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Abstract

Tourism lifestyle entrepreneurs (TLEs) play a vital role in destination competitiveness
by providing creative and co-created experiences intrinsically associated with local
communities. To preserve their way of life, they are also deeply involved in local
social activities. However, the processes underlying the social performance of these
entrepreneurs remain underexplored. This study uses structural equations modeling
to analyze the influence of TLE's social dimensions (community attachment, social
mission orientation and community-centered strategies) on social self-efficacy.
Results reveal that social mission, community-centered strategy and community
attachment have a significant positive influence on social entrepreneurial self-efficacy,
through the indirect effect of co-creation. Findings also highlight the mediating role of
co-creation those relationships, indicating the importance of providing unique and

memorable experiences to fulfill their social goals.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

The literature depicts the current landscape of the hospitality and
tourism sector with a high degree of internationalization and a harsh
competitive environment, in which destinations are in a constant
struggle to remain a step above (Dias et al., 2021). Although, the
inherent construct of competitiveness remains nonconsensual, mainly
due to its complexity, in the specific context of destination competi-
tiveness, the success of a destination is, fundamentally, shaped by
how they compare to others and the perceptions of tourists, more
specifically, what truly brings differentiation and actively attracts tour-
ists (Dwyer et al., 2003). Considering this, entrepreneurship plays an
undeniably crucial role in actively promoting and differentiating desti-
nations (Zhang et al., 2021), primarily since a destination's capability
to, not only attract, but also retain entrepreneurs is directly correlated

with increased competitiveness (Dias et al., 2021).

Despite belonging to the entrepreneurial category, by posses-
sing a set of exceedingly distinctive attributes that distinguish them
from the rest, TLE are enabled to actively shape the performance
and competitiveness of the desired touristic destinations (Dias
et al., 2020a; Hallak et al., 2015; Zhang et al., 2021). As defined by
Bosworth and Farrell (2011) TLEs are “tourism business owners
who are actively pursuing a different lifestyle” (p. 1475). In general,
TLEs are small-scale tourism business owners, which incorporate
carefully selected personal lifestyle choices in tandem with business
and economic activity (Skokic & Morrison, 2011). TLEs possess a
unique approach to value creation. The way these entrepreneurs are
able to, not only embed themselves in local communities (i.e., local
community attachment) and social environments (i.e., co-creation),
but also preserving the quality of the local natural environment,
equipping TLEs with exclusive opportunities to deliver unique value

propositions that are perceived as authentic, providing sustainable
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competitive advantages that are not easily replicated (Binkhorst &
Dekker, 2009).

TLEs have only recently been gaining traction in hospitality and
tourism literature (Dias et al., 2020b; Yachin, 2019; Zhang et al., 2021),
with this, a lack of extensive research on this topic has led to varied per-
spectives on TLEs (Dias et al., 2020a; Skokic & Morrison, 2011). On one
hand, some authors concluded that TLEs performance is lacking and
largely limited due to their underdeveloped managerial and strategic
capabilities, lacking research capabilities and overall risk aversion
(Cooper, 2015; loannides & Petersen, 2003; Marchant & Mottiar, 2011).
On the other hand, TLEs unique ability to embed themselves seamlessly
with local cultures, while networking and acquiring key information that
allows them to identify crucial business opportunities and promotes an
authentic experience by actively participating with stakeholders (i.e., co-
creation), therefore TLEs increase the value of their service and their
self-efficacy (Andersson et al., 2010; Czernek, 2017; Hoarau, 2014).

Despite their importance to a competitive destination. TLEs have
been quite underexplored as a promising topic (Dias et al., 2021),
largely owed to the dismissiveness that early studies have pinned on
TLEs ability to promote competitiveness (loannides & Petersen, 2003).
Considering this, although co-creation is related to destinations com-
petitiveness (Binkhorst & Dekker, 2009), a noticeable scarcity can be
noticed when discussing co-creations effects on TLEs activities as a
form of innovation, namely on their performance (Dias et al., 2021), as
well as little establishment of the antecedents of performance for TLEs
(Yachin, 2019). Moreover, many TLE studies focus mainly on personal
and internal factors that push their activity, failing to identify the poten-
tial that the external drivers, such as community involvement, have on
their performance (Bredvold & Skalén, 2016; Thomas et al., 2011).
Additionally, there is not enough literature discussing the connection
and role between community involvement of TLEs and cooperation
with stakeholders (Dawson et al., 2011). In this sense, although the
work undertaken by these entrepreneurs is strongly inspired by their
ability to co-create innovative experiences and by their proximity to
local community, the mechanisms through which their social perfor-
mance is achieved needs further research, specially being this a decisive
aspect to reinforce their own integration in local society.

Considering this research problem, the following objectives can
be considered: (i) to address factors and drivers that improve TLEs
social self-efficacy by further exploring its antecedents, thus enabling
higher degrees of social performance and value creation; (ii) to under-
stand the mediating role of co-creation in the generation of social
self-efficacy; (i) to analyze the influence of key characteristics of the
TLE (community attachment, community centered strategies and
social mission) on improving social self-efficacy. Recent research has
been considering self-efficacy as an outcome variable in tourism
entrepreneurship (c.f. Choy & Yeung, 2023; Hallak et al., 2015;
Liang, 2020). As recognized by Liang (2020) self-efficacy is considered
an outcome of work-related lifestyle. As such, social self-efficacy was
considered as an outcome variable in the argument that TLEs often
use subjective indicators, very much related to their ability to achieve
them (Dias et al., 2020a; Wang et al., 2019).

This study is divided into six sections. On the following sections,
the main findings of TLE literature are reviewed, and the consequent

hypothesis and conceptual model are presented. In Section 3, the
methodology is described, by establishing how data was collected and
samples, and how each variable was established. In Section 4 the
empirical results of this study were analyzed, and subsequently dis-
cussed on the following section. Lastly, on Section 6, the main theo-
retical and managerial conclusions were presented, as well as the

main limitations of this study and suggestions for further research.

2 | LITERATURE REVIEW AND
HYPOTHESES

The concept of lifestyle entrepreneurship has been studied from dif-
ferent perspectives in the tourism literature. A significant proportion
of the publications is dedicated to identifying key characteristics and
types of TLEs. For example, Bredvold and Skalén (2016) analyzed the
identity construction of these entrepreneurs, considering the dimen-
sions of flexibility/stability and community embedded/independent to
identify four segments of TLEs. Andersson Cederholm and Hultman
(2010) and Sun et al. (2020) focused on the relation work-personal
life, perceiving the implications of the home boundaries when con-
ducting an activity strongly influenced by the entrepreneurs' lifestyle.
Other studies focused on social networking as a key feature of these
entrepreneurs (Mottiar, 2007).

