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ORIGINAL RESEARCH

Safe Farmer Common Sense’ - A National Five-Year Education-Based Program
for Prevention of Occupational Injuries in Swedish Agriculture-Background,
Process, and Evaluation
Catharina Alwall Svennefelt and Peter Lundqvist

Department of Work Science, Business Economics and Environmental Psychology, Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, Alnarp,
Sweden

ABSTRACT
Background: This paper provides background and a process description for a national initiative
(‘Safe Farmer Common Sense’) on prevention of occupational injuries in Swedish agriculture.
Methods: This initiative, which received investment funding of 65 million SEK (6.5 million USD)
from the European Union (EU) over the 5-year period 2009–2013, was jointly developed by
researchers, agricultural organizations, authorities, and politicians. The program had a farmer-
centered perspective and included short courses, on-farm visits by supervisors, and a number of
education events and awareness-promoting activities.
Results: Our analysis showed that the concept was successful, since it involved farmers to
a greater extent and prompted a high proportion of these to introduce injury prevention
measures on their farms compared with a control group. The analysis also confirmed that these
activities continued two-three years after participation in the program.
Conclusion: The program was not found to have any major effect on the number of occupational
injuries, although the level of occupational fatalities was lower during the intervention period.
Thus the investment can be questioned as regards the limited impact on the number of work-
related injuries in Swedish agriculture and may have been too short to have a lasting effect.
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Introduction

Agriculture consistently ranks as one of the highest
injury risk sectors of all industries, and occupational
injuries are frequent worldwide.1,2 Occupational fatal-
ity rates for agriculture in the United States and the 28
countries of the European Union (EU) are consis-
tently several times greater than the average rate for
all other industries combined. For these reasons, agri-
culture is often described as one of themost hazardous
industries in which to work.3,4 Occupational fatalities
in Swedish agriculture have been a major issue for
many years. Thelin5 showed that the frequency of
occupational fatalities increased during the period
1988–1997, while a high level of occupational fatalities
in the agricultural sector has been reported repeatedly
by the Swedish Work Environment Authority.6

However, the number of occupational injuries (both
fatal and non-fatal) reported in the official statistics6

appears to be very low. This prompted Pinzke and
Lundqvis,7 together with Statistics Sweden, to conduct

a national study among farmers regarding their occu-
pational injuries in 2004. The official statistics for that
year showed just over 400 registered occupational
injuries,8 but Pinzke and Lundqvist7 found that there
were about 5000 actual occupational injuries in agri-
culture in 2004. This means that only 8% of occupa-
tional injuries emerged in the official statistics, which
could have consequences on both the individual and
the society level, since a low level of reported occupa-
tional injuries gives the impression that the industry
has only a minor problem in this regard. The results
were raised in a debate article in one of the major
Swedish newspapers,9 and this was followed by the
Kuopio Declaration on occupational fatalities in agri-
culture, calling for urgent actions and a vision for zero
fatal occupational injuries in agriculture by 2012.10,11

Swedish politicians started to react, with the agricul-
ture minister issuing a statement about the need for
action.12 After national elections in September 2006,
the new Swedish government tasked the Swedish
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Board of Agriculture with identifying possible actions
to counteract occupational injuries in agriculture.13 Its
report concluded that the occupational injuries in
agriculture represented an annual cost to Swedish
society of 2–3 billion SEK (0.2–0.3 billion USD).11

The report suggested three major actions: a)
Extension work with farmers regarding occupational
injury prevention; b) a national competence center for
occupational injury prevention in agriculture; and c)
education and training for chainsaw users in the for-
estry sector. The report was followed by a government
decision to develop an extension service and to train
new extension workers in measures to prevent occu-
pational injuries among Swedish farmers. The
Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences (SLU)
was tasked with providing the necessary training,
while the Swedish Institute of Agricultural and
Environmental Engineering (JTI) and the Federation
of Swedish Farmers (LRF) were asked to support the
work.14 The government also announced its intention
to run a 5-year program (2009–2013) and asked actors
in the agriculture sector to prepare for this. Another
decision by the government made health and safety a
high priority within the EU-funded Rural
Development Program for Sweden,15 which made it
possible to finance extension work on preventing
occupational injuries in agriculture within the new
intervention program. In the work on development
of the intervention program 2009–2013, LRF was
chosen as the host organization and the applicant to
the EU-funded Rural Development program. The
program received investment funding of 65 million
SEK (6.5 million USD) from the EU for the 5-year
period 2009–2013.

Aim and goals

The aim of the present study was to describe the
background and process of Safe Farmer Common
Sense, the largest intervention program on occupa-
tional injury prevention in Swedish agriculture. The
main objective was to determine whether this pro-
gram encouraged farmers to be more active regarding
different types of measurable actions, to prevent
hazards and occupational injuries on their own farm.
Another objective was to determinewhether therewas
an effect over time, i.e., whether farmers continued to
work with health and safety issues 2–3 years after
participating in the intervention program.

These issues and our results are discussed below
in relation to the overall goals established for the
program, which were to achieve a 50% reduction
in the number of occupational injuries in agricul-
ture by 2013, and to have at least 75% of the target
group (69,000 farmers) actively involved in the
program by 2013.16

The Kuopio Declaration10 stated there should
be no fatal occupational injuries in agriculture by
2012, while the Swedish Ministry of Agriculture12

established a vision of zero occupational injuries in
agriculture. These could be seen as additional goals
of the intervention program.

