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Abstract

This thesis is a study of entrepreneurship in tourism micro-firms in rural areas.
It provides a close, behind-the-scenes look at how owner-managers of tourism
micro-firms generate value, overcome limitations, and promote change
through interactions with their customers, their local environment and actors
in their social networks. This thesis reflects an appreciation for the significant
role that micro-firms play in rural tourism, and it builds on the premise that
to understand rural tourism — one must study micro-firms. The idiosyncratic
context within which tourism micro-firms operate, and their extensive role in
the rural tourism system dictate that these actors should receive explicit
academic attention. The guiding research question is — How do owner-managers
of tourism micro-firms interact with their environment to create value and overcome
limitations? 1 investigate this question through the study of four
entrepreneurial behaviours: opportunity discovery, resource mobilisation,
utilising network ties, and knowledge sourcing. Each behaviour stands in the
focus of one of the four research papers that comprise this thesis. I explore
these entrepreneurial behaviours from an interpretivist stance by creating
knowledge through an examination of the entrepreneurs' subjective
interpretations of their actions. The empirical data come, mainly, from in-
depth interviews with owner-managers of tourism micro-firms in rural
Sweden. Essentially, I propose that entrepreneurship in tourism micro-firms
is best explained using the entrepreneurial bricolage framework. This is
primarily expressed by the notion of ‘making do’ as the creative use of local
features for tourism purposes and finding workable solutions in the
entrepreneurs' spatial environment and ego-networks. The entrepreneurs'
embeddedness in the local community enables their long-terms activity and
access to resources that are beyond their control. Likewise, personal
compatibility and trust determine whom the entrepreneurs turn to for help
and collaboration. Finally, I propose three themes that could help to make
sense of entrepreneurship: that tourism micro-firms are effectively an
embodiment and extension of their owner-managers; that entrepreneurship
is the dynamic and incremental process of manoeuvring through contextual
tensions and; that smallness is the principal quality that enables tourism
micro-firms to interact with their environment and generate value. By
applying contemporary entrepreneurship theories in tourism contexts, this
thesis contributes to theoretically advancing the interrelated research fields of
tourism entrepreneurship and small business.
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Summary in Swedish

Denna avhandling dr en studie av entreprendrskap inom landsbygdsturism.
Den belyser hur mikroforetag skapar véarde, dvervinner begransningar och
frdmjar forandring genom interaktioner med sina kunder, sin ndrmilj6 och
aktorer i det egna sociala ndtverket. Avhandlingen tar avstamp i ett
uppmérksammande av den viktiga roll som mikroforetag spelar inom
landsbygdsturism och bygger pa antagandet att narmare studier av
mikroforetag ar en fOrutsdttning for att forstd den. Det idiosynkratiska
sammanhang inom vilket mikroforetag verkar och entreprendrernas centrala
roll i landsbygdsturismsystemet kraver att dessa aktorer ges akademisk
uppmaérksamhet. Den véagledande forskningsfragan i avhandlingen &r - Hur
kan turismentreprendrer pd landsbygden skapa virde och dvervinna begrinsningar
genom att interagera med sin ndrmiljo? Jag undersoker denna frdga genom att
studera fyra entreprendriella beteenden: Uppfattning och exploatering av
entreprendriella mojligheter, resursmobilisering, utnyttjande av egna natverk
samt kunskapsoverforing. Varje entreprendriellt beteende star i fokus for en
av de fyra forskningsartiklar som utgér denna avhandling. Jag utforskar
entreprendrskap utifran ett forhéllningssatt dar kunskap skapas genom en
granskning av fOretagarens subjektiva tolkningar av sina egna handlingar.
Det empiriska materialet kommer framst fran djupintervjuer med foretagare
inom turism pa den svenska landsbygden. Jag anser att entreprendrskap inom
landsbygdsturismens mikroforetag bast forklaras med hjalp av det teoretiska
ramverket entrepreneurial bricolage. En central del i denna forklaring och
forstaelse handlar om forhéllningssattet ‘making do’, som innebar ett kreativt
anviandande av lokala resurser for turismutveckling och sokandet av
losningar i entreprendrens ndrmiljo och egna nétverk. Foretagarnas
forankring i lokalsamhallet visar sig mojliggora langsiktig verksamhet och ger
dem tillgang till resurser som ligger utanfér deras kontroll. P4 samma satt
avgor personlig kompatibilitet och fortroende vem entreprendrerna véander
sig till for hjalp och samarbete. Slutligen presenterar jag tre teman som skulle
kunna bidra till att forstd entreprendrskap inom turism: att mikroforetag i
sjalva verket ar ett forkroppsligande och en utvidgning av sina dgare; att
entreprendrskapet dr en dynamisk och stegvis process dér entreprendren
verkar genom olika kontextuella spanningar och; att smaéskaligheten ar den
viktigaste kvaliteten som mojliggor for turismmikroforetag att interagera med
sin narmiljo och skapa varde. Denna avhandling bidrar till att teoretiskt
framja turismforskning genom att tillimpa samtida entreprendrskapsteorier i
turismsammanhang.

xi






List of papers

Paper I:

Paper II:

Paper III:

PaperIV:

Yachin, J. M. (2019). The entrepreneur-opportunity nexus:
discovering the forces that promote product innovations in
rural micro-tourism firms. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality
and Tourism, 19(1), 47-65.

(DOI: 10.1080/15022250.2017.1383936)

Yachin, J. M., & loannides, D. (2020). “Making do” in rural
tourism: the resourcing behaviour of tourism micro-
firms. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 28(7), 1003-1021.
(DOLI: 10.1080/09669582.2020.1715993)

Yachin, J. M. (2020). Alters & functions: exploring the ego-
networks of tourism micro-firms. Tourism  Recreation
Research. Advance online publication.

(DOI: 10.1080/02508281.2020.1808933)

Yachin, J. M. (2018). The ‘customer journey’: Learning from
customers in tourism experience encounters. Tourism
management perspectives, 28, 201-210.

(DOI: 10.1016/j.tmp.2018.09.002)

xiii



List of tables

Table 1. ReSEarch PAPErS .........cccoiiiiiiiieiiie s 26
Table 2. Studied firms. ..o 60
Table 3.Guidelines for a trustworthy interpretivist research ............................... 65
Table 4. Functions of the alters in a tourism micro-firm ego network.................. 76

List of figures

Figure 1. Research qUESTIONS.........cuuuiiiiieeieee e e e eaaas 23

Figure 2. The components of the theSiS ..........coovvvuiieeeiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeee e, 24

Figure 3. A theoretical framework for rural tourism entrepreneurship research . 43

Figure 4. Study area: Dalarna and neighbouring counties .................ccccceeeueenee. 48
Figure 5. The customer journey framework............ccccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e, 57
Figure 6. Location of studied firms ..o 61
Figure 7. Tourism micro-firm ego-network block-model ..........cccccveeiniiiiinnnnen. 75
Figure 8. The customer transformation model ..........ccocceeeiiiiiiiiiiiiie e, 79

Xiv



Preface

In his famous poem ‘Among school children’, William Butler Yeats wisely
asks, "How can we know the dancer from the dance?’. Alongside other insightful
interpretations, one can perceive Yeats’s question as a proposition whereby
an object (may it be an expression of art like a dance or, as in this case, research)
is inseparable from its maker; every creation is a unique manifestation of its
creator’s subjective world.

This manuscript, this bundle of words and ideas lying in front of you, is a
doctoral thesis that informs the reader about the research I conducted on
entrepreneurship in tourism micro-firms in rural Sweden. Here, to
paraphrase on Yeats, I am the dancer, and the insights I develop in this thesis
are the dance; why and how I engaged with the specific questions I chose to
investigate in this thesis, and the conclusions I draw from the empirical data
reflect my own background, values, and world views. By no means, however,
does this proclaimed subjectivity diminish the value of this thesis as a
cohesive, logical argument that I built through rigorous research that meets
the academic standards expected from work at this level. On the contrary, I
maintain that it is precisely my life circumstances (working in small tourism
businesses in Thailand, Belize and Israel, and experiencing rural Sweden as
an informed outsider), that brought me to choose to study entrepreneurship
in tourism micro-firms in rural Sweden and maybe even allowed me to
formulate the appropriate research questions.

This book is a compilation doctoral thesis. This means that it consists of
four scientific articles and a combining cover text (known in Sweden as a
‘kappa’). It is an extensive work that contributes to knowledge about tourism
micro-firms and how to study them. As such, there are various ways in which
readers can engage with the different parts of this book and find value in them.
Fellow scholars, for example, might discover inspiring suppositions or
relevant results to build upon in their own work; certain future PhD
candidates might possibly scrutinise the way I develop my arguments (as I
did when reading many doctoral dissertations); hopefully, the owner-
managers of tourism firm could make use of the recommendations made in
the articles, and; policymakers can gain a better understanding for lifestyle
entrepreneurs and the needs of tourism micro-firms in rural areas. For me,
this book is, above all, the manifestation of my journey towards becoming
both a researcher and an author — a journey I humbly wish to share with you
who holds this book.
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1 Introduction
1.1 Background: Tourism micro-firms in rural areas

It is small, single enterprise businesses that deliver the bulk of the visitor
experiences that define a visitor’s perception of a destination. It is likely
that nine out of ten domestic or overseas leisure visitors will encounter
micro-businesses at some point during their stay in a destination. Those
encounters will influence their perception of sense of place, quality and
value for money, and their wish to revisit, or recommend friends to visit
(Middleton, 2001, pp.198).

One of the fundamental characteristics of the tourism industry is that it is
composed of small-scale enterprises (Hjalager, 2002; Morrison et al., 2010;
Rogerson, 2005; Saxena, 2015). Ninety-nine per cent of the tourism businesses
in Europe and the US are classified as small- or medium-sized (Brunswicker,
2016). Furthermore, the overwhelming majority of these are micro-firms
(Shaw, 2014). A micro-firm is defined as an enterprise with fewer than ten
employees and whose annual turnover or annual balance sheet total does not
exceed two million Euro (European Commission, 2014). The limited capacity
and scope of activity of micro-firms mean that they might be individually
insignificant in economic terms. Nevertheless, collectively, small-scale
businesses form an extensive and vital part of the global tourism system.
(Kearney et al., 2014; Thomas et al., 2011).

The value of micro-firms in a tourism context can be viewed in a twofold
manner. First, micro-firms are appreciated for their role in co-creating tourism
experiences. The essence of tourism as a market activity (an interaction
between demand and supply), is grounded in the co-creation of experiences
through in-situ encounters between tourists and local businesses (Andersson,
2007; Mossberg, 2007; Serensen & Jensen, 2015). The latter are, typically,
micro-firms (Middleton, 2001). Moreover, tourism experiences involve the
realisation of value-propositions that are based on local features. In other
words, through encounters with tourists, micro-firms communicate and
sustain the character of the place. Hence, in addition to generating tourism
activity (with its associated economic benefits), micro-firms also help to create
and maintain the image and identity of a destination. Consequently, the
second perceived value of tourism micro-firms is their contribution to the
locality where they operate, which is expressed in economic, social and
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cultural terms. Small-scale tourism businesses have the potential to act as
agents of local development (Morrison et al., 2010). All the more so in rural
areas, where micro-firms constitute the foundation of the tourism experience,
the contribution of these actors could be genuinely significant (Cunha et al.,
2018; Komppula, 2014).

Indeed, policymakers commonly view tourism as vital for rural revival
and conservation (Bosworth & Farrell, 2011; Nybakk & Hansen, 2008; Lane &
Kastenholz, 2015; Almstedt et al., 2016). Where traditional rural industries are
in decline, tourism constitutes an accessible and more resilient option for
economic activity (Lai et al., 2017). Tourism business start-up in rural areas is
often motivated by a need for diversification from agriculture, lack of
employment opportunities or lifestyle aspirations (Carson et al., 2018; Gezt &
Carlsen, 2005; Engeset & Heggem, 2015; Komppula, 2014; Mottiar et al., 2018).
Furthermore, tourism’s relatively low entry barriers combined with appealing
rural amenities attract in-migrants to rural areas. Thus, helping to mitigate
trends of ageing and declining population, which many rural areas experience
(Lundmark et al., 2014; Raugze et al., 2017).

It is noteworthy that rurality is a relative concept with various definitions
worldwide that typically relate to population density and distance from urban
centres (Lane, 1994). Likewise, there is no clear definition of rural tourism
(Koster, 2019; Miiller, 2013). In this thesis, I adopt the interpretation proposed
by Pesonen et al, (2013), which views rural tourism as a form of
entrepreneurship that is based on the intrinsic resources of the countryside
including nature, scenery, culture, and people. This definition of rural tourism
distinguishes it from tourism activities that take place in rural areas; in rural
tourism, rurality is the central and unique selling point (Lane, 1994). Rural
tourism activities are typically based on the countryside’s character, attributes
and functionality and include, for example, farm-stays, camping,
mountaineering, nature-based tourism and birding (Roberts & Hall, 2001).
Rural tourism provides an exciting opportunity for showcasing local culture
and nature, which promotes a more humane, small-scale friendly tourism
industry (Baldacchino et al., 2015). However, rural tourism development is
often restricted by the inability of local entrepreneurs to capitalise on
opportunities and a lack of control over resources (Hjalager et al., 2018; Lane
& Kastenholz, 2015).

This thesis project is set in the context of rural Sweden with an empirical
focus on Dalarna County. In Sweden, rural tourism development is regarded
as a priority area for policy action, and it is supported to some extent by
different public spending programs (Almstedt et al., 2016). Rural tourism in
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Sweden is mostly associated with nature-based activities such as hiking,
wildlife watching, dog sledging, canoeing, and fishing (Miiller, 2013). Being
in nature and taking part in outdoor recreation (friluftsliv) is a cultural
cornerstone and component of the Swedish identity. Indeed, nature-based
tourism is one of the main focus areas of Visit Sweden (the national tourism
organisation), which since 2015 has been promoting Sweden as a tourism
destination renowned for its wild and accessible nature (Visit Sweden, 2018).

An extensive survey of nature-based tourism (Fredman & Margaryan,
2014) portrays an image of the supply of rural tourism in Sweden. According
to the survey, 99 per cent of the Swedish nature-based tourism businesses fit
the definition of a micro-firm. The survey also found that guided tours and
accommodation rentals are the primary income sources and that most
business activity takes place during the summer season. Furthermore, the
survey found that most of the businesses are dependent on access to land with
external ownership. The last point is particularly important in the context of
nature-based activities in Sweden. The freedom to roam (allemansratt) means
that in Sweden, firms can carry activities on land owned by others (Sandell &
Fredman, 2010). In return, the right of public access requires that organisers
of commercial activities on a property with external ownership must adhere
to some guidelines. These include having the necessary knowledge about the
right of public access; inform participants about it; take adequate measures to
prevent damage and nuisance and; consult the county administrative board
if the activity could impact the environment (The Swedish Environmental
Protection Agency [SEPA], 2019). Thus, for tourism micro-firms, Sweden
offers an abundance of accessible nature and rich outdoor recreation culture.
Concurrently, the rural setting bears certain difficulties. Considerable
distance to markets and suppliers, limited labour market, a decrease in public
and private services, strong seasonality and growing competition for land use
from other sectors constitute significant challenges for tourism micro-firms in
rural Sweden (Miiller, 2013).

Small businesses are, of course, heterogeneous (Thomas et al., 2011). Still,
a considerable body of work portrays a distinctive character of tourism micro-
firms. As a rule, tourism micro-firms are owned and managed by
entrepreneurs who are highly involved in all aspects of the business and
whose own capital is at risk (Ioannides & Petersen, 2003; Kelliher et al., 2018;
Shaw & Williams, 2004). Often these individuals are characterised as ‘lifestyle
entrepreneurs’ for favouring quality of life and personal circumstances over
economic gain and growth (Ateljevic & Doorne, 2000; Bosworth & Farrell,
2011; Engeset & Heggem, 2015; Komppula, 2004). Tourism micro-firms are
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typically constrained by lack of capital or business-related skills and generally
demonstrate low levels of entrepreneurial orientation. Consecutively, tourism
micro-firms operate within small economic margins, have a limited capacity
to innovate and are highly dependent on the support of family and personal
contacts (Cederholm & Akerstrém, 2016; Hjalager, 2002; Ioannides & Petersen,
2003; Kallmuenzer & Peters, 2018; KC et al., 2019a; Miiller, 2013; Peters et al.,
2009). Nevertheless, the competitive advantage of tourism micro-firms arises
from their ability to provide ‘authentic’ co-created experiences and dedicate
their efforts towards like-minded niche markets (Ateljevic & Doorne, 2000;
Carson et al., 2018; Johannesson & Lund, 2018).

It is important to stress that tourism micro-firms are not scaled-down
versions of bigger businesses (Middleton, 2001; Thomas et al., 2011). Instead,
they embody an alternative manifestation of entrepreneurship that can hardly
be explained with the notion of Schumpeter’s growth-oriented entrepreneur
(Ateljevic & Doorne, 2000; Morrison, 2006; Peters & Kallmuenzer, 2018). The
distinctive character of tourism micro-firms and the rural setting within
which they operate, alongside the extensive and vital role these unique small
economic entities have in the global tourism system, dictate that tourism
micro-firms should receive explicit academic attention. This should adapt
entrepreneurship theories to address the specific characteristics of tourism in
general and micro-firms in particular.

1.1.1 To study tourism micro-firms

Over two decades ago, Page, Forer and Lawton (1999), labelled small tourism
businesses as a research area that was terra incognita. Specifically, they
pointed at a lack of theoretical and empirical data on the subject. A dozen
years later, this argument was reiterated by Thomas, Shaw and Page (2011),
who noted that research output on small tourism businesses is fragmented
and under-theorised. Traditionally, small businesses are studied within the
theoretical domain of entrepreneurship. Moreover, despite a dramatic
increase in publications since 2010, tourism entrepreneurship studies remain
predominantly inductive and lack an explicit theoretical framework (Fu et al.,
2019). For the field to advance, tourism entrepreneurship deserves more
rigorous academic attention, and it is especially important to build upon the
theoretical developments within the mainstream entrepreneurship research
(Power et al., 2017; Solvoll et al., 2015).

As a study field, entrepreneurship could be divided into three main
streams (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990). The first measures ‘what’ happens when
entrepreneurs act. This stream is grounded in the works of classical
entrepreneurship scholars such as Joseph Schumpeter (1883-1950) and Israel
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Kirzner (b. 1930). It relies on the discipline of economics and is concerned with
the effects of entrepreneurship on society and the economic environment. The
second stream asks ‘why’ entrepreneurs act. This stream is associated with
psychology and sociology. It is concerned with the entrepreneur as an
individual and with the entrepreneur’s interaction with the environment.
Finally, coming from a management studies’ background, the third stream
investigates ‘how’ entrepreneurs act and the research focus is on actual
managerial practices.

Hitherto, much of the research on small tourism businesses belongs to the
‘why’ stream, and it is concerned with the entrepreneurs’ background,
motivations and their perception of success (e.g., Ateljevic & Doorne 2000;
Bredvold & Skalen, 2016; Caron et al., 2017; Getz & Petersen, 2005; Lundberg
& Fredman, 2012; Marchant & Mottiar, 2011). Nevertheless, there is a growing
research interest in how’ tourism entrepreneurs act, where a noticeable share
of the work is done within the Nordic context (e.g., Alsos & Clausen, 2014;
Engeset & Heggem, 2015; Eriksen, 2015; J6hannesson, 2012; Konu et al., 2010;
Nybakk et al., 2008; Tervo-Kankare, 2019). It is within this growing research
stream that I position this thesis. Here, I provide a close look into what
happens behind-the-scenes of rural tourism. In this thesis, I explore how do
owner-managers of tourism micro-firms interact with customers, their local
environment, and actors in their social networks, to generate value and
promote change.

