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Abstract

Motivations, Barriers and Collaborative 
Strategies at Entry on the Swedish Alternative 
Protein Market 

Buğra Kar and Kilian Nyssen

The necessity of sustainable transitions has become more and more acknowledged 
in recent years. From these changes, specific markets have recently been emerging 
which are closely tied to sustainable development. An industry which is particularly 
critical for enabling such transitions is the food industry where the current eating 
patterns have been linked to an array of issues with the considerable reliance on 
animal-based products often pointed out as a major concern. From a raising 
awareness and technological changes, a market has arisen which aims at supplying 
proteins from alternative sources to animal exploitation. By inquiring this specific 
market referred to as the Alternative Proteins (AP) market, the core objective of 
this thesis is to extend the knowledge regarding markets associated with 
sustainability. More specifically, recognizing the rapid-evolution of such markets, the 
inquiries are directed towards the entry mechanisms as it is seen as key dynamics 
influencing the evolution of such markets. An in-depth understanding of market 
entry regarding diverse dimensions including motivations, barriers and entry 
strategies could thus be achieved. Recognizing a shortcoming in the scientific 
understanding of stakeholder collaboration as an entry strategy, an emphasis on 
these collaborative entry strategies prevailed in our investigations. Eight firms 
having recently or longer ago entered the AP market have been interviewed to 
provide the empirical material for the thematic analysis. The theoretical framework 
was built around the resource-based view (RBV), supplemented by other theories 
including Creating Shared Value (CSV) and Porter’s classification of barriers which 
granted an enhanced theoretical lens to arrive at significant insights resulting from 
our inquiries. New entrants were thus found to have both financial and social/
environmental dimensions embedded in their entry motivations. It was also 
concluded that the adoption of collaboration as an entry strategy predominated 
across our sample which was explained by the assumption that markets linked to 
sustainable development have intrinsic circumstances forcing companies to 
collaborate to a larger degree. Moreover, the findings provided evidence of firms 
striving for a fit between the entry barriers and their entry strategies by devising 
the latter in accordance with their perception of barriers. Lastly, an essential 
contribution resided in the application of RBV in the context of market entry as 
this enabled the approach of market entry through a distinct angle broadening both 
the knowledge on market entry and RBV. 

Keywords: resource-based view, market entry, entry motivations, entry strategies, 
stakeholder collaboration, alternative proteins 

Supervisor: Charlotte Eklund-Jonsson
Subject reader: Petter Forsberg
Examiner: David Sköld
SAMINT-MILI 21028
Printed by: Uppsala Universitet

Faculty of Technology 

Visiting address: 
Ångströmlaboratoriet 
Lägerhyddsvägen 1 

Postal address: 
Box 536 
751 21 Uppsala 

Telephone: 
+46 (0)18 – 471 30 03 

Telefax: 
+46 (0)18 – 471 30 00 

Web page: 
http://www.teknik.uu.se/education/



Popular Science Summary 
As an integral part of the economic activity, entry into markets by startups or firms existing in other 
business areas is an exciting field of research if we want to understand the evolution of the 
economy, and more broadly of our society. In this context of market entry, the newcomers, faced 
with many challenges, have a myriad of possibilities to approach this difficult process. One of these, 
which is to collaborate with other organizations to acquire key knowledge and resources in order to 
facilitate this entry process, is regarded as showing good promises. Moreover, with an increased 
interest in sustainable development and the subsequent emergence of markets closely linked to this 
transition, collaboration might be a prerequisite for firms to solve the problems related to a more 
sustainable future. Therefore, this thesis builds on these evolutions by investigating the use of 
collaboration with other organizations as an entry strategy by newcomers on a market connected to 
sustainability, namely the market of alternative proteins. Moreover, a question resides regarding 
what drives these companies to enter this type of market and to thus get active in the sustainable 
transition of our society. In order to provide an answer to this question, this study inquires, besides 
the entry strategy of firms, their motivations to enter the alternative protein market, with the goal of 
providing a comprehensive picture of the entry pattern. By means of interactions with firms having 
entered that market, our results revealed interesting insights regarding how financial-, but also 
environmental- and social- related factors influence the entry decision of these companies. 
Additionally, the collaborative activities of these entrant firms were expounded and discussed, 
specifically regarding how they are employed to handle the challenges facing these entrants. As a 
result, the overall objective of providing an in-depth understanding of the entry into a market 
connected to sustainable development could be reached. 
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1. Introduction 
—————————————————————————————————————————————

The introduction will initially set the context by presenting the background and the challenges 
encouraging the conception of the present study. Accordingly, the main purpose of this paper will be 
introduced, followed by a presentation of the research questions guiding the research efforts. This 
section will then end by briefly presenting the outline for the rest of the report.

1.1 Background and Problematization

From the Stone Age to world dominance, the story of mankind is a long journey of evolution and 
adaptation. Intricately connected to this history of human evolution, major dietary shifts happened 
that were brought by innovations and changes in our lifestyle and surroundings. In recent times, 
mankind acquired modern technologies and advanced methods that enabled us to push the 
boundaries of what was previously impossible to achieve. Today, from our mass-scale production, 
our industrial methods for food processing, etc., a specific diet emerged, usually referred to as the 
Western diet. This diet is typical of developed countries, but it is rapidly becoming widespread in 
developing countries as well. However, this dietary pattern poses major challenges both from 
environmental, public health and animal welfare perspectives. Indeed, one of the defining 
characteristics of this diet is the high consumption of animal products. Yet, animal farming and 
consumption have been linked to an array of issues that erect a key challenge on our way to a 
sustainable food system. There thus seems to be an urgent and inevitable necessity for novel 
methods of production and for a new dietary shift in order to tackle these challenges and to assure 
our future prosperity, as it has been suggested by several researchers (Mongen and Meerdink, 1998; 
Aiking, 2011; Henchion et al., 2017; Nadathur, Wanasundara and Scanlin, 2017; Fasolin et al., 
2019).

Not only is there a necessity, but there also seems to be a demand for it. With rising customer 
awareness about the issues connected to our eating patterns, customer consumption habits have 
started to shift and we have recently noticed the development of vegan-vegetarian-flexitarian 
movements. Such evolutions encourage researchers like Aschemann-Witzel (2020, p. 8) to present 
plant-based food and protein trends in the following manner: “the current market context and the 
global macro-environment is favorable now and in the near and foreseeable future.” This indeed 
surfaces as an opportunity of growth and diversification for the global protein market. From these 
opportunities related to recent consumer and technological developments, a new market thus arose 
that aims at providing a replacement to animal-based food products without replicating the 
problems connected with them. This is the Alternative Protein (AP) market, which encompasses a 
number of product categories that can be divided into four main groups depending on the protein 
sources: 

• Plant-based,  
• Mycoproteins,  
• Insects,  
• Cell-based.  
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While the two first sources have already a well-established market presence (Bonny et al., 2017), 
the insects have a modest market presence and cell-based are not present yet. Respectively for 
insects, Henchion et al. (2017) point out the challenges for human consumption related to both 
customer aspects like the reluctance of insects eating as well as the production issues and the need 
to establish value chains. When discussing cell-based meat, the same authors highlight the issues 
connected to the technical and production challenges for the development of cultured meat products 
and for its commercial viability. However, while these represent real issues at the moment, changes 
could be seen in the coming years with the evolution of these innovations and we might, for this 
reason, see AP products from more diverse sources.

With a population responsive to these recent developments, food producers that were quick to 
embark on this new shift, and official dietary guidelines explicitly encouraging less red meat and 
processed meat consumption in favor of more vegetarian food (Livsmedelsverket, 2021), Sweden 
was selected as the setting to conduct the present study of this emerging market due to its relatively 
favorable circumstances. Furthermore, considering that Alternative Protein products are often 
marketed with promises of being more ethical, of ameliorating people’s wellbeing and of having 
less environmental impact (Fuentes and Fuentes, 2017), the conscious consumers of Sweden are 
expected to increasingly respond to this shift in a positive way. In regard to these elements, for a 
study of such an emerging market, using Sweden as a geographical delimitation can simultaneously 
reduce the scope and increase the depth of our inquiries in order to better understand the fast-
changes currently happening in the protein supply. 

Reflecting its attractive conditions, the Swedish AP market seems destined to a bright future as a 
recent report (Macklean, 2020) focusing only on the plant-based alternatives indicated that sales in 
this category amounted to SEK 862 million in 2019 and were expected to reach around SEK 2-2.5 
billion in 2025 with a growth rate of 15-20% per year. As a consequence of this rapid growth, 
numerous changes might be expected in terms of industry structure and evolution, such as an 
increasing number of firms entering the market to reap the benefits of its rapid growth. These likely 
changes serve as further motivations explaining why more detailed studies are demanded in order to 
better understand this rapidly evolving market. 

Yet, as different people can understand different meanings of the term Alternative Protein market, it 
is important to shortly delimit what we mean by it. To draw its boundaries, we employ two criteria: 

• The product should aim at replacing animal products in a diet. 
• The product should aim at providing a similar protein content than the animal products it 

replaces.  

According to these criteria, the AP market in our thesis is constituted of multiple sub-markets based 
on the types of products that are substituted, that is the meat-substitutes, dairy-substitutes or even 
seafood-substitutes. The reason for including all the animal products substitutes, instead of focusing 
on a single category, as it is often the case in other research publications, is that altogether, they 
accounted for more than 60% of the protein supply in Sweden in 2018, with meat and dairy having 
the main shares of around 25 to 30% each (FAO, 2021). Yet, alternative is defined as being different 
from the conventional. Thus, if we consider animal proteins as the conventional sources of proteins 
as they represent the largest share as well as the most problematic ones, the Alternative Proteins 
would thus be all the options aiming at substituting the conventional ones.
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Since our work is based on the investigation of alternative sources of protein, it is certainly fit to 
touch upon the importance highlighted by Wu et al. (2014) of a sustainable protein supply both for 
human health and the environment. Considering human health, Nadathur et al. (2017, p. 1) 
indicated that “consumption of protein is critical for maintaining our body and various cellular 
functions”. These molecules, that are thus vital to sustain life in our bodies, are to be supplied to 
billions of these bodies. The extent of this protein supply system needed means that if it relies on 
unsustainable practices, a tremendous impact can be expected on our ecosystem. This is actually 
what we can observe today with our main reliance on animals in our protein supply, which has been 
linked to high land, water and energy use, but also waste production (Henchion et al., 2017). It is, 
therefore, a propitious time to analyze the AP market, since, if we are to achieve a sustainable 
transition of the food system and respond to the expected rising protein demand, a shift in proteins 
sourcing from animals to alternatives seems to offer a viable solution to address different objectives 
of a future food system both characterized by security and sustainability (Fasolin et al., 2019).  

With the majority of the business research on AP focused on customer preferences and their 
acceptance of these alternatives, several blind spots regarding the market in general and specifically 
about the companies and conditions shaping this market are prevalent. In order to fill these gaps, a 
study of the current structure of the AP market, as well as the dynamics influencing it, is necessary. 
However, with such a rapidly evolving market, there is a risk of generating knowledge that might 
soon be obsolete. This justifies an approach of focusing not only on the market structure today, but 
also by looking at the motives and strategies used by entrant firms, as we believe that insights in 
these domains can contribute to the understanding of the underlying dynamics that will affect the 
future shape of this market, as new entries can be seen as one of the key factors influencing its 
evolution. In order to conduct these inquiries, drawing on resource based view (RBV) literatures, 
combined with specific disciplines related to entry motivations, barriers and strategy could provide 
valuable insights on different aspects of the entry process. 

As a way to reinvent how proteins are supplied, Alternatives Protein products are commonly 
associated with sustainability, and thus, a question resides regarding what actually motivates 
companies to shift towards this kind of market having sustainable promises in their core. While 
financial related factors have been extensively covered throughout literature on entry incentives 
(Kim, Min and Chaiy, 2015; Min, Kim and Zhan, 2017), one can say that little is known about the 
societal and environmental incentives. Analyzing the entry motivations from a resource based 
perspective, therefore might yield conclusions about how companies intended to leverage and/or 
enhance their internal resources through their entry to the market. This could also reveal the reasons 
behind different types of motivation depending on how companies establish a relation between 
internal resources and opportunities in the marketplace. Examining the reasons behind firms 
endeavoring on more sustainable paths could yield relevant insights both for the AP market, but also 
for other markets linked to the sustainability shift.

Moreover, whilst the challenges at hand with AP products create numerous opportunities to business 
development, they can also represent significant hindrances for prospective entrants. Yet, every 
newcomer has to address somehow the entry barriers inherent to the market of interest (Yip, 1982), 
which are found to be relevant in practically any kind of market structure (OECD, 2007). Following 
the RBV, entry barriers could be related to resources required to compete on the prospective market 
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and the entry strategy could thus be conceived as the methods a firm adopts to acquire these 
resources and to overcome the barriers at entry. As a result, investigating from a resource-based 
perspective how new entrants on the AP market strategically manage the development or acquisition 
of the requisite resources, and thus handle the barriers could be particularly significant to provide a 
better understanding of the entry process in this market. However, as it has been suggested by 
Savage et al. (2020), big issues such as those linked to sustainable development can not be handled 
by a single organization, and actually requires the collaboration of multiple players to develop the 
suitable solutions for the interest of the society. As mentioned before, AP is often considered to be 
in close relation with sustainable development, and it can accordingly be expected that mutual 
efforts between organizations are more frequent in order to enable the shift towards these 
alternatives. Nonetheless, stakeholder engagement and collaboration has received little attention 
from the standpoint of entry strategy literature with only a few occurrences within the international 
entry mode research (Chi and Mcguire, 1996; Liu, 2017; Puthusserry, Khan and Rodgers, 2018). A 
study of these “collaborative entry strategies” could thus fill an important research gap by coupling 
stakeholder collaboration with the entry strategy study field. In this context, RBV is expected to 
offer meaningful support by providing the foundation on which the study can rely by connecting 
different concepts, that is to say entry motivations, barriers, strategies and collaboration. Through 
this lens, the entry strategy is condensed under the firms’ efforts to build the resources bundles 
required for the entry and stakeholder collaboration provides the means to externally acquire some 
of these resources and could thus be seen as a way to facilitate entry. Inquiring these strategies 
under a resource-based perspective could not only extend the domain of understanding of what 
entry strategies are, but also, by analyzing these strategic actions in relation with entry barriers, a 
better comprehension of the relation between these two concepts could be grasped. There is indeed 
a shortcoming in the literature regarding the impact of entry barriers on market entry decisions. 
While Karakaya and Stahl (1989) demonstrated the crucial role of entry barriers on this kind of 
decision, other authors like Green, Barclay and Ryans (1995) give them an auxiliary role in their 
model of entry strategy.

To sum up, even if the object of study is the AP market, the present research has in its ambition to 
benefit the general understanding of entry in markets linked to sustainable transformation with a 
two-sided attention. Along with approaching the motives of newcomers by analyzing what drives 
firms to enter this kind of market, investigating stakeholder engagement and collaboration as an 
entry strategy meant to acquire the necessary resources and capabilities will represent the points of 
convergence of this article.

  

1.2 Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

The purpose of the study can thus be framed in the following manner: “To advance the knowledge 
of markets associated with sustainable development by analyzing the motivations and the 
collaborative entry strategies used by entrant firms in the AP market from a resource-based 
perspective.” In order to reach the announced purpose, the current market status will be briefly 
provided as a first step, followed by inquiries revolving around three main dimensions: 1) Market 
Entry Motivations, 2) Market Entry Barriers 3) Market Entry Strategies. Accordingly, the questions 
driving the research are presented below:
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1. How do financial, societal and environmental stakes influence the motives behind the entries 
of companies in the AP market? 

By assessing the nature of the motives for companies to enter a market related to sustainable 
development, we want to understand what drives firms to embrace sustainable endeavors.

2. What are the main barriers impeding entry on the AP market?  

As an instrumental question providing the ground to respond to the third one, the barriers 
inherent to the AP market will be identified in order to relate them with entry strategies in the 
following research question.

3. How collaborative entry strategies are employed by companies launching AP products to 
overcome barriers and facilitate their entry on that market? 

At last, building on the comprehension generated of the market, the use of entry strategies related 
to stakeholder collaboration by entrants will be explored based on their capacity to leverage key 
resources that will be related to the market's peculiarities embodied by the entry barriers.

By focusing on these research questions, not only direct theoretical contributions regarding 
Alternative Proteins, but also regarding new-product markets and markets emerging from 
sustainable development could be generated. Although every market has different dynamics, 
understanding the entry motivations in these markets could deliver important knowledge about the 
rapid evolution of such markets related to sustainability. Moreover, from a theoretical point of view, 
the exploration grounded on the RBV of the scarcely researched area of collaboration as an entry 
strategy, joined with inquiries on how these strategic approaches fit with the existing entry barriers 
in the manner that they can be used to overcome them, will expectedly unravel interesting avenues 
to contribute to the scientific knowledge of both market entry and RBV in general. 

1.3 Thesis Outline

This thesis is divided into seven main sections. The first one being the introduction, in the following 
chapter, a literature review of the branches of knowledge relevant for this study will be presented. 
The third chapter will expound the research methodology pursued to respond to the research 
questions of this thesis by incorporating aspects including the research philosophy, the research 
design, the research strategy, the sampling and data collection methods, the data analysis approach 
and some considerations on quality and ethics. The section four describes the theories at the 
foundation of the theoretical framework on which this study reposes, with the resource-based view 
as the main component. The following section will start with a brief market overview of AP in 
Sweden, followed by a presentation of the empirical results collected through the interviews that 
were conducted. Subsequently, using the theoretical framework as a lens, these results will be 
analyzed in the ensuing section where research questions are answered. The last chapter closing this 
study will summarize the results and consider the relevant contributions generated for the scientific 
and business spheres, as well as the limitations, future research possibilities and ethical 
considerations regarding the context of the study.  
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2. Literature Review 
—————————————————————————————————————————————

In this chapter, relevant literature regarding the fields related to our study will be covered. The 
section thus elaborates on the research on entry motivations incorporating different aspects which 
drive firms to enter new markets. Moreover, an examination of entry barriers and its relation with 
different disciplines will be presented. Finally, a critical evaluation of entry strategy research, and a 
review of different types of stakeholder collaboration will be provided.  

2.1 Motivations of Entry

With the exception of nonprofit corporations, most businesses strive to maximize their profits as a  
result of their operations. It can thus be expected that financial considerations often represent a key 
determinant in most entries. This reasoning is actually reflected in the literature on entry 
motivations which is highly concentrated on financial factors. As we will discuss, these types of 
motivations are not constrained to the anticipation of short-term earnings, but also to long-term 
aspirations indirectly related with profits.

Literature on motivations of entry to markets relies heavily on the anticipated post-entry profits and 
economical benefits (Kim, Min and Chaiy, 2015). Furthermore, it is claimed by Carree and Thurik 
(1996) that the literature focuses on mainly two key factors being: profitability and market growth. 
What is more, as an indication of economic returns, the size of a market gives an idea of expected 
profits after entry which is claimed as one of the crucial factors that firms consider prior to entering 
a new market  (Min, Kim and Zhan, 2017). Moreover, it can be mentioned that the technology-
intensive nature of the AP industry is forcing companies to concentrate on the potential profits. 
Similarly, Bonny et al. (2015) confirms that the adoption of the meat substitute products and novel 
technologies to produce those products, are driven by economic concerns for manufacturers and 
producers. In like manner, Karakaya (2002) mentions the importance of profit expectations as one 
of the underlying factors when it comes to entry decisions. The author highlights that the existing 
firms reaping the benefits of high profit margins, could suggest the availability of a possible market 
share which could in turn lure new entrants to exploit the potential earnings.

Although scholarly thought leans on incentives which are directly related with generating profit, 
motivations pertaining to indirect benefits also exist. Debruyne and Reibstein (2005), explain how 
incumbent companies similar in size and resources could imitate one another in the context of 
entering new markets. This is called entry contagion and it refers to incumbents entering new 
market niches in the case of a similar competitor entering the same market. Furthermore, the 
authors Kim, Min and Chaiy (2015) use the term “competitor-focused entry” where the motivation 
of entry is triggered by both the realized entries and expected entries. According to Debruyne and 
Reibstein (2005) this is a result of decision making based on the attributed credibility of the 
competitors’ strategic movements or resource-based competition regarding strategic advantages 
such as market positioning and gaining competitive advantage. Although profit-focused and 
competitor-focused entry are different things in nature, they can coexist (Kim, Min and Chaiy, 
2015). Adding to the indirectly related motivations considering profit, firms can aim to widen their 
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product portfolio by entering a new market. Thus, companies enter the market considering long-
term strategies (Min, Kim and Zhan, 2017). Besides entry motivations concerning product portfolio 
management, other implicitly related motivations involve achieving economies of scope (Helfat and 
Liebermann, 2002; Panzar and Willig,1981). Entrants have the tendency to enter new markets 
which necessitate similar resources and capabilities regarding the market to be entered, with the 
long-term motivations such as accomplishing cost efficiency and maximization of the use of 
existing resources (Min, Kim and Zhan, 2017 ; Helfat and Liebermann, 2002). Moreover, according 
to Kim, Min and Chaiy (2015), companies aiming for overall corporate benefits can enter a market 
with the purpose to acquire knowledge on technological capabilities. As the companies in the AP 
market use new technologies to manufacture their products (Fasolin et al., 2019), the investigation 
of companies entering the market with the interest of increasing know-how about production 
technologies, could contribute to the knowledge on the motivations of entry to the AP market of 
Sweden. Furthermore, the discussion of short-term and long-term considerations of financial 
factors, could provide a clearer understanding regarding the reasons behind various entry decisions. 

However, for an entry into a market like the Alternative Proteins, which is often associated with 
sustainable development, one can expect that some companies might have “greater goals” when 
deciding to enter it. Yet, when the societal and environmental related motivations are considered, 
the lack of research associated with these dimensions becomes apparent and thus restrains the 
review of the literature. Therefore, a theory combining these dimensions with the financial one will 
be brought in our theoretical framework to overcome this shortcoming and to thus offer a more 
comprehensive view on the reasons behind market entry. 

2.2 Entry Barriers 

The concept of barriers to entry can be seen as closely related to the research on incentives to entry 
as high entry barriers reduce the incentives and render the entry to a market more difficult. 
However, for a thesis grounded in the resource-based view, bringing such a concept predominant in 
the industrial organization literature having the industry as the unit of analysis might seem 
counterproductive. Yet, as it will be further discussed, barriers to entry can be correlated to 
analogous concepts in the resource-based perspective and it can bring a complementary level of 
analysis that will produce a more integrative view of market entry. Thus, to properly understand this 
prominent concept, we will examine its origin and its evolution in the scientific literature. 

In his pioneering work, Bain (1956, p. 3) offers probably the first definition of an entry barrier in 
the economics literature, which was: “A barrier to entry is an advantage of established sellers in an 
industry over potential entrant sellers, which is reflected in the extent to which established sellers 
can persistently raise their prices above competitive levels without attracting new firms to enter the 
industry.” However, Bain’s definition has been criticized by McAfee et al. (2004, p. 462) for the 
reason that “it builds the consequences of the definition into the definition itself”, and this definition 
is further referred to as a tautology by the authors. Still, Bain can be accounted to have produced 
seminal work that has influenced the developments of the field of research related to entry barriers 
which had been increasingly popular after the publication of his book. More recently, Porter, in his 
2008 article which served as an update of his popular article published in 1979, provided a 
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straightforward and encompassing definition by characterizing entry barriers as “advantages that 
incumbents have relative to new entrants” (Porter, 2008, p. 80). Likewise, a closely related 
definition proposed by Encyclopedia Britannica (Bondarenko, 2019) states that entry barriers are 
“obstacles that make it difficult for a firm to enter a given market.” While the one proposed by 
Porter takes the position of an incumbent firm, the latter is in the position of an entrant firm. This 
divergence in perspectives actually points to two alternatives, but complementary ways to examine 
entry barriers in the literature that is from the standpoint of incumbents or from the standpoint of 
new entrants. As our study considers the entry on the AP market and not specifically how to defend 
it, we will embrace the second perspective.

