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Abstract: Tourism lifestyle entrepreneurs play an essential role in the innovation, sustainability, and
competitiveness of tourism destinations. Thus, the ability of a destination to attract and retain this
type of entrepreneur is an essential factor in strategic decisions. The limited research on this class of
entrepreneurs implies that decision makers have little information about the factors that contribute
to their willingness to stay in a particular destination. To address this challenge, this study employs a
mixed-method approach, combining a quantitative survey-based study with a qualitative study by
means of in-depth interviews. Based on survey data and using fuzzy set qualitative comparative
analysis, this study identifies three equifinal configurations of antecedent factors (entrepreneurial
self-efficacy, community-centered strategy, community attachment, and place attachment) that lead
to a willingness to stay. Place attachment is the single-core condition. Moreover, the findings show
that TLEs are not a homogeneous group. On the contrary, these entrepreneurs are driven by different
motives and personal backgrounds. These results represent important insights for the definition of
more sustainable strategies in destinations.

Keywords: community attachment; qualitative comparative analysis; willingness to stay; place
attachment; self-efficacy

1. Introduction

Differentiation is an essential imperative for the competitiveness of tourism des-
tinations. To this end, innovation through genuine and differentiating experiences is
essential [1]. Small businesses and, in particular, tourism lifestyle entrepreneurs (TLEs),
to which are associated not only a significant part of the innovation generated in destina-
tions [2] but also more sustainable practices [3], are essential to the development of tourism
destinations. TLEs can be defined as business owners that are primarily motivated by
lifestyle and quality of life reasons. As such, their businesses are operated by incorporating
non-financial factors [4]. They can be either locals or migrants who move to a location to
start a tourism business [5].

TLEs are focused on preserving both the local lifestyle and the environment and
traditions of the local community [6,7]. These characteristics align with the growing trends
in the industry and those that are being enhanced by pandemic [8], generating the need
to seek new market segments that value factors such as genuineness, sustainability, and
innovation. TLEs are recognized for identifying and adapting to niche markets [9] and for
promoting an innovation spillover effect in and between destinations [10]. In turn, the link
to the local area is another characteristic of the TLEs and is associated with competitiveness
and innovation, since it allows them to access local knowledge that is unique and difficult
to imitate [11].

Previous research recognizes that TLEs have advantages over other companies in
product and service innovation [12]. Being essential for local development, the attention
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should be focused on the location decisions [13]. Thus, the question arises of how to attract
and retain them in each tourist destination. Entrepreneurship research points to several
factors, such as local infrastructure, local economic conditions, institutional framework,
individual motivations, and location-based motivations [13]. However, the context of
tourism entrepreneurship research takes on different contours, especially in the case of
TLEs, where location decisions are linked to non-economic factors such as place and
community attachment. On the other hand, small businesses run by TLEs show unique
characteristics compared with other companies, since they pursue objectives other than
economic ones [4]. In this sense, this article aims (1) to identify the factors that contribute
to attracting and retaining this specific group of entrepreneurs and (2) explore the different
combination of factors leading to TLEs’ willingness to stay.

Previous research links location choice factors to the pursuit of a particular lifestyle [4].
However, it is unclear whether these factors are determinants of willingness to stay in a
destination. For example, what happens if the business is not performing as expected,
(i.e., if the actual results do not match what was anticipated)? Will they end the business
and look for another location? These questions are related to the concept of self-efficacy,
an entrepreneurial subjective measure where, for example, a revenue of EUR 100,000 is
totally satisfying for one entrepreneur and clearly insufficient to another. Despite pursuits
other than financial goals, these entrepreneurs still need to sustain themselves. Moreover,
previous research also acknowledges the role that self-efficacy plays in retaining TLEs
in a destination [14]. However, not all these entrepreneurs pursue business success [15],
which suggests that there are different combinations that should be further explored to
understand in which situations TLEs value business success as a reason to stay.

This study applies a sequential mixed method approach, starting with a quantitative
study based on survey data, followed by a qualitative study using in-depth interviews.
Survey data were analyzed using a configurational approach, that being fuzzy set qualita-
tive comparative analysis (fsQCA). This study contributes to the existing knowledge on
tourism entrepreneurship ecosystems by identifying different configurations of antecedent
factors that contribute to the willingness to stay (WTS), where place attachment represents
a necessary but insufficient condition, bringing important insights about the TLEs’ attrac-
tion and retention factors. This underexplored topic is essential for developing tourism
destination innovation and competitiveness. Moreover, from a methodological perspective,
this research uses fsQCA, which is recognized as an innovative and useful methodology
for tourism research [16]. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study that uses this
methodology in the context of tourism lifestyle entrepreneurship.

2. Conceptual Foundations

Studies addressing TLEs should consider the unique characteristics of these en-
trepreneurs. Dias et al. [11] and Bosworth and Farrel [6] suggested that traditional models
that apply to other entrepreneurs should be revisited considering these characteristics.
They seek a better quality of life, and to this end, they are willing to change from their pre-
vious life to create a business where they can reach the desired lifestyle [17], which drives
some of their distinctive characteristics. In the context of tourism, the main differences
relate to the way they run their businesses and the role of the place and community in
location decisions. Both aspects will be further explored in Sections 2.1 and 2.2, respectively.
Section 2.3 discusses the strategies followed by TLEs to promote better integration into the
community as well as acquire and transform local knowledge into new experiences and
products, in addition to it impacts on the willingness to stay.