This research project was conducted for the purpose of obtaining a
doctoral degree in tourism studies. My work is directed primarily towards
tourism academics and practitioners, and my research questions emerged out
of the realities of tourism micro-firms in the Swedish countryside. However,
in light of the aforementioned lack of theoretical foundations in tourism small
businesses research, I sought inspiration and theoretical knowledge in the
management and entrepreneurship study fields. I adopted what Solvoll,
Alsos and Bulanova (2015) termed a convergent-divergent mixed approach
whereby I used mainstream entrepreneurship concepts as a theoretical
starting point but challenged and further developed these with respect to the
idiosyncrasies of rural tourism micro-firms. This approach reflects a view of
entrepreneurship as a contextualised phenomenon that should be understood
in relation to the circumstances within which it occurs. (Gaddefors &
Anderson, 2019; Welter, 2011). Furthermore, Morrison et al. (2010) advised
those who research small tourism businesses to apply methodologies that
seek to bring an account of reality as defined by the firms' owner-managers
themselves. Accordingly, here, I study the entrepreneurial behaviours of
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tourism micro-firms through an interpretivist lens; a critical and reflexive
approach that develops our ability to understand tourism micro-firms in
context and with empathy to the entrepreneurs' motivations (Gaddefors &
Anderson, 2019; Leitch et al., 2010; Packard, 2017).

1.2 About this thesis: Aim and guiding research questions

In its broadest sense, an entrepreneur is a person who creates value. In the
context of market activity, it is a title often given to owner-managers of
organisations whose personal capital is at risk (Risker, 1998).
Entrepreneurship, in its turn, is what entrepreneurs do (Gartner, 1988).
Entrepreneurship involves the creation and extraction of value from an
environment, and it is manifested in behaviours (Anderson, 2000; Misra &
Kumra, 2000). The overarching aim of this thesis is to study entrepreneurship
in tourism micro-firms in rural areas. I view entrepreneurship as a
contextualised phenomenon and understand it as a set of actions that are
taken to promote a desirable change, increase the firm’s innovation capacity
and the potential to generate value for the business and its customers. Earlier,
I noted that limited resources and business-related skills typically constrain
tourism micro-firms. Against this background, the question that guides this
research project is:

How do owner-managers of tourism micro-firms interact with their
environment to create value and overcome limitations?

This thesis reflects an appreciation for the role micro-firms play in rural
tourism. It builds on the premise that to understand rural tourism, one must
study rural tourism micro-firms. My point of departure was the notion that
opportunities are the core concept for entrepreneurship research through
which entrepreneurial actions and outcomes could be understood (Dimov,
2011; Ventakaraman, 1997). An entrepreneurial opportunity represents a
possibility to generate value by meeting the wants of potential customers
through a creative combination of resources. The entrepreneurship process
involves the identification of opportunities and the actions taken to realise
them (Shane, 2003). Consequently, this research project started with an
exploratory research of the entrepreneur—opportunity nexus (Paper I).

In Paper I, I studied forty tourism products to investigate what sets in
motion the entrepreneurship process. Tourism products are an empirically
accessible unit of analysis, which provided me with an inside look into the
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modus operandi of tourism micro-firms. The findings suggested that product
ideas typically emerged from the entrepreneur’s experiences, habits and
interests. However, pertinent to the research question of this thesis is the
manifestation of entrepreneurship through interactions. In this regard, Paper
I is the lead-in to the rest of the research project. The subsequent studies
pursue three distinctive phenomena I identified during the analysis for Paper
I: that tourism products embody the entrepreneur’s ability to access and
imagine local resources as tourism experiences (Paper II); that the resources
and support that are embedded in network relationships are crucial for
tourism micro-firms, yet there is limited knowledge about what happens at
the actor level (Paper III) and; that customers are a readily accessible and
highly important knowledge source that often remains unused (Paper IV).
Accordingly, I expanded the general research question to address these issues.
The developed research questions are presented in Figure 1 below:

RQ 1: How do owner-managers interact with
~their spatial environment to design tourism

value propositions? (Paper II)
How do owner-managers of

tourism micro-firms interact RQ 2: How do owner-managers utilise their
with their environment to = ego-networks to overcome limitations?
create value and overcome (Paper 111)

limitations?

RQ 3: How can owner-managers generate
|_knowledge through encounters with
customers? (Paper 1V)

Figure 1.Research questions

1.2.1 The structure and perceived contribution of the thesis

This thesis is composed of four interrelated studies. As a whole, the four
studies constitute an extensive body of work about entrepreneurship in
tourism micro-firms. Concurrently, each study stands on its own as research
that focuses on a specific entrepreneurial behaviour. Here is the place to
acknowledge that my work is not exhaustive. There are other fundamental
behaviours and aspects to entrepreneurship that this thesis does not address.
Figure 2 on the next page illustrates the components of this thesis and
indicates which entrepreneurial behaviour I explore in each paper.
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Entrepreneurship in
tourism micro-firms

Opportunitiy creation
/ discovery —
‘ Paper 1
|
S Utilising network ties Knowledge sourcing
mobilisation 2 2 :

’ Paper 11 ‘ l Paper 111 ‘ [ Paper IV

Figure 2.The components of the thesis

This thesis is situated at the academic juncture of entrepreneurship and
tourism. There is a tendency in entrepreneurship research to relate to SMEs
(small and medium-sized enterprises) as a homogeneous population, which
includes micro-firms. However, small and medium-sized enterprises, which
may have up to 250 employees and operate in significantly different
circumstances, are excluded from this work. Here the focus is on micro-firms
exclusively. Furthermore, this thesis advances the academic focus from the
lifestyle motivations of tourism entrepreneurs to a specific interest in
understanding and explaining their entrepreneurial behaviours. Through the
empirical knowledge generated with this work, I aim to contribute to the
development of methodological approaches and theoretical concepts that are
adequate to study entrepreneurship in tourism micro-firms. Such knowledge
is particularly pertinent to our understanding of rural tourism. Furthermore,
the specific context and characteristics of tourism micro-firms in rural areas
constitute a unique case, which can inform and inspire mainstream
entrepreneurship literature. In a practical manner, the knowledge generated
in this thesis and a better understanding of tourism micro-firms can help
policymakers and destination management organisations (DMOs) to
communicate and plan their activities with regards to the needs and abilities
of local tourism entrepreneurs. Finally, the insights developed in this thesis
include practical know-how that can inspire tourism entrepreneurs to adopt
new practices that will hopefully aid them to create value and overcome
limitations.

24



This thesis proceeds as follows. First, Table 1 presents the four papers that
comprise this thesis. The table accounts for the papers’ publication details,
theoretical orientation, research aim, methodology and contribution to the
thesis. The theoretical framework chapter opens with a conceptualisation of
tourism lifestyle entrepreneurs and a review of tourism entrepreneurship
research. The chapter proceeds with a discussion of entrepreneurship as an
object of study and an explanation of the different theoretical concepts that I
use to analyse and discuss the empirical data. Next, a short chapter presents
Dalarna County, which constitutes the geographical context of the empirical
research that I conducted for this thesis. In the methodology chapter, which
follows, I elaborate on how I understand my role as a researcher and layout
my ontological, epistemological and methodological stances. Next, I detail the
data collection methods and process I used to conduct this research project
and explain the analysis process. This dissertation continues with an account
of the four papers. For each paper, I detail its point of departure, aim, focus,
main findings and how it contributes to theory and practice. Next, in the
discussion chapter, I tie together the findings of the four papers and highlight
the major themes that promote a better understanding of tourism micro-firms
and lifestyle entrepreneurs. And lastly, in the final chapter, I reflect over
tourism micro-firms as subjects of academic inquiry and as agents of change
in rural areas.
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Table 1. Research papers

Paper | Paper Il Paper Il Paper IV
Publication
Title The entrepreneur— “Making do” in rural  Alters & functions: The ‘customer
opportunity nexus: tourism: the exploring the ego- journey’: Learning
discovering the resourcing networks of from customers in
forces that promote  behaviour of tourism micro-firms  tourism experience
product tourism micro-firms encounters
innovations in rural
micro-tourism firms
Authors Yachin (2019) Yachin & loannides  Yachin (2020) Yachin (2018)
(2020)
Journal Scandinavian Journal of Tourism Tourism
Journal of Sustainable Recreation management
Hospitality Tourism Research perspectives
and Tourism
Status Published Published Published Published
Orientation
Addresses Opportunity Resource Utilising network Knowledge
creation / discovery  mobilisation links sourcing
Theoretical Opportunity-based Entrepreneurial Network Experience
framework perspective bricolage perspective encounters; The
customer journey
Research To investigate what  To theoretically To explore the To study firm—
aim sets in motion the explore the ego-networks of customer

process that
results in product
innovations in rural
micro-tourism firms

concept of spatial
bricolage and its
applicability to
tourism
entrepreneurship

tourism micro-firms

encounters along
the customer
journey, as
opportunities for
micro-tourism firms
to learn from

customers
Methodology
Working January 2016— January—August October 2019— June 2017-
period March 2017 2019 March 2020 February 2018
Design Qualitative Qualitative Qualitative ego- Single case study
interviews interviews network study
Data In-depth interviews In-depth interviews In-depth interviews Interviews (1 long,
(10) (18) (12) 4 short)
Participant
observation (ca 25
hours)
Content analysis
(24 online reviews)
Unit of Tourism products Access to Relationships Firm—customer
analysis resources encounters

Contribution
to the thesis

An exploratory
study out of which
RQ1,2&3
emerged

Addresses RQ 1

26

Addresses RQ 2

Addresses RQ 3



2 Theoretical framework

This chapter is divided into three sections. In the first, Entrepreneurship in
tourism, I focus on presenting the motivations and character of tourism micro-
firms” owner-managers as portrayed in tourism literature. It aims at providing
the necessary background for the analysis of the entrepreneurial behaviours
of these individuals. This section proceeds with a discussion of tourism
entrepreneurship as a research field. In the following section, Theoretical
perspectives on entrepreneurial behaviour, 1 turn to the mainstream
entrepreneurship field and present the different concepts and theories that are
pertinent to my study of entrepreneurship in tourism micro-firms. In the third
and final section, Key concepts, I flesh out the main terms that comprise the
theoretical framework of this thesis and illustrate how these key theoretical
concepts relate to each other (Figure 3). The section provides a short
reiteration of the meaning of the key concepts in the context of rural tourism
entrepreneurship research.

2.1 Entrepreneurship in tourism

2.1.1 Tourism lifestyle entrepreneurs

There is a substantial amount of studies that focus on the owner-managers of
small-scale tourism businesses. These entrepreneurs are often described as
‘lifestyle’, a prefix which encompasses a variety of motivations meanings and
values that are associated with tourism entrepreneurs (Carlsen et al., 2008).
The lifestyle entrepreneur label signals that for these individuals, growth is
not a top priority, but rather, their motivation to operate a tourism business
derives from other reasons. For some farmers, for example, tourism is a means
to maintain their and their families” way of life (Engeset & Heggem, 2015;
Komppula, 2004). For others, it is a bridge to retirement (Ioannides & Petersen,
2003; Rogerson, 2005) or a way to gain autonomy (Getz & Petersen, 2005).
However, it appears from the literature that the prime motivation for tourism
business start-up is the possibility to live in an attractive tourist destination or
a place that enables an alternative way of living (Shaw, 2014). Through
tourism, lifestyle entrepreneurs combine their leisure interest with work
(Iversen & Jacobsen, 2016). This phenomenon is documented in different case
studies that illustrate how the possibility to practice, for example, surfing
(Marchant & Mottiar, 2011), dogsledding (Carson et al., 2018) or horseback
riding (Cederholm & Akerstrom, 2016), has motivated individuals to migrate
to certain areas and start a tourism operation, which matches their respective
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interests or hobbies. Furthermore, in rural areas where traditional industries
are in decline, tourism provides income opportunities for individuals who
wish to move away from the stress of modern urban life. (Bosworth & Farrell,
2011; Carson et al., 2018; Cunha et al., 2018; Eimermann et al., 2012; Lundmark
et al., 2014). This behaviour is associated with nostalgia for past lifestyles and
landscapes (Williams & Hall, 2000). In this sense, through tourism
entrepreneurship, individuals manifest their values and construct their self-
identities (Ateljevic & Doorne, 2000; Bredvold & Skalen, 2016; Tommasini,
2019). Tourism entrepreneurship can, for example, be an expression of deep
appreciation for local tradition and a desire to maintain one’s heritage
(Ateljevic & Doorne, 2003; Cunha et al., 2018; Lai et al., 2017). The weight of
the owner-manager’s set of values is especially apparent in nature-based
tourism. For eco-tourism entrepreneurs, the environment's wellbeing and the
sustainable use of natural resources are a priority, which dictates their
business decision-making and management practices (Font et al., 2016;
Kallmuenzer et al., 2018; Swan & Morgan, 2016; Tervo-Kankare, 2019).

Tourism lifestyle entrepreneurs are often criticised for irrational business
management, for underutilising resources and for their reluctance to accept
professional advice or external involvement (Peters at al., 2009). Business
decisions that are guided by non-commercial motivations constrain the
economic performance of tourism micro-firms (Hall & Rusher, 2004).
Moreover, due to a lack in own capital, managerial skills and interest in
growing, tourism lifestyle entrepreneurs demonstrate a small number of
marketing and product development efforts (loannides & Petersen, 2003;
Peters et al., 2009; Shaw, 2014). Such limited entrepreneurial activity restricts
the potential for innovation and tourism development (Hjalager et al., 2018),
and generally might not be in line with the needs of the local economy (Hall
& Rusher, 2004).

Hence, from an economic theory point of view, tourism micro-firms
operate in suboptimal levels of production (Peters et al., 2009). Nonetheless,
tourism entrepreneurship should not be regarded as merely a supply activity
but rather be understood as a blend of production and consumption (Williams
et al., 1989). Owner-managers of tourism micro-firms produce tourism
experiences and consume lifestyle. Similarly, success should not be measured
by economic indicators such as growth, profit and employment, but rather by
the entrepreneur’s ability to sustain their lifestyle (Dewhurst & Horobin,1998).
Success for lifestyle entrepreneurs is grounded in their own circumstances,
and it is mostly associated with customer satisfaction, personal wellbeing,
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meaningful work and the ability to spend time with the family (Lundberg &
Fredman, 2012; Reijonen & Komppula, 2007; Thomas et al., 2011).

Furthermore, lifestyle entrepreneurship does not necessarily mean
unprofessional or unproductive (Carlsen et al., 2008). Indeed, various authors
account for the contribution of small-scale tourism businesses to local
destinations. Ateljevic and Doorne (2000) argued that lifestyle entrepreneurs
are instrumental in their ability to develop new products and engage with
niche markets. Elsewhere, Komppula (2014) showed how through
collaborations, individual entrepreneurs promoted long-term development of
rural destinations in Finland. Other studies noted that, in rural areas, in-
migrant lifestyle entrepreneurs contribute to the local economy by injecting it
with entrepreneurial spirit and capital; and that they promote innovation
through their ability to imagine local resources with an outsider’s eye
(Bosworth & Farrell, 2011; Mattsson & Cassel, 2020). Smallness, in itself, is also
seen as an advantage that allows tourism firms to deliver authentic
experiences that match the expectations of customers (Morrison & Teixeira,
2004; Johannesson & Lund, 2017, Komppula, 2007). Thus, while tourism
micro-firms are unlikely to disrupt dominant economic structures and
transform industry sectors, these small-scale businesses may have a
meaningful contribution to the economic, social and environmental wellbeing
of the localities where they are situated (Hallak et al., 2013; Middletton, 2001;
Morrison, 2006).

2.1.2 Tourism entrepreneurship research

In the introduction chapter, I referred to how Stevenson and Jarillo (1990)
divided the entrepreneurship study field into three main streams that
investigate the why, what, and how of entrepreneurship. If we focus on the
entrepreneur/firm as the unit of analysis, we can constitute that tourism
entrepreneurship research has been so far primarily concerned with ‘why’
entrepreneurs act (studies of lifestyle entrepreneurs) and ‘what’ happens
when entrepreneurs act (outcomes). However, the two streams appear to be
somehow disjointed. Research that explores the outcomes of tourism
entrepreneurship seems to concentrate on economic measures like growth or
income and disregard the subjective ends of lifestyle entrepreneurs. In a
recent systematic literature review, Fu et al. (2019), attempt to integrate the
existing body of work on entrepreneurship research in hospitality and
tourism into a theoretical framework. These authors propose an input-output
model, in which the entrepreneur's demographics and motivations, and the
destination's socio-economic factors and institutional structure are the
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antecedent variables for entrepreneurial outcomes (manifested in firm
performance and destination development).

The model, presented by Fu et al. (2019), represents an approach to the
study of tourism entrepreneurship through causal relationships. From
explanatory studies that adopted such an approach and investigated various
input-output relationships, we learn, for example, that the possibility of being
innovative is more significant when the entrepreneur is a risk-taker and has a
favourable opportunity recognition capacity (Nybakk & Hansen, 2008); that
relevant education and local and work-related experience increase the
entrepreneur's enterprising ability and the firm's chances of survival (Brouder
& Eriksson, 2013; Zhao et al., 2011); that entrepreneurial success is associated
with self-efficacy and identification with the place (Hallak et al., 2013) and;
that financial performance is a function of internal (proactiveness, risk-taking
and innovativeness) and external (networking, resource availability and
dynamic environments) factors (Kallmuenzer & Peters, 2018; Kallmuenzer et
al., 2019).

However, the proposed integrative framework (Fu et al., 2019) and studies
of causal relationships do not explain ‘how’ entrepreneurs act.
Entrepreneurship, which is manifested in the actions of entrepreneurs,
remains a black box. Nevertheless, the study of entrepreneurial behaviours is
an emerging stream within tourism research that builds upon contemporary
entrepreneurship theories. For example, Alsos and Clausen (2014) studied the
start-up process of small-scale tourism firms in Norway and found that most
entrepreneurs combine causational (goal-oriented) and effectual (apply the
affordable loss principle) approaches. This means that tourism entrepreneurs
typically develop strategies at the same time as they experiment and react to
changes in circumstances. Elsewhere, Power et al. (2020) explored how
tourism entrepreneurs respond to risk and uncertainty. They suggest that
over time, increased experience allows entrepreneurs to convert uncertainties
(unknown threats) into known and more manageable risks. Furthermore,
how tourism entrepreneurs cope with these risks, reflects their values, and it
is facilitated by their relationships with other stakeholders and a strong belief
in their long-term goals (Power et al., 2020). Notably, self-efficacy (belief in
oneself) determines whether tourism entrepreneurs implement the practices
that match their values or give in to industrial norms (Kornilaki et al., 2017).

Recent research on tourism entrepreneurship also found that to be able to
act on opportunities and save costs entrepreneurs need to develop tourism
knowledge and learn how to perform different tasks (Williams et al., 2020).
Two recent studies conceptualised the entrepreneurial process that results in
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new tourism ventures. Rodriguez-Sanchez et al. (2019) portray a process,
which starts with idea-generation. This phase involves opportunity
recognition and evaluation. In the proceeding realisation phase, the product
is developed and tested and subsequently introduced into the market in the
diffusion phase. The authors stress that this is not a linear process, but rather
one that requires flexibility and constant formation of coalitions to allow
access to knowledge and resources. Kelly et al. (2020) focus on the role of
adaptive capabilities in the pursuit of market opportunities. Again, flexibility
is regarded as a crucial entrepreneurial trait that allows the owner-managers
of tourism firms to find new resource combinations and overcome financial
barriers. Also, Kelly and her colleagues highlight that entrepreneurs should
interact with their environment to source relevant knowledge and develop
their adaptive capabilities.

2.2 Theoretical perspectives on entrepreneurial behaviour

Entrepreneurship is a complex and difficult-to-define concept (Ateljevic & Li,
2009; Misra & Kumar, 2000), an issue that seems to trouble entrepreneurship
scholars who strive for an uncontested definition (e.g., Gartner, 1988; Kuratko
et al., 2015; Packard, 2017; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). Entrepreneurship
was defined, inter alia, as the role that individuals undertake to create
organisations (Gartner, 1988); as the discovery, evaluation and exploitation of
opportunities and the actions taken to realise them (Shane, 2003); as the
pursuit of opportunities beyond the controlled resources (Stevenson & Jarrilo,
1990) and; as a chosen course of action toward the subjective ends of the
entrepreneur (Packard, 2017). Implicit to these definitions is that
entrepreneurship is a process, something that entrepreneurs do, which
comprises motivations, actions and outcomes. The outcome of
entrepreneurship, in its abstract sense, is the creation of value. It is noteworthy
that value is subjective and corresponds to the entrepreneur’s motivations
and perception of success (Packard, 2017). In this thesis, I am interested in
exploring the course of actions that enable the creation of value. A process
that starts with the recognition of opportunities and proceeds with the actions
that entrepreneurs take to realise these.