Whilst the works of authors like Bain and McAfee are focused on the industry as the level of 
analysis under the industrial organization tradition, Porter, along with other authors from the 
strategic management tradition, are said to take a firm-level of analysis by assessing entry barriers 
as a resource to create competitive advantages for individual firms (Lutz, Kemp and Gerhard 
Dijkstra, 2010). This reasoning can be connected with Porter’s definition of entry barriers taking the 
incumbent firms as a viewpoint. Actually, as stated by Lutz, Kemp and Gerhard Dijkstra (2010, p. 
21), “From a resource-based perspective entry barriers are considered as resources for incumbent 
firms.” By developing and exploiting strategic resources that are difficult to imitate or substitute, 
incumbent firms can indeed erect entry barriers that will need to be considered by firms in their 
entry decision. Furthermore, Wernerfelt (1984) highlighted the partial analogy between entry 
barriers and resource position barriers defined as a resource providing some protection from other 
acquirers. A duality between these two concepts is actually argued to exist by the same author as 
both entry barriers combined with a resource position barrier are needed for a sustained and 
exploitable advantage. In sum, several connections between entry barriers and resources can be 
made which further motivates the use of this concept in this thesis adopting a RBV on entry.

Regarding the types of entry barriers, there is a long list of barriers that have been identified in the 
literature across the years. For example, Karakaya and Stahl (1992) analyzed a total of 25 entry 
barriers in consumer markets and ordered them based on perceived importance after asking 
marketing executives to rate each of them. They found (1) Brand identification advantage, (2) 
Absolute cost advantages, (3) Consumer loyalty advantage; all these held by incumbents, but also 
(4) Accessibility of distribution channels, (5) Capital requirements to enter a market, to be the five 
most important entry barriers according to perceived importance. In another article dating back to 
2003 (Blees et al., 2003), there were no less than 37 entry barriers identified. Nevertheless, many of 
these barriers seem to be closely related, which has also been pointed out by other researchers 
(Lutz, Kemp and Gerhard Dijkstra, 2010), and treating them as separate barriers could be 
ambiguous. Therefore, the concise and practical classification proposed in Porter’s article (2008) 
where many of these numerous barriers are combined into seven major sources of entry barriers will 
be presented in the theoretical framework as the basis to analyze barriers in this study.

2.3 Entry Strategies

A condition for every new entrant to achieve a successful entry is to address somehow the entry 
barriers inherent to the market of interest (Yip, 1982). As a consequence of this, it seems that a 
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study of entry strategies should go hand in hand with entry barriers. Yet, as reasonable as this 
proposition can sound, and even though the prominent work of some researchers like Karakaya and 
Stahl (1989) revealed the intimacy of the concepts of entry barriers and entry strategies, the relation 
between these concepts has not been well defined in the literature. To support this, we can cite 
Pehrsson (2009, p. 64), who stated that “despite the practical and theoretical importance of the 
matter, we still have only limited understanding of the impact of barriers on the market strategy of 
an entrant firm.” Through the intermediary concept of resources, a better comprehension can be 
reached, as we stated previously that entry barriers can be related to resources possessed by 
incumbent firms. The entry strategy of newcomers can, according to this reasoning, be conceived 
as the development or acquisition of similar resources or the substitution of those in order to 
compete against the existing players. Therefore, investigating how entry barriers can shape actual 
market entry decisions aiming at the obtainment of the necessary resources in the context of the AP 
market could unravel a more complete comprehension of the phenomenon. This could extend the 
eminent work of some researchers who have studied this relationship. As an illustration, Yip (1982) 
offered a framework for new entrants to develop strategic approaches to entry by reducing or 
avoiding entry barriers. These strategies are either aimed at imitating incumbents or differentiating 
from them to facilitate entry and to thus increase the chances of a successful entry. Similar to this 
rationale of building entry strategies in accordance with the barriers, in Pehrsson’s article cited 
previously (2009), the author actually investigated this impact of entry barriers on the entry strategy, 
and pointed to the recommendation for firms to seek for a fit between entry barriers and market 
entry strategy. However, Pehrsson examined two dimensions of the entry strategy which were the 
product differentiation and product/market scope. Building on this proposition, further research on 
designing other dimensions of entry strategy could be appreciated. 

Nevertheless, this concentration on a few dimensions points to another issue in the literature, which 
is the unclear delimitation of what a market entry strategy actually entails. The literature on entry 
strategy usually considers some key components, as those highlighted by Green, Barclay and Ryans 
in their model (1995), that is to say the timing of entry, the magnitude of investment and the 
competitive emphasis. More recently, Leih and Teece (2016) defined market entry strategies as “a 
company’s goals, plans and decisions in regard to which market to enter” (p. 1) and involve 
“market entry timing, the choice of market and/or market segment, and an entry mode” (p. 2). Yet, 
these definitions often provide little regard to entry barriers, and the diversity of entry strategies that 
can be used by new entrants appears to be under-researched. To support this, we found evidence in 
the work of Røsand and Moradian (2019) that the Swedish companies active on the plant-based 
market are using creative ways to circumvent the entry barriers inherent to their market. These 
strategies to mitigate entry barriers revolve around different concepts such as stakeholder 
collaboration, customer education, etc. Even if it was not explicitly stated in their work, we would 
assert that these strategies might be used to facilitate the acquisition of innovative capabilities and 
the establishment of a distribution network, but also to accelerate the rate of diffusion and raise 
customer awareness of AP products; and to thus alleviate the impact of some entry barriers by 
facilitating the access to key resources. Therefore, there seems to be a gap today between what has 
been researched among scholars and current practices in business that have been presented in 
articles. What can be seen among new entrants, is that they have a larger selection of strategic 
actions that they can employ to design their entry pattern than what has been mostly considered in 
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entry strategy literature. As a result of these shortcomings, an essential theoretical contribution that 
we are aiming with this thesis is to search for empirical evidence through new entrants on the AP 
market on whether some of these specific strategies are actually employed by new entrants, and 
whether they are plainly used for overcoming entry barriers. 

However, all entrants are not identical and the entry strategies will certainly vary accordingly due to 
their possession of varying resources. Thus, when dealing with market entry, it should be evident 
what types of entry we are examining, since an entry can be in a foreign market or in another 
market sector, and the types of entrants considered. In our case, we consider any entry on the 
Swedish AP market, that is from a domestic, or a foreign company, and from an established or novel 
company. We can actually separate the entrants into different groups according to these 
dimensions: 

• Those who were already present on the AP market but in another country 
• Those who were already present in Sweden but in another market 
• Those who are new to the market (startups) 

While some entry strategies apply to all types, others are more specific to one of these types of 
entrants. Therefore, as the applicability of the results and strategic implications vary, we will, when 
presenting the strategies and analyzing our results, take this into consideration. 

In line with the mentioned purpose of the thesis, we will consider in the following paragraphs 
collaborative entry strategies, which can be used by entrant firms to acquire externally the resources 
and capabilities to compete on a specific market without having to develop these internally. These 
strategies could thus refer to means to overcome entry barriers and to facilitate the entry on a 
market. A division under two main topics, namely collaboration with stakeholders and mergers & 
acquisitions (M&As), was adopted based on the degree of collaboration concerned. While 
stakeholder collaboration regards a regular collaboration between different players, M&As relates 
to a high degree of collaboration between two firms where the two entities actually become one. 

2.3.1 Stakeholder Collaboration

The Food and Beverage industry has generally been considered as a mature and traditional industry 
defined by stability. However, this industry is expected to undergo important changes stemming 
from raising customer awareness, changing customer needs with increasing complexity and 
heterogeneity, the multiplication of the food chain actors, as well as the advances of novel 
technologies (van der Valk and Wynstra, 2005; Bigliardi and Galati, 2013). In this context, 
researchers even pointed to the ‘chain reversal’ which is believed to have occurred in the food 
industry, where the industry shifted from a supply-oriented into a demand-oriented approach 
(Linnemann et al., 2006). These market forces pushed food companies to innovate more intensely 
and collaborative options are thought to show good promises for companies to thrive in this 
dynamic and complex environment (Bayona et al., 2017). In addition, this opening of the 
innovation process to external knowledge is even considered necessary for firms to succeed 
(Bigliardi and Galati, 2013). 
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As an expression of these changes, the AP market can be seen as an offshoot of these developments 
since changing customer needs and technological development can be considered at the origin of its 
emergence. However, Linnemann et al. (2006) point to the many difficulties in developing these 
novel protein foods such as the extensive product development, the cost, and the high failure rate 
met by the firms who undertake the development of these products. Moreover, the perceived quality 
of these products is no longer restricted to intrinsic factors which refer to the physical 
characteristics of the product, but also to extrinsic factors linked to the production methods 
(Mongen and Meerdink, 1998). Considering the strong imperatives to respond to these customer 
needs in order to flourish in the AP market and the recognized difficulty to develop these products, 
companies that want to compete on this market are certainly led to adopt consumer-oriented 
approach and alternative options to innovation. These circumstances further support the need to 
consider collaborative strategies as they can offer a viable option, and they are even seen as a 
necessary element in customer-driven approaches to innovation (Weaver, 2008). Furthermore, 
Cagliano, Chiesa and Manzini (2000), by referring to the motives for collaboration identified by 
Fronterre’s (1991), cite the overcoming of entry barriers as specific reasons for firms to undertake 
collaborative endeavors. In parallel, Hayler (2015), found that entry to new markets were amongst 
the reasons given by the companies interviewed to outsource some of their activities. These 
different elements provide solid ground for an investigation of collaborative approaches to market 
entry, specifically in the context of the AP market. Additionally, Savage et al. (2010) suggest that 
big challenges, such as in sustainable development can not be handled by a single organization, but 
requires multiple actors that collaborate together to develop novel technologies and align their 
diverging needs to eventually develop a suitable solution for the interest of the society. For this 
reason, one can expect collaboration to take place in the AP market as it is closely related to 
sustainable development and mutual efforts are certainly needed by firms and organizations to 
enable the shift towards these products and thus reinvent the way proteins are supplied.

As a matter of fact, collaboration in the context of market entry has been considered in some articles 
related to entry mode research. Coming from a special call for scholarly articles on collaborative 
entry modes by Tarba, Czinkota and Vrontis (2017) in order to understand this phenomenon deeper 
that is said to have gained momentum in recent years, studies exploring this subject have been 
conducted from different perspectives such as in international new ventures (Liu, 2017; Puthusserry, 
Khan and Rodgers, 2018). Previous studies also consider the standpoint of multinational enterprises 
(MNE) (Chi and Mcguire, 1996). However, all these studies concern international expansion in 
foreign markets, whilst the collaboration in the context of a domestic entry such as into a new 
product market is less known. As one of the few occurrences where collaborative entry mode has 
been examined from the perspective of an entry into a new market segment, Speckbacher, Neumann 
and Hoffmann (2015) found that the decision between collaboration and internal development as 
modes of entry for a firm established in another sector is determined by the relatedness of the firm’s 
current operations and the new business segment, specifically whether the firm’s resources are 
relevant for this new segment and whether they can be transferred in order to accumulate the 
necessary resources for this entry.

To continue on other determinants influencing a firm’s decision to collaborate, we can mention the 
studies of Gimenez-Fernandez and Beukel (2017) which inquires the open innovation practices of 
startups and incumbent firms and Eftekhari and Bogers (2015) which examines similar practices 
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from the perspective of new ventures. They found that cooperation activities varied between 
established firms and startups due to the high costs of R&D and the differences in financial and 
human resources which lead startups to be more dependent on external knowledge sources and to 
adopt collaborative approaches more often in order to overcome their constraints. However, these 
conclusions are arguable in the context of market entry as both startups and established firms 
certainly suffer from a lack of knowledge and resources that are required to succeed in the new 
market. Yet, established firms have the possibility of transferring some of their existing resources 
and apply them as part of their entry depending on the relatedness of their resources and those that 
are required. In any case, collaboration can still offer all entrants with unique benefits that can 
simplify the entry process and overcome inherent barriers. Moreover, Du and Kadyova (2016) 
provide further evidence of the importance of looking at collaboration strategies in the context of 
market entry since they found that start-ups commonly pursue stakeholder engagement strategies 
for innovation and product development and the financial benefits that it might entail, which 
confirm their premise that collaboration can serve as an appropriate strategy to eliminate entry 
barriers and foster growth. 

Collaboration can take different forms based on the nature of the stakeholders involved and the type 
of collaboration implied. Different types of collaboration include strategic alliances, joint ventures, 
licensing, outsourcing, and collective research organizations. Regarding the stakeholders involved, 
several studies separate the stakeholders based on the sources of knowledge and technology they 
represent, that is to say whether they are market based sources or science based sources (Santoro, 
Vrontis and Pastore, 2017). In the first group, customers, suppliers, competitors, but also firms 
present in other industries are included. Universities, colleges and research institutes represent the 
main entities included in the science-based group.

A number of researchers point to the several benefits of cooperating with these various 
stakeholders. These benefits consist of mitigating adverse environment factors, notably by being 
able to adapt faster and more easily to changes; but also of accessing external knowledge that can 
support a firm’s innovation performance and be the source of new creative solutions; and of 
decreasing the risks for the focal firm as these risks and the resources committed are shared across 
multiple actors (Ayuso, Ángel Rodríguez and Enric Ricart, 2006; Savage et al., 2010). Whilst these 
sources highlight the general positive effects of involving external organizations, all collaborations 
should not be considered equal as research revealed that these effects can differ a lot depending on 
the stakeholders involved. Indeed, Un, Cuervo-Cazurra and Asakawa (2010) proposed that the 
effect of R&D collaborations with different partners differed depending on the breadth and the 
accessibility of the new knowledge the partner can provide. Accordingly their findings support that 
R&D collaborating with suppliers and universities are the most promising for product innovation, 
while R&D collaboration with customers doesn’t seem to affect it and collaborating with 
competitors seems to be detrimental. The researchers still contended that collaborating with 
competitors can be useful in areas such as new market entry. Similarly, Wu (2012) concluded that 
the aggregate impact of a collaboration between firms, namely strategic alliances, is context specific 
as external factors, such as the competition intensity in the sector, can have adverse effects on this 
type of collaboration, by stimulating firms to adopt opportunistic behaviors. An essential reason for 
the ambiguous impacts of competitors collaboration is explained by Ozdemir et al. (2020) who 
argue that collaboration with horizontal stakeholders entail a redundancy in the knowledge and 
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experiences brought in the collaboration, compared to vertical stakeholders offering more diverse 
opportunities to expand the knowledge of the focal firm. But even among these contrasting voices, 
there is no common standard in terms of the actual effect incurred by the different collaboration 
with stakeholders which is certainly caused by the differences in samples, measures and 
methodologies of the different studies. For instance, contrary to the neutral impact of customers 
collaboration mentioned previously, Inauen and Schenker‐Wicki (2011) found that openness 
towards customers had a significant positive impact on the innovativeness of a firm and they even 
asserted that this kind of collaboration is crucial for innovating and marketing novel products. 
Furthermore, Enzing et al. (2011), by examining the impact on market performance of different 
collaborations in the food industry, concluded that external sources of innovation (which included 
among others, competitors and customers) were key for the short- and long-term success of novel 
products. In brief, one can conclude that, even if collaborations with other players are usually 
considered as beneficial, negative effects can also be generated depending on the circumstances of 
the collaboration. Moreover, a study from Petersen, Handfield and Ragatz (2005) on supplier 
involvement in new product development indicates that deciding to collaborate is not only a matter 
of choosing the type of collaboration, but also the organization to collaborate with as their findings 
show that it is critical to carefully select a supplier based on aspects like its culture and capabilities 
in order to induce the best results.

Diving into a specific type of vertical relationship that might be particularly pertinent to this study, 
we can consider private label practices which can offer a good avenue for both retailers and food 
manufacturers to enter the AP market. Private label is defined by Wachsberg (2017) as a selling 
arrangement where a firm manufactures a product for another company that will sell it under their 
own label. While this type of partnership has often been seen as transactional, considering the 
benefits of a closer relationship between the two parties that might unlock its full potential (Howell, 
2016), there are reasons to believe that AP firms undertaking private label arrangements might 
adopt more integrative collaboration. Philipsen and Kolind (2012) describe several reasons for 
retailers to get involved in this kind of partnership which includes financial reasons by avoiding 
expenses on product development, facilitated diversification into a specific segment that could not 
be reached otherwise, enhancement of the brand image and loyalty, etc. On the manufacturer side, 
several advantages have also been indicated which include among others, gaining a substantial 
market share and making economies of scale by sharing the fixed costs on a larger volume (Dunne 
and Narasimhan, 1999), to which we can certainly also add benefitting from the distribution 
channels of the retailers and their established brand. These advantages portray private labelling as a 
key strategic option that a newcomer on a specific segment like the AP market, either a 
manufacturer or a retailer can employ to facilitate their entry. 

Moreover, considering the difficulties of firms to meet customer’s requirements in terms of quality, 
texture and flavor expectations for substitutes, AP firms might especially be pressured to establish 
close ties with customers to gain their acceptance. In regard to this customer orientation, customer 
involvement in the product development process of entrant firms has been known to offer fertile 
ground to create products that will fulfill customers’ expectations and needs (Liu, Ye and Moultrie, 
2019). In support of this, Neale and Corkindale (1998) insist on the opportunity that customer 
involvement, and more specifically co-developing products with them, can represent to successfully 
bring to market novel technologies and innovations. Actually, following Cui and Wu’s (2016) 
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article, customer involvement can be broken down into three principal forms having each their own 
specificities: First, customers can act as an information source (referred as CIS in their article) 
where customers are used to gather information to develop products meeting their needs. Second, 
they can also be co-developers (CIC) and thus develop products conjointly with the firm. Finally, 
customers can be involved as innovators (CIN) where they design their own products. These forms 
represent different ways of making use of customer knowledge and attribute different roles to the 
firm and the customer in their relationship. Furthermore, when discussing customer involvement, it 
is essential to consider the role of the Internet as an enabler of this relationship. According to 
Sawhney, Verona and Prandelli (2005), who outlined a variety of internet-based techniques to 
enhance the collaboration between firms and customers, the authors presented how the Internet can 
act as a powerful platform to involve the customers. However, even if it can be said that its potential 
has been recognized by researchers at least since the publication of this article, a more recent article 
from Liu, Ye and Moultrie (2019) showed that web-based methods are used in a limited manner. 
Yet, there is a rising awareness of the necessity to use these methods more adequately as they can 
make the customers more actively engaged in the development and testing of new product ideas and 
concepts (Liu, Ye and Moultrie, 2019). Knowing the interesting promises of involving customers in 
the generation of new products by gaining market knowledge regarding customer preferences, 
which might subsequently enables the firms to better meet their needs and increase their acceptance, 
investigating how AP companies might involve customers either through traditional or web-based 
methods could yield relevant insights.

To sum up, after presenting the motives for companies to adopt collaborative approaches, as well as 
the different forms of collaboration and their diverse impacts on different dimensions like 
innovative capabilities, product development, etc., one can assume that these collaborative 
strategies represent propitious instruments to facilitate the entry of an established or novel firm into 
a market by providing the entrant firm with sources of external knowledge and resources that are 
essential in the entry process. However, the literature referred in this section, which is mainly 
derived from innovation, product development and international entry modes bodies of knowledge, 
direct to a research gap being the scarcely researched application of stakeholder collaboration in the 
context of an entry into an emerging product market under a resource-based perspective. This study, 
which explores how these strategies can be applied to facilitate the entry on the AP market, thus 
represents an attempt to fill this gap.

2.3.2 M&A vs Internal Development 

Another type of collaboration is called merger & acquisition (M&A) where companies involved in 
such transactions continue to do business under a single entity. Through M&As firms engage in a 
“full integration of innovative capabilities” (de Man and Duysters, 2005). As a result of M&As, 
acquired firms are incorporated into the acquiring firm. Therefore, M&As are also known as a type 
of external collaborative form, which require the “strongest integration and commitment between 
collaborating firms and demand the highest levels of strategic change” (p. 146) among other forms 
such as strategic alliances, joint ventures, global value chains and business model restructuring 
(Gomes, 2020). Moreover, this necessitates the need for collaboration of independent organizations 
which, from a resource based perspective, serves to tackle issues such as resource scarcity and 
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absence of production facilities by the complementary role of the added capabilities (Borys, 1989). 
What is more, in the highly cited paper of Todeva and Knoke (2005), M&As are referred to as 
forms of “interorganizational formations” where the incorporation of resources, sharing of 
administrative tasks and degree of joint activities, require collaboration amongst the acquirer and 
the acquired at the greatest level, to enable strategic actions to be taken unanimously.  

While mergers do occur, the majority of M&A activity is focused on one business purchasing 
another (Snow, 2011). Given that this is also the case for the AP market of Sweden according to the 
market data, this study refers to M&As as the acquisition of other firms by established firms. 
Although M&As are often associated with large firms, in practice, most of the activities are realized 
between small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) (Arvanitis and Stucki, 2014). Hence, this 
study will consider established firms, as firms which have accumulated experience in an industry 
for a period of time, regardless of the size. 

According to the Ansoff Matrix (Ansoff, 1957), companies aiming to enter new markets with new 
products follow a diversification strategy in order to diversify their existing offerings and 
operations. Established firms follow this path as a growth strategy and enter a new market. Also 
termed as corporate diversification, the literature on diversifying entrants predominantly involved 
the use of acquisitions and internal development (Yip, 1982; Smith and Cooper, 1988; Chatterjee, 
1990; Sánchez-Peinado and Menguzzato-Boulard, 2009). In fact, internal development necessitates 
the use of companies’ internal resources, capabilities and experiences for the development of a new 
product to enter a new market. Since there is no acquisition involved, companies could cut 
transaction costs (Williamson, 1985) and avoid the need for participating in market auctions 
(Barney, 1988; Busija, O’neill and Zeithaml, 1997). Whereas acquisition is defined as the 
procurement of a company from the pool of incumbents in the target market (Lee and Lieberman, 
2010). Acquisition enables the rapid access to assets of an acquired company which helps to address 
the resource gap of the parent company. Moreover, the resource base of the company is expanded 
(Lee and Lieberman, 2010) which could allow a company to follow internal development after the 
necessary resources are present. Along with the purpose of obtaining market knowledge, established 
companies pursue acquisition strategies to benefit from the existing reputation of the acquired 
company as well (Sánchez-Peinado and Menguzzato-Boulard, 2009). While direct entries to a 
market involve the introduction of a new competitor, on the contrary, acquisitions do not increase 
the number of players. However, an additional resource base is brought to the market (Helfat and 
Liebermann, 2002).