Training of farm extension workers and
development of the supervision concept

To educate farm extension workers, or supervisors
as they were called within the program, it was first
important to set up an organization to develop
a training program for the supervisors and to pre-
pare for the 5-year intervention program. An
extensive consultation process was carried out to
obtain farmers’ perspectives on the training
needed by supervisors and to identify the right
structure for supplying the supervision in encoun-
ters with farmers, their families, and employees.

The program was named “Säkert Bondförnuft” in
Swedish (Safe Farmer Common Sense in English).
This is intended to indicate that farmer common
sense is not enough, i.e., that there needs to be safe
farmer common sense to make a real change, and
that the key to this is in the head of the farmer. In the
work to develop the concept, inspiration was found
in other programs, such as the FarmSafe Program in
New Zealand,17–19 which derived from an Australian
approach to farm safety.20

The training of the supervisors was based on the
“Future Workshops” teaching method and
concept,21,22 which was identified as a suitable
way to develop the participants’ own abilities and
creativity in devising new forms for conveying
knowledge to farmers. The training also covered
systematic work environment methods, major
occupational injury problems in agriculture, pre-
vention principles, and problem-based learning
with real cases.

In the first phase, nearly 150 supervisors were
trained during five rounds, each consisting of three

222 C. ALWALL SVENNEFELT AND P. LUNDQVIST



course sessions. Participants with eligibility for higher
education studies also had the opportunity, with cer-
tain additions, to undertake an academic SLU course
in working environment supervision in agriculture.
All participants selected for these program compo-
nents had an existing relationship with agriculture,
e.g., as a part-time farmer, through working with
agriculture as a teacher or in extension work, or
through having other relevant knowledge. The super-
vision concept that developed for the farm injury
prevention interventions resulted in three types of
activities: a) a short course entitled “Three Steps to
Safe Farmer Common Sense”; b) individual farm
visits by supervisors; and c) farmwalks (general infor-
mation activities on farms to increase farmers’ interest
in participating in the program). A full description of
the training provided to supervisors in the Safe
Farmer Common Sense program can be found in
Alwall Svennefelt et al.23

The farmer supervision program

The main farmer-centered interventions were the
individual farm visits and the short course. The
intention was to allow farmers to choose between
receiving an individual farm visit by a supervisor
or undertaking farm safety training in a short
course with other farmers.

Individual farm visits
During the farm visit, the supervisor went through
the risks of injury on the farm together with the
farmer and, if possible, other family members and
employees. All parties present then worked out an
action plan to deal with the issues discussed. The
goal of these visits was to train farmers about the
systematic work environment process so they could
implement it themselves, together with their family
and employees, in the future. Another goal was to
change the attitude and approach to risk prevention
by identifying and exploiting the farmers’ own abil-
ities. Each farmer could choose the focus of the visit,
and many farming families with children chose
a focus on child safety. The farmers had to pay
a fee of 250 SEK (about 25 USD) for the visit. They
also received a folder with facts and suggestions,
a crisis plan, and an action plan, both in paper
form and as a small white-board (to be placed in
the barn, machine workshop, or other relevant

location on the farm). A total of 2934 individual
farm visits, involving 4309 participants, were made
within the program.24

The short course “three steps to safe farmer
common sense”
The short course focused on farmers’ own experi-
ences and thoughts. Discussing working condi-
tions and risks in daily life on the farm together
with others seemed to be a good approach to
increase farmers’ awareness and motivation. The
intention was for farmers themselves to prioritize
the risks and decide how to deal with them in
order to prevent injuries. The course combined
discussions with provision of facts, videos, and
a joint farm safety walk. Participants also received
the same material as the farmers who opted for
individual visits and paid the same fee. A total of
7775 participants took part in 681 courses, in
groups ranging in size from 5 to 25.24

Advertising, communication, and materials

Advertising and communication about the program,
including a website (www.sakertbondfornuft.se – no
longer available) and development of materials for
training supervisors and for training farmers, were
deemed to be important, and a specialist was
employed for that purpose. The material produced
included a binder with training material for
supervisors,25 a folder for participating farmers,26

and a short video27 designed to be used as supporting
material for the program.

The material for farmers comprised chapters on
crisis and action plans with checklists for the farm;
working with safe routines; systematic work envir-
onment actions; risk groups (children and seniors on
the farm); machinery, animals and buildings; for-
estry/handling firewood; occupational health service
and rehabilitation; reporting an occupational injury;
and personal protection equipment (PPE).

As away to raise awareness about the program and
enlist participants, organized farm walks were held
with large groups of farmers and farm families. These
events were often organized in collaboration with
a national insurance company (Länsförsäkringar),
and they included practical activities such as fire
and injury prevention, often with examples on work-
ing safe in forestry, safe handling of all-terrain
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vehicles (ATVs), and first aid. Since these eventswere
intended to be a family experience, there were also
activities for children. However, the main aim was to
inform participants about the program activities, i.e.,
the farm visits and the short courses, and to encou-
rage farmers to sign up for these activities during the
event. The farm walks were popular, with a couple of
hundred participants.24 The program was also pro-
moted by the supervisors during a large number of
meetings with farmers at agricultural shows, etc.