Entrepreneurship has evolved as a disjointed field that borrows theoretical
and conceptual work from other disciplines (Kuratko et al.,, 2015). While
prominent entrepreneurship scholars such as Shane and Venkataraman (2000)
are concerned with the lack of a general theory of entrepreneurship, I find that
the multiple theoretical perspectives of entrepreneurship reflect the
complexity of human behaviour. Furthermore, it is an advantage that allows
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researchers, like me, to pick from the smorgasbord of conceptual ideas and
use these to explain entrepreneurship in different contexts. In the following
sub-sections, I discuss the conceptual ideas that I used in the empirical study
of tourism entrepreneurship in rural Sweden.

2.2.1 The opportunity-based perspective

Entrepreneurship is a function of person-situation interactions (Misra &
Kumra, 2000); its success is the result of developing the right idea at the right
time for the right market (Dimov, 2011). Opportunities comprise the
circumstances that enable individuals to create future goods and services
(Ardichvili et al., 2003; Martin & Wilson, 2016; Venkataraman, 1997). Thus, an
entrepreneurial opportunity could be explained as the possibility of meeting
the wants of potential customers through a creative combination of resources
(Dimov, 2011; Martin & Wilson, 2016; Ramoglou & Tsang, 2016). As a field of
inquiry, the opportunity-based perspective on entrepreneurship is concerned
with the sources of opportunities and the processes of their discovery,
evaluation, and exploitation (Shane & Venkatarman, 2000).

Shane (2003) identifies two types of entrepreneurial opportunities. The
first is associated with Joseph Schumpeter’s view on entrepreneurship as the
implementations of disruptive innovations. The source of ‘Schumpeterian’
opportunities is the availability of new information or inventions upon which
the entrepreneur can act to create value. ‘Schumpeterian” opportunities arise
from technological, political, regulatory or demographic changes. In contrast,
‘Kirznerian” opportunities rise from market imperfections (De Jong & Marsili,
2011). Entrepreneurs respond to the asymmetric distribution of information
about demand as part of the equilibrating tendencies of markets (Kirzner,
1997). ‘Kirznerian” opportunities often lead to incremental changes and are
associated with the entrepreneur’s alertness rather than innovativeness (De
Jong & Marsili, 2011; Shane, 2003).

The conceptualisation of entrepreneurial opportunities as presented in the
works of Shane and Venkataraman (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Shane,
2003; Venkataraman, 1997), assumes that opportunities exist objectively and
externally to the entrepreneur who discovers them. This notion has been
challenged by entrepreneurship scholars who argue that entrepreneurial
opportunities are created endogenously by entrepreneurs (Alvarez & Barney,
2007; Packard, 2017) and that existing resources are the source of actionable
opportunities (Fisher, 2012). The opportunity cannot be dissociated from the
individual as it embodies a unique set of circumstances that enable
entrepreneurial change to happen (Dimov, 2011; Martin & Wilson, 2016;
Ramoglou & Tsang, 2016). Further critique points out that the discovery
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approach limits the opportunity construct to economic thinking and
situations where demand exceeds supply, whereas in practice entrepreneurial
action involves the creation of value in various ways (Fisher, 2012). Regardless,
entrepreneurial opportunities are heterogeneous (Alsos & Kaikkonen, 2004).
Whether opportunities are discovered or created, the entrepreneur—
opportunity nexus constitutes the beginning of the entrepreneurship process.

There is an element of serendipity to entrepreneurial opportunities
(Kirzner, 1997). Yet, different factors determine the likelihood of
entrepreneurs to discover opportunities. Not surprisingly, personal traits play
a crucial role in the entrepreneur’s ability to understand entrepreneurial
opportunities. Ardichvili et al. (2003) attribute optimism (self-confidence) and
creativity to successful opportunity recognition. Shane (2003) adds
intelligence, absorptive capacities (enhanced by prior knowledge) and
cognitive properties such as alertness and the ability to process new
information. Furthermore, access to information conditions opportunity
discovery. Individuals are likely to search, find and absorb information that
is related to their social network, personal experience (life and work) and
interest (Ardichvili et al., 2003; Eckhardt & Shane, 2010; Shane, 2003).

The entrepreneur-opportunity nexus leads to the conception of an idea,
something that the entrepreneur believes can generate value. Next, the
entrepreneur embarks on a course of action, guided by a certain logic for how
to use and combine resources. Typically, the entrepreneur would not have all
the means needed to materialise their idea. Hence, to act on an opportunity,
entrepreneurs first need to assemble the required knowledge, skills and
resources.

2.2.2 Underlying entrepreneurial logic

The entrepreneurial process comprises a set of actions and behaviours.
Entrepreneurs act according to a certain logic that dictates their decision
making and how they engage with opportunities. Fisher (2012), examined the
three dominating theoretical perspectives to understand how these
conceptualise entrepreneurial logic. The first, causation, is associated with the
traditional understanding of entrepreneurship. Causation views
entrepreneurship as a linear process, in which an entrepreneur discovers an
opportunity and acts towards a predetermined goal (often growth). Causation
logic is task-oriented; it is grounded in the assembly of information that
allows predicting future outcomes (Alsos et al., 2016; Fisher, 2012).
Sarasvathy (2001) argued that the causation perspective, which is how
entrepreneurship is traditionally taught, does not describe how entrepreneurs
actin real life. Instead, she suggested the use of effectuation. Effectuation logic
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constitutes that entrepreneurship is a step-by-step process that is conditioned
by the means available to the entrepreneur (Sarasvathy, 2001). Consequently,
the entrepreneurial process revolves around the questions ‘who am I?’, “what I
know?” and ‘whom I know’ (Sarasvathy & Dew, 2005). Effectuation emphasises
the link between the entrepreneur’s identity and actions (Alsos et al., 2016). It
is logic that is particularly relevant in situations where uncertainty is high,
and the future is difficult to predict (Fisher, 2012; Sarasvathy, 2001). Instead
of making decisions based on expected returns, entrepreneurs evaluate
options according to the affordable loss principle (Sarasvathy & Dew, 2005).
Effectuation is likened to a patchwork quilt, and it is characterised by
experimentation with available means (Chandler et al., 2011). Likewise,
effectuation is about leveraging relationships and utilising one’s social
network (Fisher., 2012).

There has been hardly any explicit use of causation and effectuation
theories in tourism literature. As far as my review could unravel, only Alsos
and Clausen (2014) and Eyana et al. (2018) have applied these ideas in their
works. These authors found evidence for both causation and effectuation logic
in the behaviour of tourism entrepreneurs. However, although effectuation
was conceptualised as an alternative perspective to causation, the two
concepts are ‘integral parts of human reasoning that can occur simultaneously,
overlapping and intertwining over different contexts of decisions and actions’
(Sarasvathy, 2001, p.245).

One apparent issue with effectuation is that it assumes entrepreneurial
action as a default. The entrepreneurial process, as portrayed by Sarasvathy
and Dew (2005), is a function of the entrepreneur’s available means. The
process is not oriented towards an explicit goal, and it does not start as a
reaction to a perceived opportunity. Here, entrepreneurial bricolage (Baker &
Nelson, 2005), which describes how entrepreneurs react to new problems and
opportunities, provides a complementing perspective. There are many
similarities between effectuation and entrepreneurial bricolage. Notably, both
theories view entrepreneurship as a behaviour that is grounded in the
entrepreneur’s flexibility and utilisation of available resources (Fisher,2012).
The entrepreneurial bricolage perspective is central in my study of tourism
micro-firms in rural Sweden. In the next subsections, I discuss this as well as
the concept of spatial bricolage in detail.

2.2.3 Entrepreneurial bricolage

Entrepreneurial bricolage was conceptualised by Baker and Nelson (2005),
who built on the works of the British economist Edith Penrose (1914-1996) and
the French social anthropologist Claude Lévi-Strauss (1908-2009). It is an
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emerging theory concerned with how entrepreneurs perceive, combine and
use resources, to create value in resource-constrained environments
(Davidsson et al., 2017; Fisher, 2012; Kang, 2017). Entrepreneurial bricolage is
a resourcing behaviour. As a theory, it rests on the notion that resources are
socially constructed and that, as Penrose argued, firms’ ability to grasp the
possible uses and combinations of resources allows them to create
substantially different value propositions (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Fisher, 2012).
It was Lévi-Strauss who coined the term ‘bricolage’ to describe the behaviour
of the bricoleur as a jack of all trades whose ‘rules of his game are always to make
do with “whatever is at hand”’ (1966, p.17). Levi-Strauss contrasts the bricoleur
to the engineer. Whereas the latter requires task-specific tools, skills and
material, the bricoleur uses things in ways they were not intended for
originally. Entrepreneurial bricolage is associated with a bias toward action
and active engagement with problems and opportunities (Senyard et al., 2014).
Its underlying logic is a mindset that could be described as ‘making do’, an
inclination to opt for low-cost solutions to emerging problems and the
creation of opportunities by reinterpreting available resources.

Entrepreneurial bricolage is defined as ‘making do by applying combinations
of the resources at hand to new problems and opportunities” (Baker & Nelson, 2005,
p-333). It encompasses three main behaviours. The first, Making do, is about
creating something out of nothing. It describes how entrepreneurs who
practice bricolage design new value propositions by creatively combining
discarded and disused resources, in ways that others fail to recognise. The
second behaviour, the Refusal to enact limitations, is about using resources in
ways that disregard commonly accepted definitions, practices and social
conventions. The third behaviour, Bias fowards action and improvisation,
resembles a trial and error approach. It describes how entrepreneurs
continuously initiate projects and respond to emerging opportunities (Baker
& Nelson, 2005; Davidsson et al., 2017; Di Domenico et al., 2010; Fisher, 2012).
Baker and Nelson (2005), warn that entrepreneurs should use bricolage
selectively. There is an inherent risk to adhering to in-house or low-cost
solutions at the expense of acquiring new knowledge and tools that may lock
the firm to a path that limits growth (Fisher, 2012). Therefore, entrepreneurial
bricolage is a logic associated mostly with firms whose predominant aim is
long-term survival. (Stinchfield et al., 2013).

Entrepreneurial bricolage has become an important theme in
entrepreneurship research (Davidsson et al., 2017). It is particularly pertinent
to the examination of the processes whereby entrepreneurs search, access and
transfer the resources used to create value (Clough et al, 2019).
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Entrepreneurial ~ bricolage  manifests the  conceptualisation  of
entrepreneurship as a contextualised phenomenon (Welter et al., 2019).
Particularly two aspects of entrepreneurial bricolage stress how place-bound
features create opportunities and challenges. The first is how by imagining
tangible and intangible elements of a locality as resources, entrepreneurs can
design services and products (Kang, 2017). The second aspect is how
entrepreneurs engage with the local community to access local resources (Di
Domenico et al, 2010). These theoretical advancements led to the
conceptualisation of spatial bricolage (Korsgaard et al., 2018), which is a
distinct form of entrepreneurial bricolage that specifically treats geographical
context as a resource in itself.

2.2.4 Spatial Bricolage

Spatial bricolage is defined as ‘making do by applying combinations of the
resources at hand in the immediate spatial context to new problems and opportunities’
(Korsgaard et al., 2018, p.4-5). The minor, yet significant, revision of Baker and
Nelson's (2005) definition challenges the conception of what constitutes
'resources at hand'. Spatial bricolage extends the perception of available
resources to include tangible and intangible elements of the entrepreneur's
environment. It is the entrepreneurs' subjective perception and interpretation
of objects in their immediate spatial context that helps them to overcome
challenges and create opportunities. Spatial bricolage concerns
entrepreneurial practices in rural areas. The context is pertinent, because,
typically, peripheral areas lack the critical mass of businesses and potential
customers to generate opportunities, likewise, the available financial and
human capital might be insufficient for the entrepreneurs' needs (Korsgaard
et al., 2018).

Spatial bricolage comprises three connected sets of activities that
entrepreneurs use to overcome resource constraints and create value from
their rural environment (Korsgaard et al., 2018). The first, Local sourcing
describes the entrepreneurs' preference to use, whenever possible, local
resources and supplies. Local resources are the physical objects and non-
material elements available in the entrepreneur's environment. Physical
resources encompass landscapes, nature, built infrastructure and raw
materials that are available for little or no cost. Non-material elements include
the culture, heritage, traditions, and distinctive identities of a place (Kang,
2017). The second spatial bricolage activity is Commodification through
storytelling. It relates to how entrepreneurs create narratives that embed the
local physical and non-material resources into their value propositions.
Storytelling is a mechanism to commodify local heritage and scenery in ways
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that provide legitimacy and enhance the value of the firm's offerings
(Anderson, 2000). Finally, Community involvement is about engagement with
local people and giving back to the community.

Spatial bricolage’s set of activities comprises different ways in which
entrepreneurs overcome challenges and create value by drawing on the local
human capital. For instance, businesses that struggle to hire or retain
personnel can make use of non-traditional labour sources. Pensioners and
people with disabilities, for example, are workers who are available, flexible
and possibly cheaper than other labour sources (Korsgaard et al.,, 2018).
Likewise, local alliances such as collaborations and business networks are a
way to share costs (e.g., marketing, rent or supplies). Cooperation also creates
a supportive environment and a sense of shared responsibility. The latter is
particularly important in the context of tourism; as a sense of collective
responsibility can mitigate the challenges and potential conflicts associated
with the use of shared resources (Garrod et al., 2006; Holden, 2005).

Spatial bricolage is closely associated with embeddedness (Korsgaard et
al.,, 2015a). The two constructs are interdependent and mutually reinforcing.
In the context of rural entrepreneurship, embeddedness is the nature, depth,
and extent of an entrepreneur's ties into the local environment and social
structure (Jack & Anderson, 2002). Many studies show how embeddedness
provides entrepreneurs with support and access to local information,
knowledge and contextually bound resources (e.g., Bosworth & Farrell, 2011;
Brouder & Eriksson, 2013; Czernek-Marszatek, 2020a; Korsgaard et al., 2015b).
Concurrently, other studies note that over-embeddedness and a heavy
reliance on local ties and knowledge may lead to stagnation due to the lack of
access to external knowledge and markets (Czernek-Marszatek, 2020b;
Kalantaridis & Bika, 2006; Saxena et al., 2007).

It is noteworthy that many of the key ideas and activities associated with
the bricolage framework regularly feature in tourism literature. Examples
include studies that investigate how community involvement, local sourcing
and embeddedness facilitate sustainable rural tourism development
(Bosworth & Farrell, 2011; Keen, 2004; Saxena et al., 2007); studies that explore
the commodification of local resources for tourism purposes (Karlsson, 2005;
Margaryan & Wall-Reinius, 2017); studies that illustrate how storytelling and
alternative use of existing facilities generate value in rural tourism context
(Anderson, 2000; Komppula, 2004). Thus, I propose that entrepreneurial
bricolage, and spatial bricolage, in particular, are theoretical perspectives that
are especially pertinent to the study of tourism entrepreneurship in rural
areas.
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2.2.5 A network perspective

This far in this review, the significance of networks in entrepreneurship has
been a recurring theme. The opportunity-based perspective maintains that
entrepreneurs are likely to discover opportunities that are related to
information embedded in their social networks (Ardichvili et al., 2003).
Likewise, effectuation is about leveraging relationships and utilising one's
social network (Fisher., 2012). Spatial bricolage argues for alliances and
collaborations (Korsgaard et al, 2018) and embeddedness describes an
individual's ties in the local social structure (Jack & Anderson, 2002). For
entrepreneurs, networks are means to access knowledge, resources and
markets, and are vital for a firm's capacity to innovate and create value (Ahuja,
2000; Inkpen & Tsang, 2005; Jack et al., 2008; Zaheer & Bell, 2005). Particularly
for micro-firms, networks constitute a potential to pursue opportunities and
compensate for lack of resources, missing skills and relevant education (Chell
& Baines, 2000; Reinl & Keliher, 2010).

The fundamental components of social networks are actors (nodes) and
the connections between them (ties or links). However, networks are complex
and take many forms (Jack, 2010). In entrepreneurship research, the network
perspective has been operationalised in various ways, and there are
conflicting understandings of what constitutes a network (Albrecht, 2013;
Hoang & Antoncic, 2003; O'Donnell et al., 2001). Some conceptualise networks
as a set of formal cooperative relationships with a common purpose (e.g.,
Morrison et al., 2004), while others adopt a loose definition of networks as a
set of actors that are linked by some set of relationships (Gulati, 1998; Hoang
& Antoncic, 2003). Notably, Burt, who is one of the most cited social network
scholars, argued that an individual's social network is ‘everyone the player now
knows, everyone the player has ever known, and all the people who know the player
even though he or she doesn 't know them’ (1992, p.11). Regardless of how network
boundaries are set, one of the core premises of the network perspective is that
the structure of networks and the strength of ties, determine the
entrepreneur's ability to access the resources and knowledge that are
embedded in their networks.

According to Granovetter's seminal work (1973), an individual's social
network comprises both strong and weak ties. The strength of a tie is a
function of contact frequency, emotional intensity, intimacy and reciprocity.
Granovetter (1973) has famously emphasised the worth of weak ties; these
have a bridging function and thus facilitate access to new information and
opportunities. In contrast, Jack (2005), notes that weak ties represent nodes
that operate in the broader social context, with whom the individual does not
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have a personal and direct relationship. She proposes that a tie's strength lies
in its functionality, and is reflected in how relationships are utilised, the levels
of trust and the type of information embedded in the relationship. What is
apparent is that relationships fulfil functions in the entrepreneur's operation.
Furthermore, relationships are multiplex, meaning that ties between actors
fulfil numerous varying functions (Bliemel et al., 2014). Especially in the
context of micro-firms, where owner-managers are usually involved in all
aspects of the operation, multiplexity is manifested in the entrepreneur’s
dependency on actors in their close social network. Small firms typically turn
to family members and other actors in their close network for emotional
support and advice but also for professional help with, for example,
marketing, accounting and recruiting (Anderson et al., 2016; Strobl, 2014).

The personal networks of entrepreneurs include all the private people and
organisations to whom they are connected. In the network analysis
terminology, this is known as the entrepreneur’s ego-network. Accordingly,
ego-centred network analysis is concerned with a focal actor (ego), the actors
to whom the ego is connected to (alters) and the relationships between them
(Perry et al., 2018). When it comes to inter-organisational interaction, closure,
and proximity are the main factors that explain to whom a firm connects (Ter-
Wal & Boscma, 2009). Closure suggests that one particular firm is likely to
interact with firms with whom they share a contact with (Baum et al., 2003).
Proximity is expressed in geographic, cognitive and social aspects (Ter-Wal &
Boscma, 2009). Geographic proximity relates to the physical distance between
the actors. Cognitive proximity is influenced by factors such as values,
preferences, perceptions and way of thinking. And social proximity refers to
the tendency to utilise relationships with firms with whom the entrepreneur
shares some past experience, for example, through labour mobility or
previous collaborations.

Unlike the other theoretical frameworks discussed so far in this section,
the network perspective has been widely applied in tourism research (Raisi et
al., 2020). Notably, some of the most distinctive features of tourism, as an
economic sector and a social phenomenon, demonstrate apparent network-
like attributes. Or in the words of Scott et al., (2008, p.15) "tourism is a network
industry par excellence’. Tourism destinations are composed of diverse
competing and completing business and organisations, whose potential
success depends on inter-firm collaborations and the transfer of vital
knowledge through formal and informal relationships (Aarstad et al., 2015;
McLeod & Vaughan, 2015; Pike & Page, 2014; Shaw & Williams, 2009;
Serensen, 2007). As a research field, the tourism network literature has
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evolved into four main streams: policy networks, co-opting networks,
network configuration and, business networks (Heidari et al., 2018; van der
Zee & Vanneste,2015). The latter stream, tourism business networks, is
particularly pertinent for the study of how owner-managers of tourism micro-
firms utilise their ego-networks to overcome limitations.