A market study conducted for the UK plant-based market, reported that the underlying factors of the 
progress of the industry were driven by inorganic growth, namely, acquisitions and direct entry 
through internal product developments (Deloitte, 2019). Not only established food and beverage 
companies strive to grow, but they also aim to protect and strengthen their position in the market. 
Due to the increasing customer awareness and changing diet styles, established companies are eager 
to jump on the bandwagon to respond to increasing demands of this rapidly growing market. Young 
industries are sought after by established companies due to promising possibilities they offer, 
however, the ever-changing dynamics and competitiveness of such markets, put substantial 
demands on new entrants (Smith and Cooper, 1988). Therefore, diversifying entrants ought to 
consider various factors whilst entering a new market, knowing that it will have a significant effect 
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for their future success. Prior to entry, established companies should pay attention to the status of 
entry barriers together with other considerations such as financial resources, strategic and 
transactional factors (Sánchez-Peinado and Menguzzato-Boulard, 2009). Similarly, Yip (1982) 
argues that the market structure by itself does not define barriers to entry, however, companies’ own 
attributes are also considered when choosing the means of diversification. Usually, high barriers to 
entry are related with acquisition entry behavior (Yip, 1982). This type of company behavior can be 
associated with the uncertainty regarding the outcome of an internal development entry whereas the 
acquired firm would have established a certain level of success as an incumbent (Lee and 
Lieberman, 2010). Moreover, a vast number of scholars claim that the degree of relatedness 
between firms’ core business and new business, is one of the most important factors which 
determines the choice between acquisition and internal development. The degree of relatedness is 
defined not only through the similarities between a company’s existing and new product as one 
might expect, but it is concerned with the overall operations and possessions of the company such 
as distribution channels, marketing practices, human resources, customers and technologies 
(Sánchez-Peinado and Menguzzato-Boulard, 2009). A high degree of relatedness permits companies 
to transfer their competencies to their new businesses giving them the chance to make use of 
existing resources. Therefore, most researchers concluded that the choice of the mode of entry 
depends on the resource-based view where companies have a higher probability to follow internal 
development, in case requirements of the new market can be addressed with companies’ core 
resources and competencies. Contrarily, firms tend to proceed with acquisitions if the degree of 
relatedness is low and the existing resource base is insufficient in terms of meeting the requirements 
of the new market (Lee and Lieberman, 2010). 

In summation, considering the evolving nature of the AP market, investigating types of strategies 
preferred by established companies could help uncover the reasons behind such market endeavors. 
Discovering the underlying motives about what companies are trying to achieve and the factors that 
are taken into account to facilitate market entry, could help unravel specific causes regarding the 
choice between direct entry and acquisition entry. What is more, valuable outcomes could be drawn 
regarding the success of these strategic actions, in the context of Sweden’s AP market. Furthermore, 
the influence of the degree of relatedness could be tested, based on the mode of entry decisions and 
the core operations of the firms interviewed.
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3. Methodology 
————————————————————————————————————————————— 

In this methodology section, the research procedure is considered by first reflecting on the research 
philosophy. Moreover, the research design and strategy will be presented, followed by the data 
collection and sampling methods used. Later in this chapter, quality criteria related to qualitative 
studies will be discussed, as well as the ethical considerations relevant in conducting this research. 

3.1 Research Philosophy 

This thesis aims to study corporate structures, more specifically, their intentions, perceptions and 
actions in a marketplace where other players try to compete and exist. Being social entities, 
organizational constructs such as companies, associations, initiatives and unions consist of 
individuals who act together to accomplish a common goal. Therefore, this thesis refers to 
organizational theory which investigates the environments, the actions and the disposition of 
organizations (Miner, 2015). Organizational theory is not only involved with strategic management, 
however, it is also involved with a bigger picture regarding the nature of organizations and 
management styles (Winzenried et al., 2010). Furthermore, this school of thought strives to come at 
generalizations to further contribute to the existing knowledge of management which is one of the 
purposes of this study as well. Accordingly, the scientific study of organizational behavior widens 
the understanding of decision-making for institutions (Winzenried et al., 2010). One must note that 
this study is not interested in the relationships between the individual and the organization; rather it 
aims to analyze the relationships between the different organizations and their interactions with and 
within the external setting. With the guidance of organizational theory, understanding how 
organizations function is particularly important to draw conclusions about how motivations and 
strategies are created. As the organizational theory necessitates, this study is involved with social 
actors which calls for the adoption of a constructionist ontology. Since it is evident that 
organizational entities cannot be treated as phenomena indifferent to the reality of “human action 
and meaning-making” (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2019, p. 31), it is fundamentally different from the 
approaches adopted to study natural sciences such as positivism. Thus, “observing and interviewing 
social actors in an attempt to understand how they shape and understand the world”, in other words 
selecting a constructionist ontology (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2019, p. 29) appears to be suitable 
for this study. All in all, findings will make way for theoretical generalizations in the field of 
strategic management, as interpretations regarding linkages between the firm attributes and 
strategies are made through an interpretative epistemology. 

3.2 Research Methodology and Design 

This study followed a qualitative research method where semi-structured interviews were conducted 
with company representatives such as CEOs, project managers, founders, category managers, vice 
presidents and innovation directors. In order to obtain “rich, deep data” qualitative research suited 
the aim of this study (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2019, p. 377). While this constituted the primary 
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source of data, an exploratory market research was done to establish a base of understanding of the 
Swedish AP market which functioned as a secondary source of data. Therefore, the descriptive 
market analysis provided a basis for the selection of different Alternative Protein firms to be 
interviewed, according to characteristics such as market entry date, company size, market presence, 
and customized market entry strategies of the companies mostly found in news coverages. Whereas 
semi-structured interviews yielded detailed qualitative data to inquire into the perceptions of 
companies regarding market barriers and the specific strategies followed by companies to overcome 
the respective barriers.  

Thus, the study adopts a cross-sectional design where more than one case is taken into account to 
establish variation to draw general findings (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2019, p. 67). Moreover, time 
does not represent a relevant variable for the study; hence, the data are collected at a single point in 
time. As a consequence, in-depth data were obtained, which include the perceptions of companies 
concerning the market barriers and how companies followed specific strategies to overcome them. 

3.3 Research Strategy 

An abductive research strategy was undertaken, where empirical findings and theory were visited 
reciprocatively, considering the novel nature of the knowledge of Alternative Protein market 
dynamics. Abductive research strategy differs from inductive and deductive research strategies by 
pursuing a non-linear process between theory and data. Rather than following a unilateral direction 
from data to theory or theory to data, abduction comes forward as a synthesis of induction and 
deduction (Saunders et al., 2019).  

Exploration of the Alternative Protein market was targeted by first consulting various theories in the 
fields of market research and analysis, organizational and market entry strategies. After the 
collection of empirical data, certain gaps in the literature were identified in terms of the lack of 
specific entry strategy theories to overcome entry barriers. As the principal foundation, the resource 
based view provided a direction for the search of other theories. Regarding the scarcity of the 
literature and its originality, iterations between theory and empirical conclusions were done 
continuously to achieve a “best explanation” (Dubois and Gadde, 2002). In this case, arriving at the 
best explanation involved extending the knowledge and the understanding of the AP market and 
market entry. As a result, testing the existing theory or deriving new theories were not the main 
objectives of the study; instead, the collection and analysis of data were utilized to guide the use of 
theories and literature, and vice versa.  

3.4 Data Collection 

3.4.1 Literature Review 

The work of other researchers was searched in the literature to discover relevant theories, insights 
and frameworks in the fields of market dynamics, incentives, barriers and strategies and increase the 
knowledge regarding Alternative Proteins as a whole. What is more, markets with similar 
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characteristics were inquired into, such as emerging markets, technology-intensive markets, new 
product markets and consumer goods markets. Considering the study’s abductive nature, along with 
the limited information in the context of the AP market, the choice of theories differed throughout 
the literature review process as we gained a better understanding of the topic. As a result of the 
literature review process, a theoretical framework was developed where relevant theories were 
selected in order to provide a conceptual lens to conduct this study. More particularly, the RBV 
theory was complemented with other theories which better suited the aim and provided approaches 
to answer the research questions of the study. That is why we based our research view on an 
interpretative epistemology, where the previous perspectives on theory or literature are modified as 
a result of data collection and analysis (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2019, p. 97). Furthermore, the 
literature review guided the interviews’ design to ask interviewees relevant questions grounded with 
accurate information and match empirical data with appropriate theoretical frameworks. The 
literature search was possible through a variety of web search engines such as Google Scholar, Web 
Of Science, ProQuest, Scopus, Google Books, and DiVA portal to access scholar articles, bachelor's 
theses, master’s theses and academic books. 

3.4.2 Market Research 

As mentioned before, descriptive market research constituted the study’s base, containing 
information about the various companies operating in the Swedish Alternative Protein market. This 
was done through conducting a content analysis where news articles, annual reports, organizational 
documents and publicly available databases are examined (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2019, p. 280) 
to develop an understanding of the AP market. Content analysis lies in the heart of quantitative 
research strategy where raw data is categorized, adhering to a set of rules (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 
2019, p. 280). Hence, we sorted the data according to categories such as; Brand, Parent Company, 
Product Overview, Protein Source, Manufacturing Origin, Location of Headquarters, Founding Date 
and General Information. This categorization of data provided us to establish a landscape of the 
market while obtaining detailed company-specific data as well. Another purpose of the content 
analysis was defining and determining the different competitors according to their market-related 
actions which necessitated the addition of new categories such as Retailers, Market Entry Date and 
Market Strategies. For instance, by looking into the product assortment of the four largest 
supermarket chains in Sweden, that is ICA, Coop, Willys and Hemköp, information about 
companies’ market presence was acquired. Moreover, investigating the date of market entry yielded 
insights into whether companies were recent entrants or not. Additionally, we benefited from an 
online database called ‘Crunchbase’ which contained thorough information about industries and 
companies. Furthermore, findings from a market analysis report for plant-based proteins (Macklean, 
2020) were utilized, which further expanded the knowledge of the AP market. Therefore, one can 
mention that we carried out a ‘secondary analysis’ by analyzing and integrating results of another 
researcher’s collection of data to be used for the purpose of our own study (Bell, Bryman and 
Harley, 2019, p. 295).  
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3.4.3 Interviews 

As one of the core points of the study was to obtain rich and detailed data regarding company entry 
patterns, qualitative interviewing was preferred as opposed to quantitative interviewing. As a 
qualitative interviewing method, semi-structured interviews were conducted, where questions are 
usually framed on a more general level when compared to structured interviews. Additionally, due 
to this method’s flexible nature, further questioning could be done if required (Bryman and Bell, 
2011, p. 205).  

The interview guide consisted of a combination of open-ended and closed questions. Closed 
questions helped us gather descriptive background information, whereas open-ended questions were 
designed to attain elaborative answers. Asking interviewees follow-up questions starting with 
“Why?” and “How?” statements (Adams, 2015) allowed additional probing of the subject while 
increasing the interactivity of the interviews. Thus, we tried to encourage interviewees to give 
thorough responses while adhering to the interview guide to a great extent. 

A total of 12 questions (see Appendix A) constituted the interviews’ general outline, under the 
categories of; interviewee background, company background, entry motivations, entry barriers, 
entry strategies, and future outlook. Apart from the generic questions where the purpose was to 
obtain descriptive empirical data, the rest of the questions were shaped according to theories 
identified during the literature research. For instance, the questions in the entry motivations chapter 
were directed to the respondent to determine whether companies adhered to CSV principles. 
Furthermore, questions concerning entry barriers were primarily derived from Porter’s seven major 
sources of entry barriers (2008) while enabling company representatives to discuss the particular 
barriers they faced. What is more, company-specific questions were also developed based on the 
information found during the desk research about the various strategies followed by each company 
to direct the conversation with the purpose of benefiting the research interests. In the end, inquiries 
regarding the evolution and the opportunities awaiting the AP market were made to establish a 
comprehension of what lies ahead for the AP market. Also, we used a technique known as 
“retrospective interviewing” (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2019, p. 457) as some questions forced 
interviewees to reflect on incidents that took place during the past years, such as barriers faced and 
strategies used towards the entry to the AP market. 

Due to the convenience of online meetings with the added restrictions caused by the COVID-19, the 
video conferencing software Zoom was used to conduct the interviews where synchronous 
communication took place. In this way, getting immediate responses from respondents was 
appropriate considering the study’s time frame. Also, scheduling interviews was easier compared to 
in-person interviews as there was no need to determine a place to meet with respondents. 

3.5 Sampling 

Knowing that companies pertaining to different attributes can have different motivations, can face 
different barriers, and can devise different strategies to overcome these barriers, our efforts were 
towards assembling a representative sample of the AP market by selecting companies according to 
the size, years in the market, years in operation, country of origin, mission statements and product 
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categories. As a result, 8 firms were interviewed, which consisted of; incumbents, new-entrants, 
large corporations, start-ups, local entrants, meat, dairy, and seafood substitute producers in the 
Swedish AP market. Moreover, since the research questions are concerned with finding answers to 
market barriers, motivations and strategies of companies, company representatives from relevant 
backgrounds were contacted. In this regard, the study necessitated using a form of non-probability 
sampling called purposive sampling, which requires the strategic choice of the sample according to 
the research goals (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2019, p. 389). Since a random selection would fail to 
fulfill the study’s requirements, selecting the sample units was based on our knowledge and 
judgment. Furthermore, as we sought to analyze different types of companies in the Alternative 
Protein market, “Maximum Variation Sampling” was used which entails selecting candidates from a 
wide range of backgrounds and which is associated with gaining a better understanding of the 
subject at hand by looking at it from various angles (Etikan, 2016). Regarding the sample size, the 
number of interviews conducted provided a wide spectrum of insights and viewpoints. This is why 
adding more interviews certainly won't have produced novel themes and could have led to 
redundancy as data saturation is believed to be reached. Accordingly, a study on non-probabilistic 
sample sizes for interviews, Guest, Bunce and Johnson (2006) relying on their data set, stated that 
saturation was achieved within 12 interviews, however, 6 interviews were considered enough for 
the formation of the fundamentals of meta-themes. Therefore, considering the time period and 
accessibility to respondents, 8 interviews appeared to constitute a sufficient number for this study. 

3.6 Data Analysis Approach 

Due to the descriptive nature of the market research, secondary data analysis was only limited to 
obtaining visualizations. The intention with developing visualizations was solely to understand the 
characteristics of the market rather than adopting an interpretative approach. Furthermore, these 
visualizations were valuable for us to apprehend the markets in numerical terms as well as to 
increase the intelligibility of data and to access a broader reader base (Sinar, 2015). Visualizations 
were primarily concerned with the composition of the market based on percentage distributions 
according to various categories. For example, some visualizations entailed the composition of the 
AP market according to the sources of protein used, types of product substitutes and affiliation to 
market sectors. Also, more complex visualizations containing three variables were used to illustrate 
the mapping of competitors and new entries per year according to variables such as type of entry, 
number of entrants, product ranges and years of experience. 

Drawing upon the purpose of the study and the data collection methods used, thematic analysis is 
utilized to examine the themes based on the extracted codes from qualitative interviews (Bell, 
Bryman and Harley, 2019, p. 519). Since the purpose of the study does not oblige the generation of 
theory and conversely involves using theory to explore the little studied dynamics of the AP market, 
this approach appears to be suitable for the study. Thus, a six step procedure suggested by Braun 
and Clarke (2006) was applied throughout the analysis process. The steps consisted of; 
familiarization with data, generation of initial codes, search for themes, review of themes, the 
definition of themes and production of a report (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Regarding the structure 
of the analysis and the formation of the overarching themes, these were pre-conceived and 
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contingent on the research questions and the interviews’ structure, which thus revolved around entry 
motivations, barriers and strategies. 

Following the six step technique, interviews were transcribed using an online AI tool called Otter to 
get accustomed to the collected data. Afterwards, the obtained transcripts were scrutinized to render 
data to be presentable. Results were demonstrated with respect to individual market journeys of 
firms to examine the relation between motivations, the barriers perceived and the resulting 
strategies used to enter the market. Thereafter, initial codes were developed which were then 
compiled into meta-themes. During the process of theme building, theories provided a lens through 
which data could be reviewed. Therefore, themes were highly influenced by the theories relating to 
market entry, barriers and motivations. Furthermore, a central theory, namely RBV, guided the 
analysis by providing a conceptualization of firms which was also reflected on the investigation of 
the entry patterns from a specific perspective. For the most part, recurrences, similarities, 
differences between answers and shifts of arguments were taken into consideration during theme 
building. Followingly, a “thematic map” was formed to investigate the relations between codes and 
themes and to elucidate the overall comprehension of the analysis. Finally, excerpts derived from 
the transcripts were used to support why certain themes were important to be included for the 
discussion related to the research questions to provide insightful answers. 

3.7 Research Rigor 

The two criteria proposed by Guba and Lincoln (1994) serve as a useful tool to assess the quality of 
qualitative studies. These primary criteria consist of trustworthiness and authenticity which have 
been used quite frequently to evaluate qualitative studies. Hence, the quality of the study is 
discussed through authenticity and the sub-dimensions of trustworthiness which are credibility, 
confirmability, dependability and transferability. 

As we did not possess prior knowledge considering market dynamics in the context of Alternative 
Proteins, the representation of findings ran the risk of being vulnerable to errors. Therefore, to 
enhance the study’s credibility, we applied a technique referred to as “member validation” where 
findings were shared with some of the participants, via email, to confirm whether they are dealt 
with correctly (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2019, p. 363).  

Taking advantage of the fact that two researchers conducted the research, constant exchange of 
ideas helped eliminate bias to a large extent, which strengthened the study’s confirmability. 
Interview excerpts demonstrated how themes emerged directly from data. Not only this was 
valuable for the confirmability, but it also highlighted the authenticity of the study thanks to the use 
of unaltered data. Moreover, regarding the dependability aspect of the study, we scrutinized the data 
multiple times to ensure that the results reached a status of invariability.  

Due to the resources and the exploratory aims related to the study, transferability was not the 
primary concern. Considering the number of interviewees, the short time frame and the limited 
literature on AP market studies, the requirements of being transferable to other contexts were not 
met. Regarding the chosen representative sample, it can be said that transferability is feasible within 
the Swedish AP market, though the same does not apply to the other AP markets in the world. 
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However, a study of qualitative nature is claimed to achieve transferability when researchers 
conducting other studies can relate the presented findings to their own cases (Cope, 2014). 
Therefore, other AP markets with similar consumers, companies, policies, stakeholder engagements 
and barriers could significantly benefit from the conclusions of the study. 

3.8 Ethical Considerations 

Diener and Crandall (1978) identified four critical areas that can pose ethical issues when 
conducting social research. These are harm to participants, lack of informed consent, invasion of 
privacy and involvement of deception. Accordingly, from these possible transgressions, four 
principles presented below can be deduced to conduct this research in an ethical fashion. 

The first ethical principle refers to the avoidance of harm. Whilst it is essential to treat all research 
participants properly, the potential for harm can be multiple including physical, emotional and 
financial facets (SRA, 2021). More specifically, Bell, Bryman and Harley (2019, p. 114) cite the 
possible harm to career prospects or future employment of the respondent that have to be taken into 
account. Even if the mere format and nature of the interviews acted as a prevention to most of these 
potential sources of harm, we still made all reasonable efforts to ensure that the participants won’t 
be harmed as a result of taking part in this study. Indeed, the online format entailed that the 
interviews were conducted in a familiar environment for the interviewee in which possible distress 
and travel safety risks and expenses were minimized. Moreover, the topic of the interviews avoided 
involving the participants into sensitive topics causing possible emotional distress and they were 
made aware of their possibility of not answering a question.  

Secondly, as detailed by Bell, Bryman and Harley (2019, p. 114), the principle of voluntary 
informed consent entails that the research participants should have been provided with sufficient 
and comprehensible information about the study in order to decide with discernment whether to 
take part in it or not. In order to ensure the general comprehension of the research participants 
regarding the study, we communicated on the key and relevant aspects of the study both in writing, 
prior to the interview, and verbally, on the day of the interview, in order to make sure the 
participants had as much information as possible about the study. Furthermore, the participants were 
also asked for their approval for recording the session and were encouraged to ask any questions 
about the study in order to ensure their complete comprehension. Only then, did we ask for the 
consent of the participant to be part of the study and for the information that (s)he will provide to be 
used for our research; and as consent is not a discrete but a continuous process, the interviewee was 
also informed about their right to withdraw at any time. In this manner, it was both ensured that the 
prospective participants consented to their involvement in the study, and that their consent was 
informed as the key and accessible information about the study had been communicated prior to 
their decision. 

As depicted by the third principle of privacy, there is a need to protect the privacy of the study 
respondents, and this need is invariably linked to concerns about confidentiality and anonymity 
(Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2019, p. 123). Regarding the topic of the study and the interview 
questions investigating general aspects of the market and specific motivations and strategies used 
by the company that are often mentioned openly by the companies in their own communication, 
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privacy related issues can be said to be minimal as intrusion in private and sensitive domains are 
avoided. All the subjects were still asked whether they would prefer to be anonymized in order to 
respond to the privacy needs of each participant. However, each agreed for their name and company 
name to appear in our study. 

The final point concerns the prevention of deception and signifies representing the research as 
accurately to what it really is (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2019, p. 123). And as SRA guidelines 
recognized (2021), deception is not only in itself undesirable, but it can also affect the image of 
social researchers’ work in general by endangering the reputation and mutual trust which are 
necessary conditions for future research. In respect to these concerns, we, through this study project, 
tried to be as transparent as possible with the research participants in order to prevent any deception 
and its adverse consequences to arise. 
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4. Theoretical Framework 
—————————————————————————————————————————————

The goal of this section is to settle a theoretical lens through which the empirical material will be 
analyzed. The principal theory constituting the theoretical framework is the resource-based view 
and it will be exposed more in detail in a first stage. This will be complemented by extensions of 
RBV as well as two other theories, that is CSV and Porter’s Classification of Entry Barriers, in 
order to build a comprehensive framework on which the analysis of the empirics will rely. 

4.1 Resource-Based View (RBV)

As explained by Miller (2019), in contrast to a single theory, RBV is better comprehended as a set 
of related theories which borrow two common assumptions: 

• The resource heterogeneity across companies 
• The resource immobility across companies 

Wernerfelt (1984) can be accounted to have been the first to label the terms “resource-based view” 
in an article where the author tried to counterbalance the dominant external analysis with an internal 
analysis of the firms. Under this view, the firms are seen as collections of resources which have 
been defined by Wenerfelt (1984, p. 172) as “the tangible and intangible assets which are tied 
semipermanently to the firm.” More specifically, RBV is concerned with the explanation of how 
these resources can be a source of competitive advantage and of economic rents. We can thus cite 
Peteraf (1993) who proposed an integrative model with a formalization of the necessary conditions 
for economic rents, and thus for superior firm performance. These conditions consisted of 
heterogeneous resources, ex post limits to competition, imperfect factor mobility and ex ante limits 
to competition. With a concise framework presented in 1991, which was later amended in 1995, 
Barney (1995) compiled the conditions for a sustained competitive advantage under four main 
factors abbreviated by VRIO: 

• Value - The resources should enable the exploitation of opportunities and/or the alleviation of 
threats. 

• Rareness - Valuable resources or capabilities are rare when they are unique amongst a set of 
competitors.  

• Imitability - Resources should not only be valuable and rare, but also inimitable, meaning 
that they are hard to obtain for other firms compared to those that possess them. 

• Organization - Lastly, the firms should be organized in a way to exploit its resources and 
capabilities to unfold their potential. 

