In the nascent phase of the 
entrepreneurial process, the entrepreneur widens her/his and others horizon of expectations 



	   6 

(Aronsson, 2000: 21) via constructive use of different and contradictory discourses operating within 
the same terrain (Winther Jørgensen & Philips, 2000/1999). By so doing, the entrepreneur generates 
and tests new opportunities (something eventually to become). This process of widening of the 
horizon of expectations, of generating opportunities and of testing emerging opportunities (i.e. via 
inner monologue, face-to-face dialogue, experimental communication) is here defined as 
communicative entrepreneurship; a constitutive practice within entrepreneur’s formable, formative and 
sometimes form-id-able worlds.  

As a methodological concept, communicative entrepreneurship operates in two dimensions 
simultaneously and intertwined: 1) this text reports about entrepreneurs and how they practice 
communicative entrepreneurship in various ways while also 2) this text itself is an act of 
communicative entrepreneurship as any social science text is a discursive formation if we by that 
mean (which I do, in line with my own definition) a scholarly everyday practice aiming at ”formation of 
objects, concepts, tactics and strategies which give meaning to the world, a ’logic’ organizing and 
normalizing the social” (Hjorth, 2004, 220).  

This is to embrace the fact that as “we get busy organizing knowledge in our studies and 
writings, knowledge is organizing us. As we set out to design research practices for our empirical 
processes, research practices design our ways through these processes. The ‘productivity’ of 
discourse should alert us to acknowledge this effect of a discursive approach: we become aware that 
discourses already have approached us, and we find ourselves in the midst of making use of the 
silently provided solutions they have brought” (Hjorth, 2004: 222). 

Admitting the discourses operating within us and through us is liberating, as it frees us as social 
scientists from the impossibility of neutrality and invites us to inter-subjective and collaborative co-
creation of the worlds we do research in.  
 
4. The Case of Urshult, Småland, Southeast Sweden 
One of the prime goals for the overall research project was to map conditions for as well as mobilizing 
entrepreneurship in three smaller rural communities. We approached the three communities by 
contacting people we knew were living there and that were involved in civic organisations of these 
communities, employed in the local bank, running a small private business, etc. We started by making 
a study trip to the communities guided by a key person we had met and soon afterwards arranged a 
focus group in each place. These focus groups included around eight people from each community. 
To carry out our project we involved altogether ten students. In each community there were four to five 
students involved and one researcher responsible for community (in my case Urshult). 

We used the focus group meetings in two ways. First we involved the local participants to be 
part of a fictitious recruitment of a rural developer, a person that should be responsible for leading the 
rural development of the community. By this exercise we could observe and document how the local 
people discussed a practical issue concerning the development of their community. After this exercise 
we asked the group about what concrete projects they felt were currently keen issues to be 
developed. 

The project design in the Urshult community consisted of three sub-projects on different levels 
(strategic, operational and tactical) that were integrated into one overall main project with a unified 
goal; to mobilize entrepreneurial energies in Urshult as a whole and to create, visualize and 
conceptualise entrepreneurial opportunities for and within Urshult.  

After set-up of a focus group and initiating the first meetings with a group of engaged Urshult 
inhabitants, the projects were further developed, operationalized and mainly executed by five students 
from Linnaeus University, Sweden; three students from the bachelor program “Enterprising and 
Business Development that was responsible for one sub-project each and two students from the 
bachelor program “Building Design Program” mainly that worked together with the student responsible 
for the strategically oriented sub-project, to which they contributed with their skills in computer-aided 
design, civil engineering and architecture. The focus group - we call them “the Urshult Group” - which 
had been assembled for this purpose consisted of four local entrepreneurs, one municipality business 
developer living in Urshult and two planning and environment managers of Tingsryd. The group 
therefore were resourceful representatives of Urshult combined with proactive representatives from 
the municipality. The four entrepreneurs (one of them a woman) together with the community business 
developer were by other locals in Urshult referred to as “the five strong men of Urshult”. 