The potential benefits of networks for tourism micro-firms include the
coordination of complementing activities (Pavlovich, 2003; Romeiro & Costa,
2010); marketing opportunities (Braun, 2015; KC et al., 2019a); access to
knowledge and resources (Czernek-Marszatek, 2020a); cost reduction and
financing (Czernek-Marszatek, 2020a; Rebelo, 2012); practical help (Rebelo,
2012); learning and skill development (Reinl & Kelliher, 2010) and; emotional
support (KC et al.,, 2019a; Rebelo, 2012). Tourism entrepreneurs rely heavily
on contacts in their vicinity as informal personal relationships provide a sense
of security (Kelliher et al., 2018; Teixeira et al., 2019). Furthermore, a sense of
togetherness, reciprocity, and repeating positive interactions build trust and
enable tourism entrepreneurs to benefit from their networks (KC et al., 2019b;
Kelliher et al., 2018). Nevertheless, with time, the social networks of small
tourism firms tend to expand and incorporate actors from other industries
and destinations, in ways that provide access to new markets and resources
that are unavailable through the firm's close network (Strobl & Kronenberg,
2016; Teixeira et al., 2019). Likewise, these new network ties provide tourism
micro-firms with access to further knowledge — a crucial factor for the firms’
innovation capacity.

2.2.6 Innovation capacity and knowledge development

The strong association of entrepreneurship and innovation dates back to the
classic works of Joseph Schumpeter. Entrepreneurs, according to Schumpeter,
are agents of change who carry out new combinations of resources that
transform the economy (Hagedoorn, 1996; Sledzik, 2013). Schumpeter's work
and his conception of innovations still resonate in contemporary definitions.
The most commonly used, the so-called Oslo manual, defines innovation as
"the implementation of a new or significantly improved product (good or service), or
process, a new marketing method, or a new organisational method in business
practices, workplace organisation or external relations '(OECD, 2005, p. 46).
Inherent to this definition is that innovation is an outcome, the result of a
process, and it relates to a firm's value propositions or the way it is organised
to deliver these value propositions.

Innovations are a means of creating a meaningful contribution to customer
experience and a key to success and survival in competitive markets (Volo,
2006). A firm's ability to introduce new products to meet the market needs
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depends on its innovation capacity (Szeto, 2000); which is a function of three
main variables: the firm's internal resources expressed in investment in
research and development, its cognitive capabilities (primarily absorptive
capacity), and its collaborative structures (Forsman, 2011). Tourism micro-
firms typically have a limited innovation capacity, and they operate within
small economic margins, meaning that investments in research and
development are beyond their means (Hjalager, 2002; Miiller, 2013; Nybakk
et al, 2008, Pikkemaat & Zehrer, 2016). Concurrently, through their
operations, tourism firms come in close contact with their customers
(Cederholm & Hultman, 2010; Serensen & Jensen, 2015) — and customers are
a valuable knowledge source.

Learning from customers about their interests, latent desires and past
experiences, has the potential to increase the firm's innovation capacity and
enhance its value propositions. This premise is central in different theoretical
streams; the service-dominant logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2004), open innovation
(Brunswicker, 2016), user-driven innovation (Von Hippel, 2005), and new
service development (Alam, 2002; Matthing et al., 2004) all call for the
involvement of customers in the innovation process. Particularly in tourism,
customers' role in the creation of experiences makes them an essential source
of knowledge (Clausen & Madsen, 2014; Hoarau, 2014; Shaw et al., 2011;
Williams, 2014). Firms can learn from tourists, through interviews, surveys,
workshops or observations (Hall & Williams, 2008; Hjalager & Nordin, 2011).
However, these methods are probably too costly and demanding for small
tourism businesses (Komppula & Lassila, 2015).

Notwithstanding, their (small) size also stands as an advantage for tourism
micro-firms when it comes to learning from customers. Micro-firms typically
deliver personalised tourist experiences that involve continuous interactions
between the firm and its customers; these are excellent opportunities to learn
about demand patterns (Marrocu & Paci, 2011; Pikkemaat & Zehrer, 2016).
For instance, tour guides, who come in close contact with participants, excel
at identifying wishes, preferences and interests (Hoarou, 2014). Hence, for
small-scale tourism firms, an application-oriented knowledge sourcing is a
recommended strategy which involves purposively interacting with
customers in ways that generate knowledge (Brunswicker, 2016). These
interactions take place along the so-called 'customer journey', which includes
three phases: a prospective pre-trip period, an active tourism experience and
a reflective post-trip phase (Ingram et al., 2017; Shaw & Williams, 2009; Voss
& Zomerdijk, 2007). What and how tourism firms can learn from their
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customers depends to a large extent on the character of these firm-customer
encounters.

Encounters along the customer journey are the locus of value-creation and
knowledge sourcing. Serensen and Jensen (2015) distinguish between service
and experience firm-customer encounters. This distinction relates to how
tourism businesses organise the delivery of their value propositions. Service
encounters aim at solving problems and professionally meet customers'
expectations. These are characterised as a standardised rigid one-way
delivery of information and functions. Service encounters are a means to learn
about customer's satisfaction. However, tourism is, for the most part, an
experience-based industry, where hedonic consumption and experiential
dreams are the purposes of exchange. Consequently, experience encounters
aim to address customers' latent desires and aspirations. Experience
encounters are designed in ways that enable personalised and dynamic
interactions with customers and involve communication that focuses on
feelings, emotions and wishes (Serensen & Jensen, 2015). The knowledge that
experience encounters can generate is richer than statements about customer
satisfaction (associated with service encounters). Such knowledge is
imperative to a tourism firm's innovation capacity and ability to meet
customers' experiential purposes (ibid.).

2.3 Key concepts

The purpose of this section is to account for the main concepts that comprise
the theoretical framework of this thesis, and the relationship between them.
Figure 3 provides an illustrated summary of the theoretical framework for
rural tourism entrepreneurship research. It illustrates entrepreneurship in
rural tourism as a process towards value creation and the entrepreneur’s
subjective ends. This process takes place in the rural context, and it originates
in the entrepreneurs’ lifestyle motivations. The entrepreneurship process
consists of the creation/discovery of opportunities (the nexus) and their
realisation as value propositions. The effectuation and bricolage logics guide
the entrepreneurs throughout this process. Furthermore, the entrepreneurs’
embeddedness in the local community and their ability to utilise their ego-
networks and source customer knowledge, are key factors that facilitate the
entrepreneurship process. Notably, the illustrated summary is not a
comprehensive model. Instead, its purpose is to portray the relation between
the key concepts of the theoretical framework. Following the illustrated
summary (Figure 3), the key concepts are presented in a concise format that
explains their meaning in the context of this thesis.
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Figure 3. A theoretical framework for rural tourism entrepreneurship research — An illustrated summary

Rural tourism: Rural tourism involves the production and consumption of
tourism value propositions that are based on the intrinsic resources of the
countryside. In Sweden, rural tourism is mostly associated with nature-based
activities. Tourism is often seen as an essential development tool for rural
areas that face demographic changes and a decline in traditional rural
activities. The premise is that tourism is a sector that creates job opportunities
and is generally more resilient to decline than other sectors. However, limited
control over resources and a shortage of labour and services pose significant
challenges for rural tourism development.

o For the purpose of this thesis, rural tourism is the context within which
entrepreneurship happens.

Entrepreneurship: Entrepreneurship is a function of person-situation
interactions that involve the creation and extraction of value from an
environment (Anderson, 2000; Misra & Kumra, 2000). Entrepreneurship is
manifested in actions that are taken to promote a desirable change, increase
the firm's innovation capacity and the potential to generate value for the
business and its customers.

o Entrepreneurship is the focal phenomenon this thesis investigates.
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Tourism lifestyle entrepreneurs: Business owner-managers for whom
entrepreneurship is a means to live in an attractive tourist destination or a
place that enables an alternative way of living and combining leisure with
work. Lifestyle entrepreneurs favour quality of life and personal
circumstances over economic gain and growth. Also, they are typically
limited in resources and business management skills.

o The entrepreneurs pursue value that materialises their lifestyle motivations.

Value: Value is subjective, and it is uniquely and phenomenologically
determined by the beneficiary (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Successful tourism
products are those that enhance customers' experiential value. For
entrepreneurs, value creation means meeting their subjective ends, and it is
manifested in different forms that reflect their individual motivations.

o Value creation is the goal of entrepreneurship.
o Value propositions (for customers) are manifested by product offerings and
are a means for entrepreneurs to create value for themselves and the place.

Entrepreneurial opportunity: Entrepreneurial opportunity is the possibility
of meeting the wants of potential customers through a creative combination
of resources. An entrepreneurial opportunity embodies the entrepreneur's
subjective perception of a unique set of circumstances.

o The entrepreneur—opportunity nexus constitutes the beginning of the
entrepreneurship process.

Effectuation: Effectuation is an entrepreneurial logic, in which the course of
action is guided by the questions 'who am I?', 'what I know?' and 'whom I
know' (Sarasvathy & Dew, 2005). Effectuation emphasises the link between
the entrepreneur's identity and decisions. Likewise, effectuation dictates
leveraging relationships and utilising one's social network as a means of
overcoming challenges.

e Effectuation is a logic dictating entrepreneurial actions.

Entrepreneurial bricolage: Bricolage is an entrepreneurial logic that is guided
by a 'making do' approach. It concerns entrepreneurs' resourcing behaviours
and explains how resource-constrained entrepreneurs search, access and
transfer resources to solve problems and act on opportunities (Fisher, 2012).
Entrepreneurial bricolage rests on the notion that resources are socially
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constructed, which is embodied by the entrepreneur's subjective
interpretation of objects in their immediate spatial context, as a means to
create value.

e  Entrepreneurial bricolage is a logic dictating entrepreneurial resourcing
behaviour.

Embeddedness: The nature, depth, and extent of an entrepreneur's ties into
the local environment and social structure (Jack & Anderson, 2002).
Embeddedness provides entrepreneurs with support and access to local
information, knowledge and contextually bound resources. Concurrently,
over-embeddedness may lead to stagnation and discourage individuals from
pursuing opportunities that challenge local institutions.

e Embeddedness is a major factor in the entrepreneur’s ability to realise
opportunities.

Ego-networks: The ego networks of entrepreneurs include the private people
and organisations to whom they are connected. Strong ties are facilitated by
proximity and closure. A sense of togetherness, reciprocity, and repeating
positive interactions build trust and enable tourism entrepreneurs to benefit
from their networks.

e Ego-networks constitute a potential to pursue opportunities and compensate
for lack of resources, missing skills and relevant education.

Customer knowledge: For tourism micro-firms, encounters with customers
constitute actionable opportunities to learn from customers about their
interests, latent desires and past experiences.

o Customer knowledge has the potential to increase the firm's innovation
capacity and enhance its value propositions.

This thesis builds on conceptual ideas from mainstream entrepreneurship
theories and knowledge from tourism literature. This synthesis forms the
theoretical framework within which I study tourism micro-firms. The
empirical context of this study is rural Sweden with a focus on Dalarna
County as the main study area.
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3 The study area — Dalarna County

Dalarna, also known as Dalecarlia, is a rural county located in the middle of
Sweden. Dalarna lies northwest of the capital Stockholm and borders Norway
to the east. The name Dalarna literally translates to ‘the valleys’, and it likely
relates to the two branches of the Dal river (Dalalven) that flow through the
county (Sporrong, 2008). The county’s landscape is characterised by
farmlands in the southeast, mountains in the northwest and the iconic lake
Siljan at its centre. Dalarna’s area is 28,189 km2 (similar in size to Belgium),
and it is home for nearly 290,000 people (Statistics Sweden, 2019). Dalarna is
considered rural even by Swedish measures. Sixty per cent of Dalarna’s
municipalities are defined as rural or sparsely populated areas, meaning that
most of their population have at least a 45-minute drive to the closest town
that has more than 50,000 inhabitants (Swedish Board of Agriculture, 2019).
Traditionally, Dalarna’s primary industries were agriculture, forestry, paper
production, steel manufacturing and iron and copper mining. Particularly the
history of Falun, the county’s capital, is closely associated with the mining
area in the Great Copper mountain. The mine, which is today a UNESCO
world heritage site, dates back over a thousand years and it was once the
leading supplier of copper to the western world and a significant finance
source for the Swedish military campaigns that took place in the seventeenth
century (UNESCO).

VISIT SWEDEN, the national DMO, markets Dalarna as ‘more Swedish than
ABBA and IKEA combined’ (Visit Sweden, 2019). Dalarna, particularly the rural
area around Siljan, is seen as the most genuine representative of all that is
Swedish (Crang, 1999). Many Swedish national symbols, like the wooden
horses, the traditional folk dresses and the iconic red cottages with white trim
originate in Dalarna. This image of Dalarna as Sweden’s nationalistic
heartland was established during the Romantic era of the late nineteenth
century when prominent artists, authors and musicians promoted Dalarna as
the place to experience an authentic and preserved peasant culture (Sporrong,
2008). It was then that Dalarna emerged as a tourist destination renowned for
its distinct nature, folklore culture, midsummer tradition, and handicraft
markets (Crang, 1999).

Through the twentieth century, tourism grew to become an essential part
of Dalarna’s economy (Scott & Pashkevich, 2019). It is an established tourism
destination popular with both domestic and international tourists (mostly
north-Europeans). Tourism in Dalarna is organised, developed, and marketed
by the regional destination management organisation, Visit Dalarna. The
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county’s main visitor attractions include: the world heritage Great Copper
mine in Falun; Carl Larsson’s artist house in Sundborn; the picturesque lake
Siljan; Fulufjdllet national park where Sweden’s largest waterfall and one of
the world’s oldest trees are; the ski destinations in the northern parts of
Dalarna and; the highly popular cross-country skiing event (Vasaloppet),
which commemorates the legendary journey of Gustav Vasa in 1521 (who
soon thereafter became the king of Sweden). Outside the large ski areas,
Dalarna’s tourism supply is characterised by small firms whose value
propositions are based on the county’s distinct culture and nature. Typical
tourism products in Dalarna include accommodation in small cabins and bed
and breakfasts, and outdoor activities such as guided forest walks, wildlife
safaris, hiking, canoeing, fishing, ice-skating, mountain biking and
dogsledding.

Dalarna constitutes an excellent case area to study rural tourism
entrepreneurship in advanced countries. In Dalarna, as in many other rural
areas, tourism is seen as a tool for regional development and a strategy to
tackle declining industries and rural flight (Scott & Pashkevich, 2019). This
strategy includes different business development education programs (e.g.
Kurbits and Produktlabb Outdoor but also other initiatives that aim to attract
lifestyle migrants from affluent countries (e.g., Holland and Germany), many
of whom turn to tourism as a source of income (Ebner & Granlund, 2014;
Eimermann, 2015).

Finally, what is considered by many in the local tourism industry to be a
significant advantage for the region, is that Dalarna offers some of the more
exotic natural features of Northern Sweden (the mountains, forests, lakes and
a sense of wilderness) just within a few hours’ drive from Stockholm. Figure
4 on the next page presents a map of Sweden and, within this map, Dalarna is
marked as the main study area of this research project. Six (out of the 31) firms
that I studied are located outside of Dalarna, though within 50 kilometres
from the county’s administrative borders. Furthermore, these firms offer
services and products that are in line with those typical for Dalarna and cater
to similar markets (three of them are even members of Visit Dalarna).
Accordingly, the neighbouring counties Gavleborg, Vastmanland and Orebro,
where these six firms are located, are marked in the map.
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4 Methodology

About two years ago (in 2018), I was contacted by a woman who wished to
consult with me. She was about to start her own small tourism firm and had
heard from a mutual contact that I am a tourism researcher. I was, of course,
flattered, since it was the first time, I was perceived as an expert in my subject
outside academe. It turned out that she was enrolled in a tourism business
management program at an education centre for adults (folkhdgskolan).
During our meeting, she presented me with a long list of questions that she
and her classmates had come up with. These questions targeted future
tourism trends and practical know-how. I took my time and answered all her
questions to the best of my ability, while also noting, somewhat humorously,
that ‘I am a researcher, I don’t have the answers, I have the questions’.

Perhaps, this statement was a way for me to shed responsibility for the
things I had said. Yet, it truly reflects what I perceive to be an essential part of
the work of a social scientist. Research involves a dedicated engagement with
theories, literature and context in order to come up with relevant and
interesting questions. Furthermore, an essential outcome of good research is
the development of new questions that can inspire further research and
theoretical advancements of the field (Firestein, 2012). When I, as a social
scientist, engage with a question through research, my goal is to come up with
an adequate conceptualisation of the phenomenon I explore; an explanation
that is based on my interpretation of observed events through different
theoretical lenses. Hence, my research findings are suggestions as to how one
can understand the phenomenon in question. With these suggestions, I aim to
inspire my fellow researchers and promote theoretical advancements.
Additionally, although they usually are not among the intended readership
of academic journals, practitioners, and other potential stakeholders who are
interested in the themes I investigate, can also benefit from my research. Thus,
through social science, one can not only advance our understanding of the
society in a theoretical sense but can also promote change.

The overarching objective of my research project is to provide a behind-
the-scenes look at how tourism micro-firms in rural areas create value and
react to challenges. For the past five years, I have been continuously
interacting with owner-managers of tourism micro-firms from Dalarna and
its neighbouring counties. I met with them while attending different project
meetings and workshops. I studied their behaviours through formal
interviews, casual conversations, study visits and participant observations.
Furthermore, I have been following the works and thoughts of many of these
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owner-managers on different social media outlets and groups. Through these
interactions, I gained a close look into their realities. I got a sense of what is
essential for them, what they perceive as challenging, how they make
decisions, and what inspires them.

Concurrently, much of my everyday work in the past five years involved
alot of reading. More specifically, it included an intellectual engagement with
two academic fields, tourism and entrepreneurship. Tourism is a broad and
fragmented research field. It brings together researchers from multiple
disciplines who investigate various tourism-related phenomena. Common to
these phenomena are the idiosyncrasies of tourism as an industry but also as
human behaviour. Tourism is often described as one of the largest economic
sectors, a desired development strategy but also a leading cause of climate
change. Tourism is an experience-based industry, fragmented and dominated
by small businesses where experiences are co-produced and consumed in-situ.
In many contexts, tourism activity is highly seasonal, and demand is
vulnerable. Tourism products are characterised as intangible, perishable and
experiential. Furthermore, tourism inherently involves the temporal mobility
of people, which leads to exciting encounters of cultures and ideas but may
also lead to conflicts. What these, among other factors, create is a very unique
and complex context. Gaining knowledge about the tourism phenomenon is
an essential ingredient for my ability to understand tourism micro-firms in
their context and in relation to the mechanisms of the tourism system.

Alongside that, my interest in the academic field of entrepreneurship is
more theoretical. It is where I find the ideas and language that helps me to
conceptualise and make sense of the particular phenomenon I study. What I
try to communicate here is a notion of the dynamics of how the research
questions, of the four studies that compose this thesis, evolved out of my
continuous engagement with knowledge, theory and practice. Empirical
research comprises a question, the phenomenon of interest, and the context
within which it is studied (Welter, 2011). These, alongside the researcher’s
ontological and epistemological stances, determine the research methodology.
In the following sections, I elaborate on how (and why) I conducted this
research project.

4.1 The ontology and epistemology of entrepreneurship

The assumed ontological and epistemological qualities of the objects of study
determine the methodological approach and design (Danermark et al., 2006).
Entrepreneurship is the focal phenomenon in this thesis. I understand
entrepreneurship as a function of person-situation interactions, which
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involves the creation of value. This view of entrepreneurship reflects a social
constructionist perspective (Berger & Luckman, 1991), which highlights the
intersubjective aspect of entrepreneurship as a phenomenon constructed
through social interactions (Anderson et al., 2012; Lindgren & Packendorff,
2009). Social constructionism’s ontological position maintains that social
reality is inseparable from human beings and the ongoing processes of their
interactions (with people and context), as well as their mutual interpretations
of these interactions (Berger & Luckman, 1991; Lindgren & Packendorff, 2009).
In entrepreneurship research, this implies, for example, that an
entrepreneurial opportunity cannot be dissociated from the individual who
acts on it (Alvarez & Barney, 2007; Dimov, 2011); that entrepreneurship
involves a course of action toward the subjective ends of the entrepreneur
(Packard, 2017) or; that entrepreneurs overcome limitations and generate
value by imagining and reinterpreting objects in their spatial environment as
resources (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Fisher, 2012; Korsgaard et al., 2018).