Through this framework, the competitive potential of a resource or capability can thus be assessed 
and only if these four conditions are met, can such a resource or capability be considered strategic 
and hence yield a sustainable competitive advantage. Barney also provided a typology of resources 
and capabilities which has been adapted and merged with the work of Hall (1992) by Madhani 
(2010) to build the following table summarizing different types of resources and capabilities: 
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Table 1: Type of Resources and Capabilities (Madhani, 2010)

Ultimately, strategizing according to RBV is concerned with identifying a firm’s key resources, 
evaluating their potential to be a source of a sustained competitive advantage and developing and 
nurturing the existing and novel resources to strengthen the firm’s performance by exploiting its 
pool of resources. According to this view, internal resources and capabilities thus dictate the 
decisions made by companies while competing in their market environment (Madhani, 2010).

In the context of entry, this approach to strategy can be interpreted as identifying business 
opportunities in the external environment and transferring existing resources or developing new 
ones to exploit this opportunity. The close relation between the external context and the firm’s 
resources thus transpires in the RBV. Entry into new markets has actually been covered in RBV 
literature through discussions on diversification and acquisition strategies which examined the 
decision of entering into a new segment by transferring or purchasing resources depending on the 
firm’s resources relatedness and applicability to this new segment (Wernerfelt, 1984). However, the 
viewpoint of established firms is often adopted which can be explained by the emphasis of RBV on 
the management of a resource portfolio. An entry by a newly created firm, that is a startup, requires 
some adaptations of this perspective as such an entrant has almost no resources to start with. The 
entry strategy of an established firm and a startup thus differs, since the former is principally 
concerned with the transferability and development of existing resources to the new market, whilst 
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the latter is focused on acquiring the required resources to compete on that market. However, in 
both cases, RBV can offer interesting insights to examine the entry strategy of those firms. 
Moreover, whilst RBV is predominantly concerned with the management of internal resources, we 
want to extend this by investigating how firms can acquire resources through external sources in the 
context of market entry. Our inquiries regarding the entry patterns of firms will therefore be 
concerned with the methods used by new entrants, either established firms in other markets or 
startups, to assemble the necessary resources needed to compete on the AP market externally 
through collaboration with partners. Though focused on small firms, Maruso et Weinzimmer (1999) 
have shed light on how a resource-based view of the firm can assist the research on market entry 
decisions by aiming the attention to resource requisites, accumulation of assets, etc. The authors 
further elaborated on the difficulties for small businesses to acquire the necessary resources to 
create a sustainable competitive advantage and pointed to a specific stakeholder collaboration, 
being strategic alliances, as a viable option. Not only could this approach to entry be used to acquire 
external resources, but also to exploit internal ones as small businesses rarely possess both the 
resources and capabilities to properly exploit unique competences that the firm might possess. 
Moreover, for new ventures, it has been suggested by the same researchers that achieving a 
competitive advantage might not be the immediate, but an ultimate goal for these ventures, which 
might instead focus first on the acquisitions of resources as a primary objective. Building on these 
fruitful contributions on entry strategy, our inquiries drawing on RBV for the entry patterns of firms 
in the emergent AP market will expectedly extend the work of previous researchers by more closely 
inspecting collaboration as an entry strategy. 

Whilst RBV can alone explain several types of entry motivations discussed in the literature review 
including getting market share, acquisition of novel knowledge, transfer and exploitation of existing 
resources, generation of profits, to name a few, the theory needs to be complemented by other 
perspectives to better approach societal and environmental motivations. Thus extensions of RBV 
which are the natural resource-based view (NRBV) (Hart, 1995) and the social resource-based view 
(SRBV) (Tate and Bals, 2018) will be presented in regard to the motivations of companies in the 
context of market entry. However, as these theories suffer from significant limitations, Creating 
Shared Value (CSV) will be proposed as a more encompassing theory to analyze entry motivations 
and which can be tied to RBV.

4.1.1 Natural Resource-Based View (NRBV)

NRBV is an instrument to tackle environmental issues in order to gain competitive advantages such 
as exploiting less resources or reducing energy expenditure which in return is reflected on economic 
outcomes (Tate and Bals, 2018). Therefore, according to Hart (1995) companies’ successes in the 
marketplace cannot be considered separately in relation to their external environment. The author 
strived to bridge the gap between a firm’s internal resources and external resources, proposing an 
extended view of RBV by incorporating “firm’s relationship to the natural environment” (Hart, 
1995). These dichotomies of “organization-environment relationships” stemming from a company’s 
value chain, gave birth to the following facets of NRBV which are: 1) pollution prevention, 2) 
product stewardship and 3) sustainable development. As the name suggests, pollution prevention 
involves the alleviation of the impact of a firms’ production processes on the environment. This 
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gained more attention throughout the years as firms realized that pollution control was much 
cheaper than dealing with pollution once it has affected the environment. Hence, competitive 
advantage is gained through lower costs with the minimization of waste and emissions (Hart, 1995 ; 
Tate and Bals, 2018). Product stewardship considers the decrease of life-cycle costs of products 
which calls for the redesigning of products to utilize environmentally friendly raw materials and 
adopting a circular loop of manufacturing (Hart, 1995). The third pillar, sustainable development, 
conceives a company’s vision of growth without embracing detrimental practices to the 
environment in mostly emerging countries. The incorporation of the first two facets is needed in 
order to adopt a sustainable development perspective.

4.1.2 Social Resource-Based View (SRBV)

This approach focuses on internally induced social resources which are responsible for the creation 
of social innovations. Thus, companies can develop and determine competitive advantages through 
fulfilling social needs and tackling social problems as a way to seize market opportunities (Silva 
and Bitencourt, 2018). More specifically, Tate and Bals (2018) provide the examples of “access to 
education, water, energy” and “supporting poverty alleviation” as means to realize social 
performance. Moreover, the authors highlight the different approaches, namely social capabilities, 
to generate social benefits through being mission-driven and managing stakeholder connections 
according to their case data. While the mission-driven approach entails setting and pursuing goals 
related to societal value, stakeholder management concerns leveraging the relations with customers, 
suppliers, and other actors to mutually create value that would positively affect the business 
network as a whole (Normann and Ramírez, 1993; Tate and Bals, 2018). Considering the limited 
nature of capabilities and ways to accomplish social value and the mention by researchers of the 
preliminary essence of this theory proposition, elaborating on SRBV requires further research with 
more cases pertaining to various sectors. 

Since NRBV embraces a myopic view of internal resources to create shared value for both 
environmental benefits and economic returns, it falls short of providing a wider perspective for a 
company’s relation to other companies in the marketplace. For example, redefining markets and 
building industry clusters (Porter and Kramer, 2011) adapted from the Creating Shared Value (CSV) 
theory, cannot be explained only by firms’ internal resources, however, it requires collective efforts 
from a group of companies which can be seen as possible resources, in other words, “collaborative 
advantages” (Glavas and Mish, 2014). Additionally, companies aiming for a collective approach to 
accelerate the development of the marketplace, can be said to pay attention to CSV by sharing 
knowledge and collaborating with each other both to undertake various challenges and to increase 
the existing share of revenues (Porter and Kramer, 2011). Moreover, RBV fails to explain the 
collaborative efforts to create shared value which encourages companies to create win-win 
situations rather than striving to gain competitive advantages over one another. Additionally, it can 
be noted that SRBV is fairly limited to demonstrate the different avenues of creating value for the 
society such as alleviating poverty or increasing access to needs, it also lacks various capabilities to 
be mentioned other than mission driven approaches and stakeholder management. Knowing that the 
RBV is involved in “maximization of shareholder returns” (Glavas and Mish, 2014) the 
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investigation of companies which follow CSV practices that might have greater aspirations of 
achieving societal or environmental goals, is possible. 

To surmount these limitations and to provide an accurate description of the motivations of entry, we 
propose the use of CSV theory. What is more, the notion of shared value is said to “open up major 
strategic opportunities to create competitive advantage” (Porter, 2016) which falls perfectly in line 
with the purpose of RBV. Companies could, therefore, take advantage of the opportunities related to 
the environment and the society which could help them to establish new strategic positions and 
strengthen existing ones. In our view, CSV offers a broader view of the division and generation of 
new value rather than “sharing already created value” (Porter, 2011) which is promising for a novel 
understanding of RBV. We believe that tying CSV to the RBV is particularly important since this 
will help to increase the understanding of the utilization of social and environmental capabilities 
and resources as opportunities to be cherished (Porter and Kramer, 2011). 

4.2 Creating Shared Value (CSV)

Companies that offer sustainable products are often related to shared value principles. They might 
rather be interested in the long-lasting effects of their operations instead of the anticipation of short-
term profits. Firms aspiring to contribute to a bigger cause with their products, tend to interiorize 
social and environmental objectives as their core values from the very start of the establishment 
phase. This is done through the definition and communication of societal and environmental aims 
both on the inside and outside of an organization, and the incorporation of these aims into main 
operations such as budgeting and strategic planning (Pfitzer, Bockstette and Stamp, 2013). By 
tackling various environmental challenges and responding to the needs of the public, companies 
create a win-win situation through contributing to the society/environment and securing economic 
success (Porter and Kramer, 2011). Thus, CSV cannot be viewed as pure ‘philanthropism’, rather it 
refers to establishing liaisons between the societal and environmental gains while ensuring that the 
operations are economically viable. Therefore, the study will also be focusing on statements which 
implicate financial motivations, to be assessed as an important component of CSV.

Not to be confused with Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) (Bowen, 1953), CSV is a way to 
reinvent capitalism by changing the way of business thinking. On the other hand, CSR activities 
stand on the peripherals of the companies’ primary operations, which are generally forced by 
external pressure and competitive requirements. CSV comes forward as an integral piece of the 
business activities highly related to companies’ market positioning and profitability. Adopting the 
notion of creating social value is seen as a way to enhance economic value, whereas CSR activities 
put emphasis on reputation. That is why the investigation of motivations is important, to determine 
to what extent the companies are embracing CSV principles. After all, the employment of the 
mentioned avenues of shared value creation could, therefore, broaden the understanding of the 
Alternative Protein market in terms of the motivations affecting a firm’s entry. Moreover, 
determining how far the companies stand in relation to CSV principles is crucial to understand 
whether companies are contributing to the sustainable transition of the Swedish food supply chain. 

We extend the RBV by examining the contributions and/or the objectives for the environment and 
the society of companies from a CSV perspective, to capture whether companies have embedded 
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these intentions into the core of their operations. In the highly cited paper of Porter and Kramer 
(2011), companies could opt into Creating Shared Value by following the mentioned principles 
below:

1) Reconceiving products and markets: This redesign can entail many ways of developing products 
to make them healthier, more environmentally friendly and with societal merits such as increasing 
the accessibility of the product by making it affordable. By continuously searching into the varying 
needs of the society and adopting innovative business models, differentiation is one of the ways for 
companies to meet, for instance, the needs of underserved markets. To exemplify, these products are 
mostly offered in markets related with accommodation, financial security, assistance to the elderly 
and alimentation (Fernández‐Gámez et al., 2020).

2) Redefining Productivity in the Value Chain: A value chain stands for all the operations of a 
company on the way to market a product. Generally put, different steps such as product 
development, manufacturing, marketing and lastly end-consumer delivery, constitute a product’s 
value chain (Kaplinsky and Morris, 2002). Companies trying to increase the productivity of their 
operations, for example, seek to improve their energy use and logistics operations, ensure the 
efficiency of resource use, redesign the procurement processes to support local suppliers allowing 
for a reliable supply, rethink ways of distributing products to increase the convenience for both the 
consumers and companies, increase employee productivity by providing certain benefits and 
arrange locations of facilities to cut down costs.

3) Building supportive industry clusters: Supportive industry clusters are groups of companies, 
aiming for cross-organizational knowledge sharing to foster innovations usually originated from 
scarcity of resources (Lai et al., 2014). One of the purposes of building industry clusters is to 
promote territorial development. Forming such clusters increases the collaboration between 
companies, facilitating access to similar resources, thus decreasing costs and increasing the 
competitiveness of the marketplace (Lai et al., 2014). What is more, a firm’s efforts to reinforce a 
cluster’s framework create spillover effects for the other firms in the cluster, such as endeavors to 
increase customer awareness could benefit a cluster of companies selling environmentally friendly 
products. Additionally, the example of Silicon Valley comes forward as an innovative industrial 
cluster where companies enjoy the existing resources/capabilities and contribute with new 
resources/capabilities that other firms can benefit from (Feldman, Francis and Bercovitz, 2005). As 
a result, shared value is created by initiatives to address the limiting factors for each companies’ 
growth and productivity which is believed to be cost-effective and more influential through 
collective actions. (Porter and Kramer, 2011)

Considering that companies associated with sustainable products might be expected to have claims 
of serving greater causes for the environment and the society, our study aims to examine the 
reliability of these claims by contrasting their motivations of entry with the principles of CSV. By 
doing so, discoveries regarding how companies manifest their motivations through mission, vision 
and core value statements are made, implying the main reasons behind market entry. 
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4.3 Porter’s Classification of Barriers

The connection between entry barriers and RBV has already been delineated in the literature review 
section where the analogy between notions in RBV and entry barriers have been described. 
Moreover, combining RBV with entry barriers as two complementary angles of analysis will 
expectedly increase the richness of our findings and expand the understanding of the applicability 
and interrelation of these theories. This course of action is supported by scholars such as Miller 
(2019), encouraging the supplement of RBV with other theoretical perspectives used in conjunction 
to bring novel contributions to this field of research. Moreover, it has been indicated that an 
excessive reliance on firm-centered analyses ignoring industry dynamics although they are closely 
related has prevailed in strategic research (Bridoux, 2004). Thus, this study will combine both a 
resource-based perspective on entry strategy with an investigation of exogenous factors, namely the 
entry barriers, to provide a more complete analysis of entry patterns. The seven sources of entry 
barriers in Porter’s typology (2008) on which the analysis will be based are presented in the 
following: 

1. Supply-side economies of scale: Originating from fixed costs spread over more units, more 
efficient technology and sound relations with suppliers, these economies force new entrants 
to get in the market on a larger scale to be able to compete on costs with incumbents. 

2. Demand-side benefits of scale: Also named network effects, these advantages arise when a 
larger customer base increases the willingness of customers to buy from certain incumbents, 
and thus respectively render the new entrant less attractive for customers.  

3. Customer switching costs: This corresponds to fixed costs that a customer encounters when 
switching to another vendor. If these costs are high in an industry, it will impede newcomers’ 
ability to attract customers.  

4. Capital requirements: The financial resources needed to compete in a specific industry 
consist of an array of elements including facilities, advertising, R&D activities, etc. The 
degree of this obstacle depends on the extent and nature of the expenditures and the 
configuration of the capital markets.  

5. Incumbency advantages independent of size: No matter a firm size, first-rate products, better 
cost control, brand loyalty, intellectual property or access to superior raw material can all 
represent advantages for incumbents that are not easily acquired by a newcomer.  

6. Unequal access to distribution channels: Whilst incumbents usually have well-established 
and reliable channels to distribute their products or services, a new entrant has to secure 
distribution to be able to enter a market. This difficulty varies across industry, but generally, 
the scarcer the channel options, the harder the entry will be.  

7. Restrictive government policy: Government policy can either act as an obstacle or as an 
enabler to new entry, and influence significantly the other entry barriers. Through policies 
revolving around simple patenting rules, permissive regulations and substantial fundings, the 
government can encourage the development of a market and facilitate entry; or inversely, by 
doing the opposite, hinder these. 
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With mentions of various examples of what constitutes a resource in Wernerfelt’s article (1984)  
including brand, production systems, technology, access to raw material and others, a close 
connection between several of the sources of entry barriers in the aforementioned classification and 
resources in RBV is indirectly revealed. We can indeed conclude that several of the barriers are 
related to resources held by incumbent firms that are not easily acquired by newcomers which are 
required to internally build or externally acquire these necessary resources to compete on the 
marketplace. Through our inquiries on entry barriers, we aim at first extending the knowledge 
concerning the Alternative Protein market by researching which barriers apply to this market and 
which are the most prevalent according to firms’ perceptions, but also at examining more in detail 
the interlink between the notion of entry barrier and the resource-based perspective.

4.4 Summary of the Theoretical Framework

A presentation of the theoretical framework applied to this thesis has been produced throughout this 
chapter. The framework is standing on the interplay of three disparate, yet complementary theories 
to analyze the entry patterns of firms launching AP products, as depicted in the figure below. 
Whereas RBV serves as the principal perspective on which the thesis is constructed by providing a 
lens through which the analysis of motivations, barriers and strategies can be performed and 
compiled, this is complemented by CSV to provide a wider understanding of entry motivations by 
incorporating in an integrative manner financial, societal and environmental dimensions. Regarding 
Porter’s classification of barrier sources, this framework of entry barriers brings a complementary 
level of analysis by aiming the attention to exogenous factors in the market environment that may 
influence the entry decision on the firms’ level from a resource-based perspective. Such a 
combination of theoretical perspectives is encouraged by other scholars as this is expected to bring 
unique contributions to the RBV field of research (Miller, 2019). By processing the empirical data 
through the constructed framework associating the mentioned theories, the analytical approach will 
be better directed and structured towards the objective of achieving a comprehensive understanding 
of the entry patterns of newcomers on the AP market.

Figure 1: Overview of the Theoretical Framework 
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5. Empirical Results 
—————————————————————————————————————————————

In this section, an overview of the Swedish AP market regarding the composition, the attributes of 
competitors and the market entry is introduced. Followingly, the market entry journeys of each 
company interviewed is described in relation to four categories derived from the structure of the 
questionnaire which are respectively: (1) Background information, (2) Company goals and mission, 
(3) Barriers and strategies, and the (4) Future Outlook of the market. Lastly, the summaries of the 
eight entry journeys are combined to provide a comprehensive synopsis of the empirical results. 

5.1. Market Overview

In this part, we will present a basic overview of the Swedish AP market constructed according to the 
methods presented in the previous section, that is a content analysis of various sources, including 
another market analysis report, and an examination of the main supermarket brands and one food 
service provider in order to collect precise information on each brand present on this market.

As a result of these investigations, 76 brands were identified, but 15 of these were to be removed. 
For most of them, the reason was that they didn’t match our criteria of what represents an AP 
product as they didn’t aim at replacing an animal product, or they didn’t have any protein content or 
protein claims. A few other brands were excluded since they seem to have disappeared from the 
market. The two following plots represent the distribution of the 61 remaining companies according 
to the product category (Meat / Milk / Seafood Substitutes) in which they are engaged and the 
market sector where they are present (Consumers / Food Service).   

Figure 2: Division of AP Companies by Product Category (2021)

From the first pie chart, one can conclude that the meat substitutes category is the largest AP sub-
markets in terms of companies positioned in it (71,9%), which includes major brands such as 
Hälsans Kök, Quorn or Anamma; followed by dairy substitutes (14,1%) with players such as Oatly, 
Alpro or Planti. A few brands, like ICA or Garant are also present on both markets (10,9%). 
Regarding seafood substitutes, it represents the smallest category with players like Hooked Foods.  
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Figure 3: Division of AP Companies by Market Sector (2021) 

Regarding the presence in market sectors demonstrated in the second pie chart, even if the accuracy 
of our data is limited as we only examined one of the several food service providers (Martin & 
Servera), we can still deduct that a majority of companies (48,2%) are both present in the 
consumers and food service sectors. An interesting trend that transpired in our inquiries is that some 
new entrants appear to first target the food service sector for their debut in the AP market before 
progressing towards the consumer sector as well. The analysis of the interviews will enable us to 
take a more precise look at this tendency and the reasons for doing so. 

To nourish the discussion on the origin of AP firms, our data enable us to consider as well from 
where the AP companies present in Sweden today come from. In the plot below, we can see that 
most of these companies are Swedish (38 firms), meaning that the market is mainly constituted of 
domestic firms, even if a few large players such as Quorn, Hälsans Kök (Nestlé) or Alpro are 
foreign. The second country with the most companies having their origin in is Finland. In general, 
most of the companies present in Sweden are European with around 6 brands coming from outside 
Europe (Mainly USA). 

Figure 4 : Number of Companies Per Country of Origin (2021) 
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By going back from one parent company to another, we were able to figure out the main players in 
terms of the number of brands they have under their umbrella. As illustrated in Figure 5, the 
Norwegian conglomerate Orkla ASA possesses the largest number of AP brands present in Sweden 
(including Naturli’, Anamma,  Lecora, Frankful and Felix), followed by the Swedish Axel Johnson 
Group (Eldorado, Garant, Köket Sorunda and Martin & Servera), and the American LIVEKINDLY 
Collective taking the third position (LikeMeat, Fry’s Family,  Oumph!). 

Figure 5: Largest Players by Number of AP Brands (2021) 

Through our analysis, by providing information on AP brands regarding a variety of dimensions, a 
mapping of the different competitors was made possible. In the array of variables, two seemed the 
most practical for this mapping which were the average product range (taken from our inquiries 
with the main supermarket chains) and the years of experience on the market. Thanks to these 
variables, the competitors mapping illustrated in Figure 6 could be produced presenting the brands 
with the greater variations on these dimensions, that is those with the most experience and/or the 
largest average product range. The concentration of several companies close to the axis can be 
explained by the recent number of entries who have little years of experience on the market. 
However, we have to mention that 3 significant brands have been excluded due to a lack of accurate 
information on their year of entry, that is Hälsans Kök, Findus and ICA. According to Macklean, 
Quorn and Hälsans Kök represent the largest brands, but their strong position is partly explained by 
their long presence on the market making customers loyal to their products. However, still 
according to Macklean, they have recently been challenged by new brands and intensified 
competition which forced them to invest increasingly in innovation. Thus, these so-called “heritage 
brands” on the extreme end in terms of years of experience, might see their position disrupted in the 
coming years with the fast changes happening in the AP market. 
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Figure 6: Competitors Mapping of the Swedish AP Market (2021) 

After having presented different dimensions expressing the current situation of the Swedish AP 
market, it is prompt to provide some notions of its past and future evolution. Even if the report 
concerns only a portion of the AP products considered in this thesis, Macklean (2020), by looking at 
the sales of plant-based meat substitutes in Swedish supermarkets, found that these sales amounted 
to SEK 862 million and grew by almost 16% per year in the past three years. Reflecting this trend, 
our own analysis provides evidence of a similar rapid growth in terms of new entries in the last few 
years, with up to 10 entries per year between 2018 and 2020. These findings are displayed in Figure 
7, with further information on the type of entrant. No particular trend can be deduced from the type 
of entrants, but one can see that the recent increase in terms of new entries is both a result of 
established firms, foreign companies and new ventures entering the market. 

Figure 7: Number of New Entries Per Year on the AP Market (2001-2021) 
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Moreover, the Macklean report (2020) indicates a promising future for the plant-based market as 
continued strong and rapid growth is expected for the coming years, with an increase of around 
15-20% per year. This would mean that sales in grocery stores would rise up to SEK 2-2.5 billion in 
2025, representing an expected doubling in sales, or even a tripling with a more optimistic scenario.

Through this brief market overview, we aimed at providing an inkling of the landscape of the AP 
market with a twofold objective. Indeed, this was first for the benefit of this thesis as we were better 
able to orient our sampling and data collection methods to attain its purpose. Moreover, we further 
believe that this will serve the reader to have a better conception of the emerging AP market and to 
gain a better comprehension of the interview results and ensuing analysis.