The Safe Farmer Common Sense program was
advertised widely in different media campaigns,
often in whole-page advertisements and using
many photos with strong messages on themes such
as stress during harvesting and child safety on farms.
An example is shown in Figure 1. Besides these
media campaigns in farm newspapers and maga-
zines, there were also many articles and features on
radio and TV about the program, often with an
individual farmer or groups of farmers at the center.

Organization of the program

Because the program had a national scope and was
designed to run for 5 years, there was also a need for

an organizational structure for the whole country.
This structure was provided by LRF, using 13 regio-
nal coordinators to manage the supervisors and the
participating farmers. All supervisors were paid by
the hour rather than being formally employed. The
program had a manager in charge, a communication
officer, and part-time financial/administration staff,
all employed by LRF. The program also had a project
group with representatives from the other partners
in the project, i.e., SLU and JTI. In addition, a formal
steering group and flexible reference groups sup-
ported the program.24

Other ongoing actions outside this program

It is important to point out that during the period
2009–2013, there were a number of other activities
with the aim of preventing or reducing the number of
occupational injuries in agriculture, as described by
Lundqvist and Alwall Svennefelt.28 The Swedish
Committee on Working Environment in Agriculture
(LAMK) played a coordinating role, where the differ-
ent stakeholders met and discussed progress in their
own initiatives. Besides the Safe Farmer Common
Sense program, therewas a national inspection project

Figure 1. Example of an advertisement used in farm newspapers and magazines to promote the safe farmer common sense
program.
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(2009–2012) run by the Swedish Work Environment
Authority, with the focus on technical devices and
machinery in agriculture, animal production, danger-
ous substances, and systematic work environment
management through risk evaluations.29 The
Swedish Federation of Green Employers (formerly
the Federation of Swedish Forestry and Agriculture
Employers, SLA) ran a small-scale service program on
health and safety supervision for its members (mainly
large farms with employees). They provided a 2-hour
on-farm safety advice visit, which was free of charge
and provided by farm safety engineers, with the option
to pay for an extended service.30,31 Another active
stakeholder was the Swedish Union of Municipal
Workers (Kommunal), which had a systemof regional
safety representatives. It supplied advice and services
to its members on farms and to their employers, to
support the use of systematic work environmentman-
agement (SAM), which aims to improve working
conditions and reduce the number of occupational
injuries.32

Methods and material

To evaluate the outcome of the first effective full year
(2010) of the Safe Farmer Common Sense program,
telephone interviews were held in 2011 with farmers
who had participated in either of the two major activ-
ities in 2010: a) individual farm visits (220 partici-
pants) or b) the short course (364 participants). The
interviewees were randomly selected from the list of
participants in the national program. A control group
(209 participants) of farmers who did not take part in
the program was also randomly selected from the
official farm register.33 The second part of the study
involved interviews in 2013 with new participants in
either of the program activities in 2012, i.e.: a) indivi-
dual farm visits (155 participants) or b) the short
course (146 participants), plus a new control group
(150 participants).

In the third and final part of the study, tele-
phone interviews were held in 2013 with the same
(matched) farmers who had participated in the
program in 2010 and in our telephone survey in
2011. These covered: a) individual farm visits (148
participants) and b) the short course (150 partici-
pants). The total number of participants involved
in the three parts of the study was 1244 (including

control groups). The response rate for the tele-
phone interviews was 73–76%.

The telephone interviews were based on a semi-
structured questionnaire comprising questions
relating to the interviewee’s activities to prevent
hazards and other injury prevention measures on
their farm during the previous 12-month period.
The results are presented as descriptive statistics.
No formal ethical approval was needed for this
study according to the Regional Ethical Review
Board in Lund. However, the research procedures
followed the guidelines by The Swedish University
of Agricultural Sciences and the Swedish rules and
regulations on the use of human subjects in
research. Further research (not included in this
paper) about individuals in this study received
ethical approval (Dnr:2014/172, 253) . Details of
the full studies and the questionnaires and further
results are available in two reports published in
Swedish.34,35

Results

The first part of the survey, on farmers who partici-
pated in the program in 2010, revealed that more
than 90% (545 of 584) of these participants were
satisfied with the organized activities (short course/
individual farm visit by a supervisor). An important
aspect of the present study was to determine whether
there had been any real effect of the intervention
program, e.g., introduction of real measures to pre-
vent occupational injuries on participating farms.
A key question asked in the telephone survey held
in the year after the activity was, thus, whether the
participating farmers had actually taken any real
actions to eliminate or handle risks that could lead
to an occupational injury.

The results showed that eliminating a risk factor
was the most common type of action, e.g., fall pre-
vention, improving animal handling systems, fixing
guards on machinery, fences around manure pits,
fixing electrical hazards, preventing slipping, etc.
The highest level of actions regarding elimination
of risk factors (67.7%) was reported by farmers
who had individual farm visits in 2010, while the
corresponding figure for farmers who had individual
farm visits in 2012 was only 26.5% (Table 1).
Farmers who participated in the short course in
2010 also reported being quite active (45.9%) in
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elimination actions, while farmers participating 2012
were less active (25.3%) as shown in Table 1.
Another popular type of action was to draw up
action plans for work on safety and risk prevention
on the farm. Again, farmers who had a farm visit in
2010 reported the highest rate of action (47.3%,
Table 1). Other types of actions reported in the
telephone interviews were changing working rou-
tines and increased use of PPE. Some farmers
reported they had participated in further education
and training on health and safety. The control
groups in both 2010 and 2012 were asked if they
had taken any actions to prevent occupational inju-
ries on their farm during the past year, and control
groupmembers most commonly reported seeking to
eliminate a risk factor, but to a much lower level than
those participating in the intervention program
(Table 1).