Essentially, entrepreneurship is a particular state of consciousness and
intentionality. Hence, it has a first-person ontology; consequently, the
epistemological challenge is how to gain access to the first-person perspective
of the entrepreneur (Dimov et al., 2020). The social constructionist position
implies that knowledge about entrepreneurship is produced by the
investigation of how entrepreneurs make sense of their own actions (Lindgren
& Packendorff, 2009). Thus, an interpretivist approach to the study of
entrepreneurship is particularly pertinent to this epistemological stance
(Gaddefors & Anderson, 2019; Leitch et al, 2010; Packard, 2017). The
interpretivist approach maintains that knowledge is subjective, dependent
and value-laden (Tracy, 2013). Moreover, knowledge is created through an
inside understanding and interpretation of the meanings, which individuals
assign to their subjective experiences (Schwandt, 2000). Thus, the process of
knowledge creation involves a two-stage double hermeneutic procedure in
which the researcher interoperates the participants’ account of events and
experiences (Danermark et al., 2006; Jaspersen & Stein, 2019). In the context of
entrepreneurship research, this implies that entrepreneurial actions should be
studied in context and with regards to the entrepreneurs’ motivations and
subjective perception of value (Packard, 2017). This approach is also in line
with the call from Morrison et al., (2010) to those who research small tourism
businesses to apply methodologies that seek to bring an account of reality as
defined by the owner-managers of these firms.

Looking specifically at the unit of analysis in each of the four studies that
comprise this thesis, my endorsement of the social constructionist ontology
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and application of the interpretivist approach become apparent. In Paper I, I
study the generation of product ideas within the entrepreneur—opportunity
framework. The unit of analysis, product ideas, is the embodiment of how
owner-managers of tourism micro-firms respectively: manifest their personal
interests, react to changes in social circumstances, and negotiate meaning with
other actors along the supply chain. In Paper II, the focus is on how tourism
entrepreneurs interpret and interact with local people, nature and culture to
design value propositions out of resources they do not own or control. In
Paper III, the unit of analysis is the relationships an owner-manager of a
tourism micro-firm has with the alters in their ego-network and the essential
functions these relationships fulfil. A particular focus is given to the subjective
meaning the entrepreneurs assign to these relationships. Finally, in Paper IV,
the unit of analysis is firm—customer encounters, which are conceptualised as
interactions in which owner-managers of tourism micro-firms and their
customers negotiate their respective roles in the creation of experiential value
and transfer of knowledge. Common to all four studies is that my focus was
targeted towards how participants, that is, the owner-managers of tourism
micro-firms, make sense of their interactions with other people and the
environment in ways that reflect their subjective ends and beliefs.

Social constructionism and interpretivism are associated with the use of
methods to collect qualitative data in a natural setting and in ways that are
oriented toward exploration and discovery (Creswell, 2007; Denzin & Lincoln,
2000; Patton, 2002). It is an approach that is particularly pertinent to interpret
the meaning of entrepreneurship-related phenomena (Gaddefors & Anderson,
2019). Qualitative methods are also perceived to be especially appropriate for
providing an ‘in-depth’ look into the values, meanings and attitudes that
influence entrepreneurial behaviour in small tourism businesses. (Carmichael
& Morrison, 2011). In the following section, I explain my research approach
and detail the methods I used to collect the empirical data for this research
project.

4.2 Research approach and data collection methods

As entrepreneurship scholars ‘we cannot just talk about entrepreneurs. We need
to talk to entrepreneurs to get at and understand their reasons’ (Dimov et al., 2020,
p-17). This requires an active approach to research, in which the researcher
does not merely document participants' behaviours and statements but
instead engages with participants, and even challenges them, in a discussion
of ends and reasons (ibid). Packard (2017), adds that entrepreneurship
research should 'look through the windshield, and not the mirror, to see what the
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driver sees’ (2017, p.542), meaning that research should focus on
understanding why entrepreneurs act from their forward-looking perspective.
This raises the question of what is it that we actually study when we research
entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship is a multifaceted, complex social
construct (Leitch et al., 2010). Moreover, when we focus on specific aspects
like opportunities or innovation, there is an inherent bias towards a
retrospective focus on success stories (Davidsson, 2015). This means that our
knowledge of entrepreneurship is primarily based on actualised
opportunities and that we are still very much in the dark when it comes to an
understanding of the underlying mechanisms that hinder entrepreneurship.

I subscribe to Packard's (2017) call to seek an ex-ante view of
entrepreneurial processes and appreciate the potential value of interpreting
entrepreneurship as it happens. However, in this research project, my
approach was to engage with tourism entrepreneurs in discussions about
empirically accessible objects, such as products or relationships, from an ex-
post perspective. I found this approach to be effective in learning about
entrepreneurial behaviours in tourism micro-firms as it allowed the
interviewed entrepreneurs to relate to real changes and account for decisions
they made.

As I noted in the introduction to this chapter, the research questions to
each of the four studies emerged out of my active engagement with theory
and context. The studies were conducted successively, meaning that data
were collected specifically for each research in the way I perceived as most
appropriate. The primary data collection method I used in this research
project was interviewing. In-depth interviews are efficient means to source
first-hand-knowledge from people who have directly experienced the
phenomenon of interest, about their understandings, opinions and feelings
(Patton, 2002). Interviewing procedures varied to meet the specific needs of
each study. However, my general interviewing strategy corresponds to what
Patton (2002) calls an interview-guide approach (otherwise commonly
referred to as semi-structured interviews). An interview-guide approach
means that the main topics are specified in advance in an outline form.
However, the sequence and wording of the questions remain flexible to enable
the interview to flow and evolve as a conversation. The preparation for each
interview involved a review of online content from the firms' own websites
and social media pages, tourism-related web platforms and user-generated
content (comments and reviews). Individual interview guides were prepared
according to the background information and knowledge I assembled on each
tourism firm. These guides included details about the firms’ product offerings,
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information as to whom they collaborate with and also about their
involvement in past and current projects.

Overall, I conducted 34 in-depth interviews with owner-managers of 31
different tourism micro-firms (See Table 2 On page 60 for more details).
Whenever possible, interviews were conducted face-to-face at the
participant's location of choice. Such interactions provide richer nonverbal
information (Tracy, 2013), and generally promote an open and confiding
atmosphere. Besides, I used telephone interviews to reach eight, otherwise
unavailable, participants. Interviews were conducted in English or Swedish,
according to participants' preference. All the in-depth interviews were audio-
recorded with the consent of the participants. Following each interview, at the
first possible opportunity, I transcribed my conversation with the participant
and, when necessary, translated it into English. On average, each interview
lasted about 75 minutes.

In the following subsections, I refer to the specific data collection
procedures of each of the four studies and explain how I structured the
interviews according to each study’s particular purpose.

4.2.1 Paper |: Exploring the innovation process of tourism products

Paper I, 'The entrepreneur—opportunity nexus’, was chronologically the first
study I conducted for the purpose of this thesis. As such, my research
approach was exploratory in character. To have a better understanding of the
entrepreneurial process, I decided to focus on the firms' products and more
specifically, on how product ideas came to be and how these products have
evolved over time. While intangible, there are still enough details associated
with tourism products and their history to make them empirically accessible
and a concrete object to which participants can relate. Data for this study were
collected through face-to-face interviews with owner-managers of tourism
micro-firms between January and June 2016. I prepared a specific interview-
guide for each of the ten cases. Social media and blogs were particularly
beneficial as their chronological structure allowed me to identify changes and
follow developments in the firms' operations over time.

The interviews opened with me asking the interviewee to identify the
newest product or latest change in the firms' operation. From that point, I
urged the respondents to take me backwards in time to reveal the knowledge
sources, events and people that inspired the changes and ideas. The purpose
of this backtracking was to deconstruct the process that resulted in the
creation of a new tourism product until its point of inception is revealed. This
approach was inspired by Fuglsang's (2017) process-oriented reflexive
approach to identify critical moments that shaped present experiences.
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Through this approach, I inquired about the studied firms' full range of
products. In total, the innovation processes of forty tourism products were
analysed. In addition, participants were explicitly asked about their
experiences with other tourism actors, stakeholders, and other potential
sources of knowledge.

4.2.2 Paper lI: Conceptualising a resourcing behaviour

Paper II, "Making do’, is first and foremost conceptual in character. However,
the study of tourism entrepreneurs’ resourcing behaviour did involve a
collection and analysis of empirical data. When I, in early 2018, learned about
the entrepreneurial bricolage theory (Baker & Nelson, 2005), I sensed that it
might be pertinent to my research. This understanding was strengthened as I
deepened my familiarity with the bricolage ideas, particularly spatial
bricolage (Korsgaard et al., 2018). My perception was that these ideas could
help me describe and explain the resourcing behaviour of the tourism
entrepreneurs I had been studying. This inspired me to revisit previously
recorded interviews and examine these through the entrepreneurial bricolage
lens. Data from twelve earlier interviews with owner-managers of tourism
micro-firms (related to Paper I and Paper IV), were included in this study
since they were the ones that had been recorded (thus raw data were
accessible) and; they contained sufficient discussion about resources or the
spatial environment they operate in (this was evaluated after carefully
listening to the recorded interviews). To pursue the applicability of the
bricolage framework further, I conducted seven additional interviews in April
and May 2019. These were loosely structured with a set of flexible questions
and probes to stimulate a discussion about the firm's background, products,
customers and the owner-managers' engagement with local people, culture,
and the environment.

4.2.3 Paper lll: Researching the ego-networks of tourism entrepreneurs

If in Paper I was exploratory and Paper II conceptual, then Paper III, which I
relate to as “Alters & Functions’, is methodologically oriented. It was the last
study I conducted for this thesis. Nevertheless, I have been intrigued by the
notion of studying networks in the context of tourism micro-firms ever since
the very early days of my doctoral project. I was motivated by the supposition
that by applying a network perspective, I could propose reasonable
explanations as to how social mechanisms promote changes. My struggle,
hence the delay in pursuing this direction of research, was in working out a
methodological approach that will allow me to both elicit empirical data and
address the meaning and multiplexity of relationships. Tourism network
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studies are predominantly technical (quantitative) and concerned with the
prevalence of links and not with their meaning. In other words, these studies
apply a macro perspective to study network structures objectively and often
focus only on one aspect of relationships (Albrecht, 2013; Baggio, 2017). My
interest was in understanding how network links are utilised and how
tourism micro-firms subjectively perceive the multiple functions of their
network.

I eventually uncovered the approach I should adopt through the so-called
relationalism network perspective (Erikson, 2013; Jaspersen & Stein, 2019) and
an ego-centred analysis (Greve & Salaff, 2003). Such a research approach
allowed me to examine whom tourism entrepreneurs are linked with (alters)
and how they experience the function and content of these ties. New data
were collected during November and December 2019 through semi-
structured interviews with twelve owner-managers of tourism micro-firms.
The design of the interview guide follows the comprehensive guidelines
found in the book ‘Egocentric Network Analysis: Foundations, Methods, and
Models’ (Perry et al., 2018). I collected data using a recall method. That means
that the interviewees (ego) identify the key alters in their networks. I used
three name generators to elicit data: Exchange-based, for ties which fulfil
specific functions (e.g., knowledge transfer or access to resources); Content-
based, for alters with particular attributes (e.g., location or branch) and;
Resource-based, which identifies alters who poses different social resources (e.g.
website-maintenance or legal help). Finally, participants were asked about
their perception of their alters’ networks (horizon) and about what support
they lack in their ego-networks.

During the interviews, the participants and I drew together their network
maps. It is a tool that facilitates the articulation and verification of network
data (Jaspersen & Stein, 2019). I used a template, in which the ego (firm) is in
the middle of the map, surrounded by empty boxes. When an interviewee
mentioned a name in our conversation, we discussed whether or not that
person should be added to the map (thus, represent a significant alter).

4.2.4 Paper IV: Observing firm—customer encounters

I collected data for Paper IV, "The customer journey’, between July and October
2017. From my work on the previous study 'The entrepreneur—opportunity
nexus’, I learned that, for tourism micro-firms, customers are an untapped
knowledge source. Subsequently, I was interested in determining when and
how tourism firms can possibly source knowledge from their customers. This
research was designed as a single case study (Siggelkow, 2007), which I
carried out in close interaction with the studied firm's employees and owner-
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manager. Unlike, the other three studies that compose this thesis, here, I opted
for unmediated access to the phenomenon of interest. Thus, my analysis is
mostly based on data collected through participant observations of firm—
customer encounters.

For this study, I developed a framework, which conceptualises the
customer journey (experience with the firm) as a process of three consecutive
phases distinguished by their respective position vis-a-vis the experience, and
by whether the firm and customer are co-situated or not. The customer
journey comprises of a prospective phase (ex-situ, pre-experience); an active
phase (in-situ pre- and post-experience); and a reflective phase (ex-situ, post-
experience). The framework also accounts for how customer value is
generated in each of the three phases. The customer journey framework is
illustrated as a model in Figure 5. I collected data about each phase of the
journey separately, using what I perceived as the most appropriate method.

Reflective
Ex-situ post-experience

Active
In-situ pre-experience
Experience
In-situ post-experience

Prospective
Pre-purchase
Booking / purchase

Post-purchase / pre-experience ex-
situ

Anricipation: Expectations and Realisation: participation
imagination

Phase

Value
creation

Recollection: satisfaction,
nostalgic reinterpretation and self-
image.

Figure 5. The customer journey framework (Yachin, 2018)

I first collected data about firm—customer encounters during the active
phase using participant observations. It is a method that covers actions in real-
time and seeks to understand interpersonal behaviours (Yin, 2014). I took part,
as a customer, in four guided day-tours with a nature-based tourism micro-
firm. I introduced myself to the guides and other participants as a tourism
researcher, even though my research objective remained undisclosed. As a
moderate participant (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2010), I was primarily an observer,
although, I occasionally interacted with the guides and other participants. I
focused on guide-participant interactions and was especially attentive to the
information that customers communicated (verbally and nonverbally) and
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how the guides constructed the experience-scape, reacted to cues, and
facilitated communication. My prior work experience as a tour guide helped
me to 'read' the customers and understand the guides' actions. During the
tours, I took field notes whenever it was possible. After the tours, I stayed
with the guides for informal conversations that lasted approximately twenty
minutes. I was particularly interested to know how the guides experienced
the tour and whether they had learned something new or done anything
differently. The following morning, I wrote a chronological description of the
tour and my observations.

Next, I met with the owner-manager of the firm at his house, where he
conducts all his office work. Our meeting lasted nearly four hours. At this
point, my research interest and objectives were explicit. The first part of our
meeting was an interview, in which we engaged in a reflexive discussion
revolving around my observations and his experience of learning from
customers. Then, in the second part of our meeting, the focus shifted to
collecting data about the prospective and reflective phases of the journey.
Here, again, I used the participant observation method, albeit from an active
stance (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2010), meaning that as the firm’s owner-manager
was processing booking inquiries and evaluation forms and replying to
customers' emails, he interpreted his actions and thoughts to me, thus,
providing me with an inside look at the process. Finally, to complete the data
collection about the reflective phase of the customer journey, I analysed user-
generated content in the form of all English and Swedish TripAdvisor reviews
(n=24) of the firm's tours that were posted between June and September 2017.

4.2.5 Participant selection

All studied firms were purposely selected in typical case sampling (Patton,
2002). My interest was in studying businesses, whose primary value
proposition has a stark ‘rural” character (functional relationship to nature and
tradition) typical to Swedish tourism. Likewise, selected firms had to comply
with the European Commission’s (2014) definition of a micro-firm (fewer than
ten employees and turnover under two million euro) and; to be located in
Dalarna or at a neighbouring county within a short distance from Dalarna. I
selected participants out of different tourism web-directories but also from
the actors I encountered in various activities (such as business development
courses and industry conventions). Further, I also used a snow-ball technique,
which means that participants recommended additional suitable candidates
to be interviewed. Overall, data were collected from 31 different tourism
micro-firms. Some of these firms participated in more than one of my studies
but none in more than three. My familiarity with the businesses I was
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researching made it possible for me to estimate which of them would be
suitable sources of knowledge for the purpose of each study. Notably, the firm,
which I focused on in Paper IV, was purposely selected because its owner-
manager has explicitly stated that he actively tries to learn from customers.

While the studied firms are Swedish, work within the tourism sector and
are micro-sized, it is noteworthy that they are not homogenous. Some
businesses focus only on hospitality (accommodation and food), others only
on activities, and some offer a mixture of the two. Product offerings vary and
represent multiple dimensions of Sweden’s countryside. Nature, of course, is
prominent. Nature-based activities constitute a substantial share of the value
propositions. As a customer of the studied firms, one can go wildlife-watching,
dogsledding, wolf-tracking, horseback riding, kayaking, rafting, fishing,
extreme hiking, rail trolly cycling, mountain biking and more. Those who visit
the studied firms can stay in a wooden cabin on a tiny private island, in an
old village school, in a seventeenth-century manor house, a former prison, in
a camping site, a glamping tent, a farm or even in a charcoal hut. Those who
wish can learn to photograph wild animals, cook outside in nature, pick
mushrooms and berries, develop their wilderness survival skills, learn about
the rural industrial heritage, about geology, butterflies, bears or trees. There
is much to see and plenty to experience.

Furthermore, participants vary in their background and experience. Some
of the interviewed owner-managers come from families with a long history in
the locality where they operate. Others moved from urban areas to the
Swedish countryside as a lifechanging event; eight owner-managers have
even migrated from other European countries. Some owner-managers have
worked with tourism before starting their own operation, others have been,
at most, tourists themselves. There is also some great variety in the number of
years in the business. More than twenty years separate the foundation of the
‘oldest” firm in 1998 and of the 'youngest' as recent as 2019. Knowledge and
awareness of this heterogeneity are essential to be able to understand the
findings in context. Nevertheless, it is important to stress that this thesis has
not investigated questions concerning the demographic characteristics of the
tourism entrepreneurs (who they are) nor has it assessed their individual
cognitive capacities or creativity.