2.1. Business Goals and Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy

Frequently, the businesses run by TLEs require few skills and experience [5]. Due to
the low entry barriers in most tourism businesses, these entrepreneurs usually evidence
some unsophisticated managerial approaches [4], revealing weaknesses such as few re-
sources [18] and low knowledge of the business or a lack of management experience [19].
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The business is also dominated by the entrepreneurial family, acting as a valuable source of
human capital but also with a probable negative impact on the efficiency and quality of the
operation [7].

Probably one of the most distinctive characteristics of TLEs is the definition of business
goals. It is noted that these entrepreneurs use a combination of financial and non-financial
goals [4]. However, the importance of each remains unclear. For example, previous research
reported that they are motivated purely by lifestyle goals, with financial goals being merely
instrumental [6]. Furthermore, Morrison [13] recognized that a significant part of them is
not growth-oriented. However, there are other situations that are more business-oriented
and focused on financial outcomes which are also acknowledged [20]. Wang et al. [15]
identified four shifts in TLE motivations: from lifestyle to business-oriented, maintenance
of lifestyle, from business-oriented to lifestyle, and maintenance of business orientation.

Given that there is a plurality of motivations for business, measuring the success of
these businesses only from an economic financial point of view is reductive [21], not the
least because using a dichotomy between financial and lifestyle objectives is an artificial
simplification [9]. Thus, the ventures managed by TLEs are evaluated by a set of variables
of a diverse nature. Aside from quality of life, community improvement and environmental,
social [12], cultural [9], and ideological [21] goals are also relevant objectives of TLEs. This
multiplicity of objectives suggests that the most appropriate way to assess the performance
of TLEs involves subjective performance measures [22], also referred to as entrepreneurial
self-efficacy, defined as the entrepreneur’s beliefs in his or her capabilities to successfully
achieve their entrepreneurial goals [23]. Due to the difficulty to access financial data from
small tourism businesses, Fu et al. [20] considered entrepreneurial self-efficacy a good
indicator to measure business performance.

Previous research acknowledges the role that entrepreneurial self-efficacy plays in
the retention of TLEs [14]. However, it is unclear in which situations this occurs, as many
of these businesses are run using non-financial indicators. Although lifestyle pursuit and
entrepreneurial success are not mutually exclusive [9,24], research suggests that prefer-
ences are not uniform, and therefore, different degrees of relevance regarding business
performance should be considered in relation to the willingness to stay.

2.2. Place and Community Attachment

The link to the place plays an important role in the context of TLEs [9]. The integra-
tion in the place and its community also represents another distinctive feature and is of
particular importance in the competitiveness of these small businesses, since it is the source
of the knowledge on which the idiosyncrasy of the experiences they offer is based [24,25].
Research on tourism entrepreneurship cannot be dissociated from the social context [4].
The place and community attachment are most effectively realized by these entrepreneurs,
as the boundary between personal life and business is virtually non-existent [5], benefiting
from a higher level of cooperation within the community [26] and providing not only a
unique social exchange system [27] but an important component of the TLE perspective of
quality of life [17].

As a result of the strong link to the community and place, the products or experiences
offered by these entrepreneurs are more associated with the place’s traditions and identity
when compared with those of large companies [28]. However, although identity construc-
tion is the basis of the narrative of TLEs, it is dependent on the degree of integration in the
community [9]. Opportunities do not arise from business activities but from social connec-
tions [2]. Thus, the difficulties and weaknesses pointed out above are usually overcome
through collaborative processes [4], which promote the development of shared values and
increase the ability to learn from other entrepreneurs [24].

Considering the role that the community and place play in business development
and innovation, it is natural that they are also associated with the willingness to stay [14]
because, on the one hand, conducting experiences in a specific place implies that they
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are mainly developed with endogenous human capital [1], and on the other hand, the
geographical location and social conditions are key factors in the location decision [22].

2.3. Community-Centered Strategy: A Key Element for Willingness to Stay

Place attachment is considered an informal and passive channel for the acquisition
and transformation of local knowledge into new tourism products and experiences [11,29].
Considering that tourism experiences are strongly linked to the spirit of the place and its
people [25], and that local knowledge is tacit and context sensitive [19], it is necessary that
TLEs adopt more active and deliberate measures that promote, on the one hand, an active
acquisition of this knowledge and, on the other hand, promote a better integration of their
business within the local community [24]. In this sense, community-centered strategies
favor the identification of market opportunities [2] and facilitate the process of acquiring
local knowledge [11,24].

Community-centered strategies allow the entrepreneur to overcome the weaknesses
previously identified for several reasons. First, they promote trust and cooperation [26]
instead of competition. Second, they also enhance the active engagement of local stake-
holders in the formation of tourism experiences [2]. Third, these strategies also address
the demand side by involving tourists in events and other local activities, which provides
new narratives [24] and experiences with more added value [30]. Finally, by promoting
community participation in tourism activities, they contribute to enhancing the local iden-
tity [9] and creating more integrative and sustainable behavior [31]. The relationship within
the community contributes to increasing the social wellbeing, an important component
of the entrepreneur’s perception of quality of life [32] and an essential factor for location
decisions [33].