As a consequence of growing scholarly interest for studying these
entrepreneurs, it is recognized they constitute a distinct group within
tourism entrepreneurs, due to combination of financial and non-
financial objectives (Marchant & Mottiar, 2011), leading to the need
to measure the customer perception of lifestyle as an attraction factor
(Antunes et al., 2023).

Other studies research a broader influence of these entrepre-
neurs. Dawson et al. (2011) discusses the Politic and Economic per-
spective and the implication of managing different motivations of the
TLEs in order to implement seasonality reduction strategies at the
destination level. Skokic and Morrison (2011) explored their influence
in developing economies, and Margaryan et al. (2020) studied their
role in tourism sustainability as key elements for degrowth.

However, more recently the research shifted to study of the entre-
preneurial process and the understanding of lifestyle as a product.
Shaw et al. (2004) and Thomas et al. (2011) highlighted the importance
of entrepreneurship associated with a certain lifestyle associated with
life changing investment, leading to the conceptualization of lifestyle as
a business. Accordingly, recent study analyzed the development of sus-
tainable business models (Dias et al., 2020b), the determinants of inno-
vation (Dias & Silva, 2021), or surf related businesses (O'Neill
et al, 2022; Ratten, 2018). The current studies follow the same
approach by analyzing the processes leading to social self-efficacy.

21 | Tourism lifestyle entrepreneur and social
mission orientation

According to Zhang et al. (2021), TLEs, contrarily to other entrepre-
neurs, exhibit a unique desire to support a specific lifestyle or hobby
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in conjunction with their business, or, in many instances, blending the
two aspects together. In other words, these entrepreneurs combine
their desire to seek a personal lifestyle into their business, in which
economic viability is not the only concern. Additionally, Bredvold and
Skalén (2016) underline the inherent duality with the notion of TLEs,
since these entrepreneurs demonstrate the capability to merge two
concepts that seem to be incompatible, which labels the notion of
TLE as a highly complex and underexplored topic in the literature.

Social entrepreneurship discerns itself from regular entrepreneur-
ship by the inherent notion it carries, it is not as simple as a phenome-
non, or even a trend, the idea of social entrepreneurs boasts powerful
positive connotations that reflect heavily on an individual's perception
of a specific business (Bruder, 2020). According to Kibler et al. (2015),
these social entrepreneurs focus on “sustainable ventures” (p. 25)
that, inadvertently, enable social causes to flourish at the core of their
business model. Therefore, the social context in which these entrepre-
neurs develop their business acts as a catalyst for the creation of sus-
tainable value, besides financial gain. Although, Bruder (2020)
underlines the importance of the social mission-centric approach
these entrepreneurs display, denoting that it is also vital to consider a
normative approach in which normative validity is considered, and
where social entrepreneurship provides real and tangible value to
society, functioning as more than a marketing ploy. As such, this study
adopts the concept of social mission orientation taken from Dwivedi
and Weerawardena (2018) concerning the firm that “denotes a behav-
ioral tendency of devotion to addressing social needs” (p.34). Accord-
ing to Dwivedi and Weerawardena (2018) social mission orientation
represents the differentiating element of social entrepreneurship from
commercial entrepreneurship. This means that social entrepreneurship
is a higher order construct including this and other four elements
(innovativeness, proactiveness, risk management, and sustainability
orientation).

Additionally, despite the relevance of social mission orientation,
in the literature, it is a complex topic to analyze, especially in the
context of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) inserted in local
contexts, where most social entrepreneurs face different expectations
based on the characteristics and dynamics of the location in which
they operate in, therefore, a noticeable lack of literature regarding
social mission orientation on these locally embedded entrepreneurs
(Dias et al., 2020; Meek et al., 2010). Namely, in the case of TLEs,
where a strong bond between entrepreneur and location is present
(Kibler et al., 2015).

Despite entrepreneurs being often seen as economically driven,
TLEs promote other factors, such as quality of life and place identity.
Therefore, the overall quality of the social context of the community
in which these entrepreneurs' dwell is of great concern to them. In
other words, TLEs seek to, not simply, preserve the local natural,
social, and cultural environment, but also thrive, by providing opportu-
nities and developing their business model with the local community
in mind (Dias et al.,, 2020b; Yachin, 2019). Additionally, Dias et al.
(2020a) also concluded that TLEs possess a fundamental aspiration to
preserve local environment, local culture, and a unique way of living.
However, Kibler et al. (2015) argue that, for the social mission-
oriented entrepreneur, social legitimacy and place identity are key

factors for success. Meaning that, TLE's emotional attachment to a
location is not the sole indicator that dictates if the entrepreneur will
be successful, how the local community perceives and accepts the
TLEs social mission will, likewise, also determine the success of that
entrepreneur's venture. With this, Dias et al. (2020b) clarifies that it is
feasible to infer that for the social oriented TLE to thrive, it needs to
successfully integrate in the local culture, and allow authentic experi-
ences related with the place to flourish.

Co-creation is at the crux of TLEs ability to embed into local
communities (Dias et al., 2020b). In the sense that it enables a unique
relation between stakeholders, whilst instilling stressing the strong
link between entrepreneur and place (Binkhorst & Dekker, 2009).
Therefore, TLEs require a deeper connection with local communities
to create more socially aware business ventures (Meek et al., 2010).
Moreover, Dias et al. (2020a) concludes that the exchange of informa-
tion and knowledge between TLEs and stakeholders (e.g., Co-creation)
promotes the likelihood of generating meaningful sustainable prac-
tices, in turn encouraging a deeper connection among entrepreneurs
through local activities (e.g., festival, and other social events) envision-
ing a betterment of the local social environment.

Therefore, relationships are formulated through the following

hypothesis:

H1. There is a positive linear relationship between
TLEs social mission orientation and co-creation.

2.2 | Local community attachment

When studying entrepreneurship, especially in the specific and unique
context of TLEs, it is crucial to consider the impact of the social envi-
ronment (Zhang et al., 2021). This is owed to the fact that TLEs can
blend seamlessly their personal and professional drives, seeking to
further promote their distinct lifestyle while embedded in a local com-
munity, whilst promoting a better balance work-life balance and qual-
ity of life (Bredvold & Skalén, 2016; Sun et al., 2020). According to
Yachin (2019), local embeddedness is at the crux of TLEs activity, not
only is it their primary source of unique value creation, but it also pro-
motes innovation and key knowledge acquisition, generating a prom-
ising market value proposition. Additionally, differentiation in the
tourism industry is extremely tough, and experiences can be easily
replicated, providing no guarantee of success and innovation for smal-
ler businesses, such as TLEs (Skokic & Morrison, 2011). However, Dias
et al. (2020a) prefaces that the TLEs degree of attachment promotes
higher levels of connection among local stakeholders and deepens
trust, whilst facilitating value creation and social interaction that
exchange valuable information.