5.2 Interview Results

Eight different interviews were held with companies having products based on Alternative Proteins. 
These companies comprised of: GoGreen, Hooked Foods, ICA, Lupinta, Oatly, Orkla Foods, 
Sproud and Tebrito. Entry journeys will be presented following a similar procedure by covering 
four categories. The first category (Background information) concerns the background information 
about the firm and the company representative who accepted to participate in the interview. The 
second category (Company goals and mission) looks into what the companies are trying to achieve 
through their entry to this market. The third category (Barriers and Strategies) includes the 
statements of the general views of companies about the barriers present in the market, the specific 
barriers companies faced and the devised strategies to surmount these barriers. The fourth category 
(The outlook of the market) involves the opinions of representatives regarding the determinants and 
the direction of the AP market’s future evolution. Each company’s individual entry journey is 
presented to preserve the entirety of each story in order to distinguish the links between the different 
categories of topics. Specifically, the interrelations between company characteristics, entry 
motivations, perceived barriers and the resulting entry strategies, are believed to be better 
manifested through the presentation of each journey one by one. In a conclusive part following 
these accounts, the empirical narratives are summed up by briefly discussing the similarities and 
differences across the different interviews. 

5.2.1 GoGreen’s Journey

GoGreen is a brand owned by Lantmännen Cerealia which has been present in the market for 
approximately 10 years. Along with GoGreen, 13 other brands such as AXA, Kungsörnen and 
Regal are owned by Lantmännen Cerealia. The company has been producing products mainly made 
from cereals, however, recently the company is focusing on legumes and protein rich sources. As a 
result, under the GoGreen brand, veggie products were launched in October 2020. Moreover, 
GoGreen is selling their products both from B2B and B2C. Elisabeth Alströmer, who is a project 
manager within green eating, replied to our questions about the market entry journey of GoGreen.

Firstly, Elisabeth Alströmer explained what Lantmännen is trying to achieve with the GoGreen 
brand: “it is Lantmännen’s offer of a green protein product assortment.” Regarding the mission of 
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GoGreen, she declared that it is to provide “healthy and sustainable products that will inspire 
consumers to a greener everyday with better health for both the man and the environment.” 
Additionally, she mentioned that the product development processes are insight based and the 
company is aiming to “develop products that fulfill a need.” What is more, one of the goals of 
GoGreen is “to offer locally produced products by our own [Swedish] farmers.” She further added 
that the protein shift from traditional to alternative will be a permanent transformation of the 
Swedish food supply and GoGreen can make a difference in this domain. When asked about the 
recent launch of their assortment, Elisabeth expressed that the huge demand both from the 
consumers and the customers caused a “natural drive to launch products such as the frozen veggie 
based products.” 

When asked about the barriers faced by new entrants, Elisabeth said that it is harder for small 
players to scale up their production, since most do not invest in their own production due to the 
greater risk involved such as the depreciation of machines. According to Elisabeth, it is possible for 
small players to buy production facility services to decrease the risk. Another obstacle on the way to 
market entry, is to ensure to have an USP (Unique Selling Point). From Elisabeth’s perspective 
companies have to have “well tasting and well functioning products with both consistency and 
flavor” in order to “have a long time on the shelf.” Additionally, creating demand appears to be an 
issue since she expressed that some of the consumers are rejecters of meat substitutes because they 
“want to have products that are not as processed.” Elisabeth stated that the company is 
collaborating with consumers “to understand how they think and what they want” by basing their 
product development processes on insight work, working with focus groups and interacting with 
consumers on social media.

Moreover, the respondent highlighted the capital intensity of this industry, with the following 
words: “having extrusion equipment is quite a huge investment.” Elisabeth also touched upon the 
resources needed for brand building and the collaboration of GoGreen with Lantmännen: “it must 
be a benefit for GoGreen with Lantmännen as an endorser branding wise.” Furthermore, the 
existing competencies and reputation of the GoGreen brand in the conventional shelf made it easier 
for the company to introduce products for the frozen shelf based on Alternative Proteins.

During the launch of their latest assortment, since the company did not have the equipment required 
to produce the products in-house, the company decided to outsource their production to another 
manufacturer as a way to circumvent this barrier. However, the company is working with Swedish 
raw materials for their products by giving importance to the collaboration with Swedish farmers 
which is underlined with the statement regarding the point of differentiation of GoGreen which is 
“from field to fork.” One could argue that the reason behind this internal cooperation is to ensure 
the reliable supply of raw material.

For the future evolution of this market, improving the sensory properties of these products will be 
key, according to Elisabeth. Additionally, when the disruptive impact of COVID-19 on supply 
chains is considered, Elisabeth believes that being self-sustaining will be of greater importance for 
countries such as Sweden to be able to establish “your own food production within the border.” 
Similarly, the tendency of Swedish consumers to prefer locally produced products will further shift 
the production to the Swedish soil. She asserted that the increased use of different sources of protein 

Page 38



such as fava beans, will also provide an opportunity and incentive for Swedish farmers to grow 
various crops. 

5.2.2 Hooked Foods’ Journey

Hooked Foods is a seafood substitute producer with soy protein as the main ingredient, founded in 
2019. The company entered the market with their product called Toonish, a substitute to Tuna fish, 
in 2021. At the moment, the firm is selling their products in restaurants, however, the company is 
aiming to enter the grocery sector in the near future. The interviewee was Tom Johansson who is the 
Co-Founder and CEO of the start-up. 

Tom Johansson mentioned that the company was based on the insights about the rapid increase of 
the seafood consumption rate which is expected to be around 30% in the next ten years. Moreover, 
he pointed out the current situation considering how the environment is dealing with this huge 
demand: “the state of our oceans and fish farms is very fragile, both from the wild harvest and the 
fish industry.” The company is trying to “use our resources on this planet more efficiently.” In line 
with the mission statement on the company’s website, he affirmed that their mission is “leading the 
transition to a healthier seafood ecosystem.” Furthermore, Tom explained what the company is 
aiming for through their product sales: “we don't want to make a very sustainable friendly product 
that might be extremely expensive or not tasty, because then no one's gonna buy it, and then we're 
not going to make an impact.” Arguably, the company is trying to develop such a product that will 
be economic and appealing at the same time, to access a wider customer base, thus a bigger market. 
Tom further asserts that this situation sets a ground for a business and an impact opportunity for the 
company. Moreover, by pursuing consumer education the company aims to increase the knowledge 
and the awareness of the society about problems associated with traditional seafood consumption. 
Another aspect to this was declared to provide consumers with the opportunity to make informed 
decisions regarding their consumption and its impact on the environment. Hence, the value 
proposition of the company is as follows: “The core of our business is to bring value of course to 
the climate and to produce good plant-based sea food alternatives for our consumers.”

Considering the general barriers in the market, Tom stated that when the company was founded two 
years ago, startup loans were difficult to acquire. According to Tom, entry is easier compared to the 
past and companies trying to enter the market will be facing lower barriers to entry since investors 
are much aware of its potential. He further supports this idea with the following lines: “the timing is 
really right for food tech companies to enter this space if they have a good product to solve a real 
problem.”

From Tom Johansson’s perspective, small players find it harder to enter the market due to the high 
capital requirements regarding product development and manufacturing costs. Accordingly, the 
company overcame this obstacle by collaborating with the Research Institute of Sweden (RISE) 
where the company benefited from consultation services involving the product development and 
production processes. Thanks to collaboration with RISE, the company also utilized the machinery 
required for the production. Moreover, the company is part of an impact accelerator which “tries to 
help startups scale.” To lower the barrier, the impact accelerator acts as a platform to introduce the 
company to big players in the market. Similarly, Tom stated that such companies changed their view 
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towards collaboration: “they are much more open now than they were a few years ago.” Tom 
further explained why collaboration is important for Hooked Foods: “I mean, we have one of our 
core values as collaboration, and we don't believe we can save the world on our own (...) we need 
to collaborate with the best organizations to create the best products, essentially.”

As the company will be entering the grocery stores soon, a question about the difficulty of selling in 
different supermarket chains was asked. Correspondingly, Tom Johansson answered that it is hard to 
get in and sign a deal with the big chains of Sweden, such as ICA, Axfood and Coop. Tom then 
explained that companies trying to enter this market “need to have unique products to be able to get 
into the shelves.” Therefore, proving the potential of the product and conducting market campaigns 
appeared to be the solution to circumvent this barrier which is not impossible to get around 
according to Tom Johansson.

Touching upon the novelty of their product, Tom motivated the reasons behind their market entry 
through a B2B strategy: “because we have a disruptive product that people are a little bit skeptic to, 
they don't really understand it, how do they eat it, it's a new type of product that needs to be 
introduced well, which is why we have chosen to use selected restaurant chains with good chefs that 
can create nice dishes with our product.” That way, Tom argued that it is a method to increase the 
consumer acceptance of their product by getting support from the credibility of renowned chefs and 
restaurants and designing customer experience “in the best sort of environment.” He then 
highlighted the importance of marketing and branding which he claimed it as a way to increase 
customer acceptance. In this regard, Tom expressed why they chose to communicate with their 
customers in a fun and positive manner: “that's our strategy on how to inform people in a way that 
makes them also want to be a part of the mission and the journey.”

According to Tom Johansson, the future of the AP market is promising. Currently, the market is 
growing rapidly and Tom highlights the changing consumer behavior as a determinant. He mentions 
that this growth rate will provide more business opportunities and also sustainability opportunities. 
Furthermore, Tom believes that the competition will increase in the upcoming years, however the 
market is still in the beginning of its evolution due to the adoption of new technology and expensive 
products. Due to this, Tom Johansson stated that greater impact will be through the production of 
products “available for everyone, which is going to be a big change.” He also claimed that the 
growth of this market will be facilitated “when we can reach a product that's, in parity, or even 
tastier than traditional meat, that's as cheap or even cheaper.” Another factor for the evolution of 
this market is the rising interest of large corporations: “I definitely think the industry started to 
realize the potential of this; big food companies like Nestlé, for example, are working a lot with 
their plant based alternatives and also Unilever.”

5.2.3 ICA’s Journey

The ICA group has several business divisions including banking, real estate and pharmacy, but the 
attention is centered on its core operations as a food retailer. The business model of the company is 
that ICA, as a central organization, offers product assortments to the 1300 stores operated separately 
in Sweden that decide which products they will buy from ICA. The stores thus represent the main 
customers of ICA. Concerning ICA date of entry on the AP market, it is difficult to determine, but it 
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started to get more traction with a closer focus from the company around 2017-2018. To respond to 
our questions regarding this AP products range, Fanny Nordström, who is the category manager of 
Fresh, Poultry & Vego, was interviewed. Not only insights on ICA as an entrant on this market were 
procured, but also, considering the intermediary position held by ICA for entrants looking to reach 
the market, insights for other entrants in general were obtained.

Satisfying the demand both from stores and end consumers is at the core of ICA’s mindset. As 
stated by Fanny: “Our mission is that we should have the best assortment and the best range of 
products that the customers in the Swedish market demand so that they would buy from us and not 
need to go somewhere else.” At the development of the AP products range is the recognition of a 
“big potential” emanating from the evolution of customer demand in Sweden having a rising 
interest in health and environmental aspects. They thus saw a demand from a lot of customers to 
change their eating habits, such as by decreasing their red meat intake, which incited the company 
to offer AP products in order to offer an assortment for their stores that can satisfy the perceived 
consumers needs. When asked if the company was trying to contribute to the society and 
environment by selling these products, the interviewee answered it is both. To be more specific, one 
of their leading words is simplicity and this is translated by facilitating for their customers to make 
good choices, “either if it's the convenience or if it's price or if it's for health.” Moreover, within 
the assortment, they have to be aligned with ICA group goals, which include sustainability aspects. 
As a major player in the food system, ICA is also working with and supporting different actors, 
including novel AP firms, under the ICA Växa initiative with the goal of bringing sustainable and 
plant-based food solutions.

Amongst the obstacles to enter the market, Fanny asserts that right now the biggest is the huge 
startup costs. Entrants need a lot of resources to build a business, specifically for startups new to the 
grocery market. Not only is the production expensive due to the machines and equipment needed, 
Fanny also indicates that “it is hard to reach the economies of scale that you need to keep the prices 
down.” In the case of ICA, through their reliance on suppliers for the products under the ICA brand 
with private label agreements, they bypass some of the mentioned difficulties as they don’t have 
any production themselves. Yet, Fanny maintains that they need volumes to keep the prices down. 
Moreover, when discussing the expansion of the assortment with more Swedish-based products, she 
pointed to the “lacking value chain” entailing a lack of the production techniques, the machines and 
the knowledge in Sweden which prevents companies from offering meat substitutes out of Swedish 
peas for instance.

The customers have a lot of heritage concerning food which involves the way they cook, what they 
eat or when they eat. This makes it “even tougher to launch products that no one else in Sweden 
has ever tried before.” People might not understand how they are made, what are the benefits, etc. 
The eating patterns can thus be difficult to change because customers need to understand these 
novel foods and how to use them. Fanny mentions a method to limit this constraint which is to offer 
products similar to meat products due their relatedness to customers’ cooking and consuming 
behaviors. Moreover, ICA puts efforts in communicating and educating the customers in order to 
inspire them to adapt their eating habits to adopt Alternative Proteins. As an example, ICA’s recipes 
bank represents an opportunity for them to inspire customers to try vegetarian alternatives. This is 
also about how to place products in stores to give them the right exposure. While it is also important 
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to build a brand, the private label products benefitted from the ICA brand which “is known from all 
of the customers in Sweden.” Moreover, Fanny declares that they involve customers before 
launching products where people try and rate them, but this process is not systematic in 
consideration of the number of products launched per year by the firm and the complicated process 
involved. In addition, a challenging aspect for firms producing AP products is to reach out to the 
customers, as a product listed in ICA central’s assortment is not ensured to end up on any shelves. It 
is the responsibility of these firms to have the salesforce to convince the 1300 ICA stores to buy the 
products from ICA and put them in the stores. Moreover, the space in the category is limited which 
encourages ICA to be selective and to only choose the suppliers with the best potential, that is those 
having really good products, but also the resources in terms of marketing, production, etc., to sell 
their products. 

The AP category is growing, but Fanny affirms it is still in an early stage. Yet it is more mature than 
in other countries in comparison. Whilst she believes that the demand will continue to increase as 
well as the variety of protein sources, a main determinant for the future growth of this market will 
be to convince more customers to change their eating behaviors and try these novelties. She hopes 
that “the interest of trying new alternative proteins will succeed over culture and the customer 
behavior.” Regarding the impact of COVID-19 on the market, Fanny indicated that the allegations 
of animals being at the origin of the pandemic are not enough for people to make an active choice. 
Actually, during this period, some categories which have been decreasing lately, like red meat, have 
observed a sales boost which she justifies by people going back to traditional food they are familiar 
with. Still, the AP category has continued growth and she sees a bright future for it. 

5.2.4 Lupinta’s Journey

Founded in 2018 in Malmö, Lupinta is a Swedish food startup making meat substitutes out of 
locally farmed Lupin. The first products were launched in mid 2019 and they are now sold both in 
retail and food service sectors. The CEO of the company, Eslam Salah, acted as the representative 
for the interview.

At the source of its creation, rather than a consumer demand driving the inception of the company, 
it was actually a recognition of the extensive reliance of imported soy used to produce numerous 
meat substitutes, which led to the goal of offering “an alternative to soy-based products'' in order to 
reduce its importation. Thus by providing this alternative based on local lupin, Eslam declares that 
they “try to achieve a more sustainable food system.” He further asserts that “clean and sustainable 
environment”, “health aspect” and “good food experience” represent social needs, and they are 
thus responding on multiple levels by providing healthy and tasty alternatives with a lower impact 
on the environment. Additionally, it is the interviewee’s belief that “companies are shaping the 
society.” In the case of food companies, even if it is the customers who choose what products to 
buy, it is the companies that decide what products to offer. If no companies are offering sustainable 
products, the choice is not available to the customers and that is how companies can shape society 
according to Eslam. 

When questioned on the obstacles encountered in the entry journey, Eslam contends that: “starting 
a business in general either with alternative proteins or any other thing is extremely hard.” And the 
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nature of the product matters as well. With AP, the products are physical, which means that 
production, supply chain, educating customers, creating brand awareness, establishing distribution 
all represent challenges inherent to this kind of products. Looking at the production, which was the 
main obstacle for Lupinta in Eslam’s viewpoint, he indicated that, at the beginning, scale is not 
crucial as one can start small on a higher price, but “at some point you want to work on the 
quantity.” Yet, distinctions on the kind of alternatives were made, as if it is something existing on 
the market, the ability to offer attractive prices by controlling the costs is much more essential. For 
them to facilitate the establishment of a production capacity, they rely on a commercial kitchen 
where they can produce Lupinta’s products. Financials means are also necessary as there is a “need 
to burn a lot of cash in order to get started.” In terms of finding these means, even if many 
investments are happening, “closing investments is quite a lot of work.” In the case of Lupinta, they 
got support from universities (SLU and Malmö University) in the form of funding to get started. In 
addition, when assessing the role of the government, Eslam mentioned that they want to help, to 
support new companies. For instance, there are funding agents such as Vinnova who support 
research and companies. The innovation system is actually supported by public funding with 
incubators, accelerators, etc.

According to Eslam, it is extremely hard to establish distribution channels and a strong brand is 
very important. Regarding consumers and their acceptance of unfamiliar foods, he doesn’t perceive 
problems even if lupin is a quite novel ingredient, but he claims that it might be a different thing for 
insects. Even then, Lupinta has involved customers at the beginning and they are using marketing 
and making products available in the restaurants to drive customer awareness. Yet, when comparing 
meat with meat substitutes, Eslam declares that sacrifices have to be made by switching between the 
both if the full meat experience is what is expected. However, if the customer is simply looking for 
another food with a different experience than meat, then there is no sacrifice implied. 

In the objective of “forming the beginning of an industry around lupin,” Lupinta is also involved in 
collaboration with EIT Food, Climate KIC, other companies and research institutes for instance, 
with whom they can get knowledge, network, etc. Furthermore, to acquire the raw material, the firm 
benefitted from Lantmännen Växthus initiative which was the base to have collaboration with 
farmers. When asked about the necessity of collaborating to enable a transformation of the food 
system, Eslam indicated that this necessity is real, as “you can not do anything on your own.”

Finally, the interviewee defends that it is still a premature market that will potentially reach its 
maturity in five to seven years. While he has optimism for lab-grown animal products, he is more 
skeptical about insects. It was also indicated that COVID-19 had a positive impact for the AP 
market on two aspects. First, it accentuated customer needs for healthier eating patterns. Second, it 
acted as a trigger to realize that food supply can be disrupted and food security is a real issue. 

5.2.5 Oatly’s Journey

Oatly is a Swedish company founded in 1994 producing dairy substitutes from oats. The company 
is both selling to retail and food service sectors, with the former representing the main volume. 
Reflecting their fast growth, Oatly is now present in three regions in the world, that is the US, 
EMEA and Asia. Sofia Ehlde, who is the Executive Vice President Food Innovation, has 
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represented the company for this study as her long experience since 1999, that is just a short while 
after the first oat milk was launched, makes her well-informed to discuss the company's entry 
journey. 

Oatly's journey has its origins from research conducted at Lund University in the late 80s, early 90s 
by a group of four researchers. As expressed by Sofia: “Making a plant based milk was the aim 
from the beginning.” To be more specific, the purpose of the research was to create an alternative to 
cow’s milk, since a large part of the world’s population suffers from lactose intolerance. According 
to Sofia, it was also recognized from the start that this substitute was a sustainable and resource 
effective way of providing milk-like products as there is no “detour through a cow, which has a 
very strong impact on the climate.” So, as Sofia declared, “it was already from the beginning a 
bigger vision.” With the inflation of this sustainability aspect over time, Sofia today indicates that 
their mission is to “make it easy and attractive for people to shift to plant-based. So, provide joy 
with food without taxing the planet's resources in an inappropriate way, and in a reckless way.” She 
further acknowledges the huge responsibility that all food companies have, specifically of making 
food in a sustainable way, as food represents one of the most important areas in terms of impact on 
the climate. And with this statement: “the stronger brand we are, the more impact we can make”, 
she points to the relation between firm size and the ability to generate impact.

For a new entrant, Sofia recognized transforming a concept from a pilot scale to the next level as 
the hardest thing, since food is an investment intense sector because big machines and equipment 
are required. And it is not only in terms of capital, but there are also concerns about the scale, which 
entails challenges cost-wise speaking. Finding a partner could provide an interesting solution in this 
situation according to Sofia and this is exactly what Oatly did in the commencement. Their first 
production solution didn’t rely on owned factories, but on partners handling the production in order 
to decrease the capital requirements. Moreover, the very first product on the Swedish market by 
Oatly was actually made for and with ICA, and launched under the retailer’s brand. After the firm 
had grown a bit further, they launched a product under their own brand.

To contrast with the high capital needs required, Oatly has been fortunate as several capital 
injections came over the years progressively with the company’s evolution. Additionally, Sofia 
insisted on the importance of having strong and long term owners with patience early in the 
company as “it takes time to get success, especially maybe in food.” 

Regarding establishing a good distribution for its products, Oatly had a very close cooperation with 
their distributors from the first years. They started in retail, especially in organic trade and Sofia 
affirms that getting their products into food stores was uncomplicated because, thanks to a high 
popularity of Oatly’s products, stores wanted to sell their products to attract families with kids 
suffering from milk allergy. "That made it easier in those early years to get out there” according to 
her. Still, she recognized the food service sector as an interesting way to start, since professionals 
can help by trying the products, giving feedback, etc. 

However, at the beginning, the high popularity of the product among people with lactose 
intolerance and milk allergy was contrasted by mixed feelings from the general population, with 
many people seeing this alternative as a “quite strange thing.” The interviewee indicated that 
people will never shift at the cost of a sacrifice taste wise, the product must be great in the first 
place, and to develop their products, and to continuously improve them, Sofia said that they have 
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always been involving people on all levels. This involvement implied having close contact, testing 
new products and prototypes, etc., with the goal of understanding the consumers and their needs. In 
addition, maintaining close relation with customers and consumers is said to have always been 
central to Oatly as indicated by this statement: “We have a constant dialogue with them.” 
Furthermore, the importance of a brand should not be minimized: “Brands are important, because 
it's like personalities, it’s telling who you are. And I think that's something that is important for 
many consumers.” 

A last point concerns the political and legislative area “where there are many people trying to make 
this difficult.” Today there is “a very strong lobby” from the milk and meat industries “to fight 
against this change.” For example, it is currently forbidden to say oat milk in Europe. And Sofia 
pointed to the proposed amendment 171 in the EU, seeking to extend existing restrictions, but 
withdrawn since the interview, which “is trying to make it impossible to even compare to milk, to 
even have the same packaging, to even be saying ‘you can use [this product] like you use [milk]’.” 
She furthermore asserted that “all legislation and how you're allowed to talk about food is also from 
a quite a traditional view of food. (…) The system is based on the traditional animal-based 
product.” As a result, Oatly has decided to get involved in the protest, and they have been a driving 
force for the inception of Växtbaserat Sverige, an initiative that aims at “making sure that 
consumers get access to more healthy and sustainable products, and to work together as an industry 
in creating this space.” 

Concerning the future of Alternative Proteins, it is a very fast growing sector that is expected to 
continue to grow immensely according to Sofia. She also claims that firms active in the sector, like 
Oatly, have done pioneering work by creating a space where people have a general interest in these 
alternative products. She further contends that there will be “room for lots of inventions and 
innovation in this field.” Her hope is that the companies wanting to enter this space will not simply 
be opportunistic actors, but that these entrants will be really good at the products they make and 
their impact on the people and the planet.  

5.2.6 Orkla Foods’ Journey

Orkla Foods Sverige, which is one of Sweden's largest corporations, is part of the Norwegian 
conglomerate Orkla ASA and owns more than 20 brands. Founded in 1838, the company was first 
operating in the fish industry. Currently, the company sells Alternative Protein products under the 
brands of Anamma, Felix, Lecora, Naturli, and Frankful. Orkla entered the market by the 
acquisition of Anamma in 2015 and recently launched its own brand Frankful in 2020. Orkla is 
selling their products both in retail and food service channels. The innovation director, Cecilia 
Isaksson Sajland, accepted our request to participate in the interview.