Based on the prior literature on tourism lifestyle entrepreneurship, we identified
four key antecedent factors (predictors) of tourism lifestyle entrepreneurs’ willingness to
stay, namely community attachment, place attachment, entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and a
community-centered strategy. Rather than hypothesizing the effect of each predictor on
the willingness to stay, our study considers that these predictors can combine in multiple
ways to predict the willingness to stay. Thus, by applying fsQCA, we analyze the possible
combinations of the key antecedent factors (conditions) that are equifinal in leading to a
willingness to stay (outcome).

3. Research Methodology

A mixed-method approach combines both quantitative and qualitative research (data
collection and analysis) employed sequentially or simultaneously within a single study [34].
In this study, a mixed-method sequential approach was applied by combining quantitative
and qualitative methods, where quantitative research was performed first and was followed
by qualitative research.

The target population for this study included all Portuguese and Spanish TLEs. These
TLEs were selected following the criteria suggested by Bosworth and Farrell [6] and
Morrison [7], namely having a tourism-related business, sustaining the local traditions,
environment, and heritage, independently running the business, and committing to ex-
pressing the local character of the destination. For both the qualitative and quantitative
studies, the participants were from the Andalucía autonomous community (Spain) and
from the center region of Portugal, and the confidentiality and anonymity of participants
were ensured.

3.1. Quantitative Research
3.1.1. Sample and Data Collection

As previously presented, the target population for this study was Portuguese and
Spanish TLEs. A non-probability sampling procedure was used. More specifically, conve-
nience sampling was employed in selecting the TLEs during three tourism entrepreneur-
ship meetings (i.e., Tourism-Up, Taste-Up, and Green-Up). To collect data, we applied an
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internet-based survey questionnaire. The questionnaire was initially developed through
a review of the literature. Before conducting the main study, the questionnaire was first
revised by three tourism academics to assess content validity. Then, a pilot test was con-
ducted with five TLEs (two in nature tourism, one in hostels, one tour guide, and one
cooking experiences restaurant) through face-to-face, semi-structured interviews. The
internet-based survey questionnaire was sent to the 115 selected TLEs. A total of 115
complete responses were received.

In the final sample, most of the TLEs were from the center region of Portugal (74%),
mainly being from Lisbon (34%), Coimbra (12%), and Santarém (11%), 62% were born
in the place where they currently had their tourism business, 66% were male, and 70%
were between 40 and 60 years old. Most of the TLE stated that their firms had 10 or less
employees (68%), and the rest were small firms (less than 49 employees). An average of
7.26 years and a standard deviation of 5.47 years were obtained regarding the number of
years in operation for their businesses.

3.1.2. Measures

The measurement items used to measure the latent constructs were drawn from the
literature. The final measurement instrument is shown in Appendix A. The community
attachment and community-centered strategy were measured by two and three items,
respectively, which were adapted from Besser and Miller [35]. Place attachment was
measured using two-item scales adapted from Lalli [36]. A three-item scale adapted from
Zhao, Seibert, and Hills [37] was used to measure the entrepreneurial self-efficacy. We
also adopted existing measures for our dependent variable (outcome) of the willingness
to stay. More specifically, the willingness to stay was measured using four items adopted
from Lalli [36]. Place attachment and the willingness to stay were measured using seven-
point Likert-type scales anchored from one (strongly disagree) to seven (strongly agree).
Entrepreneurial self-efficacy was measured by asking respondents to indicate the degree of
confidence with a specific statement on a five-point Likert-type scale anchored from one (no
confidence) to five (complete confidence). The community-centered strategy was assessed
by asking respondents to evaluate the importance of specific strategies on a five-point
Likert-type scale anchored from one (not important at all) to five (extremely important).
The original scale range used by the authors was maintained to assure the adherence to
their approach.

3.1.3. Common Method Bias

Because our study used data collected from a single informant, common method bias
(CMB) could constitute a threat to the validity of our results [38]. In order to safeguard
against common method bias, we followed some procedural remedies suggested by Pod-
sakoff et al. [38]. More specifically, we created simple and concise items, protected the
respondents’ anonymity, placed the dependent variable after the independent variables
in the survey, and pre-tested the questionnaire with the TLEs. In addition, we employed
Harman’s single-factor test. The results of the test showed that the non-rotated solution
EFA analysis produced four factors with eigenvalues >1. Taken together, the four factors
accounted for 72.4% of the variance in the data, with the first extracted factor accounting
for 36.5% of the variance, which was below the threshold of 50% [38].

3.1.4. Analytical Approach: Qualitative Comparative Analysis

The empirical analysis in this study was performed by applying fuzzy set qualitative
comparative analysis (fsQCA). This methodology has started to increase in popularity in
tourism research (e.g., refs. [39,40]). FsQCA is a set theoretic analytical technique that allows
for a fine-grained empirical investigation of causal complexity through the logic of set
theory [41], equifinality to permit different, equally effective configurations of conditions
that may lead to the same outcome, and asymmetric causality, which allows configurations
that lead to an outcome different from the configurations, leading to the negation of it. The
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basic intuition underlying this technique is that the influence of the antecedent variables
on a specific outcome depends how they are combined, rather than the premise that each
antecedent variable has its own isolated net effect on the dependent variable as traditional
correlation-based techniques.

In this study, we assumed that place attachment, community attachment,
entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and a community-centered strategy could be combined in mul-
tiple ways, as represented by the different shaded areas in the Venn diagram of Figure 1, to
achieve a high willingness to stay. As was stated before, fsQCA assumes causal asymmetry,
which means that the explanation for a high willingness to stay is not necessarily the logical
opposite of the explanation for low willingness to stay. Thus, this study also examined
the combinations of the four antecedent conditions that lead to a low willingness to stay
(~wts).