During our conversation with the Urshult Group, it gradually became clear that they are all 
driving forces that unanimously express that Urshult need a rather major change of some kind in order 
to attract both new residents and new tourists. They were aware that they have some attractive places 
for visitors such as Lake Åsnen (one of the larger lakes in southern Sweden with Urshult located at is 
southern beginning) and a nature reserve. Therefore Lake Åsnen - but also the rural scenic location – 
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plays a huge role when it comes to making Urshult more attractive. In Urshult, they are very proud of 
Åsnen and believe that the lake is perhaps the biggest attraction in the area. It was also revealed that 
there were plans to demolish the wharf available along with the water, and instead make a beach and 
a marina. The project, they wanted to call Playa del Urshult. While they talked about some obstacles 
when it comes to realizing such a vision, particularly in terms of formal construction plans and the like, 
it became clear that it would require a lot of formal work with several offices of Tingsryd municipality. 
So, at this stage of development, the students needed to activate the more advanced entrepreneurial 
skills of “acting as if” (in the Weickian sense) and proceed as if these plans already exist while 
simultaneously continue the work of actually realizing them in cooperation with municipality officials. 

Something that was also considered to be important for Urshult was to engage the younger 
generation. They wanted to get more families to move to the countryside and those who already live 
there, they wanted them to stay. Luckily as of now, there are baby boomers and many young children 
around 8-10 years and their young parents. It is the generations in-between these youngsters and the 
many elder in Urshult that is the core problem.  

After this initial work, the students summarized what Urshult needed. The Urshult Group was 
very clear that the work of change must begin immediately, why the students got some pressure on 
them and had to concretize their vision in order to get started for real. This intense vision work led to 
the formulation of the following conceptual fundaments for the new vision; attractiveness, to attract 
and to engage in relation to one key stakeholder (the younger generation) and events down at the 
waterline in relation to the other key stakeholder (tourists primarily, locals secondary).  

The projects was summarized in a unified “business plan” for Urshult. A key strategic aspect of 
this plan is to link ideas herein to other major projects outside but related to Urshult. One of these 
projects is “Destination Åsnen”, a project concerned with creating a joint group of many small 
businesses (mainly in tourism, handicraft and agriculture/horticulture products) located around the 
Lake Åsnen and create and market a joint major brand (“Destination Åsnen”). A second project 
underway is a new major touristic bicycle route, “Sydostleden” (The Southeast Route) throughout 
southeast Sweden strategically passing by Urshult. A third major project is the process of creating a 
National Park capturing a part of areas around Lake Åsnen. A fundamental part of the student’s 
project was therefore to take advantage of these larger projects with the purpose of making the 
community of Urshult more attractive. At the strategic core of the business plan within Urshult, is the 
vision of Playa del Urshult. Below in figure 2 is one of the visualisations made by the two building 
construction students. The other two subprojects involved marketing content and structure and what 
events and activities that could be invented/further developed to increase the attractiveness of Urshult. 

 
Figure 2: Visualization of Playa del Urshult. 

 
Source: Clara Bredberg & Josephine Karlström, own construction. 

 
So, what led a historically conservative and traditional rural community to adopt biz jargon, wrap many 
fresh new ideas and some old established ones in the new decree-alike entrepreneurial lingua franca 
that is the “new kid in town” for many a rural communities in Sweden and internationally? And “get 
away with it”, even win strong appeal and support for it? In search for answers to such a question 
(section 5), we need to make a detour back in history in order to arrive back to the future.  
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Urshult is a typical rural area located in the southern part of Kronoberg County in Tingsryd 
municipality. Like many rural communities in Sweden since at least the early 2000s, hard times are 
also upon Tingsryd: "Social Services Committee breaks record in deficit. Mechanical engineering 
industry let go of more people. Depopulation continues. Shops close in the city centre. The local elite 
ice hockey team has neither enough points nor money. Is there any future for Tingsryd?" 
(Smålandsposten, January 26, 2013). Relatively newly appointed mayor Laila Jeppsson answer 
obviously affirmative in the continuation of the article, it is part of the job description as mayor to point 
at avenues of hope and faith. But the issue will probably linger even after the short-term fluctuations in 
growth, employment and welfare passed over; Swedish rural areas are struggling to remain a "living 
countryside" and the type of structural struggle was current long before the recent Euro crisis and will 
remain high on the rural municipal agendas also after the worst crisis winds have blown over for now. 