Table 2 accounts for the 31 tourism micro-firms that I studied. The table
details the following: the firms’ core product; when it was established (Est.);
who works in the firm; how many years the owner-manager has been living
in the locality and; the paper(s) that correspond to each of the firms.
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Table 2. Studied firms

Core products Est. Who works in the firm Years in locality Paper
Wildlife-watching; Guided tours 2012 OM; Local teen-agers (PT); Local woman (PT) 35 1,2
Wildlife safaris 2003 OM; Guides 2(FT); 4(PT) Since childhood 1;2;4
B&B in a farmhouse; Fishing camp 1998 OM; Spouse (PT) Since childhood 1;2
A private lakeside farmhouse 2004 OMs; Cleaner (PT) 27 1,2
Hotel & restaurant 2008* OMs; Cleaner (PT) 11 1;2
Guided tours for families 2013 OM; Guides (PT) Since childhood 1;2
B&B in an old manor house 2015 OM; Family 4 members (PT) 6 1,2
Bear tours 2000 OMs; Practitioner (PT) 20" 1,2
B&B in an old school; Activities 2012 OMs; Local woman (FT) 8 1;2
Cabin rentals, nature-based activities 2012* OM; Family members 4 (FT); Guides (PT) 20 1
Wildlife-watching; B&B in an old school 2008 OM; Spouse (FT); Local woman (PT) 20" 2
Forest walks and summer farm tours 2013 OM; Spouse (PT) Since childhood 2
B&B in an old school 2012 OM; Spouse (PT) 6 2
Rural Swedish experiences; Kayak tours 2015 OM; Guides (PT) 18 2
Guided fishing 2015 OM; Son (PT) 14 2
Rail-trolley cycling; Hiking 2007* OM; Mother (FT); Father (PT); Practitioner (PT) 12 2
Wildlife safaris; Kayak tours 2003 OM; Spouse (FT) Since childhood 2
Camping site 2016* OMs Since childhood 2
B&B in an old prison 2000 OM; Workers 3 (FT) 19 2
Guided fishing tours 2018 oM Since childhood 3
Local museum & guided tours 2013 OMs Since childhood 3
Camping site 2019* OM; Sister (FT) Since childhood 3
Dog Sledding tours 2017 OMs Since childhood 3
Guided nature tours 2014 OoM 2012 3
Fly-fishing in a private lake 2003 OM; Guide 1(PT) Since childhood 3
Countryside retreat 2017 OMs 3 3
Extreme hiking 2015 oM 10 3
Rafting 2016 OMs; Guides (PT) 30 3
Cabin-rental in a national park 2017 OMs 2 3
Dalecarlian cottages & Spa 2006 OMs; Worker 1 (FT) 15 3
B&B on a farm 2015 OMs 5 3

Notes: Current owner; **non-Swedish; OM (owner-manager); OMs (two owner-managers); FT (Full-

time); PT (Part-time)
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Geographically speaking, 300 kilometres (air distance) separate the
southern-most firm from the one in Dalarna’s north-western tip, right on the
border with Norway. Twenty-five of the studied firms are located in Dalarna
itself, and the remaining six are located in one of the neighbouring counties,
but within 50 kilometres from Dalarna’s county borders. These firms were
included in this thesis since they offer services and products that are in line
with those typical for Dalarna and cater to similar markets. The map below
(Figure 6) shows the locations of the studied firms and illustrates my data
collection journeys in the past five years.
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Figure 6. Location of studied firms
4.2.6 Ethical considerations in data collection and use

Without the candid and voluntary participation of the owner-managers of
these 31 tourism micro-firms, this thesis would never have been possible.
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These individuals have my utmost appreciation, and I would never risk or act
against their interests. All participants agreed to be interviewed, gave their
consent to be audio-recorded and could decide the interview means, language,
date, place, and time. Before each interview, I thoroughly explained to each
one of them the research topic, the context of my doctoral thesis and went
through the data collection, processing, and analysis processes. Likewise, I
explained to these participants the process of academic publishing in order to
convey to them an understanding of the identity of the likely readers of the
future articles and the thesis itself.

Regarding the data collection for the active phase in Paper IV, ethical
research practices were maintained during my participant observations, by
informing all participants of my role as a researcher and taking measures to
ensure participants’ privacy was not disturbed. During the data processing
phase, participants received identification numbers and pseudonyms. All
identifying details were removed from all texts to ensure the participants’
anonymity.

4.3 Data analysis

In research, analysis is the 'magical' movement from data to knowledge. It is
a demanding process, in which the researcher turns raw data into a coherent
and trustworthy 'story' (Linneberg & Korsgaard, 2019). In making sense of
this process, Ackoff's (1989) 'wisdom hierarchy' comes in handy. It is a model
that explains the relational connection between data, information, knowledge,
and wisdom. At the bottom of the pyramid, data does not have meaning in
itself, but rather it is only a representation of objects and events. Information,
in turn, is organised data. It is manifested in descriptions and addresses
questions of 'who', 'what', 'when' and 'how many'. Next, the transformation
from information to knowledge involves understanding patterns. It is the
application of intelligence, experience, and skills on the information at hand
to provide instructions and explanations. Finally, transcending from
knowledge to wisdom involves understanding principles in ways that allow
the application of knowledge produced in one domain in a new context
(Bellinger et al., 2004; Rowley, 2007).

My approach to the data analysis conforms to what is known as abduction.
Abduction was conceptualised by the American philosopher Charles S. Peirce
(1839-1914), to describe a logic that is somewhat of a combination between the
deductive and inductive approaches (Douven; 2017). While deduction is
concerned with theory validation or falsification and induction aspires to
theory generation, abduction aims at theory development (Dubois & Gadde,
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2002). It is ‘an inference from a body of data to an explaining hypothesis’ (Burks,
1946, p.301). Abduction involves the interpretation of a phenomenon from a
set of concepts. It differs from deduction in that the conclusion is not given in
the hypothesis but rather evolves from a continuous interplay between data
and theory (Danermark et al., 2006). Abduction is particularly useful in
guiding interpretative processes as it encourages an imaginative rethinking of
theories in ways that illuminate observed events and connections (Alvesson
& Karreman, 2007).

Data analysis comprises the transformation of the empirical material from
data to information (coding) and from information to knowledge
(interpretation). Coding relates to breaking the data into manageable bits and
organising it by themes, so it is readily accessible for interpretation (Leitch et
al., 2010; Linneberg & Korsgaard, 2019). An abductive approach to coding
means that the researcher reads the data through a specific theoretical lens
and by being attentive to passages of text that relate to conceptual ideas of
existing theories; while at the same time leaving sufficient room for themes to
emerge organically from the data (Linneberg & Korsgaard, 2019).

My coding of the transcribed interviews was characterised by moving back
and forth between data and theory; organising and re-organising extracted
passages of text according to different conceptual ideas concurrently as I
sought to adjust these ideas in ways that are truer to the data. Typically, the
transcribed interviews amounted to a rather large body of textual data, and
the coding process varied in each of the four studies to serve the specific
research question and design. For instance, in the exploratory 'The
entrepreneur—opportunity nexus’ (Paper I), the coding process was most
inductive in character, and it involved the generation of a relatively large
number of themes from the data. This was reduced through multiple rounds
of coding. In contrast, for 'Making do’ (Paper II), I organised that data
according to eight themes, seven of which were merely slightly modified from
the bricolage theory, and the eighth theme emerged from the data. In practice,
I'mostly used the Word and Excel office software for the coding process. Only
in Paper III, I chose to use the designated qualitative data analysis software
ATLAS.ti, which admittedly helped to make the data more accessible and
retrievable.

The organisation of data into information is often manifested in the results
section of academic works, where the researchers describe what they found.
The next challenging task is to organise these findings into a coherent
argument that links theory, data, and context. This process of interpretation,
transforming information into knowledge, is often presented in the discussion
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section of academic work. Its purpose, as I understand it, is to articulate
adequate explanations to the investigated phenomena in ways that promote
theoretical advancements. Critical in this phase, is to challenge the proposed
explanations in ways that demand the inspection of possible alternative ways
of organising the data in relation to the theoretical framework.

Finally, to reach the pinnacle of the wisdom hierarchy, one must transcend
from knowledge to wisdom. I understand this movement as abstraction, ‘the
outcome of a thought operation whereby a certain aspect of a concrete object is isolated’
(Danermark et al., 2006, p.205). Hence, abstraction involves extracting the
essence of the phenomenon from its context and conceptualising it in a way
that makes it possible to apply it in a different context. In studies I, Ill and 1V,
I used conceptual models to present the abstracted essence of the
phenomenon; these are available in detail in the annexed articles. Abstraction
is an essential means of enhancing the transferability of the research findings.
It is noteworthy that transferability is particularly pertinent to abduction,
where the validity of conclusions might be difficult to assess (Danermark et
al., 2006).

4.3.1 Rigour and trustworthiness

Qualitative research in general and a social constructionist stance, in
particular, are sometimes accused of enabling an ‘anything goes” approach to
science (Baxter & Eyes, 1997; Leitch et al., 2010; Lindgren & Packendorff, 2007).
The reason for this unjust accusation is that, in contrast to the realms of
positivist quantitative research, in qualitative inquiry, there are no immediate
standards or criteria for research rigour (Baxter & Eyes, 1997). No statistical
test can account for the validity of a participant’s subjective experience.

To address this challenge of ensuring trustworthiness in qualitative
research, scholars often discuss research quality in terms of confirmability,
credibility, transferability, and dependability (Baxter & Eyes, 1997). These
terms relate to the degree to which the findings could be confirmed by others
(confirmability); the degree to which the data, and how they were processed,
could be regarded as an authentic representation of the observed
phenomenon (credibility); the degree to which the researcher assures
consistency in interpretation (dependability) and; the degree in which the
research findings could be meaningfully applicable to other contexts
(transferability). The latter, transferability, will be determined by whether
other scholars find my explanations adequate and inspiring. Otherwise, I
believe that in my account of this research project’'s methodological
procedures, I sufficiently addressed these issues. Furthermore, the four
studies that comprise this thesis have been successfully peer-reviewed by
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referees for high-ranked academic journals. Nevertheless, in my perspective,
what the trustworthiness of research boils down to is the researcher’s sincerity,
integrity and craftsmanship.

Leitch, Hill and Harrison (2010), argue that the quality and rigour of
interpretivist research is manifested through a multidimensional process of
validation that runs throughout the research process. These authors provide
to guide a interpretivist research of
entrepreneurship. I subscribe to the suggested framework and present it in

a framework trustworthy

Table 3 below.

Table 3.Guidelines for a trustworthy interpretivist research. Adapted from Leitch et al., (2010)

Research Design
and Data Collection

Analysis

Interpretation

Ethical validation

Maintain a moral
stance

Practical relevance to
research aim

Stimulate dialogue
and keep open to
emergent issues

Promote an equitable
process

Give voice to
participants

Faithful and critical
of the data

Generative potential
Transforms actions

Addresses ‘so what’
question

Substantive
validation

Acknowledge
intersubjectivity

Self-reflexivity

Address popular &

Articulate the
process of analysis

Present
disconfirming cases

Self-reflexivity

Evidence of
conceptual
development

personal Theoretical candour  Production of
understandings and meanings and
paradigms knowledge
Process
transparency
Researcher quality Characteristics & Personal Craftwork
attributes involvement
Quality of Indicators of Visibility of Rhetoric &
research credibility researcher work persuasion

moral stance and
purpose of research




4.3.2 Methodological limitations

‘To a researcher, the construct of opportunity poses the unbearable combination of
being theoretically exciting and empirically elusive’ (Dimov, 2011, p.59). Here
Dimov relates specifically to entrepreneurial opportunities; nevertheless, this
quote echoes the methodological challenges 1 experienced in studying
complex behaviours such as innovating, knowledge sourcing, utilising social
networks and the perceiving objects as resources. The literature categorically
acknowledges these behaviours as essential compartments of
entrepreneurship, yet in the core of these behaviours are abstract constructs,
which scholars, let alone, research participants, might understand and define
in different ways. Earlier in this chapter, I argued for the value of studying
entrepreneurship from an interpretivist stance and through in-depth
interviewing that inquire about past and present events. I stand by this claim
even though I acknowledge that the other side of the same coin means that
my analysis is based on owner-managers’ subjective perceptions of complex
and abstract constructs, at a specific moment in time. Participants are limited
in their capacity to perceive the whole picture, recollect all critical details and
provide an accurate account of the events as they occurred.

Further methodological limitations relate to available means. Qualitative
data collection methods, such as interviewing, and participant observation,
are time costly. I collected all the data for this research project by myself,
which might have limited the amount of data I could collect and analyse.
Nevertheless, in each of the four studies, I collected data until I assessed that
further data would add little value to the analysis. Finally, I wish to emphasise
that in this research project, I did not study the entrepreneurs’ cognitive
capabilities (such as learning ability or creativity) or demographic
characteristics (e.g., gender or origin). While these are essential in
entrepreneurship and affect the owner-managers ability to create value, the
focus of this thesis is on How entrepreneurs act and not Who the entrepreneurs
are.
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5 Research findings and contribution

This chapter accounts for the findings of the four papers that comprise this
thesis. As I have already presented the theoretical underpinnings and
methodology in previous chapters, here my purpose is to communicate, in a
concise form, the findings that are most pertinent to answer this dissertation’s
research questions. For each paper, I also note its point of departure and
contribution as a stand-alone study. For an account of the papers” publishing
details and other information, see table 1 on page 26.

5.1 Paper |

The entrepreneur-opportunity nexus: discovering the forces that
promote product innovations in rural micro-tourism firms

Various observers describe product innovations as crucial for a small tourism
firm’s competitiveness (Clausen & Madsen, 2014; Hjalager, 2010; Williams,
2014). There appears to be a consensus among policymakers, consultants, and
researchers that firms need to be innovative to survive and succeed.
Presumably, the concept of product innovation is intuitively associated with
ground-breaking technological inventions; however, in the context of tourism
micro-firms, product innovations relates to new or improved value
propositions. Nevertheless, new product development is a significant aspect
of tourism entrepreneurship. In Paper I, I was particularly interested in
learning about the start of this process. The aim of this paper was fo investigate
what sets in motion the process that results in product innovations in rural tourism
micro-firms. 1 conceptualised this point of inception as the entrepreneur—
opportunity nexus. This has enabled me to apply the opportunity-based
perspective on entrepreneurship (Ardichvili et al.,, 2003; Eckhardt & Shane,
2010; Ramoglou & Tsang, 2016; Shane & Venkatarman, 2000) as a theoretical
framework, within which I analysed the innovation process of forty tourism
products.

Entrepreneurial opportunities are heterogeneous and could be
conceptualised along a continuum that ranges between those that exist
independently and those that are solely created by entrepreneurs (Alsos &
Kaikkonen, 2004). Nevertheless, from the analysis, it became apparent that
any investigation of entrepreneurial opportunities must consider the
entrepreneur; since it is the entrepreneur’s subjective perception of a set of
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circumstances that makes it an opportunity. Hence, this led to my focus on
the entrepreneur-opportunity nexus. I conceptualise the formation of this
nexus in terms of ‘forces’” and suggest that in the context of tourism micro-
firms in rural areas, there are three main forces at play: Internal, Supply chain
dynamics and Reaction to change in circumstances.

The findings indicate that the entrepreneur’s subjective experiences play
an essential role in setting the innovation process in motion. The most
prominent ‘force’ in promoting tourism product innovations were the owner-
managers themselves. Within the category, which I labelled Internal forces,
belong product ideas that reflect the owner-managers’ lifestyle motivations
and personal interests. The internal forces category was further divided into
three subcategories. The first, Vision, includes the studied firm’s core value
propositions, which are those that constitute the entrepreneurs’ initial
business idea. Products in this category, such as the different nature-based
tours and other activities that are based on local people’s specialities,
demonstrate how entrepreneurs engage with their environment and imagine
local resources as tourism experiences. Further, in the internal force category,
are Evolution and Interest. The former consists of products that are the result
of consistent incremental changes and adaptation to customer needs and
wishes (e.g. particular type of accommodation or other amenities). Products
in this category reflect how owner-managers of tourism micro-firms ‘live the
operation’ and are highly involved in all aspects of the firm. The latter, Interest,
includes products which were developed when the entrepreneur had
acquired a new hobby or personal interest such as gardening or wilderness
survival skills.

The second identified force is Supply chain dynamics. Products in this group
result from interactions of the firms’ owner-managers with other actors who
are involved in making their services available for customers. This is a
manifestation of entrepreneurship as explained by Kirzner’s (1997) notion of
equilibrating tendencies. This means that through casual conversations, day-
to-day encounters or direct inquiries, the entrepreneurs became aware of
available resources (e.g., kayaks that no one uses) or unmet demand (e.g.,
interest in nature photography or wilderness themed tours), which they
translate into product ideas. In the findings, international tour operators were
the most prominent actors in promoting product innovations. Tour operators
are often larger businesses with professional experience and knowledge of
their customers’ needs and up-and-coming trends. Typically, the innovation
process started when a tour operator inquired whether the entrepreneur
could meet specific demand (e.g. multi-day tours, explore a new area or a new
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target market). Similarly, destination management organisations possess
knowledge and information about trends, needs and available resources that
can promote product innovations. Other examples from the data illustrate
how new tourism products result from inquiries of other tourism businesses
who look to supplement their value propositions with, for example,
accommodation. Finally, end customers are also a vital part of the tourism
supply chain whose inquiries about, for example, the possibility to witness
the black grouse lekking (courtship display), promoted the development of
new tourism products. Notably, the customers’ role as a source of knowledge
was much lower than anticipated, considering the important role attributed
to tourists as drivers for innovation in the literature (Clausen & Madsen, 2014;
Hall & Williams, 2008; Williams, 2014).

Tourism micro-firms operate in dynamic environments where
circumstances change continuously; resources become available for purchase
or use, collaboration possibilities arise and new information surfaces. The
entrepreneurs’ reaction to such changes has set in motion the innovation
process of products that belong to the third group, Reaction to circumstances.
Here, there is an element of serendipity to the formation of the entrepreneur—
opportunity nexus, where new valuable information arrives, unexpectedly,
from actors in the entrepreneur’s social network who are not necessarily part
of the supply chain. Changes in circumstances could also mean that the
entrepreneur has now the possibility to take advantage of an opportunity they
were already aware of and put it into action. Typically, owner-managers of
small-scale tourism operations do not lack product ideas but rather the means
to develop them (Eriksen, 2015). In my study, entrepreneurs perceived the
lack of time as the most significant barrier to capitalise on opportunities.
Participants also noted that due to lack of practical know-how and available
labour, mundane tasks like bookkeeping, web maintenance and other daily
tasks exhaust much of their available time and resources.

The findings demonstrate how personal values and interests are major
driving forces in lifestyle entrepreneurship. Furthermore, the findings
illustrate tourism entrepreneurship as an incremental process that is evolving
through adaptation to circumstances, reaction to changes and interactions
with other actors in their social networks and along the supply chain. As a
stand-alone article, the ‘Entrepreneur—Opportunity nexus” also contributes to
the tourism innovation literature. The article’s focus on the beginning of the
innovation process, alongside the theoretical and methodological approaches,
set it aside from most tourism innovation studies. The article also carries
potential practical relevance as the findings of this study should encourage
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tourism entrepreneurs to invest in exploring their supply value chain, regard
tourists as sources of knowledge and be attentive to changes in circumstances.

Paper I was my first empirical investigation of tourism micro-firms.
Accordingly, I chose to focus on the beginning of the entrepreneurship
process, conceptualised as the Entrepreneur-Opportunity nexus. In hindsight,
the categories of promoting forces should be taken with a pinch of salt; they
represent the best way I could come up with, at the time to organise and
present the findings. Nevertheless, the study of products (which are
empirically accessible), and the backtracking inquiry technique (detailed in
the methodology chapter), provided me with an extensive close look into the
operations of tourism micro-firms, which has been immensely valuable for
the development of this thesis. Particularly, three insights that emerged out of
Paper I struck me as crucial to my understanding of tourism micro-firms’
entrepreneurship. The first is the notion that a substantial part of the value
propositions offered by tourism micro-firms are based on resources they do
not actually own or control (such as nature and culture). Consequently, their
resourcing behaviour is directly linked to the entrepreneur’s interaction with
their spatial environment. The second insight was that for tourism micro-
firms, networks constitute a potential to pursue opportunities and
compensate for the lack of resources and missing skills. Thus, further
investigation of how owner-managers of tourism micro-firms utilise their
ego-networks is needed. The third notion was that for tourism micro-firms,
customers are a readily accessible and highly important knowledge source
that for the most part, remains unutilised. These insights inspired me to
pursue further research, which became the three other papers that make up
this thesis.

5.2 Paper i

“Making do” in rural tourism: the resourcing behaviour of tourism
micro-firms

Paper II deals with the resourcing behaviour of rural tourism micro-firms.
Resource mobilisation is a fundamental aspect of entrepreneurship, which
refers to the processes whereby entrepreneurs obtain the resources used to
create value (Clough et al, 2019). Rural tourism is grounded in the
characteristic features of the countryside (Pesonen et al, 2013). Nature,
scenery, culture and rural ambience are the core resources out of which
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entrepreneurs develop tourism value propositions. Typically, these resources
are beyond the control or ownership of the entrepreneurs. This is especially
noticeable in Sweden, where the right of public access allows businesses to
carry recreation activities on land owned by others (Sandell & Fredman, 2010).
Hence in the context of rural tourism in Sweden, resource mobilisation does
not necessarily entail resource acquisition, but rather it is a complex
phenomenon that is carried through the entrepreneur’s engagement with
their spatial environment.