Another question was whether participants
regarded health and safety as more important
after taking part in the program, and almost
70% of participants answered in the affirmative
(Table 2). When asked about what had changed,
many interviewees stated that they are now more
careful: (I am much more careful when handling
animals when the children are with me; I try to
think ahead about possible risks during different

work tasks; I am more careful since I understand
that there could easily be an injury). In other
comments, interviewees reported that they
never work alone when moving large animals,
some use the systematic work environment pro-
cedures (as recommended by the Swedish Work
Environment Authorithy36), and some talk with
each other more about health and safety.
A number of farmers raised the problem of
‘home blindness’, which led them to involve
others to discuss the need for improvements.

One question that was only asked in the 2011
survey was whether the participants believed that,
after taking part in the program activities, they
now had enough knowledge to continue work on
their own to eliminate hazards and risks and to
improve working conditions on their farm.
Around 70% reported they felt confident that
they would be willing to continue to work with
these issues on their own. Those who did not agree
cited a need for more supervision at farm level,
more education about health and safety, better
information materials, and practical skills training,
e.g., the use of chainsaws, ATVs, animal handling,
and stress handling.

Another important objective of the present analy-
sis was to determine the effect of the intervention

Table 1. Type of preventive actions taken by farmers who participated in supervision (short course or farm visit) in 2010 (n = 584) or
2012 (n = 301) within the safe farmer common sense program (number and percentage of farmers who took the action within
one year of participation). The control group (2010, n = 209; 2012, n = 150) was asked about actions taken during the same period.
Program activity Short course Farm visit Control

Year of participation 2010 2012 2010 2012 2010 2012

Type of preventive action n % n % n % n % n % n %

Action plan prepared 100 27.5 26 17.8 104 47.3 39 25.2 15 7.2 2 1.3
Risk factor eliminated 167 45.9 37 25.3 149 67.7 41 26.5 25 12.0 28 18.7
Changed work routines 60 16.5 24 16.4 21 9.5 27 17.4 0 0.0 9 6.0
Personal protection equipment (PPE) 36 9.9 18 12.3 19 8.6 18 11.6 3 1.4 11 7.3
Taking part in education/training 11 3.0 7 4.8 0 0.0 4 2.6 0 0.0 3 2.0
Other 56 15.4 0 0.0 1 0.5 1 0.6 17 8.1 1 0.7
Total number of actions 430 112 294 130 60 54
Number of participants 364 146 220 155 209 150

Table 2. Number and percentage of the same farmers participating in supervision (short course or farm visit) within the safe farmer
common sense program who responded (2011 and 2013) to the survey question: “Do you think that work environment issues are
more important to you since you participated in the safe farmer common sense program during 2010?”.

Short course Farm visit

Year of participation 2010 2011 Survey 2013 Survey 2011 Survey 2013 Survey

Farmer opinion n % n % n % n %

Yes 103 68.7 99 66.0 94 63.5 109 73.6
No 38 25.3 16 10.7 20 13.5 16 10.8
Don´t know 9 6.0 35 23.3 34 23.0 23 15.5
Number of participants 150 150 148 148
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program over a longer period, i.e., whether farmers
were 2–3-three years after participation in the pro-
gram. The telephone interviews in 2013 showed that
farmers who participated in 2010 were still quite
active 2–3 years later (Table 3). Elimination of risk
factors was still the most common action, followed
by drawing up action plans, and changing work
routines. The control groups were different in the
two surveys (2010 and 2013), but they reported
a clearly lower level of action compared with parti-
cipants in the program on both survey occasions,
and also over time.

An attempt was made to compare the preven-
tive actions performed on different types of farms
using the data on farmers surveyed in 2011 and
2013. These results revealed no major differences,
but there were indications that dairy farmers and
arable farmers were somewhat more active in their
work to prevent hazards and injuries (Table 4).
Again, elimination of risk factors was the most
common type of action.

Discussion

This study analyzed the effects of participation in the
national Safe Farmer Common Sense program on
actions by Swedish farmers to improve farm safety.
To this end, telephone surveys were held with farm-
ers who had participated in the program, with parti-
cular emphasis on the outcome in terms of farmers’
actions on their farms to eliminate hazards and risks,
and other measures to prevent occupational injuries.

The results showed that the participating farmers
appreciated the program and that the majority actu-
ally introduced preventive actions on their farms,

such as eliminating risk factors, preparing action
plans, changing work routines, increasing the use of
PPEs, and participating in further education/training.
The results also showed that this effect of the program
seemed to persist over time, since a high proportion of
the farmers who participated in 2010 reported they
were continuing to work with health and safety
2–3 years later (Table 3). On-farm education pro-
grams have been reported previously to be
a successful way to motivate farmers to improve
farm safety, with a high frequency of farmers report-
ing having made safety improvements.37 However,
comparing the farmers who participated in the pro-
gram in 2010 with those who participated in 2012
revealed that the latter were less active in their farm
safety work, which may indicate that the most moti-
vated farmers participated in the program first
(Table 1).