In Tingsryd municipality, there are 12,358 inhabitants (2010, 
www.tingsryd.se/SITE/Home/About-kommunen.aspx). Of these, are 1,784 residents registered in 
Urshults congregation (Hedin, 2010: 130). In Tingsryds municipal business registers 
(www.forreg.nu/tingsryd, 2013-02-13) there are 84 companies registered having Urshult as official 
postal address. Something that economically-historically is characteristic of Urshult is the very 
important role the forest have played since the 1700s peasant economy (Larsson, 1999: 206-207), 
which laid the foundation for significant local wealth. Urshult was one of ten so-called "southern 
marginal parishes" where (relatively) free and independent but not land-owning peasants to "extremely 
high percentage" (Larsson, 1999: 214) relative the national average used the opportunity for so-called 
‘skatteköp’ (to "acquire ownership of the farm and the land they used" from the state; Larsson, 1999: 
214) when this was opened up in 1701 when the Swedish King’s finances needed reinforcement due 
to a new major war was upon him (The Great Northern War, 1700-1721). This extremely high 
proportion of ‘skatteköp’ in Urshult "shows primarily two things: that ownership was desirable and 
worth its high price, and further that the purchasing peasants had accumulated a considerable wealth 
beforehand, in order to afford it" (Larsson, 1999: 214-215). In more modern times, are Urshults 
famous apple orchards a shining star with a very long history, for many reasons of course, but 
structurally thanks to the favourable climate around Lake Åsnen (see Knutson, 2010, for a very 
detailed description of its longstanding importance but also gradual decline since the 1950s). In 
Urshult as of today, the current situation is that of a fairly well-differentiated work supply and private 
sector companies (www.urshult.se/naring.htm, 2013-02-13) and a decent supply of basic welfare 
services, for example in the form of the so important countryside grocery store, a local school, health 
centres and home for elders. 

Popular excursions in contemporary Urshult include Lunnabacken, The Local History Society’s 
House, Odensvallahults Mansion and Kurrebo orchards. Urshults church and church stables are other 
popular sites which mirrors that we are in an area where religious affairs matters. The church was built 
about 1810 and replaced an earlier church made of wood built in the 1400s. The present church can 
accommodate 800 people and is known for its large altar paintings done by church painter Ludvig Frid 
(a rather well known church painter in Sweden). Religious life in Urshult, as in Värend at large 
(‘Värend’ is the old historical region “that matters” still as of today; the modern administrative unit 
‘Kronoberg County’ to at large extent overlaps with Värend, but the minor differences the do exist 
geographically plus the name issue is “not a minor issue” for local hardliners), is heavily dominated by 
the Church of Sweden (Lutheran). Free Church movements never got any real breakthrough as 
Urshult (and Värend) is characterized by some key features that are well researched within the 
sociology of religion (isolated location, location-bound population, natural resources are important for 
employment, historically strong position for clergy) which evokes a "strong culture of preserving 
traditions” (Åberg, 1999: 402). 
 
5. Results 
The historical conditions described in previous section (i.e. long-lasting local wealth, strong religiosity, 
strong sense of freedom and independence from central powers (may they be federal or regional), 
some extra-ordinary successful industries and entrepreneurs historically) and contemporary assets 
(i.e. fairly diversified labour market and private sector, the stunning nature, Lake Åsnen) make up the 
common grid that serves as the starting point to and historical resonance for the work that “the Urshult 
Group” started off with the objective of creating a wholly new business model for the Urshult 
community.  