Sustainability 2021, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 6 of 17 
 

3.1.4. Analytical Approach: Qualitative Comparative Analysis 
The empirical analysis in this study was performed by applying fuzzy set qualitative 

comparative analysis (fsQCA). This methodology has started to increase in popularity in 
tourism research (e.g., [39,40]). FsQCA is a set theoretic analytical technique that allows 
for a fine-grained empirical investigation of causal complexity through the logic of set 
theory [41], equifinality to permit different, equally effective configurations of conditions 
that may lead to the same outcome, and asymmetric causality, which allows 
configurations that lead to an outcome different from the configurations, leading to the 
negation of it. The basic intuition underlying this technique is that the influence of the 
antecedent variables on a specific outcome depends how they are combined, rather than 
the premise that each antecedent variable has its own isolated net effect on the dependent 
variable as traditional correlation-based techniques. 

In this study, we assumed that place attachment, community attachment, 
entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and a community-centered strategy could be combined in 
multiple ways, as represented by the different shaded areas in the Venn diagram of Figure 
1, to achieve a high willingness to stay. As was stated before, fsQCA assumes causal 
asymmetry, which means that the explanation for a high willingness to stay is not 
necessarily the logical opposite of the explanation for low willingness to stay. Thus, this 
study also examined the combinations of the four antecedent conditions that lead to a low 
willingness to stay (~wts). 

 
Figure 1. Venn diagram of the combination of conditions. 

Calibration 
FsQCA springs from the concept of set membership. Thus, analyzing data in fsQCA 

requires the transformation of the original variables into fuzzy sets (i.e., a set of 
membership scores ranging from zero (full exclusion from a set) to one (full inclusion)) 
[42]. This process, termed as calibration, requires specifying three different anchors: one 
to define full membership, another to define full non-membership, and a cross-over point 
[42]. In line with recent research [43] for calibrating each of the variables (both the 
conditions and the outcome) in the original data into a fuzzy set scale, we defined these 
anchors using three values: full membership was set at the original value that covered 
95% of the data values, the cross-over point was set at the original value that covered 50% 
of the values, and full non-membership was set at the original value that covered 5% of 
the values. 

3.2. Qualitative Research 
With the analysis of the quantitative results, several additional questions arose, 

justifying the research team to return to the field to gather additional insights and deepen 
the results obtained. During the interview, the participants were asked to indicate other 
entrepreneurs who could participate in the study. As such, a non-probabilistic sampling 
method was used. The interviews asked questions based on the same constructs as in the 
previous study (relationship with the community, place, community-centered activities, 

Figure 1. Venn diagram of the combination of conditions.

Calibration

FsQCA springs from the concept of set membership. Thus, analyzing data in fsQCA
requires the transformation of the original variables into fuzzy sets (i.e., a set of membership
scores ranging from zero (full exclusion from a set) to one (full inclusion)) [42]. This
process, termed as calibration, requires specifying three different anchors: one to define
full membership, another to define full non-membership, and a cross-over point [42]. In
line with recent research [43] for calibrating each of the variables (both the conditions and
the outcome) in the original data into a fuzzy set scale, we defined these anchors using
three values: full membership was set at the original value that covered 95% of the data
values, the cross-over point was set at the original value that covered 50% of the values,
and full non-membership was set at the original value that covered 5% of the values.

3.2. Qualitative Research

With the analysis of the quantitative results, several additional questions arose, jus-
tifying the research team to return to the field to gather additional insights and deepen
the results obtained. During the interview, the participants were asked to indicate other
entrepreneurs who could participate in the study. As such, a non-probabilistic sampling
method was used. The interviews asked questions based on the same constructs as in the
previous study (relationship with the community, place, community-centered activities,
and entrepreneurial self-efficacy). Life background was also asked about to understand
how this influenced business initiatives and innovativeness.

An initial number of interviews was not set, as this would depend on the level of
data saturation. At the end of 17 interviews, it was verified that the last 2 did not bring
additional relevant information. However, to confirm saturation, three more interviews
were carried out, and it was found that they did not provide any additional relevant
information. In total, 20 interviews were conducted (7 B&Bs, 6 in rural tourism, 5 tour
guides, and 2 in gastronomic experiences). The average duration of each interview was
52 min, and due to the pandemic context, they were mostly conducted through meeting
platforms (e.g., Zoom and MSTeams). The data were processed using content analysis.
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4. Results
4.1. Quantitative Research
4.1.1. Assessment of the Measurement Model

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using the maximum likelihood (ML) estimation
method was conducted by means of IBM SPSS-AMOS 25.0 software to assess the reli-
ability and validity of the latent variables. The goodness-of-fit statistics show that the
proposed CFA model generally fit the data well (χ2 = 102.86, (df = 68, p < 0.01); CFI = 0.960;
TLI = 0.947; IFI = 0.961, RMSEA = 0.067, p-close = 0.145; standardized RMR = 0.063). The
CFA model complied with the commonly accepted thresholds for the evaluation of mea-
surement models [44]. The CFI of 0.960, TLI of 0.947, and IFI of 0.961 met the recommended
minimum threshold of 0.90 for an adequate fit [44]. The standardized RMR of 0.063 did not
exceed the cut off of 0.10, nor did the RMSEA of 0.067 exceed the cut off of 0.08 [44]. The
standardized factor loadings, summarized in Appendix A, were generally above 0.7 and
all significant at p < 0.001. These results provide evidence of convergent validity [45].