One official goal of the programwas for at least 75%
of the target group (69,000 farms) to have participated
in the program by 2013. The final report showed that
more than 48,000 participants had participated in
a total of 5,244 activities, such as short courses (681),
individual farm visits (2934), and farm walks, or
engaged with the program at agricultural shows and
different types of meetings.24 This represented 70% of
the target group, indicating that the programwas close
to reaching its target of involving three-quarters of the
farming population. With 48,000 participants and the
investment cost for this program by 65 million SEK
(6.5millionUSD), the cost per individualwas less than
1500 SEK (150 USD). When making this calculation
regarding the activities organized, we found a mean
cost per activity by 12,000 SEK (1200USD). These cost
seems like an affordable cost for an ambitious inter-
vention program.

Another official goal of the program was to
achieve a 50% reduction in the number of occupa-
tional injuries in agriculture by 2013. This seemed
like a very tough challenge and included the problem
of how to measure this reduction in a reliable way
considering the low level (7%) of reporting for occu-
pational injuries in Swedish agriculture.7 A study in
2013 examined developments in the previous 10-year
period, which included the Safe Farmer Common
Sense program and other initiatives (mainly in the
sub-period 2009–2013).38 The results confirmed the
problem of a low level of reporting for occupational
injuries, with only 7% reported in 2013.38 Despite all

Table 3. Types of preventive actions reported by the same
(matched) farmers who participated in supervision (short
course, n = 148, farm visit, n = 150, total 298) within the safe
farmer common sense program in 2010 when surveyed in
follow up interviews 2011 and 2013. Number and percentage
of farmers taking different types of action.
Year of participation 2010 2011 survey 2013 survey

Type of preventive action n % n %

Action plan prepared 111 37.2 67 22.5
Risk factor eliminated 166 55.7 76 25.5
Changed work routines 48 16.1 52 17.4
Personal protection equipment (PPE) 27 9.1 43 14.4
Taking part in education/training 3 1.0 10 3.4
Other 26 8.7 19 6.4
Total number of actions 381 267
Number of participants 298 298
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the efforts to reduce occupational injuries, it was
concluded that, taking into account the reduced
labor demand in agriculture and the decline in the
number of farms since 2004, the rate of occupational
injuries has only decreased slightly. Similarly, an
evaluation of FarmSafe (the New Zealand Farm
Safety Intervention program) concluded there was
no evidence that this program prevents farm
injuries.39 Other evaluations of education-based
interventions confirms the poor outcome in terms
of reducing occupational injuries in agriculture.40–42

Further in-depth studies are needed on how these
education-based interventions were planned and
delivered, and how they were received by the target
farming population.

Another goal was to help achieve the vision of the
Kuopio Declaration (2006), which was to have zero
occupational fatalities in agriculture by 2012.10

According to official statistics from the Swedish
Work Environment Authority,43 in the period
2004–2008 there were, on average, eight occupational
fatalities per year in agriculture, while in the period
2009–2013 there were, on average, four occupational
fatalities per year. This could be seen as a 50% reduc-
tion (and in fact there were zero occupational fatalities
in agriculture in 2013). Including forestry, the reduc-
tion was just under 45%. These results indicate that
major efforts to reduce occupational injuries in agri-
culture can have a positive effect, even to the extent of
reaching the goal of zero occupational fatalities in
agriculture. However, the number of occupational
fatalities increased again after 2013, when the inter-
vention program had ended and stakeholders and the
media devoted less attention to farm safety. In the
period 2014–2018, there were, on average, seven occu-
pational fatalities per year in agriculture, or almost
nine per yearwhen including forestry.44 The questions

that then arise are whether the apparent positive out-
come of the intervention program in terms of a lower
level of occupational fatalities in 2009–2013was purely
fortuitous; whether the agriculture sector needs con-
stant reminding to treat injury prevention as a serious
issue, or whether the intervention program was too
short. The intention was to continue the program for
another 5 years, also as suggested by Lundqvist,45 but
theMinistry of Agriculture made it clear that it had to
divert funding to other priorities.46

The present study indicated that it is possible to
make farmers more active regarding injury pre-
vention on farms, but no deeper analysis was
made of the actual effect of these improvements
and why farmers took some actions and ignored
other, perhaps even more urgent, issues.

Limitations

This whole intervention program “Safe Farmer
Common Sense” was driven by farmers’ perspec-
tives. From the very beginning, farmers stated that
they wanted an approach with person-to-person
education/training. There was no real incentive to
discuss alternatives intervention strategies such as
engineering/technology, education/behavior change,
legislation/enforcement, or multifaceted interven-
tions using more than one basic approach.40

Conclusions

It can be concluded that the Safe Farmer Common
Sense program was successful in reaching a large
proportion (70%) of Swedish farmers through activ-
ities, meetings, media campaigns, and other means.
However, a relatively small proportion participated

Table 4. Type of preventive actions taken on different types of farms by farmers who participated in supervision (short course,
n = 148, farm visit, n = 150, total n = 298) in 2010 within the safe farmer common sense program. Follow up survey of the same
(matched) farmers 2011 and 2013. Number and percentage of arable, beef, dairy, and other farmers taking different types of action.
Year of participation 2010 2011 survey 2013 survey

Type of production Arable Beef Dairy Other Arable Beef Dairy Other

Type of preventive action n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

Action plan prepared 26 47.3 30 43.5 37 35.9 18 25.4 8 14.5 14 20.3 27 26.2 18 25.4
Risk factor eliminated 33 60.0 34 49.3 64 62.1 35 49.3 15 27.3 15 21.7 35 34.0 11 15.5
Changed work routines 8 14.5 12 17.4 16 15.5 12 16.9 13 23.6 10 14.5 15 14.6 14 19.7
Personal protection equipment (PPE) 6 10.9 4 5.8 11 10.7 6 8.5 7 12.7 12 17.4 14 13.6 10 14.1
Taking part in education/training 2 3.6 1 1.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.8 0 0.0 4 3.9 5 7.0
Other 6 10.9 4 5.8 11 10.7 5 7.0 1 1.8 5 7.2 8 7.8 5 7.0
Total number of actions 55 69 103 71 55 69 103 71
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in the actual main activities, i.e., a short course or an
individual farm visit by supervisors.