Community is a key driver for TLEs (Dias et al., 2020a). As stated
by Marchant and Mottiar (2011), the choice of location is one of the
most important variables for a TLEs business, their inherent desire to
purse a specific lifestyle compels them to generate self-employment
and seek quality of life inside a distinctive community. Since local
embeddedness is a primary concern for TLEs, their products and ser-
vices are undeniably associated with the location (Hallak et al., 2015).
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Therefore, creating a distinct connection between the entrepreneur
and the place is crucial for TLEs competitiveness, innovation and dif-
ferentiation (Dias et al., 2021).

Community attachment provides ample opportunity for TLEs to
learn from others, placing importance on cooperation and value
exchange. Meaning that place attachment allows TLEs to access a con-
tinuous source of competitive advantage (Kibler et al., 2015). Marchant
and Mottiar (2011), concluded that most TLEs possess key common
traits that explain the importance these entrepreneurs bring to commu-
nities, not only is there present a deep desire to interact and communi-
cate with local stakeholders but also, most importantly, learn from
them. Additionally, TLEs business value is linked with the place, which
promotes niche market approach that seeks authentic and more partici-
patory experiences. With this, networking with local agents is crucial.
Meaning, a proximity with the community allows for more genuine
experiences that are bound to the place (Richards, 2011).

Therefore, co-creation plays an essential role in TLEs value crea-
tion, due to the ability to exchange and create experiences with local
stakeholders (Bredvold & Skalén, 2016; Dias et al., 2020a). Since it
pushes innovation and differentiation within the destination, by con-
tinuously improving upon the experience, due to the co-creation pro-
cesses associated with the local community (Hallak et al., 2015). As

such, it is possible to hypothesize:

H2. There is a positive linear relationship between

TLEs community attachment and co-creation.

2.3 | Community-centered strategies

According to Dias et al. (2020a), place attachment displayed utmost
importance on TLEs unique ability to, not merely create undeniable busi-
ness value, but also remain competitive and promote innovativeness,
mainly through social interactions with local environment and culture.
Not only does it foster access to local competitive knowledge, unique to
the place, but it also provided greater opportunity for the involvement of
local stakeholders in crafting authentic experiences whilst granting access
to local distribution channels (Czernek, 2017; Dias et al., 2020b).
However, unlike most businesses, the underlying literature notes
that TLEs display a tendency to prefer a more active and involved
approach, propelling a closer contact with the place when it comes to
community activities and community-centered strategies (Czernek,
2017; Garcia-Rosell et al., 2019), opting to play a considerably more
deliberate role on strategies to acquire key knowledge and identifying
business opportunities (Yachin, 2019). For example, as Garcia-Rosell
et al. (2019) concluded, TLEs depend upon stakeholder relationships and
social interaction to develop and promote their business, in areas in
which they previously lacked the necessary knowledge to do so.

These community-centered strategies, ultimately, aim to enable
social performance, by engaging stakeholders and develop unique
local relationships that will, inevitably, provide necessary knowledge
to circumvent issues and develop their business, whilst maintaining
long-lasting relations that will shape the experience (Czernek, 2017).

Andersson Cederholm and Hultman (2010) stress the importance of
the intimacy TLEs display, meaning that intense interactions with local
stakeholders and customers are progressively more vital, whereas
communication is framed as critical and promotes authenticity and
social interaction is at the forefront of multiple service contexts, all
highlighted by the proximity TLEs provide. Additionally, Czernek
(2017) concludes that proximity to local “geographic resources”
(p. 216) social performance and innovation, emphasizing that large dis-
tances between entities discourages cooperation and hampers entre-
preneurial activity.

Therefore, community-centered strategies require a close link
with local networks and intimacy with stakeholders and customers
alike (Andersson Cederholm & Hultman, 2010; Richards, 2011), imply-
ing that TLEs require co-creation processes to establish authentic
experiences, assimilate local knowledge, strengthening local identity
and promote sustainable practices, in which added value is assured
(Dias et al., 2020a; Yachin, 2019). Moreover, it enables TLEs to lever-
age their unique knowledge to transform their service into more
meaningful and client-oriented experiences that aim to differentiate
the destination, whilst promoting trust and engagement among the
local community and all its stakeholders (Czernek, 2017). Conversely,

it is possible to propose the following hypothesis:

H3. There is a positive linear relationship between
community-centered strategy and co-creation.

24 | The key role of co-creation

Considering the definition of TLE previously presented, to accurately
depict the importance of these entrepreneurs, it is vital to emphasize
some key components that cement TLEs as crucial for their competi-
tive position within a destination, and, ultimately, as a unique driver
for differentiation (Dias et al., 2020b; Zhang et al., 2021).

Firstly, TLEs hold a distinctive and dynamic relationship with local
cultures, since their value offer is often integrally intertwined with a
specific place or culture, this connection is a notable trait in small busi-
nesses, in which their strong link to a local community proves to be a
sustainable source of innovation (Dias et al., 2020b). Kallmuenzer
et al. (2019) preface the notion that TLEs produce distinct relations
with consumers, since these entrepreneurs can implement themselves
in local communities, thereby promoting the sense of authenticity and
place identity aids in attracting tourists. Additionally, Yachin (2019)
notes this deeper integration in local communities bestows unprece-
dented opportunity for knowledge acquisition and potential collabora-
tion between stakeholders from the local community. With that said,
co-creation is an essential tool for TLEs, the way they generate added
value for travelers by remaining in close contact with local communi-
ties and lifestyles (Dias et al., 2020b; loannides & Petersen, 2003).
Moreover, Binkhorst and Dekker (2009) note that their value offers,
through co-creation, function as both a countertrend to mass tourism
and a key competitive advantage to destinations, since they promote

authenticity and a niche product.
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Although the concept of co-creation and value co-creation has
been used interchangeably, is necessary to emphasize the difference
between the two concepts. While co-creation is related to the partici-
pation of the customer in the experience consumption, value co-
creation is more associated to when the output is manufactured
(Vargo & Lusch, 2004), and where the customer is a co-creator of
value. For this research, the definition of co-creation was adopted
from Payne et al. (2008) as the “value co-creation process involves
the supplier creating superior value propositions, with customers
determining value when a good or service is consumed.” (p. 86).