To access measurement reliability and convergent validity, we analyzed Cronbach’s
coefficient alpha (α), the composite reliability (CR), and the average variance extracted
(AVE) for all constructs. As can be seen in Table 1, the α and CR values exceeded 0.7
for all constructs [45], and the AVE values were greater than 0.5 [45]. Moreover, for each
latent variable, the AVE values were larger than the corresponding CR values. Taken
together, these results support measurement reliability and convergent validity. To assess
discriminant validity, we followed the procedure suggested by Fornell and Larcker [46].
We checked if the square root of the AVE of each construct—shown on the diagonal of
Table 1—was higher than the correlations between all constructs [46]. The results show
that this condition was satisfied for all constructs. Thus, discriminant validity was also
supported.

Table 1. Correlation matrix (discriminant validity check).

Latent Variables α CR AVE (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(1) Community attachment 0.74 0.75 0.61 0.78
(2) Place attachment 0.73 0.81 0.68 0.21 0.82
(3) Entrepreneurial self-efficacy 0.77 0.78 0.56 −0.03 −0.09 0.74
(4) Community-centered strategy 0.71 0.76 0.52 0.64 0.37 0.44 0.73
(5) Willingness to stay 0.92 0.94 0.80 0.71 0.36 −0.04 0.44 0.89

Note: The bolded diagonal values are the square root of the average variance extracted (AVE). CR = composite reliability; α = Cronbach’s
alpha; AVE = average variance extracted.

4.1.2. Analysis of Necessary Conditions

A causal condition, or a combination of causal conditions, is considered necessary if it
is always present (or absent) when the outcome is present (or absent) [47]. According to
the fsQCA literature. the analysis of necessary conditions should precede the analysis of
sufficient conditions ([48], p. 204). Thus, we started the fsQCA analysis by determining if
any of the four antecedent conditions were necessary for the outcomes of the willingness
to stay and its negation.

Table 2 presents the results of the analysis of the necessity relative to the outcomes of
both a high willingness to stay (wts) and the negation of a high willingness to stay (~wts).
Conventionally, for a causal condition to be considered necessary, the consistency must be
equal to or greater than 0.9 [42]. As can be seen in Table 2, none of the four conditions nor
their negation were a necessary condition for the willingness to stay nor for its negation.
A condition, or a combination of causal conditions, is “almost always necessary” if the
consistency exceeds the threshold of 0.80 [49]. Table 2 shows that place attachment was
an “almost always necessary” condition for the willingness to stay because its consistency
score was 0.86, exceeding the required threshold.
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Table 2. Overview of necessary conditions.

Willingness to Stay (wts)
wts ~wts

Condition Consistency Coverage Consistency Coverage

Community attachment 0.66 0.71 0.49 0.48
~Community attachment 0.52 0.53 0.71 0.65
Place attachment 0.88 0.82 0.44 0.37
~Place attachment 0.33 0.39 0.79 0.86
Entrepreneurial self-efficacy 0.57 0.63 0.55 0.56
~Entrepreneurial self-efficacy 0.60 0.59 0.63 0.58
Community-centered strategy 0.71 0.73 0.50 0.46
~Community-centered strategy 0.48 0.51 0.70 0.69

Note: ~ represents the absence of a condition. Calculations performed with the fs/QCA 2.5 software [50].

4.1.3. Analysis of Sufficient Conditions for Willingness to Stay

A causal condition or combination of conditions is sufficient for an outcome if the
outcome occurs when the condition (or combination of conditions) is present ([47], p. 184).
The analysis of sufficiency followed three sequential steps [42,51]. First, the truth table,
listing all logical combinations of the four conditions (24 = 16) and the respective number
of empirical instances, was constructed. Secondly, the truth table was reduced to mean-
ingful configurations based on two criteria: frequency, which described the number of
empirical instances for each possible combination, and consistency, which referred to “the
degree to which cases correspond to the set theoretic relationships expressed in a solution”
([51], p. 402). We set the minimum frequency threshold at five, which ensured that only
configurations that had at least five best-fit cases were kept (cf. [47], p. 107). With respect
to consistency, the lowest acceptable consistency score was set at 0.8 [42]. In addition,
we also inspected the proportional reduction in inconsistency (PRI) and eliminated any
configuration that had a PRI lower than or equal to 0.7 to avoid simultaneous subset
relations of attribute combinations in both the outcome and the negation [48,51]. Finally,
using Boolean minimization and the Quine–McCluskey algorithm [42], the truth table was
reduced to simplified configurations.

The Quine–McCluskey algorithm incorporates an analysis of counterfactual cases
known as counterfactual analysis, which differentiates between easy and difficult counter-
factuals (see [51], p. 403). Based on the differences in these two types of counterfactuals,
the truth table algorithm produced three solutions (complex, intermediate, and parsimo-
nious) and allowed us to distinguish antecedent conditions as “core” or “peripheral” [51].
Core conditions appeared in both the intermediate and parsimonious solutions, while
peripheral conditions only appeared in the intermediate solution. For both outcomes (high
and not high willingness to stay), we reported the fuzzy-set intermediate solution and
distinguished between the “core” and “peripheral” conditions [51]. Table 3 provides the
fuzzy set intermediate solution for high and not high (low) willingness to stay.