Our survey of farmers who participated in the
program showed that it was possible to motivate
farmers to increase their work on injury prevention
activities, both immediately and for years after the
program. However, it could not be confirmed that
this program, together with other activities initiated
by different stakeholders, had any major impact on
the number of occupational injuries in the agricul-
ture sector, although the number of occupational
fatalities was lower during the 5-year period of the
program (2009–2013).

In summary, this was quite an ambitious program
but may have been too short to give a lasting effect.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

ORCID

Catharina Alwall Svennefelt http://orcid.org/0000-0002-
1504-2591
Peter Lundqvist http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2735-7088

References

1. ILO. Safety and health in agriculture. Report VI (1).
International Labour Organisation Conference, 88th
Session 2000; Geneva:International Labour Office; 1999.

2. ILO. International labour organization, statistics and
databases, ILOSTAT, employment/safety and health at
work. 2018. Retrieved from https://www.ilo.org/global/
lang–en/index.htm.

3. Murphy DJ. Safety and Health for Production Agriculture.
Textbook Number 5. St. Joseph, MI: ASAE, American
Society of Agricultural Engineers; 1992.

4. Donham M, Thelin A. Agricultural Medicine: Rural
Occupational and Environmental Health, Safety and
Prevention. 2nd ed. Hoboken, New Jersey: John Wiley
& Sons; 2016.

5. Thelin A. Fatal accidents in Swedish farming and forestry,
1988–1997. Saf Sci. 2002;40:501–517. doi:10.1016/S0925-
7535(01)00017-0.

6. Swedish Work Environment Authority (SWEA).
Occupational Diseases and Occupational Accidents
2001. Swedish Work Environment Authority and
Statistics Sweden. Örebro: Publication Services; 2003.

7. Pinzke S, Lundqvist P. Occupational accidents in
Swedish agriculture. Agric Eng Res. 2007;13:159–165.

8. Swedish Work Environment Authority (SWEA).
Occupational Diseases and Occupational Accidents

2004. Swedish Work Environment Authority and
Statistics Sweden. Örebro: Publication Services; 2006.

9. Lundqvist P Stoppa döden på landet. Debatt. (In
Swedish). Gothenburg, Sweden: Göteborgs-Posten.
May 13, 2006; 63.

10. Nordic Meeting on Agricultural Occupational Health
(NMAOH). The Kuopio Declaration against Fatal
Injuries in Agriculture. Adopted by the Nordic Meeting on
Agricultural Occupational Health (NMAOH), Proceedings.
Kuopio, Finland: Finnish Institute of Occupational Health
(FIOH). August 21–23, 2006.

11. Swedish Board of Agriculture. Motverka olycksfall
i lantbruket. (In Swedish) rapport 2007. 2007. 8.
http://www2.jordbruksverket.se/webdav/files/SJV/tryck
saker/Pdf_rapporter/ra07_8.pdf.

12. Ministry of Agriculture. Nollvision för arbetsplatsolyckor
i lantbruket. (In Swedish) Pressrelease. Stockholm,
Sweden: Swedish Government Offices. August 23, 2006.

13. Ministry of Agriculture. Uppdrag att identifiera möjliga
åtgärder för att motverka olycksfall i lantbruket. (In
Swedish). Regeringsbeslut. February 8, 2007.

14. Ministry of Agriculture Anslag för att minska olycks-
fallen inom lantbruket. (In Swedish) Regeringsbeslut.
Regleringsbrev avseende Statens jordbruksverk.
Jo2008/857. Stockholm, Sweden: Swedish Government
Offices. March 6, 2008.

15. Ministry of Agriculture. Regeringen satsar på att förebygga
olyckor i jord- och skogsbruk. (In Swedish). Pressrelease.
Stockholm, Sweden: Swedish Government Offices.
June 18, 2008.

16. Henriksson A, Danielson A Projektbeskrivning. Säkert
Bondförnuft, steg II. (In Swedish). Bilaga till ansökan
till Jordbruksverket, December 17, 2008. Stockholm,
Sweden: The Federation of Swedish Farmers (LRF).

17. Morgaine KC, Langley JD, McGee RO. The FarmSafe
programme in New Zealand: process evaluation of year
one (2003). Saf Sci. 2006;44:359–371. doi:10.1016/j.
ssci.2005.10.007.

18. FarmSafe. 2007. FarmSafe Awareness Workbook Manual.
October 2007. New Zeealand: Telford Rural Polytechnic.

19. FarmSafe. 2007. FarmSafe Plans Workshop Forms.
October 2007. New Zeealand: Telford Rural
Polytechnic.

20. Fragar LJ, Houlahan J. Australian approaches to the
prevention of farm injury. NSW Public Health Bull.
2002;13:103–107. doi:10.1071/NB02044.