An outline of the conditions for such business model innovation in this rural community is here 
presented. Conditions will be grouped in two main groups; historical-structural conditions and 
discursive-communicative conditions.  
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5.1. Historical-structural conditions 
As my definition of ‘communicative entrepreneurship’ rests upon Foucault’s notion of ‘discursive 
formation’, which focuses systems of variation and differentiation, it is necessary to apply of rather 
long historical perspective on any discussion of contemporary communicative entrepreneurship. I 
therefore start off in the historical-structural realm by pointing at three instances of interplay between 
communication and history – the interactive communicative process where a few historically 
successful entrepreneurs externalising their visions for their community and also internalising other 
stakeholders vision of Urshult, combined with how the broader public in Urshult view these 
entrepreneurs, their historical deeds and sins, their contemporary community visions and thereby, 
ultimately, their trustworthiness to carve out the strategic direction for the future of Urshult: 

 
• Temporal sampling (see Rehn, 2006, for a highly refreshing and entertaining theoretical view 

on entrepreneurship as sampling): One of the experienced entrepreneurs in “the Urshult 
Group” was the person behind the old, still in use, logo of Urshult. Regardless of which road 
you choose, you meet this welcome sign when you enter Urshult: 

 
Photo 1: The existing logo of Urshult 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: www.urshult.se (2013-02-13) 
 

Two elements that historically are closely tied to Urshult are Lake Åsnen and “the Apple 
Kingdom”. The current logo mirrors the latter (the historical success industry), due to the major 
significance this industry historically have played in Urshult. But now time had come to 
communicate something more up to date (Destination Åsnen) as the apple industry is since 
long beyond its peak days. Partly because it was emotionally “very hard” for the person having 
created the now existing logo and partly because the group didn't want to “let go” of its history, 
they struggled hard to have “both-and”. It was not until one of the students, specialised in 
marketing, came up with some logo propositions that represented both temporal dimensions, 
that the matter was resolved:  

 
Figure 3: Three new logo propositions for Urshult. 

 

 

 

 

Source: Anna Johnsson, own construction. 
 

The third one of these logos is now used by the community organisation “Sockenrådet” who 
have taken the responsibility to carry on the outcome of the student project 
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• Connecting generations: A key part in the strategy for growing the population in Urshult, in 
particularly getting younger families to move there, is the annual “Home comers Day”, 
targeting youngsters that have moved from Urshult in young age and trying to convince them 
to move back. The idea now, to make this day fit in with the new focus on tourism, activities 
and marketing in the new business plan, is to integrate Home comers Day into a major, grand 
“Urshult Day” that will offer both Urshultsbor, home comers and tourists a complete day with a 
broad range of activities to thereby enjoy Urshult and all its offers.  

 
• Embeddedness as a communicative resource: We were many times surprised by the 

sometimes very hard (but mostly heartily) jargon between for instance the old experienced 
entrepreneurs and the representatives from Tingsryd municipality. Over the months, I came to 
the conclusion that this is consciously so; the historically very well embedded entrepreneurs 
did not miss any opportunity to loudly and burlesque “speak up” in front of all about endless 
stories of the type “do you remember when that politician tried to stop that and that project” or 
“this is how we deal with these matters here in Urshult when the politicians in Tingsryd have 
their minds set elsewhere” (sometimes with these very same persons sitting in front of them 
when saying this). Most of the time of our meetings was taken up with these kinds of 
anecdotes and stories and first I saw it as ego boosting and some elder gentlemen’s attempt 
to impress upon our five young female students. Even if such reasons may play a part, I see 
the extensive use of these stories mainly as a deliberate use of the social and cultural capital 
that comes from their high level of local embeddedness. The way it communicatively 
manifested was a combination of “I want you to know that I know…”, sometimes in very harsh 
language, combined with a fast retreat to more jovial “but we always work things out here in 
Urshult, don't we?”. A kind of God Cop/Bad Cop-logic, but with the same person playing both 
characters. This Janus-face capacity in the realm of communication is both a kind of luxury (a 
high degree of freedom to speak considerably more freely than most other actors) and a hard 
earned outcome of many years of local presence, work and engagement.  