The goodness of fit of the solution could be evaluated using two measures: consistency
and coverage. We used the formulas defined by Ragin [42] to calculate these measures as
presented in Corne and Peypoch ([39], p. 4). The consistency value of each configuration
describes the extent to which the empirical cases that share the configuration agree in
displaying the outcome [51]. The consistency and coverage were calculated using the
formulas proposed by Ragin (2008) and presented by Corne and Peypoch [39], which
were the formulas used for the results presented in Table 3, showing that the intermediate
solution for high willingness to stay (wts) comprised three configurations. The consistency
scores for all configurations as well as the consistency score of the overall solution exceeded
the threshold of 0.8 [42]. Thus, all configurations could be considered sufficient for wts.
Coverage assesses the proportion of cases that follow a particular path and captures the
empirical importance of a configuration [42]. Unique coverage refers to the proportion of
cases explained exclusively by one configuration. Table 3 shows that the unique coverage
was higher than zero for all configurations. Thus, all configurations were empirically rele-
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vant. The overall solution coverage refers to the joint importance of all configurations [42].
Table 3 shows that the three configurations explained 76% of the wts.

Table 3. Configurations for high and low willingness to stay.

High Willingness to Stay
(wts)

Low Willingness to
Stay (~wts)

Configuration C1 C2 C3 C4 C5

Community attachment ⊗ • ⊗
Place attachment
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The examination of the intermediate solution for wts shows that place attachment
was present in all configurations. In all configurations, place attachment was the single
core condition. The first configuration indicated that a high level of place attachment in
combination with a high community-centered strategy, regardless of the level of community
attachment and entrepreneurial self-efficacy, led to a high willingness to stay. The second
shows that a high level of place attachment in combination with high entrepreneurial
self-efficacy and with low community attachment also led to a wts. The third indicates that
a high level of place attachment combined with a high level of community attachment and
with low entrepreneurial self-efficacy also led to a wts, regardless of the level community-
centered strategy.

As stated before, fsQCA accounts for causal asymmetry, which means that config-
urations that predict a high willingness to stay are not necessarily the mirror opposites
of configurations that predict a low willingness to stay [51]. Thus, we also analyzed the
configurations that led to a low willingness to stay (~wts). The frequency, consistency, and
PRI thresholds used to perform the sufficiency analysis for the outcome of ~wts were the
same as those used for a high willingness to stay. Table 3 presents the fuzzy set intermediate
solution for ~wts (configurations C4 and C5). The results show that two configurations
led to ~wts, and both exceeded the consistency threshold of 0.8 [42]. These configurations
explained 68% of ~wts. Configuration 4 shows that the combination of a low community-
centered strategy (core condition) with low entrepreneurial self-efficacy (core condition) led
to ~wts. Configuration 5 shows that high entrepreneurial self-efficacy combined with low
place attachment and low community attachment also led to ~wts. In this configuration,
low place attachment and low community attachment were core conditions.

4.2. Qualitative Research

The set of TLEs interviewed was distributed as follows: five were born and had always
lived in the place where they operated their businesses, eight came from outside, and the
remaining seven were born in the place where they operated their businesses but had lived
part of their lives elsewhere, having returned to their origins to create their businesses.

The first group was unanimous in stating that the will to stay in the place was
independent of the evolution of the business. For them, it was not part of their life
plan to move to other places, even if the current business did not go as expected. In the
words of the interviewees:
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“This is where our roots, friends and family are. This is where we like to be, close
to our own. Business comes and goes.”

(E7)

“With this, it is the third business we have created here. We are very satisfied with
the current business (rural tourism) even despite the effects of the pandemic”

(E13)

This group included two of those who were born there but went to live outside, all
those who had always stayed there, and only one who came from outside. The profile
of the responses in terms of a strong connection to the community and place and low en-
trepreneurial self-efficacy resembled configuration 3 of the quantitative study. Furthermore,
the businesses run by these entrepreneurs were very traditional, with a strong focus on the
host–visitor relationship quality and less on innovative products or services.

The second group revealed that although they were attracted to the local culture, natu-
ral environment, and lifestyle, they had reduced connections to the community. The group
was composed mostly of people who were born in the place where they developed their
businesses but had spent a significant part of their life away and had lost the relationship
with the local community. The question of financial objectives was less relevant because
they already had a way of sustaining themselves. Therefore, whether by retirement or by
disenchantment with life elsewhere, where they have already accumulated capital, they
had come to stay, even if the business did not run in the best way:

“We came here and created our dining experience business six months ago ( . . . )
we are still seeing if it is the best option.”

(E19)

On the other hand, due to the strong attachment to the place, this group proved to be
very committed to local traditions, actively promoting innovative cultural initiatives such
as events, meetings, fairs and museums:

“We think that this locality has been decharacterizing and losing its identity
( . . . ). We created the museum so that the memory and traditions of this place
are not lost. We provide several pieces of the collection of the museum.”

(E3)

Thus, this group was close to configuration 1 of the quantitative study, where the
drivers of willingness to stay were place attachment and community-centered strategies.