Secondly, contrary to most small business owners, TLEs are infa-
mous for their passion-driven nature rather than being solely oriented
by monetary growth, which emphasizes their own self-identity (Zhang
et al., 2021). Namely, maintaining a quality of life and pursuing personal
interests (Dias et al., 2021). This could lead to a loss of competitiveness
considering the line between business owner and lifestyle seeker often
becomes blurry (Dias et al., 2020b; Richards, 2011), especially consider-
ing how difficult it could be for small businesses to access key
resources (Kallmuenzer et al, 2019). However, Zhang et al. (2021)
defends that the inherent focus on a specific lifestyle and motivations
garners opportunity for creating innovation and boasting creativity,
which, in turn, promotes a distinctive value offer that is excruciatingly
difficult to replicate by large international companies. Furthermore,
their local embeddedness acts as a primary source for innovation
(Kallmuenzer et al., 2019), in which TLEs bypass the typical scarcity of
resources by employing the local-specific advantages integral to the
local community (Dias et al., 2020b; loannides & Petersen, 2003).

Lastly, these entrepreneurs are more socially aware, displaying
deeper concerns about incorporating sustainable business models that
will benefit local stakeholders, this is in stark contrast with large orga-
nizations, and it is owed to their desire to safekeep a specific lifestyle
in that local environment (Dias et al., 2021). Kibler et al. (2015), argues
that sustainable entrepreneurial behavior stems primarily from attach-
ment to a specific location (i.e,, community attachment), therefore,
corroborating the notion that the desire to implement sustainable
business models is brought forth by their ambitions, personal connec-
tion, and desire to maintain quality of life in that specific location.
Considering all of this, it is vital to understand, not only how co-
creation mediates TLEs social performance, but also how it is at the
crux of TLEs entrepreneurial drive, functioning as a source of innova-
tion and competitiveness.

Despite being cataloged as entrepreneurs, TLEs display notorious
features that garnered a growing relevance in the business sector
literature, especially in the Tourism and Hospitality industry (Wang
et al., 2019). In which, as previously seen, economic viability is not a
necessity, rather, it is coupled other indicators strongly associated
with TLEs business proposition and overall uniqueness (Bredvold &
Skalén, 2016; Thomas et al., 2011), such as quality of life, social and
cultural indicators, and environmental awareness (Kibler et al., 2015;
Marchant & Mottiar, 2011). This specificity and complexity have gar-
nered much debate regarding TLEs contribution to local communities
and economies (Cooper, 2015). Wang et al. (2019) found that identi-
fying intrinsic motivational factors was vital for understanding TLEs

behaviors and drives. In other words, it is crucial to analyze subjective
indicators, inherent and unique to TLEs (Marchant & Mottiar, 2011). In
which, entrepreneurial self-efficacy is a key indicator of performance
(Hallak et al., 2015), promoting innovation (Hjalager et al., 2017), and
environmental and social drive (e.g, Community attachment, social
mission orientation) (Dias et al., 2021; Kibler et al., 2015). According to
Hallak et al. (2015), entrepreneurial self-efficacy is seen as an individual's
belief that a certain task will be successfully fulfilled. Accordingly, social
entrepreneurial self-efficacy is related to the individual belief about its
ability to perform social activities. The choice of self-efficacy instead of
success or performance is related to the nature of these entrepreneurs.
The literature refers that TLE define the goals for their businesses as a
combination of financial and non-financial objectives, since they are
interested in following a certain way of life besides their independence
(Dawson et al., 2011). As such, financial objectives are subjective and
related to their capability the achieve them. For this reason, self-efficacy
is considered to be more adequate as a performance measure for
TLEs, as recognized in previous research (c.f. Dias et al., 2020b; Wang
et al., 2019).

Cooper (2015) underlines the importance of identifying opportuni-
ties, which are vital for the continuous success of a business. This abil-
ity to identify and capitalize on opportunities is intrinsically associated
with previous experiences and past performance indicators, functioning
as pivotal accesses to information (Yachin, 2019). Concomitantly, per-
sonal satisfaction with chosen lifestyle and business deeply motivates
TLEs to innovate and mature into a more competitive entrepreneur
(Dias et al., 2021). Meaning that the importance of TLEs self-efficacy is
inherently both practice-based and unique to the context in which the
entrepreneur is inserted (Hoarau, 2014). Therefore, TLEs self-efficacy is
not merely regulated by personal and individual factors (e.g., previous
experience, self-learning), it is also shaped by the social context and the
community surrounding TLEs (Bosworth & Farrell, 2011), suggesting
that forming relationships and communicating with local stakeholders
(e.g., co-creation) (Czernek, 2017), whilst generating knowledge corri-
dors that assimilate and accumulate critical information, all contribute
to a more successful entrepreneurial activity. Therefore, shaping TLEs
self-efficacy and demonstrating its importance for TLEs business ven-
tures (Wang et al., 2019). Moreover, Sam Liu and Huang (2020) preface
that social entrepreneurial self-efficacy increases the overall capability
TLEs possess to identify market opportunities, whilst also promoting
unique value creation through social interaction (e.g., co-creation).

TLEs self-efficacy is directly associated with higher degrees of
entrepreneurial performance, functioning as a predictor, primarily on
the context of tourism and hospitality (Hallak et al., 2015). However,
performance, on the distinct instance of TLEs, is not necessarily con-
nected with economic viability, thus leaving room for social and lifestyle
indicators to influence self-efficacy (i.e, Social Self-efficacy)
(Marchant & Mottiar, 2011; Wang et al., 2019). Considering the impor-
tance of the social context on TLEs self-efficacy (Dias et al., 2020b).
Thus, co-creation promotes crucial and distinctive opportunities for
TLEs to identify business opportunities, whilst ensuring the continuous
success of their lifestyle activities (Cooper, 2015), functioning as a

mediator of social performance, and enhancing self-efficacy through
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,,,,,,,,,,,, » Mediating hypothesis

social interaction and knowledge acquisition (Dias et al., 2021). With
this said, we hypothesize:

H4. There is a positive linear relationship between co-

creation and TLEs social self-efficacy.

H5a. Co-creation mediates the relationship between
TLEs social mission orientation and TLEs social self-
efficacy.

H5b. Co-creation mediates the relationship between
TLEs community attachment and TLEs social self-

efficacy.

H5c. Co-creation mediates the relationship between
TLEs community-centered strategies and TLEs social

self-efficacy.

2.5 | Conceptual model

This study strives to analyze the effect of community involvement—
Community attachment; Social mission orientation; Community-
centered strategies—on social performance (i.e., Social self-efficacy)
through the mediating effect of co-creation. Therefore, the following

conceptual model is presented as Figure 1.