With the acquisition of Anamma in 2015, the company took its first step on the Alternative Protein 
market by offering alternatives to meat. Cecilia stated that one of the reasons for this transaction 
was the increasing consumption of plant-based products, the possession of a brand that is already 
built and the ambition to widen the product portfolio by being one of the companies offering meat 
alternatives. The acquisition of Anamma helped the company “to get the knowledge and the 
capability in house from the beginning” and the company “continued building competence and 
capabilities” for their brands such as Frankful. Moreover, she also mentioned that Orkla benefitted 
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from the existing experience whilst launching Frankful: “technology and competence that we 
already had have been an important part in realizing them and launching them and then of course, 
we have had to build new capabilities when it comes to sustainability.” Though the company used 
their existing technologies and competencies for launching their brands, the company “had to build 
new capabilities when it comes to sustainability” such as adopting sustainable production practices 
and packaging.

Furthermore, Cecilia mentioned that Frankful was built with climate in mind: “the focus on 
Frankful is to actually reduce the climate impact. (…) The reason for Frankful was mainly because 
we actually wanted to do something for sustainability. And we wanted it to come from the heart (…) 
it was like really coming from the inner core of the company that we wanted this so 
much.”Moreover, Cecilia declared that Frankful’s primary target group are millennials which could 
be argued to be the most important customer group for the future evolution of the market. She drew 
the distinction between the brands by mentioning that Frankful is more focused on the issues 
associated with climate, whereas Anamma is more involved in environmental problems in a holistic 
way through the consumption of meat substitutes.

Cecilia argued that it is easier for companies to enter on a small scale “in a more premium way.” 
This is because most companies do not possess the capabilities to enter the market in high volumes, 
therefore “it would be more difficult to enter in a lower [price] level” which indicates that “as long 
as the products are good” selling products from higher price points is not the main concern. 

According to Cecilia, having a unique selling point constitutes one of the main challenges during 
the entry to this market: “the first obstacle because you need to have something unique in some way 
(…) That is of course a barrier to enter the market a little bit because you have to be interesting 
enough for the customers.” To assure the quality and the taste of their products, the company is 
working with external research companies and in-house chefs. Also, Cecilia mentioned that small 
companies could also have an advantage in this domain since “they are something new, they are a 
new brand which sometimes is a disadvantage for a big company” which shows that the power of a 
brand and the uniqueness of the product is important.

Accordingly, the increased degree of rivalry throughout the years, also comes forward as an 
obstacle for companies trying to enter this market, obliging companies to come up with even more 
special products. What is more, she also mentioned that some parts of the value chain need 
development in Sweden, which can be considered as an obstacle on the way to entry: “there are 
parts of the value chain that are more difficult in Sweden at the moment like in Sweden there are no 
extrusion plants.” Even though the meat substitute products that the company is supplying to the 
Swedish AP market are mainly produced in Sweden, the company is cooperating internally to 
import some of the products from Orkla’s companies located in other countries such as Denmark 
and Norway. Moreover, Frankful is outsourcing some of its production of their cheese products 
made out of alternative proteins. In addition, Orkla is collaborating with their own brands regarding 
Frankful and Anamma’s distribution channels in the retail and the food service sector. Moreover, the 
company is said to collaborate with clients such as McDonalds for the development of McVegan 
which could be seen as a way to increase their presence in the food service sector.

Cecilia highlighted that the Swedish government is playing a facilitating role to encourage both 
small and big companies to enter the market. However, the EU legislation appears to cause a barrier 
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regarding the prohibition of using certain words like bacon or sausage when labelling such 
products. Cecilia believes that it is hard to get the message across to the consumers since: “it is very 
difficult to explain to consumers what they are buying, if you can’t make a comparison with 
something else [traditional meat]” which implies limitations in the knowledge one can get on how 
such products can be utilized. One of the difficulties that Orkla faced was to build awareness for 
their brand when they established Frankful. Moreover, she expressed the negative aspects of 
launching a brand during COVID-19 such as decline in the amount of time spent in the grocery 
stores which prevents people from trying out new products and leading people to prefer safer 
choices like traditional brands. The company aimed to circumvent these barriers by “working a lot 
with promotions, working a lot with in-store commercials and different kinds of advertising (…). 
And also we're working a lot with the shelves and in stores to make sure that our products are on 
the shelves and that they are getting a good place on the shelf.”

In the future, Cecilia claimed R&D practices will be intensified to produce products “as meat-like 
as possible” that are tastier, and with better nutritional value. 

5.2.7 Sproud’s Journey

Sproud is a Swedish dairy substitute producer from Malmö, established in 2017. The company 
produces plant-based milk made from pea protein and pea protein isolate. One year after its 
establishment, the company entered the Alternative Protein market in autumn. The company entered 
the Swedish market first and started to sell their products in retail and food service simultaneously. 
Sproud has been selling to large retail chains, cafés and coffee chains. Moreover, the company is 
selling their products through online channels also. A year after the introduction of their products to 
the Swedish AP market, Sproud entered the UK AP market. Along with Sweden and the UK, the 
company is operating in Canada and the US as well. As the CEO and the founder of the company, 
Maria Tegman agreed to answer our questions regarding their entry journey.

Back in 2010, the company realized the huge potential of plant-based products as awareness 
between young consumers were increasing at a high rate. The trend of veganism was booming 
among the younger generation of consumers. According to Maria, Sproud seized this opportunity as 
“there were so few of the big companies showing effort to meet this demand.” Maria also stated that 
Sproud wanted to help consumers to switch to a healthier plant-based protein diet whilst providing a 
better experience: “So we want to embrace and enhance the alternative plant milk without 
sacrificing anything else, but just being able to do a little bit better for the health and for the 
environment, to swap some of your liters of traditional milk with plant-based milk.” Accordingly, 
Maria Tegman expressed the value proposition of Sproud with the following lines: “it's tasty as 
milk. It's the alternative among plant-based products because it's more nutritious, more sustainable 
and tastier if you compare it to both other alternatives and traditional cow milk.”

When asked about the entry barriers related to the market, according to Maria, the unknown nature 
of peas as a protein source was an obstacle regarding the acceptability of the product. What is more, 
Maria also mentioned the difficulties of working with pea proteins as a new protein source: “it's 
been quite hard to get to select all the good reports and the science and the research around pea 
and alternative protein, their pros and cons” which points out the extensive R&D practices needed 

Page 47



to develop pea-based products. Furthermore, she expressed the need for pea protein isolate for their 
products drawing attention to the lack of companies providing that raw material in Sweden. The 
company overcame this barrier by purchasing from a company located in France. In addition, the 
company collaborates with their suppliers to co-pack their products as an outsourcing strategy.

Another barrier Maria mentioned were the high capital requirements due to the expenses of 
marketing and listing the product in stores. Thankfully, the company did not face any problems for 
finding investors due to the huge interest in this shift of the food system.

From Maria’s perspective, being competitive on costs during the process of market entry, is not the 
most important aspect that companies consider. This is because companies usually enter the market 
in “small volumes” and “calculate with a lot of loss in the first years.” Moreover, she mentioned 
that companies focus on sales rather than costs, however, in the long run efficiency gains 
importance. She further asserts that the most challenging aspects when entering this market is: “to 
get the distribution and people to try the product.” Maria Tegman further explained that the 
uniqueness of the product is not enough for companies to sell in large retail distribution channels 
such as ICA, since companies have to prove that their products will sell in the long run: “so that it's 
not only about coming with a good product, but you also have to show yourself as a long term 
player.” And to create and increase the awareness of their brand, Sproud uses influencers as 
ambassadors “to drive traffic and engagement on Facebook and Instagram.” She then highlighted 
the importance of marketing to increase brand awareness: “So we do a lot of paid advertising.(…) 
And then we do a lot of PR, around the company as a Swedish startup in plant based, that actually 
gives a lot of attention.” Moreover, the company entered the grocery and food service sector at the 
same time and managed to enter the market on a large scale.

Maria Tegman also mentioned that the company paid attention to other players in the market and 
communicated with them “trying to find out what they did” which served as a source of 
information. Additionally, she emphasized the importance of collaborating saying that the involved 
parties raise capital and expand their competencies, network and knowledge of producing such 
products. Thus, she stated “it’s too heavy of an investment to go all on your own.(…) you don’t just 
go for capital, you make sure that the people that you join with are also coming with experience and 
knowledge in doing this.”

Considering the future evolution of this market, Maria believed that with the increase in alternatives 
of higher quality: “plant milk will have a great majority of the milk sector.” According to her, the 
number of opportunities will grow due to increasing demands, increasing environmental awareness 
and the interest from the Swedish government and trade. When the effect of COVID-19 was asked, 
Maria declared that the pandemic helped to incite environmental awareness since consumers 
reminded themselves: “that we have to take care of the planet in a much bigger urgency than we 
understood before.” Though, rolling out of the products was slowed down since food service was 
affected heavily and listings in grocery stores were harder to get since “the stores focused on the 
best-selling items and not prioritizing new products.” 
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5.2.8 Tebrito’s Journey

With the source of proteins involved and the mainly B2B nature of its operations, Tebrito offers a 
distinctive case as a company working with insects as food and feed within four segments of 
operations. One of these is feed for animals; another is human nutrition where they have a lot of 
research and development ongoing; and the last two segments concern using the insect frass for 
plant nutrition either for domestic or professional use. Considering the focus of this study, the 
human food segment where the firm serves as a supplier of ingredients for other food companies, 
was the focus of the interview with Nils Österström, who is the CEO of the company. However, this 
segment of insects as human food is still under-developed as premises with food grade processing 
standards are still lacking. 

From the very beginning, efficiency has been at the heart of the company’s vision as expressed by 
Nils: “We are trying to achieve a more efficient food system where we can use sidestream from the 
agriculture industry to produce high-quality proteins and fat for the best possible effect for both the 
planet and the organisms: [that is the] people or animals that eat it.” A further reasoning by the 
interviewee was that if we want to produce the food needed in the future due to the rising human 
population, we need more efficient means of production. In the interview, concerns about 
transforming the Swedish food supply by making it more self-sustaining in proteins were also 
discussed. Regarding Tebrito’s value proposition, Nils mentioned that: “it's the same protein quality 
as beef with a hundredth of the carbon footprint, but it also contains all the minerals, vitamins, [and 
has an] excellent taste.” And even if they are producing mostly for animal feed today, their 
objective is to have insects consumed directly by humans instead of other animal species. But, they 
are not trying to replace something, they are simply adding another alternative for humans to use.

When questioned on the barriers at entry, Nils Österström pointed to the differences in the newness 
of the product to the market. For instance, with a novel protein source like insects, it becomes more 
difficult in comparison to a more conventional product due to the laws and regulations not adapted 
to it. Insects as food have been recently allowed in Sweden, namely in October 2020, and Nils said 
that “It's moving in the right direction.” Yet it still takes a long time to change. The regulations in 
his view are still quite prohibitive and this kind of ruling can represent a constraint for innovation as 
innovating undeniably contains a degree of risk that has to be accepted. He further argues that “the 
government has a really big part to play in addressing innovative regulation hurdles.”

On the consumer side, in Nils’ opinion the “biggest hurdle is the minds of people to accept this kind 
of food.” However, using processing methods to make the insects more abstract is a mitigating 
factor that makes it much easier for people to consume them. To further increase the acceptance of 
insects-based products, they try to inform on the benefits of insects, its taste and to make people 
curious by getting exposure in the media. To get more visibility, they would also like to sell to 
restaurants. Moreover, the demand in Europe is actually way over the current production, especially 
for human consumption. And in their situation, it is not difficult to distribute their products as 
several big stakeholders show an interest. 

However, production constitutes a main obstacle, specifically moving from a small to an industrial 
scale. Whilst to be competitive, new entrants have to enter on a larger scale, production is not only 
costly, but also the technologies fitted for insect production are scarcely available with only a few 
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companies able to deliver these technologies. To surmount these barriers, besides finding capital 
which is not an issue for them, Tebrito is also extensively getting involved in a lot of collaboration 
not only to increase the knowledge, but also to find customers, investors, etc. Actually, in Nils’ 
words: “You cannot do this [develop the technology] by yourself. It's very important to find other 
stakeholders and be good at collaboration.” In this manner, they did have outsourcing agreements 
in the past. They also have collaborations with Tetra Pak and Solina regarding food products. They 
are part of a global initiative trying to make the feed supply more sustainable. Nils also indicated 
that they are doing collaborations with other insect companies such as the Norwegian Invertapro, 
with whom they exchange best practices and facts, help each other to solve problems, etc. The 
importance of these collaborations can be apprehended in his following statement: “we cannot 
afford to reinvent the wheel on every insect plant, we have to really share as much as possible.” In 
his view, the greatest competition is not between these insect firms, but between traditional protein 
companies and insect companies as a group. 

A bright future is awaiting the insects market in the interviewee’s view. Once the production hurdles 
are solved and high volumes combined with energy efficiency can be achieved, the results could be 
tremendous given the market’s size. He further contends that competitiveness will increase, and 
since it is all about “industrial production,” only the firms being efficient enough will remain. 

5.3 Summary of Empirical Results

The interviewed companies corresponded to different characteristics. The pool of respondents 
represented large corporations such as ICA, Orkla, GoGreen (Lantmännen Cerealia AB), and also 
Hooked Foods, Lupinta, Oatly, Sproud, Tebrito which were start-ups during the market entry phase. 
Moreover, the companies also differed according to their market entry date. For instance, companies 
such as Hooked Foods, Lupinta, GoGreen, Sproud and Tebrito which entered the AP market during 
the last 3 years, could be classified as new entrants. While companies such as Oatly, Orkla and ICA 
which have been operating in this market for a longer period of time, could be classified as 
incumbents. Additionally, companies use different sources of raw materials for their products, for 
example, Oatly uses oats, Sproud uses peas, Tebrito uses insects, Hooked Foods uses soy and 
Lupinta uses lupins. Furthermore, most companies subject to this study sell their products both from 
B2B and B2C, however, Hooked Foods, ICA and Tebrito are exceptions. Whilst ICA is realizing 
sales through their grocery stores only, Hooked Foods and Tebrito are supplying their products to 
companies, respectively to the food service sector and food companies. Below, a table 
demonstrating the summary of firms interviewed is provided: 
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Table 2: Summary of Firms Interviewed  

* This date corresponds to when ICA’s AP segment started to get more traction, however, the exact date of 
entry was difficult to be determined based on the interview.

** The participant noted that their products are designed for animal consumption.

*** The participant mentioned that one of their products are being sold from B2C.


A majority of firms’ entries were claimed to be encouraged by customer trends, increasing demands 
and the recognition of a great potential in the field of AP based products. More specifically, 
companies like ICA and Sproud which are said to be influenced by the customer trends, noticed the 
increase in environmental awareness, radical changes in the eating habits of the society such as 
exchanging animal-based products with plant-based products, and adopting different types of diets. 
Furthermore, it was discovered that the increase in demands served as a motivating factor regarding 
market entry for GoGreen, Hooked Foods and ICA. Moreover, for ICA and Sproud, it was reported 
that the great potential of the AP market was also considered during the market entry process. ICA 
and Orkla were found out to share similar incentives to enter the AP market which were 
respectively to meet their existing customers’ demands by offering the best assortment and to add 
meat alternatives to the portfolio to be a part of the Alternative Protein market. 

Several firms also claimed to be encouraged by social needs during their entry. The representatives 
of each company interviewed, arrived at a consensus about providing healthy and tasty alternatives 
to meat, dairy or seafood to their consumers. As an example, Oatly further explained that the 
company aimed at providing a solution for lactose intolerant people to consume milk. Moreover, 
Tebrito stated that the products they are providing for their customers are healthier than traditional 
sources by being more digestible, more nutritional and healthier.

This was also the case with contributing to the environment. Each company mentioned that their 
products aimed at less impact on the environment. More precisely, it was mentioned that Orkla and 
Tebrito are intending to achieve this by using less resources and adopting efficient production 
means. Adding to this, it was declared that some companies set their targets concerning the 
sustainable transformation of the Swedish food supply and leading a movement. This involved the 
aim to offer locally produced products by Swedish farmers by GoGreen, the ICA Växa initiative by 
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Company name Entry Date Source of Protein Sales

GoGreen (Lantmännen 
Cerealia)

2020 Legumes B2B,B2C

Hooked Foods 2020 Multiple (Mainly soy) B2B

ICA 2017-2018* Multiple B2C

Lupinta 2019 Lupins B2B,B2C

Oatly 1994 Oats B2B,B2C

Orkla Foods 2015 (Anamma) Multiple B2B,B2C

Sproud 2018 Peas B2B,B2C

Tebrito N/A** Insects B2B***



ICA which has the purpose to promote Swedish products, decreasing the import of soy by replacing 
it with locally grown Lupin by Lupinta, leading a revolution in the plant-based field by Oatly and 
enabling Sweden to be self-sustaining in proteins by Tebrito.

In the context of barriers present in the market, most of the representatives pointed out the capital 
intensity of the AP industry. Another barrier mentioned was the challenges involved in the scaling 
up of the manufacturing processes for market entry. Furthermore, the greater portion of companies 
were said to consider achieving customer acceptance as an indispensable aspect when it comes to 
generating demand. What is more, many company representatives stressed the importance of 
building a strong brand for their companies. Besides, for some companies the possession of a strong 
brand was related to some advantages such as making a bigger impact, communicating the identity 
of the brand to the customers, attracting customers and easier access to raw material. Some 
companies such as Hooked Foods, Lupinta and Sproud mentioned the difficulties to establish 
distribution channels. When the role of the Swedish government was asked, company 
representatives had varied ideas.  

Regarding the strategies followed by companies, each company seems to be involved in some kind 
of collaboration for their entry. One of the most recurrent collaborations appears to be the 
outsourcing of production processes. Additionally, private label agreements also fall into the 
category of outsourcing. Another popular strategy concerns the collaboration with customers/
consumers. These collaborations were usually involved in the pre-entry product development 
phases where these stakeholders were involved by collecting their feedback via social media, 
interviews, company websites and product taste trials. To benefit from the expertise of chefs, 
Hooked Foods and Orkla collaborated with them in order to obtain feedback about their products. 
While Orkla worked with chefs working in their own company, Hooked Foods leveraged the fact of 
selling their products in the food service. Moreover, Orkla also collaborated with an external 
research company for product development practices. 

What is more, other purposes mentioned of these collaborations concerned increasing engagement, 
understanding customer/consumer needs, raising awareness, increasing media exposure and 
technological collaboration for product co-development. Aside from external collaboration, several 
participants also pursued internal cooperation efforts where divisions or firms inside a corporation 
cooperate to benefit from existing technologies, reputation and distribution channels. Furthermore, 
companies such as Tebrito and Sproud participated in intra-sectoral collaborations. It was 
mentioned that Tebrito used this collaboration to share knowledge and to cooperate to solve 
problems. For Sproud sharing knowledge was also the purpose which was claimed to help them to 
enlarge their competencies, widen their network and raise capital.   
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6. Analysis 
—————————————————————————————————————————————

In this section of the thesis, the empirical findings obtained through the interviews are analyzed and 
discussed in relation to the literature presented in the theoretical framework. The research 
questions guiding this study will thus be addressed by synthesizing the empirical material through 
the application of conceptual lenses. The structure of this part is divided into three main themes 
revolving around entry motivations, barriers and strategies, which thus each relates to one of the 
three research questions.

6.1 Entry Motivations

The first theme, entry motivations, will be analyzed in the following to respond to the 
corresponding research question:

How do financial, societal and environmental stakes influence the motives behind the entries 
 of AP companies? 

In order to provide an answer to this research question, the three principles of CSV are applied to 
examine how companies manifested their environmental and societal motivations as means of 
creating economic value. The three dimensions of financial, societal and environmental stakes are 
thus considered jointly, and their interrelation is highlighted, which is aligned with CSV theory 
underlining their mutual dependence. Regarding the financial motivations, it was difficult to receive 
explicit replies about these motivations, even though the majority of companies were expected to 
possess financial motivations affecting the decision for market entry due to the nature of their 
operations. Therefore, interpretations in this section cover opinions and speculations on what could 
be considered as financial factors, which are linked to environmental and societal factors supported 
by the firms, within the three pillars of CSV. 

6.1.1 Reconceiving Products and Markets 

All companies interviewed responded affirmatively about contributing to the environment and the 
society. Considering CSV’s first principle, most companies can be said to develop their products 
according to the needs of the society and to solve or alleviate environmental problems. Providing 
products to serve the society by emphasizing the health and taste, can be argued to serve this 
principle. This is because companies can be said to make the shift to a healthier diet smoother, by 
making products more attractive to customers. Moreover, making the product more accessible to 
masses by enabling customers to buy products from lower price points and making more impact 
using the strength of the brand, were mentioned respectively by Hooked Foods and Oatly. 
Additionally, ICA, aiming to provide their customers with convenience to make them prefer their 
products, is an example of how the company redefined their products directed towards CSV. As an 
outcome, companies can be argued to meet the increasing demands by expanding their customer 
bases and obtaining a share of the market which are examples of profit-related motivations 

Page 53



(Karakaya, 2002). Additionally, ICA and Orkla were found to share similar incentives to enter the 
AP market which were respectively offering the best assortment to avoid the loss of customers and 
adding meat alternatives to the portfolio to be a part of the Alternative Protein market. This might 
also be seen as an example of resource-based rivalry, which comprises of achieving a competitive 
advantage through market positioning (Debruyne and Reibstein, 2005).  

Customer trends due to the increase in environmental awareness and healthy lifestyle choices, 
seemed to be of interest to companies as for ICA, it was one of the motivations to enter the market. 
A majority of the companies stated that the trends such as flexitarianism and veganism encouraged 
them to enter the market to fulfill the demands of such customer groups. As for Oatly, it was 
expressed that the company was founded on the idea to tackle the problems caused by lactose 
intolerance and milk allergy. Therefore, the rethinking of a traditional product was involved in 
directly addressing a health issue which was mutually advantageous both for the company and the 
customers, since the company seized this business opportunity and the consumers were able to find 
a solution. As a result, providing products which offer remedies to diseases, can be seen as a way to 
build a reputational strength to reflect a socially responsible brand image. Adding to these consumer 
groups, companies such as Orkla and Sproud reported that they paid attention to trends concerning 
the consumption of AP products by millennials which can be interpreted as a way to secure long-
term profits and meeting demands of customer groups which were previously overlooked. 
Therefore, it can be inferred that through accessible products and targeting new consumer groups, 
firms aim to sell to markets with unmet needs where there lies a huge potential of profits (Porter and 
Kramer, 2011). As a way to achieve sustained competitive advantage termed by Hart (1995), these 
shared value practices align with “Product Stewardship” where companies differentiate their 
offerings from their competitors to adjust the market positioning according to the company’s goals.  

Furthermore, environmental friendliness of products seem to be given great importance by all 
companies. In particular, the reduction of impact on the environment was said to be targeted with 
these products. Therefore, efforts to tackle environmental issues can be clearly related to the facets 
of both “Product Stewardship” and “Pollution Prevention” of NRBV (Hart, 1995) since companies 
can enjoy reduced costs due to the adaptation of sustainable production processes with products 
made out of sustainable raw material. What is more, by producing environmentally responsible 
products, companies provide the opportunity for their consumers to make informed choices for the 
sake of the environment. Though it is hard to say whether each company is following entirely 
sustainable production practices, arguably companies referred to the avoidance of problems 
associated with the production of traditional meat and dairy products such as animal cruelty, animal 
methane, excessive water and land consumption, water and air pollution, etc. Thus, from a RBV, the 
aforementioned companies devise their products, not just to reap the profits but to create shared 
value by responding to the demands and producing environmentally friendly products. 