 
5.2. Discursive-communicative conditions 

 
• ‘Communicating-as-if’: Weick’s famous notion of ‘acting as if’ counts also for speech acts, 

which is less highlighted in entrepreneurship research. Very early on in the project, there was 
consensus around the decision that all the efforts we together would be doing during six 
months, should be wrapped in mainstream biz jargon, calling it a business plan, when it 
actually is an emerging biz model innovation very far from the final artefact (that the business 
plan most often is). This follows from one of Johannisson’s core insights: "Since the 
perception of reality is what the entrepreneur acts upon, perception is reality, thereby 
changing reality" (Johannisson, 2005: 292). 
 

• ‘Old media savvy/New media tacky’: The least surprising aspect of this group of conditions 
was that when it came to old media (printed newspapers, etc.) their contacts were excellent 
and regarding new media, the situation was the opposite. Here is the biggest space for 
development as of now.  

 
• ‘The communicating Bricoleur’: The idea that a core in successful entrepreneurship is the 

capacity to combine existing factors and variable in the new novel offers is very strong and is, 
as an ideal type, taken to its extreme with ‘the bricoleur’. There are quite some high degree of 
freedom to “be as one prefers” in a rural area like this; the social pressures to conform and fit 
in are of course there, but does not include several aspects in the private sphere. An absolute 
must though, if you (like our Urshult Group) aims to “get anything done” strategically and 
structurally in the public realm of the community, is the capacity to build and maintain very 
good relations to other major development projects in the area and to the key persons behind 
these projects. These inter-personal and inter-subjective communicative skills – in this context 
a ‘communicative dimension’ of the classical entrepreneurial combinatory skills (‘the bricoleur’) 
– to seek out and often find “how the various projects fit together” and what the benefits are 
for projects to join forces, are emblematic for communicative entrepreneurship in a small rural 
community like this. They actors involved work hard and systematically, using “any discourse 
hanging around in the air” to try out, seek for and most often find common ground.  

 
To sum up; when it comes to content (‘which ones’), conditions are contextual and in the case of 
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Urshult, these six conditions stands out as the ones that are important for Urshult in order for them to 
eventually succeed with their as of now on-going rather radical business model innovation attempts for 
their community as a whole. But when it comes to process (‘how to’), the need to consider conditions 
are generic; alas, my argument is that any rural community aiming at some form of business model 
innovation needs to reflect upon and thoroughly elaborate upon the historical-structural conditions and 
discursive-communicative conditions that both serve as point of departure as well as constraining 
factor for any attempts of widening ones space of opportunities.  
 
6. Conclusions 
The overall conclusion is that the conditions for a rather radical business model Innovation for the rural 
community of Urshult, Småland, in southeast Sweden, are targeted and fulfilled in a satisfactory way. 

This so, as the actors have practiced various forms of communicative entrepreneurship relative 
to both groups of conditions. Relative to historical-structural conditions, mainly through ‘temporal 
sampling’ and ‘embeddedness as a communicate resource’, where data is rich and at large verify 
extensive and nuanced treatment of these conditions. The third condition here, ‘connecting 
generations’ is less verified as it is on a sketchy idea level so far. Worth noting though, is that the first 
step in any communicative entrepreneurship is to articulate and communicate a sketchy idea, so the 
sheer existence of the idea as such is a minor verification. Relative to discursive-communicative 
conditions, mainly through ‘communicating-as-if’ and ‘the communicating Bricoleur’ where data is rich 
and at large verify extensive and nuanced treatment of these conditions. 

All-in-all; a considerable widening of Urshults space of opportunities have taken place and many 
of the generated Ps (possible opportunities) having been measured and sized several times against 
the constraining Es (existing opportunities and the resources they generate). The outcome, the 
passionately sought for Fs (feasible opportunities) are too early to consider; Urshult so far only is in 
the proto stage of the four-stage entrepreneurial process in a rural milieu. Urshult have good control 
so far over the pragmatic and visionary sides of the SoU and thereby well positioned to dwell upon the 
final and most important side of business model innovation, the concrete side of the SoU. 
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