3 | METHODOLOGY

3.1 | Data collection and sampling

The target population for this study were Portuguese and Spanish TLEs,
based on criteria used by Dias et al. (2020a): (1) Business associated with
tourism activity; (2) Independently owned and run (i.e., No large chains

or franchises); (3) Consider themselves as lifestyle entrepreneurs.

C it H4 R Social Self-
ommunity Co-Creation
-------------------- > Effi
Attachment Jf-------ooooeeeees feacy
HS5a, H5b, H5¢

FIGURE 1 Conceptual model.

Confidentially and anonymously was assured to all the partici-
pants. Respondents were recruited in tourism meetings and events.
After obtaining their agreement to participate the link to an online
self-administered questionnaire was sent. The questionnaire was con-
ceived through an analysis of the relevant literature, published
through reputable sources and academic journals, and a two-step
approach. Firstly, three tourism academics were invited to validate the
scales used on this study. Moreover, the questionnaire went through
a testing phase, where the validity and wording of the design were
assessed, on a small sample of five TLEs. A final sample of 158 respon-
dents obtained.

Out of the respondents, 53.2% were male. Of which, 28.4%
claimed to operate their tourism business in the same place as they
were born, 17.6% were born in the same place but lived a significant
part of their lives elsewhere, and the rest come from other places. In
terms of firm size, a significant margin of the respondents (87%)
claimed that their firms had nine or less employees, between 10 and
19 employees there were 10% of respondents, and the remaining
claimed that they had more than 20 employees. On average, among
all the respondents, they had a business operation experience of
8.13 years, with a standard deviation of 4.34 years, with a minimum

of 1 year and a maximum of 36.

3.2 | Variables

This study adapted existing scales from the literature to measure all
the variables adequately. Firstly, social mission orientation was
measured through a two-item scale, adapted from Dwivedi and
Weerawardena (2018). TLEs community attachment and community-
centered strategy were measured using four items and seven items,
respectively, adapted from Besser and Miller (2001). The variables
social mission orientation and community attachment used a Likert-
type scale (ranging from 1 to 7), where 1 = Strongly disagree, and
7 = Strongly agree. The variable community-centered strategy was

assessed using a five-point Likert-type scale (1 = not important, and
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5 = extremely important). The four-item scale adapted from O'Cass
and Ngo (2012), was employed to measure the mediating effect of
value co-creation. This variable was measured through a 7-point
Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly disagree, and 7 = Strongly agree), to
measure value-based performance indicators. Lastly, to measure social
entrepreneurial self-efficacy, a four-item scale was adapted from Zhao
et al. (2005), by inquiring TLEs to use a 7-point Likert-type scale,
where 1 = Strongly disagree, and 7 = Strongly disagree.

3.3 | Common method bias

The analyses conducted in this study used cross-sectional data. As
such, we followed the recommendations of Podsakoff et al. (2003) and
Chang et al. (2010) to avoid common method bias. As such, several pro-
cedures were undertaken. First, the measures adopted in this study
were taken from multiple sources. Second, the proposed conceptual
model can be considered as relatively complex, avoiding the respon-
dents to follow a cognitive map. Third, common method variance was
also avoided since the demographic information appeared only in the
last section of the survey. For additional support that there is no com-
mon method bias, the Harman's single factor test was computed using
SPSS, revealing that the variance of a single factor was 39.97%, inferior
to the cut-off value of 50% (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).

4 | RESULTS

4.1 | Data analysis

To ensure the overall reliability of the used conceptual model, the struc-
tural equation modeling (SEM) was adapted for this study. More accu-
rately, the partial least squares (PLS) analysis, in which thought the means
of the SmartPLS 3 software, it enables researchers to determine the rela-
tionship between latent variables, while providing crucial information for
posterior analysis (Hair et al., 2017). It employs a variance-based equation
modeling approach, where the validity and reliability of the model is
tested. Additionally, it is an especially viable tool that generates additional
information and aids in finding relevant conclusions, whilst being able to
analyze increasingly complex models (Ringle & Sarstedt, 2016).

The analysis and subsequent results will follow a three-step
approach. Firstly, the reliability and validity of the measured model
will be tested. Secondly, the structural model quality is assessed.
Lastly, the hypotheses are tested.

According to Hair et al. (2017), to accurately assess the quality of
the measurement model it is vital to employ composite reliability that will
assess internal consistency reliability of the model; Individual indicator
reliability and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) to analyze convergent
validity and, lastly, assess the discriminant validity. Concomitantly,
these findings should support the reliability and validity of the model
for this study.

To analyze convergent validity, it is necessary to demonstrate
three key indicators of quality. Firstly, data convey that the

standardized factor loadings of the variables were above the value
0.7, while being statistically significant (p < 0.01), which is crucial for
providing evidence for individual indicator being reliable. Secondly, as
Table 1 demonstrates, all the individual variables of Cronbach alpha
(@) and composite reliability (CR) had a higher value than the 0.7
cut-off, meaning these findings are satisfactory and a valid measure
of the construct. Thirdly, the AVE of the chosen constructs needs
to be higher than 0.5, meaning that for constructs to be valid, they
are required to explain more than half of the variance, and as
Table 1 shows, all the AVE of our constructs are well above 0.5
(lowest being 0.745) (Hair et al., 2017). These findings provide
undeniable evidence to support the convergent validity and quality
of the measured model.

Moreover, it is crucial to assess the discriminant validity of the
model, where two approaches are highlighted. Primarily, the more
conservative method, the Fornell and Larcker criterion, which com-
pare the square roots of the AVE with the correlations of the chosen
variables. For this criterion, all the construct's square root of AVE are
requisite to be larger than the highest correlation between any two
constructs (the highest correlation being 0.631), meaning that this cri-
terion is satisfied. Second, by examining cross loading, or in other
words, by utilizing the heterotrait-monotrait ratio criterion (HTMT),
which require the construct's values to be below the threshold of
0.85. Considering this criterion, all values are below the 0.85 thresh-
old (with the highest being 0.723) (Dias et al., 2020b; Hair et al.,
2017). These findings provide undeniable support for the discriminant
validity of the model.

Subsequently, after confirming the validity of the model, as seen
previously, it is crucial to assess the quality of the structural model.
Although, before starting the analysis it is crucial to verify the collin-
earity, since it usually equates to redundant indicators being used in
the measurement which can have an impact on the estimation of
weight and their corresponding significance (i.e., affect quality of the
structural model) (Hair et al., 2017). Considering this, the Variance
inflation factor (VIF) assesses the level of collinearity present on the
structural model, the VIF values on this study's structural model range
from 1.00 to 1.5 (with the highest being 1.419), far below the thresh-
old 5 (Hair et al., 2017). The structural model quality is assessed
through multiple metrics: (1) Path coefficients value () and signifi-
cance (p), which are crucial for proving that the hypotheses are empir-
ically supported; (2) R? value of the endogenous latent variables,
providing the percentage of the variance that is explained by the
model; (3) Stone-Geisser's Q? value, measuring the predictive rele-
vance of the model.