Moreover, companies such as GoGreen, ICA and Sproud highlighted the importance of the demand 
for AP products which they are trying to meet. Though this does not indicate a direct link with 
profitability, it could be related to the presumed number of sales after the market entry is realized. 
In parallel, post-entry profits as a result of high demand (Kim, Min and Chaiy, 2015) is said to have 
a great impact on market entry decisions. As an emerging market, the demand is not only high but it 
is also increasing. This was further highlighted by Hooked Foods that the market size is expanding 
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at a high rate which appears to be in line with one of the economical factors taken into account 
during market entry mentioned by Carree and Thurik (1996) which is market growth. Therefore, all 
the mentioned factors related to profit-seeking behavior, can be claimed to stem from companies’ 
ventures to increase their financial resources. Arguably, increasing the profit generated would in 
turn have a positive effect on the “ability to generate internal funds” (Madhani, 2010), for instance, 
which could help companies to grow their operations or increase the likelihood of survival in the 
marketplace.  

6.1.2 Redefining Productivity in the Value Chain 

In terms of the second principle of CSV, companies such as GoGreen, ICA, Lupinta, Oatly, Sproud 
and Tebrito claimed to place emphasis on sustainability which is closely related to productivity. 
Even though improving the activities in the value chain do not seem to have a direct link with entry 
motivations, we believe that it provides valuable insights about how the companies are intending to 
contribute to the sustainable transformation of the Swedish food supply. For instance, it was 
discovered that for GoGreen, ICA, Lupinta and Tebrito, providing locally produced goods is 
important. More specifically, the ultimate goal was declared by Tebrito and GoGreen to make 
Sweden self-sustaining in protein supply. Lupinta claimed that the company aims at providing a 
solution in place on dependence of the import of soy. While these endeavors could be argued to 
target the decrease of the environmental impact by reducing the transportation practices, it could 
also be seen as attempts for new job creation in the local society. Therefore, producing locally and 
establishing local networks could redefine the productivity in the value chain, where all 
stakeholders could benefit from decreased transaction costs, inefficiencies, decreased cycle times, 
increased resilience and flexibility and helping suppliers to grow stronger (Kramer and Porter, 
2011). Consequently, increasing the productivity in the value chain, is a way to improve “efficiency 
and effectiveness” (Barney, 1991) of operations in order to spend less resources. What is more, 
firms such as Lupinta, Oatly, Sproud and Tebrito expressed their aim for sustainable production 
practices. Sustainability in production was thus often translated by greater efficiency and resource 
effectiveness regarding both the firm and the food system in general. Moreover, for Orkla, the aim 
to widen the product portfolio could be considered as a long-term strategy to redefine the 
productivity in the value chain, indirectly related to profits (Min, Kim and Zhan, 2017). Although 
direct empirical evidence was not obtained, companies belonging to similar sectors to the AP 
industry such as ICA, Orkla and Läntmannen Cerealia, can be claimed to be influenced by long-
term incentives such as achieving cost efficiency and making use of the existing resources, 
considering the similarity of resources and competencies required for the AP market (Helfat and 
Lieberman, 2002; Min, Kim and Zhan, 2017). Widening the product portfolio is hence in 
connection with developing new products which requires new innovative capabilities throughout 
the value chain when considered from a RBV. Thus, the previously mentioned objectives, could 
therefore be related to the utilization of tangible physical resources such as existing machinery, 
access to distribution channels and raw materials and the intangible capabilities such as human 
resources and production know-how which all fall into the category of the reinvention of the value 
chain. 
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6.1.3 Building Supportive Industry Clusters 

ICA’s Växa and Läntmannen’s Växthus initiatives can be seen as examples fitting the third principle 
of CSV which is “Building supportive industry clusters.” It was declared that ICA, through this 
initiative, is pursuing territorial development by helping local suppliers to scale up (Porter and 
Kramer, 2011) which is thus a way to promote Swedish products. Similarly, it was reported by 
Lupinta that the company benefited from the Läntmannen Växthus initiative to collaborate with 
farmers which shows that such a cluster can facilitate the access to resources which could in return 
increase the competitiveness in the marketplace (Lai et al., 2014). Therefore, startup companies 
have the opportunity to benefit from these clusters as a pool of resources while large corporations 
assist the sustainable development of the market. Moreover, this is a case of “stakeholder 
management” where the stakeholders of a business network are positively influenced by leveraging 
the relations with other companies to generate mutual value (Normann and Ramírez, 1993; Tate and 
Bals, 2018). Hence, companies which are involved in “cluster thinking”, create shared value by 
taking action collectively to solve the problems related with their operations in areas such as 
logistics, supply, distribution networks or training. Companies taking part in clusters, share the risks 
and costs while dealing with such problems. As a result, firms have the chance to make use of this 
environment to foster productivity and to enjoy the decreased costs thanks to the opportunities to 
collaborate (Porter and Kramer, 2011). 

In summary, most companies were found out to be motivated by creating shared value practices 
during the process of market entry. It was discovered that the empirical data fitting into the two first 
pillars of CSV, were more prominent which can be explained by firms’ individual efforts to create 
shared value. However, the third pillar of CSV which necessitates collective actions, appeared to be 
a concern for mostly large organizations which can be argued to become increasingly important due 
to the further development of the AP market. To answer the research question, the different 
dimensions will be discussed which are financial, societal and environmental entry motivations. 
When it comes to financial motivations, companies considered several types of indications for 
market entry. These indications mostly consisted of rising demands and market growth, however, 
some companies also considered changing customer trends and increasing environmental awareness 
among customers. While the first two factors can be argued to be directly related with profits, the 
last two are indirectly related which suggests a farsighted approach taken by companies. Therefore, 
most companies regarded financial factors for the market entry process which indicated that 
companies gave importance to identifying and harnessing business opportunities by making use of 
their resources and capabilities. What is more, long-term aspirations included market positioning, 
widening product portfolio and maximization regarding the use of existing resources which are 
related with a variety of tangible and intangible resources and capabilities. More specifically, 
through their entries to the AP market, companies strived to gain competitive advantages through 
their reputational, innovative, human, technological and physical capabilities and resources. When 
societal and environmental motivations are considered, it was discovered that all companies 
claimed to be embracing sustainable ambitions throughout their operations. From a resource based 
perspective, providing customers with solutions to diseases and trying to make the most impact by 
offering accessible products, are examples of acquiring competitive advantage through reputation 
and market positioning. Additionally, from a larger perspective, making environmentally-friendlier 
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and socially-responsible products can be seen as a way to make a more efficient use of the planet's 
resources. Companies could thus be seen as having motives regarding the development and 
exploitation of their own resources, while also making a proper use of the social and environmental 
resources. However, the second and third principle of creating shared value, called for more efforts 
from the companies’ side. Even if it might appear that firms embrace more societal and 
environmental motivations, in comparison to financial, we see that the three are mutually 
dependent. This is because, in order for companies to pursue such activities to contribute to the 
environment and the society, the need for generating profit is necessary for the continuity of their 
operations and to access more customers with the aim of making impact on a larger scale. Hence, 
companies striving for sustainability in environmental and societal fields, also have to take 
economic sustainability into account, which can be connected to CSV theory emphasizing the 
interrelation between these three pillars. 

6.2 Entry Barriers

The second overarching theme structuring the analysis is the entry barriers and it will be analyzed in 
the following to answer the corresponding research question: 

 What are the main barriers impeding entry on this market? 

Porter’s classification of barriers into seven main sources (2008) provided the conceptual 
foundation to process the empirical material by identifying codes that could be allocated in each 
source, while RBV offered an angle to link these market peculiarities to internal problems among 
entrant firms. A table summarizing the analysis results was built which can be found below: 

Table 3: Overview of the Entry Barriers Indicated by AP New Entrants

Barriers GoGreen
Hooked 
Foods

ICA Lupinta Oatly
Orkla 
Foods

Sproud Tebrito

1. Supply-side economies 
of scale

2. Demand-side benefits of 
scale

3. Customer switching 
costs

4. Capital requirements 

5. Incumbency advantages 
independent of size

6. Unequal access to 
distribution channels

7. Restrictive government 
policy

▇ Barrier present                                                                                  ▇ Barrier not present 
▇ Barrier present with mitigating factors                                             ▇ Not mentioned
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Concerning the color index, the red color represents the presence of the barrier to a considerable 
extent, as well as the orange one, but the latter informs that some factors attenuate its magnitude. A 
green color indicates that the barrier has been explicitly portrayed to be low or close to non-
existence in the respective interviews. At last, a grey color is used when nothing could be deduced 
for a specific barrier either because no code referring to it was identified, or because the information 
was unclear. One could argue that if a barrier was not mentioned by an interviewee, it could mean 
that this barrier didn’t represent an issue in their situation, which we believe is certainly most often 
the case. Still to convey the interview results accurately, we applied the distinction between explicit 
non-existence and no mention of its existence.

When considering the supply side economies of scale, we observed that five of the interviews 
converged by their statements on the difficulties for small players related to the scale and keeping 
the prices down. In the case of ICA, the challenge of reaching economies of scale for a new entrant 
was even explicitly cited. This obstacle can be connected to a lack of resources and capabilities 
including production processes, cost control and customer base which makes new entrants less 
efficient and competitive compared to incumbents who possess such resources and capabilities. 
Moreover, an explanation for this concordance across several interviews can be reached by 
considering the capital requirements needed on this market which will be looked at more attentively 
in a next paragraph. The financial means needed might indeed force companies to increase the scale 
in order to spread the fixed costs over more units. However, the three other interviewees, that is to 
say Lupinta, Orkla and Sproud, offered contrasting viewpoints on this barrier by stating that firms 
can enter on a small scale with premium prices or that in the beginning being competitive on costs 
is not a priority. 

Whilst demand-side benefits of scale might be more obscure for a food product, the definition 
provided in the theoretical framework can be interpreted in the following manner: An entrant 
launching a novel AP product, or a product with novel ingredients might suffer from a lower 
willingness to buy as the customer base and the consumer acceptability of this novelty are limited. 
In other words, a new entrant in the AP market might encounter more difficulties to have their 
product accepted and bought due to their newness, and the underlying neophobia, perceived risks 
and misconceptions from the customer side. Statements referring to this interpretation of the 
network effects were found in multiple interviews with, for instance, Sproud mentioning that the 
unknown nature of peas as a milk ingredient was a barrier for customer acceptance, or ICA 
indicating that it is hard to launch products with no one familiar to it, and more specifically, there is 
a lack of understanding on the customer side for these novel products regarding how to use or cook 
them. In Tebrito’s interview, mental barriers to insect consumption were also mentioned. These 
findings actually coincide with the literature as depicted by Bonny et al. (2015, p. 259) claiming, in 
regard to meat substitutes, that “the most important barrier for these products is consumer 
acceptability.” In parallel, Nadathur et al. (2017) point to the importance of understanding customer 
choices, taste preferences, cultural influences, etc., to enable the transition towards different diets, 
and thus to increase the acceptance of these novel food products; meaning that customer acceptance 
plays a key role in the development of this market. Referring to Madhani’s classification of 
resources and capabilities (2010), this barrier would represent the absence of reputational  
intangible resources related to misconceptions on the product perceptions and the absence of a loyal 
customer base. Yet, divergences in some interviews prove that this barrier is not ubiquitous, as 
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Lupinta, which, even if they use quite an unfamiliar ingredient, says that they see a low resistance to 
lupins, or Oatly, who encountered a strong willingness to buy their products from lactose-intolerant 
people. This could mean that some reputational resources might not be as essential for every 
entrant. Factors mitigating this barrier were also discussed by the interviewees such as offering 
products familiar to existing ones or processing the ingredients to make them imperceptible to the 
consumers. 

The third barrier, namely the customer switching costs, was the least mentioned barrier which can 
be explained by the lack of applicability of this barrier to a food product as people switching from 
one product to another don’t really have costs implied in switching. To illustrate, customers don’t 
have to change their frying pan to cook different meat alternatives or meat products. Still, Lupinta 
indicated that some sacrifices might be inevitable depending on the expectations of consumers, but 
in Oatly’s interview, it was said that if there are sacrifices to make, the customers won’t switch in 
the first place. Thus we can assume that this barrier is reasonably low. 

With omnipresence over the different interviews, the capital requirements are the most often cited 
barrier on the AP market in our sample. Challenges related to the high expenses linked to product 
development or the production were discussed in several of the interviews with references to the 
equipment and machines needed. To extend the discussion on the production, it’s not only a matter 
of finding capital, but shortcomings in the value chain in Sweden, such as with extrusion facilities, 
also pose a problem. In the case of Tebrito, they even encounter issues due to the little availability 
of technologies for insect rearing, which represent an important hurdle for a firm trying to acquire 
the resources to conduct its business. Different sources in the literature also point to the technology 
intensity that prevails on the AP market which can explain the capital needed to enter this market. 
One of these, O’Donnell (2020), indicates that extensive research is done to develop processing 
methods (including extraction, modification, etc.), but also to make proper ingredient blending 
decisions to improve the functionality of the plant based products, particularly by enhancing their 
sensory and nutritional properties. Knowing the research intensity of this sector, it can be expected 
that companies entering this market are compelled to build strong innovative capabilities in order to 
keep up with the industry’s evolution pace. Moreover, mentions of the marketing expenses and 
investments to build a brand were also found in several interviews. Translated into a resource-based 
perspective, the high capital requirements can be explained as they are often a requisite to acquire a 
multidimensional array of resources and capabilities. In fact, they are not only needed to acquire 
physical resources like machines, equipment, but also intangible resources linked to R&D 
capabilities, product development and brand establishment following Madhani’s classification 
(2010). Conversely, for a majority of the companies interviewed, access to capital was not 
complicated which can represent a factor mitigating the height that this barrier can represent. That 
was the case for Sproud, Oatly and Tebrito who had a rather uncomplicated access to fundings; and 
ICA, Orkla or GoGreen who could rely on financial means from the existing company. Still, 
Lupinta mentioned that it is quite a lot of work to get funded. 

Codes falling into the incumbency advantages independent of size, which is the fifth barrier, were 
mostly related to the importance of a strong brand on this market, which also points to a resource 
gap in the reputational dimension between incumbent and entrant firms. This correlates with studies 
inquiring the importance of a brand in the food sector, with authors such as Vraneševic and Stančec 
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(2003) who highlighted the importance of a brand in consumer choices as it represents an important 
evaluation criterion for the quality of food products. In the case of Sproud, the access to raw 
material could also be imputed to this category as it can lead to a key advantage that firms might 
possess no matter their size. 

Porter (2008) contended that access to distribution channels constitutes a relevant source of entry 
barrier for a new food product as the product will certainly need to displace others through 
marketing efforts to secure its place on the supermarket shelf. This barrier can be connected to the 
difficulty to acquire distribution channels, which is included in physical resources and capabilities 
in Madhani’s categorization (2010). Most interviewees agree on this difficulty to establish 
distribution channels, with ICA even discussing how difficult it can be for firms to get into ICA 
stores. Conversely, two interviewees, even if they were new players, offered different points of 
view. First, for Oatly, it was said that they got easy access to stores as these stores wanted their 
products to attract families. The second is Tebrito which said that finding customers to sell their 
products is not complicated as there are big stakeholders “fishing”, but we can argue that they are in 
a different position than other firms interviewed due to the B2B nature of their operations. 

The last barrier’s source in Porter’s categorization regards the role of the government and there have 
been opposing views when it comes to the character of the policies from both the Swedish 
government and the European Union regulations. While several companies point out that the 
Swedish government plays a facilitating role such as providing initiatives and incubators for 
companies (Lupinta), or organizing projects to increase the consumption of plant-based protein 
alternatives (Sproud), Tebrito claims that laws and regulations for novel protein sources such as 
insects, are not adapted, with Oatly even stating the legislative system is based on a quite traditional 
view of food. Especially regarding the restrictions imposed by the European parliament, which the 
amendment 171 was aiming to reinforced, companies such as Oatly and Orkla Foods mentioned the 
restrictions on labelling which can pose a barrier to market products. With a close examination of 
the evolution of the European regulatory framework for Alternative Protein products, Merten-Lentz 
(2018) argued that a significant change happened in 2018 when a revised EU regulation 
(2015/2283) for novel food replaced a more restrictive one dating from 1997. Through this change, 
we can interpret that the governmental entities are moving on the continuum from inhibiting to 
enabling the shift towards more diverse protein sources, a change which has also been pointed out 
by Tebrito. Moreover, the amendment 171 discussed previously has been withdrawn by the EU 
during our study, which further supports that policymakers are inclined to let the changes happen. 
Yet, the tensions between traditional animal proteins producers and alternatives producers might not 
be over. 

After a closer consideration of the entry barriers relevant for the AP market, a general conclusion is 
that there is not a universal answer regarding what are the entry barriers on this market. In addition, 
and in concordance with our reasoning, most entry barriers can be connected to a resource or 
capability gap between entrant and incumbent companies. Through this association of entry barriers 
and a resource-based perspective, we can observe that these perspectives taking respectively a more 
market-level and firm-level perspective are actually interlinked. As a result, by extracting some 
tendencies from the different interviewee’s opinions, there seems to be a convergence on obstacles 
related to scale or capital requirements, to the establishment of distribution channels, to the 
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importance of a brand, but also to the acceptance on the customer side, which could be argued to 
indicate that the resources and capabilities linked to these obstacles are key to compete on the AP 
market. Still, some divergences prevailed across the interviews which can first be explained by our 
methodology calling for the perceptions of interviewees regarding entry barriers. Thus, even if a 
same barrier might have impacted two companies similarly, the resulting perception of this impact 
might differ. The second part of the explanation relates to the characteristics of the firms in our 
sample, and more specifically their unequal possession of resources, which might expose them 
differently to the various barriers. To illustrate this, we can notice that established companies like 
Orkla or GoGreen made no mention of the difficulty to establish distribution channels which might 
point to the absence of these obstacles as these firms could rely on their existing resources and 
capabilities. Moreover, Lupinta specified that differences between products regarding their novelty 
will lead to different scenarios that can be linked to the first entry barrier. Hence, a truly novel 
product on the market can be sold on a smaller scale and at a higher price, while a product similar to 
existing ones will have to compete on price, which may thus force the firm to sell more units to 
reduce the impact of fixed costs. For established firms which have a better access to resources, the 
financial resources required on the AP market might not represent a similar obstacle to a new 
entrant with little resources to begin with, and their internal funds can also help them to acquire 
more easily the other resources needed to enter the market. Concerning differences in consumer 
acceptance, problems in the value chain, and government restrictions, many can be justified by the 
nature of the protein sources used. Thus, the novelty of peas as an ingredient for Sproud could 
explain the hurdles regarding the establishment of a supply for the raw material or the acceptance 
on the consumer side. For Tebrito, the novelty of insects leads to similar impediments regarding 
customer acceptance, and they have certainly been impacted more intensely by the governmental 
regulations which take time to change. In short, resource requirements, and thus the barriers faced 
by firms might vary depending on the firm’s characteristics and its product offering. 

6.3 Entry Strategies

Building on the assessment of the entry barriers from the previous part, the last theme considered in 
this analysis relates to entry strategies implying various stakeholders that are employed to deal with 
the barriers identified. By drawing from RBV to analyze collaboration practices at entry, this part 
aims at responding to the last research question which is: 

How collaborative entry strategies are employed by AP companies to overcome barriers and 
 facilitate their entry on that market?

A first noteworthy and startling finding transpiring through our empirics is that some degree of 
collaboration with other stakeholders in the entry strategy seems to represent the norm rather than 
the exception in our sample. The most recurrent type of collaboration implicates the consumers/
customers of the firms interviewed. In fact, with the exception of Tebrito who is involved in R&D 
collaboration with their customers to develop food solutions, all the firms interviewed were said to 
involve their customers, either end consumers or restaurants and chefs depending on their sector of 
activity, to get insights from them and their feedback in the goal of better understanding their needs. 
Considering the challenges highlighted in our discussion on the second barrier’s source regarding 
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the consumer acceptability of unfamiliar foods which poses greater risks for firms marketing 
products such as in the AP market, there are reasons to believe that this involvement of customers is 
done with the intention to overcome that obstacle. Literature seems to actually support this rationale 
with various authors providing evidence of the multiple benefits of customer involvement to better 
understand customer needs and to successfully bring innovations to the market (Neale and 
Corkindale, 1998; Liu, Ye and Moultrie, 2019). These benefits can be linked to the acquisition of 
key resources, which is market knowledge about the customer needs, and it could also foster the 
innovation capabilities of a firm. In other words, involving the customers appears to be a way of 
acquiring crucial knowledge and developing the resources and capabilities that might be essential 
for a firm when considering the importance of the second entry barrier. However, whilst different 
forms of involving customers and making use of this knowledge exist, the participant firms seem to 
be mainly focused on using customers as an information source, that is the CIS form if we refer to 
Cui and Wu’s classification (2016). It can also be argued that this involvement is taking place 
through rather traditional methods with practically no occurrences of internet-based methods, 
except to get insights through social media for instance, which thus appears to be in concordance 
with Liu, Ye and Moultrie article pointing to the limited use of web-methods (2019). Additionally, 
even if the empirical material didn’t provide a detailed account of the degree to which respondent 
firms are actually involving their customers, in our opinion, many seem to pursue it to a low extent. 
ICA, by indicating the complexity of this process, could provide a debut explanation why the 
consumers are not involved in a more comprehensive manner. This could indicate that the benefits 
of customer involvement in terms of resources development doesn’t compensate with the cost in the 
use of other resources. A practice that could point to a similar direction and which was used by 
firms like Hooked Foods or discussed by Oatly, is to enter the food service sector first in order to 
have professionals try the products and give feedback in order to ameliorate their attributes before 
launching them in the consumer market. By decoding the reasons behind this approach, it can be 
argued that involving end-consumers is costlier and more complicated, probably because they are 
harder to reach, and are less definite about their needs, while collaboration with professionals could 
solve these issues by providing similar knowledge at a lower cost.