21. Denvall V, Salonen T. Att Bryta Vanans Makt. (in
Swedish). Lund: Studentlitteratur; 2000.

22. Jungk R, Müller N. Future Workshops: How to Create
Desirable Futures. Institute of Social Inventions. UK:
London; 1987.

23. Alwall Svennefelt C, Svennefelt W, Lundqvist P
Förebyggande av arbetsskador inom lantbruket –
Utbildning av handledare inom ”Säkert Bondförnuft”.
(In Swedish). Alnarp, Sverige. Sveriges lantbruksuni-
versitet. Landskap trädgård jordbruk: rapportserie;
2013:3 https://pub.epsilon.slu.se/9390/.

JOURNAL OF AGROMEDICINE 229

https://www.ilo.org/global/lang%2013en/index.htm
https://www.ilo.org/global/lang%2013en/index.htm
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0925-7535(01)00017-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0925-7535(01)00017-0
http://www2.jordbruksverket.se/webdav/files/SJV/trycksaker/Pdf_rapporter/ra07_8.pdf
http://www2.jordbruksverket.se/webdav/files/SJV/trycksaker/Pdf_rapporter/ra07_8.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2005.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2005.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1071/NB02044
https://pub.epsilon.slu.se/9390/


24. Danielson E, (Ed). Säkert Bondförnuft. Slutrapport För
Projektet 2009–2013. (safe Farmer Common Sense.
A Final Report for the Project 2009–2013). (in Swedish).
Stockholm: Swedish Farmers Federation (LRF); 2013.

25. Safe Farmer Common Sense (Säkert Bondförnuft).
Handledare. Säkert Bondförnuft. Minskar Olyckorna På
Landet. (in Swedish). Education Material for Training of
Supervisors. Developed by the Swedish Institute of
Agricultural and Environmental Engineering, Federation
of Swedish Farmers and the Swedish University of
Agricultural Sciences, Uppsala, Sweden; 2009.

26. Safe Farmer Common Sense (Säkert Bondförnuft). Säkert
Bondförnuft. (in Swedish). Support Material for Farmers.
Developed by the Swedish Institute of Agricultural and
Environmental Engineering, Federation of Swedish
Farmers and the Swedish University of Agricultural
Sciences, Uppsala, Sweden; 2009.

27. Safe Farmer Common Sense (Säkert Bondförnuft). För
Säkerhets Skull. En Film Om Olyckor Och Säkerhet.
A Video about Injuries and Safety on Farms. (in Swedish
with English Sub-title). Produced by Johan Heurgren and
Säkert Bondförnuft, Stockholm, Sweden; 2009.

28. Lundqvist P, Alwall Svennefelt C. Swedish strategies for
health and safety in agriculture: a coordinated multi-
agency approach. Work. 2014;49:33–37.

29. Markör. Arbetsmiljöverket. Rapport: Projektutvärdering
Av Tillsynsinsats Inom Jordbruket. (in Swedish).
Örebro: Markör Marknad och Kommunikation; 2013.

30. Alwall Svennefelt C. 2010. Lundqvist P Utvärdering Av
Projektet Regionala Arbetsmiljö-utvecklare 2007–09. (an
Evaluation of a Project on Regional Extension on Safety
and Health for Farmers) (in Swedish). Alnarp: Swedish
University of Agricultural Sciences. Report 2010. Vol. 10.
2010.

31. Alwall Svennefelt C, Lundqvist P. Evaluation of
small-scale farm safety extension service. 2010 summer
conference of NIFS. Wilmington, NC. June 26 – July 1,
2010. Paper No 10-05. Urbana, IL:National Institute for
Farm Safety; 2010.

32. Westberg A. A hundred years of health &safety represen-
tation. Abstact. Page 121, Swedish University of
Agricultural Sciences, LTJ-report2012:16, Alnarp,
Sweden. Health and Safety in Agriculture. Nordic and
World-wide Perspectives. Nordic Meeting on Agricultural
Occupational Health and Safety. August 27–29, 2012.

33. Swedish Board of Agriculture. The Swedish Farm
Register. Jönköping, Swedish Board of Agriculture;
2011.

34. Alwall Svennefelt C, Lundqvist P, Svennefelt W, Sunde
Persson K, Pinzke S. Förebyggande Av Arbetsskador
Inom Lantbruket – ”säkert Bondförnuft” Ur Ett
Lantbrukarperspektiv. (in Swedish). Alnarp, Sverige:
Sveriges lantbruksuniversitet. Landskap trädgård jord-
bruk: rapportserie; 2013. 1. http://pub.epsilon.slu.se/
9389/7/alwall_svennerfelt_et_al_130122_1.pdf.

35. Alwall Svennefelt C, Lundqvist P, Pinzke S,
Svennefelt W. Lantbrukarperspektiv På ”säkert
Bondförnuft” - Uppföljning Av En Nationell Satsning
För Att Förebygga Personskador I Lantbruket. (in
Swedish)). Alnarp, Sverige: Sveriges lantbruksuniversi-
tet. Landskap trädgård jordbruk: rapportserie; 2016:5.

36. Swedish Work Environment Authority (SWEA) 2001.
Provisions on systematic work environment management
(AFS 2001:1). https://www.av.se/globalassets/filer/publika
tioner/foreskrifter/engelska/systematic-work-environment
-management-provisions-afs2001-1.pdf.