This study presents four endogenous variables that is, community-
centered strategies, TLE co-creation, social mission orientation and TLE
social self-efficacy, each of these variables present an R? value of
25.9%, 34.4%, 10.6%, and 29.8% respectively, which are deemed ade-
quate for proving the structural soundness of the model since these
values surpass the minimum of 10% variance explained (Falk &
Miller, 1992). Additionally, the @? values for the endogenous variables
are 0.198, 0.245, 0.086, and 0.214 respectively (Q*°>0is adequate),
proving the predictive relevance of the model.
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TABLE 1 Composite reliability and validity, average variance extracted, correlations and discriminant validity
Latent variables a CR AVE 1 2 3 4 5
(1) Social mission orientation 0.859 0.934 0.877 0.936 0.361 0.313 0.506 0.723
(2) Community attachment 0.941 0.958 0.850 0.325 0.923 0.549 0.404 0.390
(38) Community centered strategy 0.883 0.927 0.810 0.325 0.509 0.900 0.536 0.464
(4) Co-creation 0.884 0.921 0.745 0.450 0.374 0.478 0.863 0.600
(5) Social entrepreneurial self-efficacy 0.888 0.922 0.747 0.631 0.358 0417 0.546 0.864

Note: Bolded numbers represent square roots of average variance extracted (AVE), which represent the diagonal elements. Observing the values below the

diagonal we observe the correlations between variables. Above the diagonal we observe the HTMT ratios. a—chronbach alpha; CR—composite reliability.

TABLE 2  Structural model validity.
Path Coefficient Standard error t statistic p values
Community-centered strategies — cocreation 0.338 0.066 5.136 0.000
Community attachment — co-creation 0.097 0.075 1.292 0.197
Social mission orientation — co-creation 0.324 0.066 4910 0.000
Co-creation — social entrepreneurial self-efficacy 0.546 0.056 9.787 0.000
Community attachment — community-centered strategies 0.509 0.073 6.992 0.000
Community attachment — social mission orientation 0.325 0.080 4.045 0.000
Note: t statistic is calculated by dividing the coefficient value with the standard error.
TABLE 3 Bootstrap indirect effects of structural model.
Path Estimate Standard error t statistic p value
Community-centered strategies — co-creation — social 0.185 0.039 4.760 0.000
entrepreneurial self-efficacy
Community attachment — co-creation — social 0.227 0.055 5.012 0.000
entrepreneurial self-efficacy
Social mission orientation — co-creation — social 0.177 0.049 3.574 0.000

entrepreneurial self-efficacy

Note: t statistic is calculated by dividing the coefficient value with the standard error.

4.2 | Hypotheses testing

As demonstrated on Table 2, community-centered strategy has a
significant positive effect on co-creation (8 = 0.338, p < 0.001) and
social mission orientation also has a significant positive effect on
co-creation (8 = 0.324, p < 0.001). These findings serve to support
H1 and HS3, respectively. Additionally, co-creation was found to have
a significant positive effect on TLE social self-efficacy (8 = 0.546,
p < 0.001), providing the necessary support to validate H4.

However, the effect of TLEs community attachment on co-creation
is not significant (8 = 0.097, n.s.), meaning that H2 is not supported by
the results.

According to Hair et al. (2017), to accurately test the mediating
hypothesis of this model a bootstrapping method was utilized. Initially,
a bootstrapping of 500 subsamples was employed to provide an initial
grasp of the results. The current results boast a bootstrapping analysis
with 5000 subsamples, which is meant to provide a more rigorous
analysis of the structural model and register more precisely the signifi-
cance of the parameters and the significance of the indirect effects of

the variables via the mediator effect of co-creation. Table 3 refers to
the results of said indirect effects.

The indirect effect of community-centered strategy, social
mission orientation and community attachment on TLE social
self-efficacy, through the mediating effect of co-creation are all
positive and significant, with (= 0.185, p <0.001), (8 =0.177,
p < 0.001) and (B = 0.227, p < 0.001) respectively. These results
provide the necessary structure to support the mediating hypothe-
sis of H5a, H5b, and H5c.

5 | DISCUSSION

The conceptual model established for this study aims to understand
the impact of the TLE variables (i.e., Community attachment; Social
mission orientation; Community-centered strategy) on social self-
efficacy (outcome) through the mediating effect of co-creation.

The results obtained from the analysis of the collected data provide

a unique insight into the complex theme that is lifestyle entrepreneurs.

85UBD17 SUOLILLIOD BAIER1D 3|qedtjdde ay) Aq pausenoh a1 sajoe WO ‘88N JO S9N 10y Afeiq 1 8UIIUO A8]IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUE-SWSHALIOD™AB | 1M ARe.q)|BU1|UO//SANY) SUOBIPUOD PUe SWwie | 84} 835 *[£202/20/50] U AriqiT auljuo A3|Im ‘ Bniiod ueiyood Aq 08Ge 11 /200T 0T/10p/L0o A8 | im: AReiq Ul juo//SdnY WOy papeo|umoq ‘v ‘€202 ‘0L6T2ZST



de SOUSA ET AL

WILEY_L

Therefore, it is crucial to interpret each hypothesis and results while
crossing it with the existing literature to better discuss the findings, as
these could prove crucial in furthering the understanding of the impact
of TLEs in the continuous improvement of destinations and their
competitiveness, as well as the managerial implication on their social
performance and active involvement with both local communities and

tourists alike.