In Paper II, the entrepreneurial bricolage framework is employed to
illustrate how rural micro-firms interact with their environment to design
tourism value propositions. The findings of the empirical inquiry are
presented through the distinct behaviours of entrepreneurial (Baker & Nelson,
2005), and spatial bricolage (Korsgaard et al., 2018). The essence of
entrepreneurial bricolage is Making do. This behaviour refers to the creative
use of resources that are available for free or inexpensively for new purposes.
As articulated by one owner-manager, it is about ‘see what is around and who is
around and try to make something out of it’. The findings suggest that at least in
the Swedish context, nature is the principal resource for rural tourism. Typical
Swedish rural tourism experiences (such as hiking, kayaking and wildlife-
watching), exhibit how, by the right of public access, entrepreneurs create
value out of their spatial environment. Making do is also manifested in the
transformation of old buildings, such as small village schools and a disused
train station into lodging facilities and tourism attractions. Furthermore,
Making do also involves creating value out of the intangible aspects of the
countryside. Some of the interviewed entrepreneurs noted that their products
are about ‘the special feeling you get here” or ‘the interactions with local people and
seeing a different way of rural living’.

Another aspect of the entrepreneurs” resourcing behaviour is
conceptualised as a Bias towards action and improvisation. Examples from the
data illustrate how, given the relatively little financial risk involved in
utilising common resources, activity-based businesses engage in a trial-and-
error strategy; in which they regularly design new experiences and change
their existing products in response to the circumstances and new perceived
opportunities. Typical for tourism entrepreneurs is that acting on these
perceived opportunities means doing things differently. Owner-managers of
small tourism businesses characteristically exhibit business practices and
lifestyle decisions that divert away from the norm (e.g., turning a hobby into
a vocation, migrating to remote areas or ‘staying within the fence’).
Specifically, the use of local features in ways that defy common practices
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could create tensions between the entrepreneur and the local community. So
was the case for two different owner-managers who tried to transform wolves,
one of Sweden'’s ‘big five’ and a loaded political question in rural parts, into a
tourism attraction. Both experienced conflicts because of their attempts. For
entrepreneurs, whose operation is grounded in the use of common local
resources, this is a major concern. Thus, Community involvement, a behaviour
that enhances local peoples’ association with the tourism operation is crucial
to secure the long-term use of local common resources. Examples from the
findings include different local informal collaborations that are based on trust
and reciprocity. These give-and-take relationships facilitate access to
resources but also provide support and a sense of fellowship. Another
important aspect of Community involvement is Local sourcing. Many of the
studied firms rely heavily on local suppliers for food, drinks and other
services. Their inclination to shop locally is part of their identity, and it reflects
their values and a strong appreciation of the place and its people.

The entrepreneurs’ embeddedness in the community is central to their
ability to access and use local resources that are beyond their control.
Concurrently, community involvement and local resourcing enhance the
extent of their ties into the local social structure. There is an interdependence
and mutually reinforcing dynamic between embeddedness and spatial
bricolage. However, there is also a presumed adverse aspect to embeddedness
as social acceptance might refrain entrepreneurs from acting on opportunities
in fear of challenging local conventions. Thus, there is also a potential tension
between embeddedness and spatial bricolage. Particularly, in rural areas that
tend to be more traditional, ‘doing things differently’ could weaken the
entrepreneur's local social ties. In this regard, the findings suggest that the
support of actors in power positions, such as public offices or development
organisations, are a source of confidence for entrepreneurs. Such support
provides a necessary validation which establishes the entrepreneurs’ right to
utilise local resources and helps to reduce the uncertainties associated with
dependence on resources owned by others (e.g., facing situations of
infrastructure decay, deforestation, or blocked roads). Validation is also
achieved through Resource transfer. This behaviour relates to the processes by
which entrepreneurs and other stakeholders agree on the deployment and
governance of resources. Unique for the case of rural tourism is that Resource
transfer does not mean that the entrepreneurs gain control over resources;
instead, it is about them assuming responsibility for the resources they use.
Resource transfer is grounded in the entrepreneurs’ commitment to ensuring
their activities do not harm the resources or disturb other stakeholders.
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Moreover, although that by the right of public access it is permitted to operate
on others’ land without asking for permission, in their actions, the
entrepreneurs exhibit nothing but the utmost respect for the environment and
all other stakeholders. Notably, those entrepreneurs, who failed to establish a
reciprocal relationship with the local community and other stakeholders,
expressed a reluctance to make long-term plans or invest in expanding their
operation.

Paper II's findings portray a resourcing behaviour that is manifested in the
extensive and intentional use of local resources to create value propositions.
The possibility to utilise resources that are beyond their control or ownership
is enhanced by the entrepreneurs’ sincere respect for their spatial
environment and the local community. The locality constitutes a fundamental
part of rural tourism businesses; their activities could not take place elsewhere
without significantly alternating their character. Furthermore, the findings
corroborate that the values of tourism lifestyle entrepreneurs (such as
environmental and social awareness), dictate their business decisions and
promote sustainable practices. Concurrently, the use of common resources for
commercial purposes can bring about tensions, which can be mitigated by
actors in official positions and agreements between the different stakeholders.
In Sweden, for example, this means addressing the ambiguity of the right of
public access in ways that formalise agreements between landowners and
tourism entrepreneurs.

The most meaningful contribution of Paper II to this thesis, but also as a
stand-alone article, is the application of the entrepreneurial bricolage
framework in a tourism context. Tourism entrepreneurship literature is a
growing field, yet it generally lacks theoretical underpinnings and linkages to
contemporary ideas (Solvoll et al., 2015; Power et al., 2017). Mainly, the notion
of spatial bricolage adequately describes and explains the modus operandi of
tourism entrepreneurs in ways that can inspire further research.

5.3 Paper lll

Alters & functions: exploring the ego-networks of tourism micro-firms

Paper III departs from the proposition that for tourism entrepreneurs, the
knowledge and resources embedded in their ego-networks are crucial in
terms of their ability to pursue opportunities and compensate for lack of
resources, missing skills, and relevant education. This study was set to
explore who are the significant alters in the ego-network of a tourism micro-
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firm, what functions do these alters fulfil, and what meanings the
entrepreneurs assign to these relationships.

During the interviews, the entrepreneurs singled out the people and
organisations who are significant to their operation. The results were
processed into a block-model that visualises an abstract image of the ego-
network of a tourism micro-firm in rural Sweden (Figure 7). The network is
composed of the ego, a tourism micro-firm, its alters and the relationships
between the two. The identified alters are grouped according to the attribute
that was most relevant for the function they fulfil. This process generated
eleven alter ‘types’: (1) Local tourism firms; (2) DMO; (3) Tour operators —
including travel agencies; (4) Interest-based community — a collection of private
people, businesses and associations who are connected on account of their
enthusiasm for a common specialised subject; (5) Friends — this group relates
to actors with whom the ego’s relationship does not derive from their
functionality or attributes; (6) Inner circle — the ego’s closest friends and family
members; (7) Local actors — including people, businesses and associations (non-
tourism-related) in the ego’s vicinity; (8) Accountant ; (9) Resource owners —
private, public or commercial owners of land or any other fundamental
resource for the firm’s activity; (10) Public bodies; and (11) Consultants —
professionals who provide expert advice, especially concerning business
start-up. In the model, blue actors (dark) are those associated with the tourism
sector; otherwise, actors are coloured in orange (light). Furthermore, the alters
place in the network reflects their physical distance from the ego. Alters who
link the ego to external actors and network are marked in the model as brokers
(ringed). Finally, the thickness of the ties (edges) in the model expresses the
number of functions associated with the alters.

The identified alters fulfil a comprehensive set of functions that are
perceived as essential for the firms’ survival and capacity to pursue
opportunities. The analysis of the data proposes nine functions. Table 4
accounts for these, notes which alters are associated with each function (see
alter numbers above) and provides quotes from the data for illustration.
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Figure 7. Tourism micro-firm ego-network block-model. Source: Yachin (2020)

The block-model (Figure 7) and Table 4 portray an image of an owner-
manager’s ego-network. This network comprises of the ties through which the
entrepreneurs gain the knowledge, resources and support they need. It
appears that owner-managers of tourism-micro-firms rely heavily on existing
relationships with alters in their milieu for multiple purposes. When the
entrepreneurs experience a need, for example, to find personnel, renew their
website or take a business decision, they do not form new relationships but
rather seek solutions in their immediate environment.

Furthermore, most of the entrepreneurs’ relationships are multiplex;
meaning that the entrepreneurs use the same contacts for different purposes.
Friends, family, and neighbours double, for example, as business advisors,
temporary workers, and suppliers. This practice helps to reduce costs.
However, more than just that, this inclination demonstrates the entrepreneurs’
preference to interact with those who ‘know them’ and understand their
viewpoint. Similarly, in more formal relationships, with the likes of tour
operators, service providers or destination managers, it is personal
compatibility, and not potential profit, that is key toward forming long-lasting
collaborations.

75



Table 4. Functions of the alters in a tourism micro-firm ego network. Adapted from Yachin (2020)

Function Involves Example quote Associated
alters
Knowledge The alter is a source of We have friends that run a hotel close 1,2,4,5,7
transfer knowledge (including local; by; we talk all the time. It is about little 10,11
tourism-related; expertise; things. Like bed linen, | ask them all
business know-how; that sort of practical questions, where
information). Also relates to the to buy and how to treat. We are good
exchange of experiences and in strategic thinking and all but miss
providing inspiration. on that sort of knowledge.
Sounding Testing ideas and receiving For example, about this new idea, we 1,2,4,5,6,7
board advice, feedback and first spoke with Teresa from Visit 8,11
consultancy. Dalarna; just to get a feeling if we are
in the right direction, to know if it is
something to invest in.
Collaborations  Working together to enhance | have close collaborations with the 1,7
value or share costs; the alter local hotels. They are also small. We
provides supplementary use each other; we think together
services, resources and what | can do that will be interesting
abilities. for their customers.
Marketing Facilitating the distribution and Visit Dalarna is probably the most 1,2,3,4
promotion of the firm’s services.  important contact. Most of my
customers book through them. It is my
main distribution channel.
Emotional Encouragement and Without our friends and family, it 1,2,6,7
support empowerment probably would have stayed just a
hobby; they helped us to make the
decision and go for it.
Access to Use of land and property; The municipality is very important for 9,10
resources funding us. They own much of the land where
we operate, so we must have a good
relationship with them.
Services and The ego regularly buys from the  Graphic design can be a bit of a 4578
supplies alter goods (e.g. food and challenge, so for that | use a contact,
equipment) or professional help  a friend that has an advertising
(e.g. accounting, web- business. | pay him, not fully, but that
maintenance and reparations). is something that I think that if you
don’t know, it is important to get help
with.
Practical help Cost-free labour; borrow tools My family is very involved; they are 4,5,6,7
and machinery dragged into it. Like now, when | was
away for a few weeks, one of my
daughters was responsible for
answering emails.
Brokerage Linking the ego to actors and The forestry company owns the land; 1,2,4,5,7

networks, e.g., to tour
operators, potential
collaborators, service-providers
or staff.

we got in touch with them through my
neighbour (we grew up together) that
works there. It was very important to
have this channel to get to the right
people in the company.
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Tourism is a place-based activity; thus, it comes as no surprise that the ego-
networks of tourism micro-firms are, mostly, made up of local actors. These
networks are a near-at-hand source of support and opportunities.
Concurrently, over-dependence on locally available knowledge and resources
constitutes a risk for stagnation and falling behind the international tourism
market. Thus, ties to actors who are located further away (geographically and
cognitively) are particularly crucial in terms of the firms’ ability to evolve.
Interest-based communities, for instance, were singled-out as a major source
of inspiration and the address for specialised inquiries. Likewise, the local
DMO was attributed by several participants as a vital source of tourism-
related knowledge (in addition to many other support functions). In contrast,
tour operators, who presumably hold much professional knowledge, were
only credited for their marketing function. Though it is important to note that
marketing, as in making their value propositions available for (distant)
markets, was often perceived by the interviewed entrepreneurs as a very
challenging task, for which they need considerable help.

Paper III addresses what is arguably one of the most decisive factors in a
micro-firm’s ability to succeed and survive. Knowledge of the owner-
managers’ ego-networks and how they utilise them is paramount for
explaining tourism entrepreneurship. As a stand-alone paper, this study
supplements the tourism networks literature with a micro-perspective that
reveals what happens at the actor-level. The findings (block-model and list of
network functions) constitute a framework within which specific
relationships or aspects of tourism micro-firms’ operation could be singled
out for further research. Moreover, owner-managers can use the model as a
reference point against which they can reflect over their operation and how
they could make more out of their ego-networks.

5.4 Paper IV

The ‘customer journey’: learning from customers in tourism experience
encounters

Paper IV departs from the notion that for micro-tourism firms, customers are
a readily accessible and highly important knowledge source that often
remains unutilised. Knowledge about customers’ needs and wishes is crucial
for a tourism firm’s innovation capacity. Tourism experiences typically
involve close interactions with customers, which take place along the
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customer journey. The aim of this study was to explore these firm-customer
encounters as learning opportunities. The findings are based on observations
made along the three phases of the customer journey. Four moments, in
particular, were designed to give customers the possibility to share their
expectations and give feedback: ex-situ prior to the experience during the
booking process; in-situ before the experience; in-situ after the experience; and
ex-situ after the experience through evaluation forms. Nevertheless, the
information communicated through these moments did not generate enough
usable knowledge for the firm, or as the owner-manager put it ‘we want to
know more’.

The supposition is that tourism firms' ability to design attractive value
proposition is conditioned by their understandings of customers” experiential
purposes. A few factors might explain why the knowledge sourcing moments
failed to generate actionable insights. To begin with, evaluation forms, which
are a common practice among service providers worldwide, are designed to
communicate coded explicit information. Thus, evaluation forms are a useful
means to assess customer satisfaction but are an ineffective tool to learn about
customers’ desires. In contrast, the in-situ moments prior to and after the
experience, in which customers receive personal attention from the guide
provide excellent learning opportunities. However, also here, the
communicated information mostly lacked meaningful insights about value
and desires. Presumably, this has to do with the position customers assume
during these encounters. The individuals in the tours are accustomed to
commercial exchanges, and thus, also during the in-situ moments, the
customers acted according to social norms of service encounters.

Nevertheless, at certain situations during the tours, customers did appear
to assume a different role, as participants, in which their experiential purposes
were more apparent. These moments were characterised by customers’ active
involvement in the experience, in which they were not passive consumers but
rather engaged participants. This transformation was achieved by involving
customers in the decision making (e.g., should we eat now or later when we
reach the lakeside); by assigning duties to the customers (e.g., carry canoes
and set the dinner table); by adopting an experiential discourse that focuses
on imagination and past experiences and; during the less-structured moments
in the tour, in which customers have had the opportunity to socialise. Figure
8 in the next page illustrates the transformation of customers into participants.

Knowledge is crucial for innovation, yet research and development
activities are often beyond the capacity of tourism entrepreneurs who face
limits in terms of resources and time. The findings of this study illustrate how
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tourism micro-firms could adapt their operation so to take advantage of their
small size and interact with customers in ways that generate knowledge about
experiential purposes. However, this is a challenging task that requires
bestowing service encounters with experience-like qualities and transforming
customers into participants within a limited time and without compromising
the professional delivery of the tourism experience or other quality standards.
Furthermore, the study suggests that user-generated content, such as
TripAdvisor reviews, is an actionable source of knowledge and that social
media provide opportunities to involve customers (or potential customers),
in the firm's activity in ways that enhance their value propositions.
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Figure 8. The customer transformation model. Source: Yachin (2018).

Paper 1V, provides a close first-hand look at the delivery of tourism
experiences, which is arguably the essence of tourism. The notion of using the
customer journey for knowledge generation exhibits how, for a tourism
micro-firm, entrepreneurship is a constant process that involves learning and
adapting. The circumstances within which these firms operate leave little
room for goal-oriented tasks and activities outside the day-to-day operations.

As a stand-alone paper, ‘the customer journey’ also contributes to literature
on tourism consumer behaviour and marketing. The conceptualisation of the
customer journey framework and the attention to how value is created in the
journey’s respective phases, in particular, were proven to be applicable for
research on tourism experiences. In a practical manner, the findings of this
study provide explicit suggestions on how tourism managers can utilise
encounters with customers and social media for knowledge development.
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6 Making sense of entrepreneurship in
micro-firms

This thesis is a study of entrepreneurship in tourism micro-firms in rural areas.
It provides a close, behind-the-scenes look at how owner-managers of tourism
micro-firms generate value, overcome limitations and promote change
through interactions with their customers, their local environment and actors
in their social networks. In this chapter, I propose different ways to make
sense of entrepreneurship in tourism micro-firms. The following discussion
revolves around three themes and builds on my empirical studies and
engagement with the subject over the past five years. It is important to note
that the propositions I lay down here are abstractions and not generalisations.
This means that I do not pretend to present universal claims that describe all
owner-managers of tourism micro-firms. Instead, my purpose is to discuss
and explain what I perceive to be, the essence of entrepreneurship in tourism
micro-firms as a phenomenon. Notably, much of the following discussion
relates primarily to tourism micro-firms whose core offerings are activity-
based, and not firms whose core offerings are hospitality services. The reason
is that activity-based tourism businesses tend to be more proactive in their
engagement with their spatial environment, and their entrepreneurial
behaviours are more apparent than those of accommodation providers.

6.1 The enterprise as an extension of the entrepreneur

The conventional view of entrepreneurship explains business start-up as a
means for entrepreneurs to maximise profits from their skills and exploit
production opportunities in familiar markets or sectors (Stam, 2010). In
contrast, in a rural tourism context, entrepreneurship is a means for
individuals to realise their lifestyle aspirations, construct their self-identities,
and express their values (Ateljevic & Doorne, 2000; Bredvold & Skalen, 2016;
Carson et al.,, 2017; Cunha et al., 2018; Iversen & Jacobsen, 2017; Tommasini,
2019). Kelliher and Reinl (2009) add that micro-firms incorporate the
motivations and abilities of their owner-managers. In this thesis, I corroborate
these premises and demonstrate how the worldviews and personal interests
of tourism entrepreneurs are expressed in their practices and value
propositions.

For a start, one of the common phenomena in rural tourism
entrepreneurship is the tendency to transform a hobby into a vocation (Carson
et al., 2017, Cederholm, 2015; Shaw & Williams, 2004). The countryside
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amenities provide abundant recreation opportunities (e.g., dog-sledging, fly-
fishing, hiking, and wildlife photography), which tourism entrepreneurs turn
into value propositions. Thus, a business start-up is a means to extend one's
own recreational possibilities. Furthermore, this behaviour demonstrates a
market logic that maintains that whatever I (as in the entrepreneur) find
attractive, some others will do too. Hence, in a rural tourism context, the
process of opportunity discovery and realisation is not about access to
exclusive information (about market demand or available resources), and
estimation of projected future profits (as suggested for example by Shane
[2003]). Instead, as I discuss in more detail in Paper I, this process is grounded
in imagining local attributes as tourism experiences and evaluating these
against the entrepreneur's subjective value perceptions. In a sense, the case of
tourism micro-firm entrepreneurship extends the notion of effectuation
(Sarasvathy, 2001; Sarasvathy & Dew, 2005), from a behaviour dictated by a
logic of what entrepreneurs can do within the enterprise framework, to a
behaviour guided by what entrepreneurs want to do in their life. The
enterprise is not only a means to create value, but it is an end in itself.

Another dominant trait among the owner-managers of tourism micro-
firms is their inclination to use their social ego-networks for business-related
purposes. Typically, friends, neighbours and other associates fulfil multiple
functions. In particular, the people in the entrepreneurs' inner circle are an
integral part of their operation. Furthermore, personal compatibility, which is
expressed in shared interests and worldviews, is a crucial factor that
determines with whom the owner-managers choose to collaborate.

The entrepreneurs' values are also apparent in their pronounced
environmental awareness. As previous studies indicate (e.g., Font et al., 2016;
Kallmuenzer et al.,, 2018; Swan & Morgan, 2016), small-scale nature-based
tourism business typically adopt green practices that are in line with their
ethics. Their consideration for nature and wildlife are expressed, for example,
in their choice of suppliers and manner in which they design and deliver their
value propositions. The prevalence of advanced environmental awareness
among the studied firms dictates highlighting this aspect as a defining
characteristic of tourism micro-firms in rural areas.