The third group was mostly composed of people who came from outside, having been
attracted to live there by the lifestyle and the natural and cultural context of the region. In
the words of one interviewee:

“We always had the passion for this place, we came several times as tourists until,
as a family, we decided to change our lives and bought a house. ( . . . ) We seek to
have a competitive and profitable business.”

(E2)

For this group, the fact that they did not have roots justified the reduced community
attachment and pushed them to have a sharp business vision. The business orientation
resulted not only from the need to pay the bills at the end of the day but also from
professional experiences when living elsewhere. Despite having a strong place attachment,
they would be willing to look for other locations to set up a business or get a job if the
business did not match up to their expectations. As one of the interviewees stated:

“We have two children to support and several expenses to pay at the end of each
month. ( . . . ) We have been prospecting in other locations where we can conduct
tours if the demand declines.”

(E11)



Sustainability 2021, 13, 13519 11 of 16

Thus, this group was close to configuration 2 as revealed by the quantitative study, in
which there was a weak connection with the local community. For these entrepreneurs,
staying in the location depended on the passion for the place when combined with the
perceived success in the business. They presented innovative experiences to the tourists,
eventually with a lower relation to the place’s culture and identity (e.g., adventure tours,
sunset events, or bee-related products or experiences).

5. Discussion

Place attachment is a core condition common to all paths related to a strong willingness
to stay. This result aligns with the assumption that the place plays an essential role in
location decisions (cf. [52]). However, on its own, this factor is not sufficient to explain the
willingness to stay and must be associated with other factors, with 76% of the explained
variance found to fall under three conditions. In configuration 1, the willingness to stay was
associated with a community-centered strategy, revealing the active role of the entrepreneur
in the community where he or she operated. In their study, Holland and Martin [53] found
that entrepreneurs who come from outside are usually highly educated and have chosen a
particular location for the lifestyle. The authors also mentioned that these entrepreneurs
left their careers for a business in tourism perceived as merely instrumental to achieve the
desired lifestyle. Previous research also recognizes the pursuit of community-centered
strategies as an important aspect for the acquisition of local knowledge through activities
involving the local community, which work as a magnet to attract knowledge [24]. This
finding contributes to the literature by identifying a type of entrepreneur who seeks to
play an active role in the community, despite lacking strong place attachment. As Shaw
and Williams [12] pointed out, tourism entrepreneurs tend to be integrated in the local
community, influencing it and being influenced by it.

In configuration 2, the willingness to stay is the result of place attachment in con-
junction with entrepreneurial self-efficacy and a reduced level of community attachment.
In this case, the results suggest that the entrepreneur is business-oriented, a situation in
which satisfaction with the business results is more important than the connection to the
community, allowing perceiving that there is a focus on selling the place. As Su, Zhang, and
Cai [54] mentioned, tourism is a metaphor for the chosen lifestyle and a sense of belonging
to a place. These results not only confirm a previously identified entrepreneur pattern of
business-oriented [15] in which the place is for making profit [54] but also extends existing
knowledge about self-efficacy as motivation to stay in a specific location.

Configuration 3 shows a strong relationship with the place and the community, even
when the business results are not satisfactory. This is a purely lifestyle-oriented configura-
tion in which satisfaction with the business is essentially instrumental. Configuration 5
shows that the reduced willingness to stay is associated with a low relationship with the
place and the community but with strong entrepreneurial self-efficacy. Thus, perceived
business success is less dependent on the location and could be located elsewhere. As re-
vealed by Hallak et al. [55], self-efficacy is an important predictor of business performance.
Returning to configuration 3, this denial allows for the recognition that the importance of
the place and the degree of integration into the local community play an essential role in
location decisions in small tourism businesses [56]. A low place attachment combined with
a low community-centered strategy is also associated with a reduced willingness to stay
(configuration C4).

Our findings have important implications by identifying three different configurations
or paths, revealing that the TLE location decision is not the result of rational economic
factors, providing important insights for decision making and the ongoing discussion
concerning the different TLE groups or segments.

The combination of the two studies allows for identification and deeper knowledge
of the three configurations. This shows that although place attachment is a common
factor in the entrepreneur’s willingness to stay in a certain destination, it is not a sufficient
condition by itself. It is necessary to combine other factors, which points to three possible
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scenarios that are related to distinct classes of entrepreneurs, as depicted in Figure 2. Two
are linked to the relationship with the community, and the third does not contemplate this
relationship.
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The first class is constituted by the local developers and integrates mainly native en-
trepreneurs who have been living in the same place where they developed their businesses.
They are well integrated in the local community and show strong place attachment. Despite
their strong local identity, they are not exactly innovative, as they run traditional businesses
focused on the host–visitor relation, and their businesses are considered instrumental to
follow their desired lifestyles. Their willingness to stay is high, even in situations of weak
business performance.

We named the second class local innovators, composed of entrepreneurs that have
a strong link to the community and normally run more innovative businesses when
compared with the previous group. This class aligns with the categorization of “innovative”
presented by Dias et al. [57]. Although most of them were native to the place, they spent a
significant part of their lives in other locations. As a result, they brought ideas that were
new to the place based on their life experiences and personal contacts, which were very
useful as a sales channel. For them, although entrepreneurial self-efficacy was important,
it was not determinant to stay at the destination. However, they play a key role in the
destination dynamism by pursuing actively community-centered strategies.