5.1 | The key role of co-creation

First, results suggest that TLEs social mission orientation strongly
influences co-creation. Kibler et al. (2015) underline the importance
that these entrepreneurs pin on the sustainability and preservation
of the location and community in which their business operates
(i.e., sustainable ventures). Moreover, to further explain TLEs desire to
promote the social mission orientation of their business Dias et al.
(2020a) notes that TLEs desire to implement social goals into their
business model promotes a triple bottom line perspective, in which
preserving their unique way of living, the local environment and cul-
ture are imperative for the continuous success of TLEs activities.
Coupled with this, other authors also describe the importance of, not
only communicating with local community (Yachin, 2019), but also
promoting knowledge exchange with local stakeholders and tourists
(Marchant & Mottiar, 2011), as a unique source of value creation and
authentic experiences for these entrepreneurs. Additionally, TLEs
rather small scale of operation provide ample opportunity to assimi-
late with local communities more effectively (Dias et al., 2020b), since
they are perceived as more trustworthy with all stakeholders
(i.e., locals and tourists), cooperate better with the community and are
actively involved in local activities. Therefore, TLEs deep connection
with local communities and tourists enables them to create more
socially aware business ventures (Meek et al., 2010). On one hand,
the ability to assimilate well into local communities and form a trust
bond with them promotes better sustainable ventures for TLEs, since
the social connection enables a deeper understanding of the commu-
nity and access to opportunities to better develop the desired lifestyle
of the entrepreneur. On the other hand, this co-creation with the local
community ensures a better unique and authentic experience for trav-
elers, while also ensuring the sustainable continuation of the destina-
tion and success of TLEs business. With this, the relationship between
social mission orientation and co-creation is established.

Second, the results demonstrate the strong impact of TLEs
community-centered strategy on co-creation. As Czernek (2017)
points out, TLEs possess a distinctive capability to remain competitive
through their social interactions, knowledge of local community and
ability to innovate, which provide opportunities to craft authentic
local experiences. However, some authors point out that unlike most
other entrepreneurs, especially larger corporations (e.g., large hotel
corporations), TLEs prefer a closer contact with local communities,
opting to a much more direct and deliberate role on community
involvement (Garcia-Rosell et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2021). Lifestyle
entrepreneurs depend heavily upon social interaction with local

stakeholders to develop their business, mainly in areas in which they
lack knowledge to do so (Yachin, 2019). With this, proactive participa-
tion within the community is at the center of TLEs strategy to develop
unique business opportunities and circumvent possible business-
related issues (Andersson Cederholm & Hultman, 2010). In other
words, the quantitative study implies that actively participating with
the community providing unique chances for value co-creation with
stakeholders surrounding said community, as well as, identifying new
opportunities and improving the overall competitiveness of the desti-
nation. The results of this study also perpetuate the findings of other
authors, such as the notion that TLEs benefit greatly from deliberately
interaction with local stakeholders (Dias et al., 2020a), serving as a
compelling explanation for the contribution of co-creation in explain-
ing how TLEs can overcome their notorious lack of managerial exper-
tise and limitations in skills by their community-centered strategies
that enable co-creation.

Interestingly, there exists a noticeable discrepancy in the literature
regarding TLEs community attachment, in which some authors defend
that community attachment has significant impacts on outputs and
explains the importance of TLEs (i.e., innovativeness, self-efficacy) (Dias
et al., 2021; Yachin, 2019), and others where no significant impacts are
found (Cooper, 2015; Marchant & Mottiar, 2011). Considering this, the
results demonstrate a lack of significant contribution of TLEs community
attachment on co-creation. Concomitantly, as an attempt to explain the
discrepancy of TLEs literature, Dias et al. (2020a) identified three main
types of lifestyle entrepreneurs: (1) Opportunity seekers, small scale busi-
nesses with high degrees of both innovativeness and knowledge assimi-
lation, in which seizing opportunities arising from connection with
stakeholders is crucial; (2) Professionals, these TLEs are more structured,
with good potential for innovativeness and sound communication chan-
nels, however business is often balanced by lifestyle choices and desire
to orient their business based on quality of life; (3) Laggards, these pos-
sess some of the defining characteristics of TLEs as entrepreneurs, such
as innovativeness and capability to seize opportunity, however these
traits are not strong, since there is no active participation nor desire to
actively seek opportunities to create value.

Local embeddedness is crucial for TLEs, since it is at the crux of
their unique service value and can serve as a knowledge acquisition
tool by creating a close bond with said local community, as well as
promote their competitiveness (Yachin, 2019). Additionally, this level
of connection is hard to replicate for other entrepreneurs, promoting
differentiation for their business. However, as other authors point
out, TLEs local community attachment differs from other constructs
(e.g., community-centered strategies) in the sense that it promotes
passive and very informal channels of communications and assimila-
tion of knowledge (Marchant & Mottiar, 2011), this creates a proxim-
ity with the local society, but not necessarily as a basis to promote
their business, nor their value creation (loannides & Petersen, 2003).
Moreover, the continued increase in TLEs competitiveness towards
other businesses, and as many resources prove to be scares, this
might suggest barriers of entry that inhibit co-creation (i.e., lack of
competent labor force, lack of time) (Yachin, 2019), TLEs ability to
generate value by local embeddedness through co-creation might not
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be as significant as other more active and involved strategies and
tools (e.g., community-centered strategy; social mission orientation).
As such, TLEs entrepreneurial capacity to generate value through
co-creation by community attachment is heavily dependent on the
types of strategies employed, and the degree that TLEs can identify
new desirable opportunities. Although, as this study suggests, the
rather informal and passive nature of local attachment, coupled with
the reduced managerial experience and limited strategical planning
proves to be insufficient for generating value through associating with

stakeholders, especially with tourists.

5.2 | The entrepreneurial processes leading to
social self-efficacy

The results of this study demonstrate the significant impact of the mediat-
ing effect of co-creation on TLEs performance that is, Social self-efficacy.
There are present several examples on the literature that support the
impact of co-creation on TLEs performance (Binkhorst & Dekker, 2009;
Dias et al., 2021; Sam Liu & Huang, 2020). Although, these examples do
not explore the full extent of the impact of co-creation, considering this,
to achieve this study's goal, it is necessary to analyzes much more in depth
the mediating effects of co-creation on social performance.

TLEs social self-efficacy is the individual perception that a certain
task has been successfully fulfilled (Hallak et al., 2015). However, self-
efficacy is not merely an individual construct, it is also greatly shaped
by the social construct surrounding the entrepreneur (Sam Liu &
Huang, 2020). Considering this, co-creation processes aid in generating
value, largely based on cooperation with stakeholders (Binkhorst &
Dekker, 2009). Additionally, other authors highlight the value that
co-creation provides on tackling issues and identifying potential
market opportunities (Dias et al, 2021). These factors explain the
strong influence of co-creation on social self-efficacy, since the proac-
tive involvement with local stakeholders, as well as the strategies to
perceive opportunities and act upon them, greatly influence the TLEs
social perception on his/her performance.