These entrepreneurs, whose businesses are based on their hobbies and
practices are in line with their worldviews, demonstrate a genuine interest in
what they do. This enthusiasm promotes interactions with fellow individuals
with whom they share this special interest in ways that facilitate knowledge
transfer and inspire innovations. Furthermore, their appreciation of the place
where they operate, its nature culture and people are apparent in their
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encounters with customers, in ways that enhance the rural tourism experience.
Thus, effectively, tourism micro-firms are an embodiment of their owner-
managers. To make sense of their actions and business decisions, one should
depart from the understanding that, in the context of tourism micro-firms, the
enterprise is an extension of the entrepreneur.

6.2 Manoeuvring through tensions

The four studies that comprise this thesis portray entrepreneurship as a
dynamic process that evolves through the entrepreneurs’ reactions to changes
in circumstances, and interactions with other actors in their social networks
and along the supply chain. The findings suggest that the specific context of
rural tourism constitutes a complex situation where, at times, entrepreneurs
experience conflicting needs and tendencies. Here, I conceptualise these as
tensions. In the following paragraphs, I discuss the tensions that characterise
entrepreneurship in rural tourism micro-firms and propose how to make
sense of these.

Small-scale tourism entrepreneurship in rural areas is inherently about
combining and balancing lifestyle aspirations and financial needs. This trade-
off between fulfilling subjective ends and maximising profits has been the
principal theme in lifestyle and tourism entrepreneurship research (Carlsen
et al., 2008; Thomas et al., 2011). While small tourism firms typically do not
seek growth (Ateljevic & Doorne, 2000), their need to generate profit remains
a major concern (Peters & Kallmuenzer, 2015). As most rural tourism micro-
firms operate within small economic margins (Miiller, 2013), financial
constraints dictate that these firms are limited in their ability to hire personnel
or purchase services. Consequently, the owner-managers of these firms
dedicate a considerable share of their time to mundane tasks such as cleaning,
preparing lunch boxes, and, what many of these entrepreneurs dread most,
office work (not precisely what one associates with a rural tourism idyll).

Moreover, the lack of time means that entrepreneurs cannot realise all their
product ideas and imagined value propositions. Thus, the first of the
identified contextual tensions that owner-managers of tourism micro-firms
experience is between realising their lifestyle aspirations and fulfilling the
day-to-day tasks for running a resource-constrained small-scale tourism
operation. Throughout the four papers, there are different examples of how
the entrepreneurs deal with this tension by finding solutions in alternative
workforces and in their ego-networks. Concurrently, there are also
indications that this tension could be a source of inspiration for entrepreneurs
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to acquire missing skills and become more efficient and professional in how
they run their business.

Alongside lifestyle preferences, independence is another notable
motivation for tourism business start-up (Bredvold & Skalen, 2016; Peters et
al., 2009). However, the structure of the tourism system means that many
micro-firms are dependent on mediators to reach their potential customers
(Gossling & Lane, 2015). In this regard, tour operators appear to be
exceptionally prominent actors who affect the Swedish rural tourism system.
The entrepreneurs perceive tour-operators as significant alters in their ego-
networks who are responsible for generating a large share of their business
activity. Furthermore, specific inquiries from tour operators promote new
product development. Nevertheless, the potential benefits of working with
mediators come at the cost of diminished control over the operation (e.g.,
length and content of activities or group sizes). Particularly, relationships
with profit-oriented larger businesses (such as tour operators or booking
platforms) place micro-firms in an unfavourable power position.

Thus, owner-managers of tourism micro-firms experience a tension
between their will to be 'their own boss' and their dependency on the
demands of other actors along the supply chain. In this context, the notion of
personal compatibility emerges as a means to relieve this tension. Likewise, it
explains the entrepreneurs' inclination to use tried and trusted actors for
multiple purposes. Notably, however, this behaviour contains an additional
tension. This tension is between dependency on close-by actors, with whom
the entrepreneur has strong relationships as well as the perceived need to
establish new ties that bridge over the social and spatial context (Korsgaard
et al., 2015b).

Perhaps the most complex, and also theoretically intriguing contextual
tensions relate to the entrepreneurs' utilisation of local elements for
commercial purposes. These tensions are grounded in two suppositions. The
first is that rural localities are characterised by their inclination to maintain
traditional ways, while entrepreneurship, in contrast, is essentially about
promoting change (Hunt et al.,, 2019). The second supposition is that rural
tourism micro-firms are dependent on resources that are beyond their control
or ownership. In Paper II, I explore the entrepreneurs' interactions with the
local community as a means to access and use such resources. Especially,
embeddedness, which relates to the extent of the entrepreneur's ties into the
local community (Jack & Anderson, 2002), emerges as the key to manage, and
understand how entrepreneurs can access and use local resources for tourism
purposes. Concurrently, it is also proposed that over-embeddedness might
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prevent entrepreneurs from pursuing opportunities that challenge local
institutions.

If we frame tourism as a phenomenon, within which tourism
entrepreneurs mediate the local for global consumption (Salazar, 2005), then
the perceived tension that arises from utilising local elements for commercial
purposes becomes more apparent. Unlike other rural businesses, such as
grocery shops or service providers, tourism micro-firms do not cater directly
to the local community. Thus, despite the perceived contribution of tourism
to rural communities (Cunha et al., 2018; Morrison et al., 2010), using local
features, such as land or culture, for commercial purposes might not always
be welcome (as I illustrate in Paper II). Typically, entrepreneurs who
experienced some local resistance were in-migrants. In this thesis, as it is often
the case in rural entrepreneurship literature (Hunt et al., 2019), in-migrants
are an over-represented group. Nearly a fifth of the entrepreneurs who
participated in this research project are non-Swedish, and another twenty per
cent have been living in the locality for fewer than six years. Earlier, I noted
that these individuals constitute an essential source of entrepreneurial spirit
who can re-imagine local resources with an outsider's eye (Bosworth & Farrell,
2011; Mattsson & Cassel, 2020). Hence, their ability to become part of the local
structure is vital for their ability to generate value from their spatial
environment and contribute to the local development.

At the beginning of this subsection, I noted that this thesis portrays
entrepreneurship as a process that evolves through the entrepreneurs'
reactions and interactions with context. Building on this notion, I propose
making sense of entrepreneurship as the dynamic and incremental process of
manoeuvring through contextual tensions. The driving force in tourism
micro-firms' entrepreneurship is, thus, the pursuit of balance (and not
growth). Here it is worth repeating the value in using the entrepreneurial
bricolage framework. Notably, the notions of 'making do', bias towards action
and community involvement help to explain and describe how the owner-
managers of tourism micro-firms manoeuvre through the contextual tensions
they experience. In the next subsection, I discuss how it is essentially these
businesses' small size that dictates how entrepreneurship is manifested in
rural tourism.

6.3 Smallness: the principal quality of tourism micro-firms

When it comes to tourism micro-firms, small is not only an adjective
expressing the scale of their operation (as in the measurement of revenue or
number of employees). Instead, being small is the principal quality that
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defines the essence of tourism micro-businesses and their potential role as
agents of sustainable rural development. Many of these businesses remain
small by choice (Ateljevic & Doorne, 2000). This decision comes at the cost of
a limited ability to invest, for example, in marketing or research and
development activities. Moreover, being small means a weakened position
when negotiating with potential collaborators, and generally a lack of
influence on processes and decisions at the destination level. Concurrently,
what I propose here is that small-sized operations are better suited to generate
value and overcome challenges in rural tourism. It might appear like a typical
chicken-and-egg situation. However, rather, than the fact that the
entrepreneurs' actions derive from their firm's small size, it is their small size
that enables them to interact with their environment in the way they do.

Essentially, smaller vessels are easier to manoeuvre, and the same goes for
tourism operations. It does not take much for tourism micro-firms to reform
their practices and services. Instead, they can implement changes relatively
quickly. Many of the studied firms demonstrate high levels of adaptability
and flexibility, which permits them to react effectively to new circumstances.
This behaviour is manifested, for instance, in how they design and deliver
their value propositions so as to address emerging demand or unexpected
obstacles. As I write this thesis, we are witnessing a remarkable illustration of
this trait. During the spring of 2020, while the world is suffering from the
Covid-19 global pandemic, many sectors, including tourism and travel, are
largely paralysed. Nevertheless, numerous Swedish tourism micro-firms,
who regularly cater to international tourists, are now shifting their marketing
efforts towards the domestic market. I regularly monitor the product offerings
of Swedish tourism micro-firms and follow their social media activities. What
I'witness is how these entrepreneurs have reacted quickly to the new situation
and redesigned their value propositions so that these become more attractive
for Swedish people and adapt to the Swedish government's' regulations and
recommendations. While it is too early to know whether or not these
endeavours will succeed, it is, proposedly, these firms’ small size that enabled
them to react so quickly.

Several authors have also suggested that small size is an advantage that
allows tourism businesses to deliver more authentic experiences (Ateljevic &
Doorne, 2000; Morrison & Teixeira, 2004; Jéhannesson & Lund, 2017). The
findings of Paper IV support this argument and extend it to maintain that the
delivery of tourism value propositions in small groups and through intimate
encounters with customers are instrumental for learning about and realising
customers' experiential purposes. Furthermore, fewer participants and more
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direct involvement of the firm's owner-manager in the participants'
experience means that the entrepreneurs can, at first hand, ensure that their
firms' activities are conducted in a manner that is in line with their
environmental ethics and does not harm or disturb the local community,
nature or wildlife.

In Paper 11, I identified Resource transfer as imperative to secure the firm's
possibility for a long-lasting activity in the locality. It is a mechanism
grounded in a shared responsibility for local resources and reciprocity
between resource users, resource owners and other local stakeholders. Thus,
being the owner-manager of a small operation is an advantage when
establishing trust-based relationships with stakeholders whose interest in the
resources in question is anything but commercial. In other words, tourism
micro-firms do not constitute a threat to the local community and
environment. Accordingly, I propose that tourism micro-firms are better
positioned than larger businesses to realise the entrepreneurial opportunities
that are granted by the rural context.

Lastly, micro-firms constitute the foundation of rural tourism (Komppula,
2014). The owner-managers of these firms generally do not perceive each
other as competitors, but rather as someone with whom they share interests.
The findings of Paper III, in particular, indicate that local tourism
entrepreneurs are significant alters in each other's ego-networks. Owner-
managers of tourism micro-firms support, supplement and fulfil a wide range
of functions for one another; in ways that extend from formal collaborations
to a source for inspiration, advise and emotional support. Arguably, this sense
of camaraderie is explained by personal compatibility and identification of
one-self as one among other like-minded individuals who find themselves
operating in similar circumstances towards similar goals.

In this chapter, I proposed three premises that could advance our ability
to make sense of entrepreneurship in tourism micro-firms. Inherently, these
three themes are interrelated. Being small enables the entrepreneurs to
manoeuvre through tensions and run their business as an extension of
themselves. These three themes are manifested in the entrepreneurial
behaviours of the owner-managers of tourism micro-firms. These, I propose,
are best described using the effectuation and entrepreneurial bricolage
concepts. Albeit the unique context of rural tourism dictates that we need to
develop nuanced versions of these entrepreneurship ideas. Essentially, it is
here, on this juncture of entrepreneurship theory and tourism knowledge, that
my thesis is situated.

86



7 Conclusion

In 1989, Williams, Shaw, and Greenwood explained tourism
entrepreneurship as a phenomenon in which the entrepreneurs consume
lifestyle and produce tourism services. Their work marks the starting point
for research on tourism entrepreneurship and small businesses. Considering
the prevalence of small-scale enterprises in the global tourism system and
their significant role in delivering customer experiences, it is not surprising
that many researchers began studying these unique businesses entities
(Morrison et al., 2010). Nevertheless, much of this work tended to be inductive.
The lack of theoretical advancements in tourism entrepreneurship and small
firms research has over and again been flagged as a major concern by tourism
scholars in the past twenty years (e.g., Fu et al., 2019; Page et al., 1999, Thomas
et al., 2011).

In 2015, which coincidentally marks the beginning of my thesis project,
Solvoll, Alsos and Bulanova (2015) argued that tourism entrepreneurship
researchers stood to gain significant inspiration from mainstream
entrepreneurship literature. Indeed, in the past few years, studies have
increasingly applied contemporary entrepreneurship theories to a tourism
context (e.g., Alsos & Clausen, 2014; Kallmuenzer & Peters, 2018; Kelly et al.,
2020; Power et al., 2020). This emerging trend marks a noteworthy shift in
tourism entrepreneurship research. Following this path, with this thesis, I
aspire to theoretically advance the interrelated research fields of tourism
entrepreneurship and small business by applying contemporary
entrepreneurship theories in tourism contexts. It is important to mention that,
unlike other studies, in my research, I focused exclusively on micro-firms.
Such an approach is quite novel since it distinguishes micro-firms from small
and medium-sized enterprises (which can employ up to 250 people). This
point is crucial for researchers and policymakers alike; to understand and aid
micro-firms, one must consider their unique operating circumstances and
their owner-managers' lifestyle motivations.

The overarching aim of this thesis was to study entrepreneurship in
tourism micro-firms in rural areas. I view entrepreneurship as a process that
is manifested in actions and involves the creation and extraction of value from
the entrepreneur's environment (Anderson, 2000; Misra & Kumra, 2000).
Accordingly, my research was guided by the question: How do owner-managers
of tourism micro-firms interact with their environment to create value and overcome
limitations? Particularly, I focused on three kinds of interactions of the
entrepreneurs: with their spatial environment and local community; with
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alters in their ego-network and; with their customers. The findings, which I
present in more detail in the annexed papers, provide a close look at these
interactions in ways that demonstrate how rural tourism entrepreneurship is
manifested in practice.

The principal theoretical contribution of this thesis to tourism
entrepreneurship research is the conceptualisation of the entrepreneurs'
behaviours as spatial bricolage. Thus, just as Ateljevic and Doorne's (2000)
seminal work inspired researchers to investigate why tourism entrepreneurs
are inclined to ’stay within the fence’, my work could, hopefully, become a
stepping-stone that inspires researchers to study how entrepreneurs are
'making do’ to generate value and overcome limitations. Furthermore, in this
thesis, I suggested three themes that can help to make sense of tourism
entrepreneurship. These are: understanding the enterprise as an extension of
the entrepreneur; the actions of the entrepreneur as manoeuvring through
contextual tensions and; smallness as the principle quality of tourism micro-
firms. These notions are particularly useful in linking the entrepreneurs'
behaviours with their motivations and values. Hence, these themes also
advance the substantial body of work that studies tourism lifestyle
entrepreneurs as individuals.

In the four papers that comprise this thesis, I suggest different theoretical
avenues and ways for future research to build on the papers' findings.
Ultimately, I wish to stress that I view this thesis as a means and not an end.
In other words, this work is fundamentally about how to study
entrepreneurship in tourism micro-firms and not about the specific results of
the empirical investigations. In this regard, the Swedish countryside
constituted a remarkable context to study rural tourism entrepreneurship. In
Sweden, a developed and progressive social democratic country, the
conditions are highly favourable for individuals who wish to pursue lifestyle
motivations and adopt non-growth thinking. Especially in Dalarna, tourism
entrepreneurs can find both the rural amenities that fulfil their lifestyle
aspirations and plenty of entrepreneurial opportunities that stem from the
county's rich culture and beautiful and accessible nature.

I'should also add that my interpretivist stance and active engagement with
participants comply with the methodological approaches that the
contemporary entrepreneurship literature promotes (e.g., Dimov et al., 2020;
Gaddefors & Anderson, 2019; Leitch et al.,, 2010; Packard, 2017). Such an
approach, which seeks to understand the entrepreneurship phenomenon in
the manner in which entrepreneurs themselves experience it, is imperative
considering that in the context of tourism micro-firms, the enterprise

88



constitutes an extension of the entrepreneur. Earlier in the text, I discussed the
methodological limitations of my study. I wish to reiterate that my analysis is
based on the owner-managers' subjective perceptions of complex and abstract
constructs, at a specific moment in time. I am aware that the participants
might have been limited in their capacity to perceive the whole picture,
recollect all critical details, and provide an accurate account of the events as
they occurred. Nevertheless, I highly appreciate the epistemological value of
the participants' first-hand account of entrepreneurship as it happened.
Another point to consider when assessing limitations is that in this thesis, I
study interactions, though, I rely heavily on the entrepreneurs' side of the
story, while interactions, inherently, involve multiple actors. Thus, we need
further research that brings the perspectives of other stakeholders to flesh out
our understanding of the rural tourism dynamics.

In the papers that comprise this thesis, I study the entrepreneurship
phenomenon through four entrepreneurial behaviours, namely: opportunity
discovery; resource mobilisation; utilising network ties and; knowledge
sourcing. In a sense, the individual papers are almost like four vignettes; each
presents one aspect of tourism entrepreneurship in micro-firms. Such a thesis
design produces research that is extensive but is neither exhaustive nor
exclusive. On the one hand, there are other fundamental aspects of
entrepreneurship that I have not studied explicitly within the scope of this
thesis, for example, dealing with risk, attaining funds or the dynamics of the
start-up phase. Likewise, in my study of knowledge sourcing (Paper IV), I
have focused exclusively on learning from customers, while there are, of
course, other vital and accessible knowledge sources. On the other hand,
focusing on just a single entrepreneurial behaviour would have allowed a
more thorough in-depth investigation of any of the four studied phenomena
than what is available in this thesis.

Nevertheless, I maintain that the content of this thesis and the individual
papers as a collective, provide a comprehensive account of tourism micro-
firms' entrepreneurship in a manner that advances our knowledge and
understanding of these entities in a rural context. Furthermore, this thesis
contributes to the academic efforts to abstract the essence of the
entrepreneurship phenomenon. Moreover, my work sets the foundation upon
which further research can build on. For instance, researchers could
investigate in more depth some of the identified ego-alter relationships,
chiefly with tour operators (Paper I; Paper III), or the perceived tension
between embeddedness and doing things differently (Paper II). Likewise,
future research can investigate how these entrepreneurial behaviours are
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manifested in different contexts (e.g., in developing countries or among
marginalised groups), and explore possible connections between the
entrepreneurial behaviours I describe, and the entrepreneurs' demographic
attributes (such as gender and origin).

In the introduction, I suggested that to understand rural tourism - one
must study rural tourism micro-firms. Indeed, the produced knowledge
about tourism micro-firms supplements our macro-level understanding of
tourism supply dynamics and the rural tourism system as a whole. Practically,
such insights can inform public bodies and destination management
organisations about what drives tourism entrepreneurs, how they work and
what challenges they face. For owner-managers of tourism firms, the
individual papers describe practices and provide practical recommendations
(e.g., how to facilitate the transformation of customers into participants in
Paper II), which they can adopt. Likewise, the findings and presented insights
constitute a framework against which tourism entrepreneurs can evaluate
their own operations and identify possible untapped opportunities.

On a final note, I wish to suggest that in the rural context, the potential
value of tourism micro-firms extends well beyond enhancing the image of the
place and generating income. I am careful not to portray an over-embellished
picture of tourism entrepreneurs as some kind of a panacea for rural
development. Nevertheless, those owner-managers that I have personally
encountered in the past five years commonly demonstrate explicit ethical
awareness and genuine appreciation and care for their spatial environment
and customers. These traits, combined with their ability and will to do things
differently, leads me to optimistically envision tourism entrepreneurs as
agents of change who can contribute to a more sustainable and resilient future
in rural areas. Especially at these times, when the near-future is so uncertain,
due to the Covid-19 global pandemic, the perceived adaptability of tourism
micro-firms constitutes an advantage and a hope for the future of rural
tourism. As numerous authors have recently noted (e.g., Ateljevic, 2020;
Brouder, 2020; Galvani et al., 2020; Ioannides & Gyimothy, 2020; Nepal, 2020),
this crisis constitutes an opportunity for the global tourism industry to reset
and address the many bad practices and resulting negative impacts that are
associated with the sector's uncontrolled growth worldwide, especially in
recent years. Perhaps, the pandemic provides the perfect opportunity to
promote a significant paradigm shift towards a more just, sustainable and
holistic approach to tourism development. To realise this opportunity, we
need to understand, appreciate and empower the role of tourism micro-firms
as an alternative manifestation of entrepreneurship.
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