37. Carrabba JJ, Scofield S, May J. On-farm safety pro-
gram. J Agromedicine. 2008;13:139–148. doi:10.1080/
10599240802371672.

38. Pinzke S, Alwall Svennefelt C, Lundqvist P. Occupational
injuries in Swedish agriculture: development and preven-
tive actions. J Agric Saf Health. 2018;23(4):355–373.
doi:10.13031/jash.12816.

39. Cryer C, Langley JD, Samaranayaka A, et al. An out-
come evaluation of a New Zealand farm safety inter-
vention: a historical cohort study. Am J Ind Med.
2014;57(4):458–467. doi:10.1002/ajim.22290.

40. DeRoo LA, Rautiainen RH. A systematic review of
farm safety interventions. Am J Prev Med. 2000;18
(4):51–62. doi:10.1016/S0749-3797(00)00141-0.

41. Rautiainen RH, Lehtola MM, Day LM, et al.
Interventions for preventing injuries in the agricultural
industry. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2008;1:
CD006398. (Online). http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/
doi/10.1002/14651858.CD006398.pub2/pdf.

42. Hagel LM, Pickett W, Pahwa P, et al. Prevention of agri-
cultural injuries: an evaluation of an education-based
intervention. Inj Prev. 2008;14:290–295. doi:10.1136/
ip.2008.018515.

43. Swedish Work Environment Authority (SWEA).
Dödsolyckor i arbetslivet.Delrapport 1. (Fatal occupational
accidents, Part 1). (In Swedish). Arbetsmiljöstatistik
Rapport. 2016. 9. https://www.av.se/globalassets/filer/publi
kationer/kunskapssammanstallningar/dodsolyckor-i-arbet
slivet-delrapport-1-kunskapssammanstallningar-2016-9.
pdf.

44. Swedish Work Environment Authority (SWEA) 2019.
Antal dödsfall i arbetsolyckor efter näringsgren
2009–2018. (In Swedish). Enheten för statistik och analys.
2019- 02-07. https://www.av.se/globalassets/filer/statistik/
arbetsmiljostatistik-dodshandelser-2008-2019.pdf.

45. Lundqvist P Ökad säkerhet inom jordbruket genom inter-
ventioner och andra strategier– kunskapssammanställning
(Improved safety in agriculture through interventions and
other strategies – a review) (In Swedish). Report RAP
2012:15, The Swedish Work Environment Authority.
Stockholm. http://www.av.se/dokument/aktuellt/kunskap
soversikt/RAP2012_15.pdf.

46. Ministry of Agriculture. Personal Communication.
Stockholm, Swedish Government Offices; 2013.

230 C. ALWALL SVENNEFELT AND P. LUNDQVIST

http://pub.epsilon.slu.se/9389/7/alwall_svennerfelt_et_al_130122_1.pdf
http://pub.epsilon.slu.se/9389/7/alwall_svennerfelt_et_al_130122_1.pdf
https://www.av.se/globalassets/filer/publikationer/foreskrifter/engelska/systematic-work-environment-management-provisions-afs2001-1.pdf
https://www.av.se/globalassets/filer/publikationer/foreskrifter/engelska/systematic-work-environment-management-provisions-afs2001-1.pdf
https://www.av.se/globalassets/filer/publikationer/foreskrifter/engelska/systematic-work-environment-management-provisions-afs2001-1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/10599240802371672
https://doi.org/10.1080/10599240802371672
https://doi.org/10.13031/jash.12816
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajim.22290
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0749-3797(00)00141-0
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/14651858.CD006398.pub2/pdf
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/14651858.CD006398.pub2/pdf
https://doi.org/10.1136/ip.2008.018515
https://doi.org/10.1136/ip.2008.018515
https://www.av.se/globalassets/filer/publikationer/kunskapssammanstallningar/dodsolyckor-i-arbetslivet-delrapport-1-kunskapssammanstallningar-2016-9.pdf
https://www.av.se/globalassets/filer/publikationer/kunskapssammanstallningar/dodsolyckor-i-arbetslivet-delrapport-1-kunskapssammanstallningar-2016-9.pdf
https://www.av.se/globalassets/filer/publikationer/kunskapssammanstallningar/dodsolyckor-i-arbetslivet-delrapport-1-kunskapssammanstallningar-2016-9.pdf
https://www.av.se/globalassets/filer/publikationer/kunskapssammanstallningar/dodsolyckor-i-arbetslivet-delrapport-1-kunskapssammanstallningar-2016-9.pdf
https://www.av.se/globalassets/filer/statistik/arbetsmiljostatistik-dodshandelser-2008-2019.pdf
https://www.av.se/globalassets/filer/statistik/arbetsmiljostatistik-dodshandelser-2008-2019.pdf
http://www.av.se/dokument/aktuellt/kunskapsoversikt/RAP2012_15.pdf
http://www.av.se/dokument/aktuellt/kunskapsoversikt/RAP2012_15.pdf

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Aim and goals
	Training of farm extension workers and development of the supervision concept
	The farmer supervision program
	Individual farm visits
	The short course “three steps to safe farmer common sense”

	Advertising, communication, and materials
	Organization of the program
	Other ongoing actions outside this program

	Methods and material
	Results
	Discussion
	Limitations

	Conclusions
	Disclosure statement
	References