Moreover, the mediating effect is also crucial, since it demonstrates
the importance of co-creation on TLEs defining traits, such as
community-centered strategies and sustainability. In which, actively par-
ticipating in communities, and pursuing sustainable ventures, through the
lens of co-creating value with local stakeholders promotes the social per-
formance of SMEs. Therefore, the importance of the cultural context on
social entrepreneurial orientation is underlined (Sam Liu & Huang, 2020),
in other words, it is imperative that TLEs value engagement with local
communities, as it provides SMEs with the ability to capitalize on market
opportunities and tap into valuable resources that lead to higher degrees
of performance. Meaning that it is crucial for TLEs to actively develop
strategies to promote integration and value co-creation with both local
communities and tourists, which augment the social drive and environ-
mental awareness, enabling key indicators of performance.

It should be mentioned that the mediating effects of co-creation
on social performance are largely unexplored in the literature (Dias
et al., 2021; Sam Liu & Huang, 2020). However, it is still interesting to

explore how co-creation shapes TLEs performance, since it is a vital
construct that actively shapes TLEs social performance.

Interestingly, despite community attachment's lack of manage-
rial implication for TLEs (Cooper, 2015), through the mediating effect
of co-creation it promotes a significant impact on social self-efficacy,
thus enabling performance. Co-creation processes build upon unique
networking opportunities for TLEs, as well as being the right tool for
developing trust with stakeholders, whilst allowing for a greater level
of involvement in developing experiences. Additionally, by blurring
the barriers of providing and consuming experiences (i.e., lifestyle is
as crucial as economic viability), these entrepreneurs facilitate the
process of co-creation, and enable a proximity with tourists, which
augments their competitiveness and, most importantly, their social

performance.

6 | CONCLUSION

6.1 | Theoretical contributions

This study complements the findings of the complex topic of TLEs,
remaining largely unexplored despite their apparent contributions to the
destination. Even though at first TLE literature focused heavily on intrin-
sic factor of entrepreneurship (i.e., personal traits such as quality of life
and lifestyle). Recent research points to the importance of analyzing
the external factors that promote TLEs competitiveness. Moreover, this
study serves to extend the TLE literature in the tourism industry, by ana-
lyzing the mediating effect of co-creation, which drives performance and
competitiveness.

Considering the entrepreneurship literature, it aims to provide
tangible contributions by actively choosing to study community
involvement, which are crucial for competitive destinations, as well
as a factor unique to TLEs that set them apart from other entrepre-
neurs. Secondly, this study integrates an underexplored dimension in
innovation research, this being co-creation, which serve as a lens
through which we analyze self-efficacy and, ultimately, performance.
Meaning that by researching the mediating effects of co-creation, it
sheds new light on external factors (e.g., community involvement),
while promoting a better understanding of TLEs overall performance
and competitiveness. Additionally, self-efficacy is also a crucial
dimension, heavily associated with performance. Therefore, it serves
as a strong indicator of competitiveness and true differentiation in
the tourism industry.

This study also reinforces the TLE literature by establishing the
importance of social mission orientation and community attachment
on TLEs competitiveness, and their link with co-creation. Therefore,
community involvement is central to this study and an active influ-
ence on TLEs entrepreneurial outcomes. Moreover, the perspective
of community involvement is much more tangible than in other
studies, where the perspective is considerably less involved and
active. Considering this, these constructs are integral for destination
differentiation and TLEs performance. Additionally, this more active

community involvement and co-creation perspective aids in solving
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some of TLEs most notorious issues (e.g., lack of managerial
knowledge, lack of strategy).

Interestingly, despite community attachments found to have a
lack of significant impact on co-creation, as it promotes more passive
and informal connection with stakeholders. Through the mediating
effect of co-creation, it can assert a significant impact on self-efficacy.
Thus, it is crucial for providing evidence for the importance of co-
creation on TLEs outcomes, especially performance, and as a mediator
since it leverages competitiveness.

Lastly, considering the many contributions of this study, it
should be noted that, as many other researchers concluded, the
study of TLEs on the hospitality and tourism industry is vital, since it
is a field with a great potential for development, which is still largely

unexplored.

6.2 | Managerial contributions

This research aims to provide crucial information, namely by empower-
ing managers to improve their value proposition, by differentiating
themselves, and consequently enhance the competitiveness of the des-
tination. Firstly, over the years there has been a clear trend for tourists
that prioritize different and sustainable experiences, those that are “off
the beaten track”. These tourists are willing to pay premium and endure
extended periods of time in exchange for authentic local experiences.
Considering this, promoting an accurate understanding of how cooper-
ation and community involvement promotes TLEs overall performance,
through the access to distinctive local knowledge and opportunities to
nurture unigue experiences heavily associated with the local environ-
ment. Additionally, this constant cooperation with not only local
stakeholders, but also tourists provide entrepreneurs with valuable
market information that will help them better sustain and develop their
business.

Despite this, it is crucial to note that this acts as a counter trend
to mass tourism, therefore entrepreneurs should be aware that target-
ing a specific segment of the market is what truly provides value to
their service. This is where TLEs differentiate themselves, since most
hospitality corporations cannot access that degree of community
involvement or close cooperation, they inadvertently lack the neces-
sary tools to act upon that segment, presenting lifestyle entrepreneurs
with unique tools for differentiation.

Ultimately, it is through their active participation and involve-
ment with local communities, as well as their close connection
with the specific characteristic and lifestyle possibilities of said
place that entrepreneurs can strengthen their business. TLEs are
notorious for their distinctive issues, such as lack of managerial and
academic knowledge, lack of planning and problems concerning
operations that restrict their business. Considering this, it is imper-
ative to build strong support networks that promote better condi-
tions for these entrepreneurs, especially since most TLEs reside in
mostly rural areas that inhibit market access. This could augment
greatly their self-efficacy and overall perspective of performance of

their business.

6.3 |
research

Limitations and suggestions for further

It is important to note that this study is not without its limitations, and
how these limitations could be addressed for future research. Firstly,
it should be mentioned that the sample obtained was a convenience
sample, since acquiring data on TLEs can be challenging. Future
research could seek to implement a probability sampling model,
aiming to obtain a sample that is more reflective of the population.
Secondly, other aspects that promote community involvement besides
community attachment, community-centered strategies and social
mission orientation could be explored, such as knowledge assimilation,
risk aversion or context. Additionally, other outcomes beside self-
efficacy could also be explored, such as innovation and willingness to
stay, this could augment the importance of co-creation and provide
more insight on TLEs competitiveness and importance to the litera-
ture. Thirdly, to provide a completer and more exploratory study, a
qualitative sample could be implemented alongside a quantitative
sample. With this, a better grasp on TLEs could be obtained. Lastly,
despite some previous studies concluding that community attachment
had a positive impact on innovativeness, this study found a lack of
direct relation between community attachment and co-creation,
which is a crucial dimension of innovation. It would be interesting if
further research could explore this topic further and provide more
insight on this topic.
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