The third class is constituted by the business-oriented lifestyle entrepreneurs. Based on
the results, they are not native to the place, but they are attracted to it by the lifestyle,
culture, or natural environment. However, the willingness to stay depends on the results
of the business, and they will move to other locations if the performance perception is not
satisfactory. Although they like the place, they are also there for a business reason.

6. Conclusions
6.1. Theoretical Contributions

The contributions of this study to tourism entrepreneurship theory are fourfold. First,
it extends existing knowledge on the attraction and retention of TLEs by identifying classes
of entrepreneurs who value distinct combinations of factors regarding where they develop
their businesses. Previous research recognized the existence of a set of factors contributing
to the willingness to stay [14]; however, it did not establish such differentiation regarding
the preferences and interests of distinct classes of entrepreneurs. Second, it recognizes that
place attachment is a core factor common to all classes of TLEs identified regarding the
willingness to stay in a place, which allows not only a clear identification of this factor
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as a key element in the development of the territory’s development strategies but also
realizing that community attachment is not always a key factor, as was previously assumed.
Third, this study advances the consolidation of the attraction and retention factors of TLEs
which, as mentioned, play an essential role in the innovation and competitiveness of the
tourist destination. In this context, the ability to constitute a pool of these entrepreneurs
is something essential, although explored very little, in academic research, as recognized
by Dias and Silva [58]. Fourth, the novelty of this study also results from considering the
willingness to stay as a dependent variable, while establishing various configurations of
antecedents, which provides important insights into the theoretical knowledge regarding
entrepreneurial ecosystems in tourism.

6.2. Practical Implications

The results of this study also provide important insights for the development of the
competitiveness and innovation of tourism destinations. The results reveal the essential
role that place attachment plays in attracting and retaining TLEs. Thus, the strategies and
actions leading to the construction and consolidation of local culture and identity, aside
from being an essential element in attracting tourists, are also of the utmost importance in
retaining entrepreneurs.

Through the identification of distinct classes of TLEs, it is also noted that place
attachment is not the only condition for retention of these entrepreneurs. Rather, it should
be combined with other individual factors such as community attachment or organizational
factors such as community-centered strategies or entrepreneur self-efficacy. In this scenario,
the development of policies to foster local entrepreneurship based on subsidies that are
determined by the achievement of financial objectives should be rethought. Only one of
the classes of entrepreneurs (business-oriented) considered the achievement of business
results as important for staying in the location. However, the other entrepreneurs are
also important in terms of innovation, job creation, and wealth creation. Evaluating the
access to public (governmental or from EU) subsidies solely based on financial results is
somewhat reductive.

The fact that three classes of TLEs were identified reveals that there are differences both
in the background of each entrepreneur and in business performance and that there should
not be “one-size-fits-all” policies. In some cases, it is important to guarantee support for
events, festivities, and other community-centered strategies, while in others, it is essential
to support the conversion of deep local knowledge, which results from strong community
attachment, into innovative and differentiated services and experiences.

6.3. Limitations and Future Research

This study also presents some limitations and points out avenues for future research.
Naturally, the convenience sample could be enlarged, although we acknowledge the
difficulty in obtaining responses from these types of entrepreneurs. In high season, they
are not available to answer due to a lack of time, and in low season, it is also not easy
because these are moments dedicated to leisure and family. In this study, we used the
willingness to stay as a dependent variable. It will also be interesting to study the impact of
the same variables in the perception of quality of life, since it is one of the main objectives
of these entrepreneurs. The dichotomy between rural and urban destinations could also be
an interesting variable to include in the model, especially as a moderating factor.

This study also opens doors to understanding the evolution of entrepreneurs in life
course changes. Indeed, many of the entrepreneurs are from abroad or are locals who
have been away for part of their lives. A longitudinal follow-up will be worthwhile for
understanding changes in the way the factors used influence the willingness to stay and
the quality of life. Finally, it might be interesting to complement the variable for business
performance used in the study (entrepreneurial self-efficacy) with other business indicators
like EBITDA, profitability of assets, and other financial rations.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Construct indicators: Measurement scales, descriptive statistics, standardized factor loadings, and t-values.

Constructs and Items Mean SD SFL t-Value

Community attachment (1 = none; 7 = strong)
Proportion of friends who live at or near this location 6.26 1.16 0.80 _a

Proportion of family members who live in or near this place 6.30 1.09 0.85 8.02
Community-centered strategy (1 = not important at all; 7 = extremely important)

I seek to strengthen and improve the local community 6.03 1.30 0.91 _a
I seek to improve my image with the local community 5.75 1.43 0.60 6.25

I am addressing clients that are not served by other local companies 5.32 1.78 0.63 6.65
Entrepreneurial self-efficacy (1 = no confidence; 5 = complete confidence)

I successfully identify new opportunities 4.37 0.67 0.57 _a
I create new products 4.30 0.77 0.81 5.61

I think creatively 4.52 0.65 0.82 5.60
Place Attachment (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree)

I really feel at home in this place 3.91 1.14 0.89 _a
This place is like a part of myself 3.35 1.51 0.65 6.69

Willingness to stay (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree)
I would like to stay indefinitely in this place 5.39 1.64 0.761 _a

I wish to follow the future development of this place 6.19 1.25 0.940 11.32
This site plays an important role in my future plans 6.02 1.40 0.973 11.77

My personal future is connected to this place 5.76 1.56 0.877 10.36

Notes: _a = a parameter that was fixed at 1.0; SFL = standardized factor loadings; SD = standard deviation.
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