After customers, suppliers are the most often cited stakeholder with which the companies 
interviewed collaborate with. Apart from Lupinta, all the respondents have outsourced some parts of 
their production at some point or another. Yet, for Lupinta, an alternative solution where they also 
don’t own their production facilities but still conduct their own production, was found to be relying 
on a commercial kitchen. An explanation for this frequent reliance on suppliers in the market entry 
journey can be reached by looking at the type of knowledge obtained through these relationships. 
While entering a new market requires a firm to acquire novel knowledge and resources relevant to 
the market of interest, vertical stakeholders such as suppliers are claimed to provide complementary 
knowledge creating different opportunities for the focal firm to benefit from (Ozdemir et al., 2020). 
Moreover, through the examples of ICA and Oatly, we can take a closer look at private labelling 
practices with the former acting as a retailer and the latter acting as a manufacturer. According to 
the reasons cited by Philipsen and Kolind (2012), for a retailer like ICA, having private labels could 
be seen as a way to avoid expenses on product development and production facilities and could thus 
have been used to enter the AP segment more easily. Regarding the manufacturer, they can gain a 
greater market share, achieve economies of scale (Dunne and Narasimhan, 1999) and benefit from 
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the existing retailer’s brand and distribution channels. Private labelling can thus be seen as a key 
strategic option for a facilitated market entry both for the manufacturer and the retailer by enabling 
the buildup of their own resources while exploiting shared resources as well. We can also observe 
that both larger firms and new ventures adopt collaborative approaches regarding the production 
which might point to a similar lack of knowledge and resources relevant to the AP market. 
However, in the case of Orkla Foods outsourcing activities are done in a limited manner, with most 
of the production done in-house. Besides external collaboration, established firms have indeed the 
possibility to internally develop products and even to cooperate between different divisions of the 
company by assembling multiple resources and capabilities spread across the company to enter a 
new market. Such internal cooperation was mentioned by all three established firms in our sample 
(GoGreen, ICA and Orkla Foods), and is disparate from collaborative entry strategies by the fact 
that no external stakeholders is involved. It entails advantages related to the leveraging of resources 
from the existing operations, technologies, brand, supply sources and distribution. It could thus be 
claimed that the decision to collaborate with external entities, such as through an outsourcing 
partnership, in the entry process is determined by the relatedness between a firm’s current 
operations and the new segment, which is supported by Speckbacher, Neumann and Hoffmann 
(2015) who found similar conclusions when comparing collaboration and internal development as 
entry modes. Following this line of argumentation, the limited extent of outsourcing by Orkla Foods 
could be explained by the existence of resources and capabilities that the firms could transfer and 
make use of when entering the AP market as some of their operations were related to this new 
segment. For new ventures, which have almost no resources to start with, and thus to transfer to the 
prospective market, they can be expected to rely more on collaboration, including outsourcing, 
which is an hypothesis supported by our sample. In relation to entry barriers, the prevalence of 
collaboration with stakeholders can be further justified by looking at two of the most pervasive 
barriers discussed in the previous section which were the supply-side economies of scale and the 
high capital requirements needed in the AP market. In fact, it was argued in some of the interviews 
that outsourcing the production was motivated by factors such as to deal with lack of equipment or 
to decrease the capital requirements. Building on these findings both from our empirics and 
literature, we can presume that not owning the production facilities represent a way to significantly 
alleviate the capital requirements needed at entry by benefitting from the established resources and 
capabilities of another entity, a supplier in this case. In addition, less capital injected means that the 
scale becomes less important since the need to sell more units to spread the fixed costs is decreased. 
Said in another way, outsourcing as an entry strategy could serve as an instrument to overcome the 
1st and 4th barrier in Porter’s classification by solving important resource gaps. Most of the firms 
undertaking supplier collaboration were found to perceive the mentioned barriers as rather high.

Following the categorization of stakeholders between market based and science based sources of 
Santoro, Vrontis and Pastore (2017), we can look at collaboration with competitors being one of the 
sources included in the first group along with suppliers and customers. Even if Un, Cuervo-Cazurra 
and Asakawa (2010) supported the detrimental effect of these practices due to the nature of 
knowledge being shared, both Sproud and Tebrito were found to collaborate with other firms in 
their sector. These intra-sectoral collaborations were said to consist of knowledge sharing, best 
practices exchanging, competencies enlarging, etc., which, in our view, can be connected to the 4th 
barrier as assistance in innovation and R&D can decrease the expenses related to building these 
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capabilities. And, contrarily to the caution by Wu (2012) on the possible detrimental effects of 
opportunistic behaviors in such relation, we can observe that these firms have actually another 
perspective on their counterparts than simple competitors as exemplified by Tebrito believing that 
the real competitors are not these firms but the traditional protein companies. Furthermore, 
acquisition strategies pursued by Orkla can be related to a next level collaboration with competitors 
as the acquired firm is actually incorporated in the parent company. As depicted in our literature 
review, these strategies, besides directly eliminating a potential competitor, enables a rapid access to 
the resources and competencies required to compete on the market of interest by acquiring resource 
bundles, which could thus be used as a technique to circumvent several entry barriers at once. The 
parent company can indeed gain market knowledge, benefit from the existing brand reputation 
(Sánchez-Peinado and Menguzzato-Boulard, 2009), but also get access to established operations 
related to the procurement of raw material, the production, the distribution, etc. Moreover, the case 
of Orkla specifically points to the importance of segment relatedness highlighted by scholars which 
influences the choice between acquisition and internal development. Orkla first acquired various AP 
brands starting with Anamma before establishing their own brand with Frankful. Thus, by first 
acquiring the resources and capabilities through companies like Anamma, the company was later 
able to rely on them to internally develop novel products under their own brand, which reveals an 
expanded resource base as mentioned by several researchers (Lee and Lieberman, 2010). The 
development of their resource base through several acquisitions can also explain the limited use of 
outsourcing by the company for their entry with a brand like Frankful as the company already 
possessed the know-hows, the production systems, etc., from these previous acquisitions. In short, 
one can say that the firm shifted from seeking resources and knowledge externally to relying on 
internal knowledge acquired over the years and through different acquisitions.

Regarding collaboration with science based sources such as universities and research institutes, 
even if research defends the benefits of this type of collaboration, it seems to actually be used quite 
sporadically across our sample. Lupinta mentioned a relation with some universities but it was 
mainly in the form of funding. Regarding research institutes, Hooked Foods collaborated with such 
an entity both for production and product development and Lupinta to gain knowledge and network. 
Other types of collaboration with the least citations include Oatly’s cooperation with distributors 
which might be related to the 6th barrier of establishing distribution channels and Lupinta’s 
collaboration with farmers to acquire the raw material which can thus be linked to the 5th barrier as 
establishing raw material supply is related to it. From these results, we can argue that the choice of 
partners for collaboration is company-specific and depends to a certain extent on the gap between 
the internal resources of a firm and the resources needed to compete on the market of interest. For 
example, it was specifically the access to raw material for Lupinta, and the establishment of 
distribution channels for Oatly, both regarded as physical resources in Madhani’s categorization 
(2010), which were intended through their collaboration.

In conclusion, contrary to the underlined limited understanding of the impact of entry barriers on 
the entry strategy (Pehrsson, 2009), our analysis supported by a resource-based perspective suggests 
that the entry strategies analyzed in our study, can be considered to be in fact used to circumvent the 
entry barriers previously identified by bridging resource gaps and limiting resources commitment. 
The entry barriers have indeed been linked to disparities between incumbent and entrant firms in 
terms of possession of resources and capabilities, and the collaborative entry strategies were found 
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to help in overcoming these constraints and can thus be considered as approaches facilitating the 
entry on the market of the interviewed firms. In other words, through the intermediary of resources, 
a fit between the two concepts of entry barriers and entry strategies seems to arise from our 
findings, with the former representing resource gaps and the latter being approaches to overcome 
these gaps. This is actually what lies at the core of RBV where the internal resources and 
capabilities dictate the actions of a firm (Madhani, 2010), though, in the present case, it is the 
specific lack of these factors that influence firms’ entry decisions. Moreover, standing in direct 
opposition to the research giving little attention to collaborative entry strategies, entrant firms 
collaborating and engaging with stakeholders appears to be much more frequent than what could 
have been expected. A plausible explanation that will constitute our hypothesis is that the AP market 
or any market tied to sustainability represents a special case where some forces such as the 
technology intensity and other challenges incite firms to collaborate to a larger degree, since the 
extent of resources and capabilities required might be too considerable for an individual firm. This 
assumption actually has precedents in literature with authors such as Savage et al. (2010) 
contending that collaborating between actors might be a necessity to solve bigger problems such as 
those related to sustainability. In this kind of demanding environment, finding external sources of 
knowledge, sharing resources and capabilities with other organizations and leveraging on each other 
unique competences could thus constitute requisites to come up with solutions. Similarly, in our 
sample, several firms actually suggested that collaboration was a requirement as they could not 
achieve their goal otherwise. We would further assert that the motivations of these companies and 
their incentives to collaborate are intertwined, as firms believing that they are part of a bigger 
picture such as the transformation of the food system, might be more prone to collaborate with other 
stakeholders to achieve their goal. This is what can be seen with firms such as Hooked Foods, 
Lupinta, Sproud or Tebrito to cite a few which were found to have sustainable promises in their 
motivations, and who argued that collaboration is a necessity. On more speculative grounds, we 
could even discuss a possible shift in the perception of the business environment by firms having 
greater goals at their core. Instead of seeing other organizations as possible competitors driven by 
monetary incentives, they might perceive other players as trustful entities with which they are 
interdependent to achieve the ambitious objectives they pursue. Yet, an important notice remains in 
the nature of the resources and capabilities involved in collaborative relationships. There are 
actually reasons to believe that an assessment of these resources will frequently not fulfill all the 
criteria in Barney’s VRIO framework (1995), since the fact that these resources can be acquired 
from an external source means that other entities could pursue a similar strategy and, as a 
consequence, these resources might not be considered as rare or inimitable in every case. 
Nevertheless, an argument supported by Maruso and Weinzimmer (1999) is that, even if the 
collaboration might not provide access to distinctive resources, it can still provide the capacity to 
exploit internal unique competences and resources as many firms often lack this capacity to 
successfully exploit their own and unique resources and capabilities to their full potential. This type 
of entry strategy could therefore fit well in a strategy built on RBV, as a firm could start by 
identifying what key resources and capabilities they possess for the market of interest, then they 
could identify external stakeholders providing an access to relevant resources to nurture and better 
exploit their own pool of resources; with the end goal of assembling a combination of both internal 
and external resources that can be exploited at their full potential to get a sustained competitive 
advantage.
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To close this section, a table presenting the different types of collaborative entry strategies arranged 
by frequency with the respective barriers and interviews corresponding to it, is provided: 

Table 4: Collaborative Entry Strategies Employed by AP New Entrants 

Type of Strategy Stakeholder Involved Related Barrier Companies

Involvement as an Information 

source

Consumers/Customers 

(restaurants & chefs)

2nd GoGreen, Hooked Foods, 

ICA, Lupinta, Oatly, Orkla 

Foods, Sproud

Outsourcing Supplier 1st, 4th GoGreen, Hooked Foods, 

ICA, Oatly, Orkla Foods, 

Sproud, Tebrito

R&D Collaboration Research institute 4th Hooked Foods, Lupinta

Strategic alliance Competitors 4th Sproud, Tebrito

Acquisition Competitors Many Orkla Foods

Commercial kitchen NA 1st, 4th Lupinta

Collaboration to establish raw 

material supply

Farmers 5th Lupinta

Cooperation Distributors 6th Oatly

Private labelling Retailer 1st, 5th, 6th Oatly

Technological collaboration Customers (food companies) 4th Tebrito

Page 66



7. Discussion and Conclusions 
—————————————————————————————————————————————

In this last section, contributions to the theory are discussed, referring to the extant bodies of 
knowledge. Thereafter, managerial implications are addressed, reflecting on the practical 
takeaways both for current stakeholders and prospective entrants. Followingly, ethical inferences 
considering the potential use of the knowledge generated are provided. Next, limitations are 
specified concerning the assumptions made, methodological approaches and issues concerning the 
context, along with the suggestions for future research. Finally, a conclusive section including the 
future outlook is presented.

7.1 Theoretical Contributions

With several gaps in the literature identified earlier in this thesis, multiple contributions regarding 
the extension of scientific knowledge of both the Alternative Protein market and market entry in 
general from a resource-based perspective were intended through this study. Firstly, considering the 
Alternative Protein market which has received little attention from researchers, our findings 
contribute to increasing the understanding of the Alternative Proteins from a business perspective, 
with detailed insights on entry mechanisms of this market in Sweden. An assessment of the entry 
barriers inherent to this market, but also of the motivations and entry decisions of the entrant firms 
of the Swedish AP market was indeed produced, which, to our knowledge, is unprecedented for this 
market. Insights in these different aspects of market entry, which can be seen as key motions of 
market evolution, is expected to generate a more dynamic understanding of the market by extending 
the knowledge of these factors that both shaped its past, and will certainly shape its future 
evolution.  

In addition, through this close study of a specific market, increasing the general knowledge of 
emerging markets tied to sustainable development was part of the objectives, assuming that some 
generalizations of the findings can be established. As a result, constructed on a RBV approach, this 
thesis was able to produce relevant contributions to entry motivations theory for emergent markets 
by demonstrating how the coupling of RBV with CSV theory can be used as a tool to analyze the 
motivations of entrant firms that include both economical, societal and environmental dimensions. 
In line with providing a dynamic view of the market, determining what motivates firms to embark 
on more sustainable pathways could have also generated a better comprehension of how such 
transitions are taking effect. Moreover, even if barriers are usually considered to be specificities 
rooted in the structure of each market, some similarities between the barriers on the AP market and 
any markets closely connected to sustainability could probably be derived. By using RBV as a 
conceptual lens, contributions to entry strategy literature could also be made by inquiring the 
employment of collaborative strategies in the entry patterns of newcomers. By documenting on 
these emergent strategic approaches to entry and by thus encouraging a wider spectrum of entry 
strategies to be considered, our results could be seen as an extension of the work of previous 
researchers such as Yip (1982) who provided a primary apprehension of some strategic actions to 
reduce or avoid some barriers and to thus facilitate the entry. The extensity of collaboration as an 
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entry strategy also led to the hypothesis that markets linked to sustainable development could have 
intrinsic factors compelling firms to embrace collaborative endeavors more intensely, which can be 
connected to the suggestion by Savage et al. (2020) that issues related to sustainable transitions 
require the collective efforts of multiple organizations to produce a solution. Furthermore, by 
connecting the notions of entry barriers and strategies, with the former being conceived as resource 
gaps and the latter as means to bridge these gaps, our inquiries offer clarifications on the underlined 
inadequate understanding of the relations between these two concepts (Pehrsson, 2009). In 
connection to the recommendations by Pehrsson (2009) for firms to strive for a fit between their 
entry strategy and the obstacles present on the prospective market, we indeed found that firms were 
deciding on undertaking collaborations with stakeholders with a goal that could often be imputed to 
be the alleviation of some of the entry barriers by benefitting from external sources to build up their 
resources and capabilities and to better exploit a distinctive advantage.

7.2 Managerial Implications

Regarding the Swedish AP market, our findings are expected to provide managerial implications to 
both the prospective entrants and its current stakeholders. First of all, our study provides an 
overview of the drivers and trends shaping the dynamics of the market. Therefore, companies 
wishing to enter the market can benefit from this knowledge by identifying the possible 
opportunities and risks. This could provide a direction for decision making as companies could 
understand, for instance, what potential resides in the current market structure, as well as the 
challenges they will have to face. What is more, our investigation of CSV practices constitutes a 
valuable source for entrants to increase their knowledge about where they can make the most 
impact. As a result, companies pertaining to greater motivations such as contributing to the 
sustainable transformation of the Swedish food supply, could observe and extend the approaches to 
create shared value by tackling issues in the food system. For the existing stakeholders, the 
understanding of the entry dynamics of the AP market can provide relevant insights where these 
stakeholders should put more effort depending on their ambitions for this market. For example, 
incumbents in a more defensive position could draw upon the investigations of the entry barriers by 
attempting to erect them. Other actors might acknowledge the benefits of having more players in 
this market for its future development, and could, on the contrary, intend to lower the barriers and 
assist new entrants in their entry process by offering collaboration possibilities.  

The findings of our thesis can also have more general implications for entrants in any market. For 
instance, our conception of entry from a resource-based perspective can guide entrant firms by 
shedding light on the essentiality to both consider and assess their current resources and capabilities 
collection, those that are required for the prospective market and which partners could source these 
requisite resources. Not only are these considerations key to be able to assemble the resource 
bundles for entering the market, but investigating ways to collaborate with other entities could also 
produce relevant outcomes on how to exploit a distinctive advantage to its full potential by 
benefiting from the partner’s resources and capabilities. For existing firms entering a new segment, 
these considerations also entail inquiring the relatedness of their current operations with the market 
of interest by assessing to what extent their existing resources and capabilities can be transferred 
and applied in the context of this new market. If the company has the capital means required for 
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acquisitions, they could also consider acquiring an existing firm in order to gain at once a resource 
bundle and thus achieve a facilitated, but costly entry. Generally speaking, our findings encourage  
companies to devise their strategies according to both their own characteristics and the market 
peculiarities, which can be connected to the idea of striving for a fit between barriers and entry 
strategies that our study reinforced. In parallel, support for collaborative entry strategies is provided 
from our results as these methods can facilitate the acquisition of key resources and the bypass of 
entry barriers. The adoption of these strategies could as well be encouraged by incumbent 
companies and existing stakeholders as a means to accelerate the evolution of their market and 
increase the diversity in the business environment for the benefit of the economic activity and 
society.  

7.3 Ethical Considerations

As a scientific work aiming at generating knowledge on a specific subject, it is essential for us, 
researchers, to provide a critical assessment of the object of study, that is the AP market. Indeed, the 
findings that we produced through our work could benefit different stakeholders, which might 
subsequently affect the evolution of the market depending on the utilization they make of this 
knowledge. In contrast, it could also be argued that other stakeholders, like conventional meat and 
dairy companies, might be negatively impacted by the development of the AP market, but Henchion 
et al. (2017) highlighted the possibility to leverage significant benefits if these stakeholders were to 
get involved in the development of these alternative products. In addition, the results of our study 
might provide the government with a better understanding of this emerging market which can assist 
them to decide on regulations and policies to influence its evolution, as it has been argued that 
governments often have a key role in the evolution of food innovations by creating a reactive 
environment (Earle, 1997).  

More generally, on the conditions that the assertions of the sustainable promises of alternative 
proteins are founded and that the knowledge generated is used to further develop the market, our 
study could indirectly have a positive impact on the society and environment by assisting the future 
market expansion of these alternative sources. Nevertheless, even if throughout this study, the 
association between AP and sustainable development has been prevailing in accordance with the 
declarations of a majority of studies, a complete consensus among researchers is yet to be reached. 
Therefore, it is our duty to expose these nuancing views on the AP market in order to provide an 
informed and cautious overview of the subject for which our study aims at increasing our 
understanding. For instance, in contrast to the ‘green’ claims made by several scientific papers and 
AP companies, and the general association of Alternative Proteins with sustainability, Souza Filho 
et al. highlighted that some AP products didn’t perform better than traditional meat regarding the 
toll on the environment (2019). Additionally, in their critical evaluation of the purported benefits of 
AP products, Santo et al. (2020) claim that most of these promises were mainly speculative at that 
time, and a possible conflict of interests in the existing research on these substitutes might exist as a 
majority of this research has been backed by organizations involved in their development. 
Moreover, other researchers (Fasolin et al., 2019) advocate fundamental research on emerging 
protein sources since grey areas remain regarding some aspects of these alternatives including 
consumer safety. Other risks for the society are related to the close interconnection between food 
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and identity as a disruption in the food system that AP products could trigger, might subsequently 
threaten the consumer identity (Geyzen et al., 2019). As a result, we advise the reader to look at 
Alternative Proteins through a critical lens, knowing that these alternatives are not always 
synonymous with sustainability and positive impact. 

7.4 Limitations and Future Research Directions

Considering the short time and the convenience of semi-structured interviews, we decided to rely on 
respondents’ answers, recognizing the possibility of bias, as responses could easily be used to 
convey a certain image of the company. Considering that each company had claims that were 
aligned with CSV principles, further inquiries could be made to verify these claims through the 
inspections of production processes and operations of firms selling AP products. Moreover, 
strategies mentioned by respondents could be restricted to information they are comfortable sharing 
with, as we believe that some of the companies might have refrained from providing more 
information, considering it as confidential. Furthermore, since the primary source of data consisted 
of interviews carried out with company representatives, we included their perceptions of barriers 
rather than studying barriers with an objective measure. In addition, while it is expected that firms 
can experience a certain barrier to multiple degrees, our study considered solely three categories for 
simplification purposes. Therefore, a suggestion of future work would be to study the barriers 
through quantitative means to obtain a clearer picture of the height of barriers present in the 
Swedish AP market.  

As for market entry strategies, distinctions between the different degrees of collaboration were not 
made. As a result, the classification of strategies could have provided valuable insights about 
different companies, to draw conclusions of the link between company features and tendency for 
entering into collaborative ventures. Since our study considers only one market, future research 
could also be done in other markets linked to sustainability, to confirm our assumption of the 
imperative of collaboration for companies to overcome obstacles related to sustainability. In 
connection to the entry strategies, our data collection methods only enabled us to have a basic view 
on the nature of the resources and capabilities involved in the collaborative relationships 
considered. Yet, a main concern of RBV is how a set of resources and capabilities can be a source of 
a sustained competitive advantage, further inquiries should thus be pursued concerning the 
resources leveraged through these relationships and their ability to generate a sustained competitive 
advantage for entrant firms.  

Finally, another limitation could be viewed as the types of companies interviewed. Although efforts 
were towards selecting a representative sample, some categories of players were lacking such as 
traditional meat companies and companies using cultured meat, algae or mycoproteins. For this 
reason, knowing that a richer sample would enhance the comprehensiveness of the study and 
facilitate the generalization of the findings, recommendation on further research could be to 
increase the variability among the participants of the study.
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7.5 Closing Words

With multiple pressures on our global food system stemming from an increasing world population, 
environmental concerns and an unequal access to proper nutrition, many uncertainties remain to be 
answered in the future. Whilst it can be argued that Alternative Proteins represent one path among 
others that could show promising results to respond to these issues, specifically regarding the 
environmental and societal toll of a society dependent on the subjugation of the animal world, a 
central question remains yet to be answered which is whether the technology will solve the 
challenges encountered by our society today. It is noteworthy that even with the tremendous power 
acquired by our society from technology, we are still failing to properly nourish millions of humans, 
while millions of others are overweight. Some doubts could thus be expressed regarding the ability 
of a system which today is still not able to take proper care of the lives which depend on it, to 
respond to the pressures that it will encounter tomorrow. Nonetheless, all the representatives of the 
companies in this study converged regarding the promising future destined for Alternative Proteins. 
With a fast growth, changing consumer behaviors, R&D intensification and a widening variety of 
protein sources, many new developments are certainly to be expected for this market contended to 
be still in an early and premature stage. More specifically, an increasing competitiveness in the 
sector might be anticipated as many opportunities can be taken by newcomers. An essential aspect 
concerns the disruptive impact of COVID-19 which was said to not only incite health and 
environmental awareness among customers, but it also had a triggering effect by drawing attention 
to food security being a real issue which could encourage us to more profoundly reconsider and 
redesign how our food, including proteins, are produced and supplied.  
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Appendix 
Appendix A - Interview Guide 

Interviewee background

1. What is your position in the company? And what is your responsibility in that position? 

Company Background

2. Can you briefly present your company and what types of products and services you offer? 

3. Since when has your company been marketing alternative protein (AP) products in Sweden? 

4. Where are you currently selling your alternative protein products in terms of distribution 
channels?  

Entry motivations

5. What are the mission and core values of your company? What is your company trying to 
achieve?

6. What were the reasons for your company to enter the AP market? 

Entry barriers

7. How easy or difficult is it for a company to enter the AP market?

8. What were the main obstacles on your way to enter the alternative protein market? 

9. How do you see the evolution of the barriers to entry? What is being done against or in the 
favor of these barriers in the AP industry? 

Entry strategies

10. What strategies did your company use to facilitate entry into the market? What did your 
company do to directly deal with the [Main barriers identified before]? 

Future Outlook

11. How do you perceive the alternative protein market in Sweden today and how do you think it 
will evolve in the future? What do you believe will be the main determinants of the future 
evolution of this market? 

12. What do you think are the opportunities related to the evolution of this market? Do you think 
the market will become more and more competitive?
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