
ABSTRACT 
 

 
 
KLINE, CAROL SUZANNE.  The Role of Entrepreneurial Climate in Rural Tourism Development. 
(Under the direction of Dr. L. Gene Brothers and Dr. Beth E. Wilson). 
 
 Tourism development has been embraced in the last decade as an economic 

development tool for rural areas.  A parallel movement has recently swelled, emphasizing 

entrepreneurship as a viable strategy for economic sustenance.  This study combines the two 

areas, and in particular examines the entrepreneurial climate of a community and its contribution 

to tourism development. 

 A scale of 36-items was developed to assess various aspects of a community known to 

support entrepreneurial activity.  The scale was combined with demographic questions and items 

assessing attitude toward tourism, and was distributed via email to 3,290 North Carolina 

residents.  Ultimately, 92 respondents were included in the sample, resulting in a 3% response 

rate.  Exploratory factor analysis was used to reveal seven subscales of entrepreneurial climate 

(e-climate).   The seven subscales were labeled Community Culture, Training & Assistance, 

Institutional Support, Quality of Life Amenities, Business Services, Economic Development-

Infrastructure Support, and Natural Resources-Tourism Business Support. 

 These e-climate subscales, along with additional county-based descriptors, were 

included as independent variables in a multiple regression analysis to determine their importance 

in explaining the dependent variable Tourism Expenditures. County-based descriptors included 

the economic health of a county (Economic Tier), the population and remoteness of the county 

(Rural-Urban Continuum Code), the level of tourism support in the county (Tourism Support), and 

the potential for tourism development (Tourism Opportunity).  Multiple regression analysis 

revealed a model of five variables (Rural-Urban Continuum Code, Economic Tier, Tourism 

Opportunity, Business Services and Economic Development-Infrastructure Support) can be 

attributed to explain 33% of the variance Tourism Expenditures.  Rural-Urban Continuum code 

explained the most variance (18%), followed by Economic Tier (10%).  The combined e-climate 

subscales of Business Services and Economic Development-Infrastructure Support explained 

10.5% of the variance in the dependent variable. 



 Additional analyses were conducted to assess differences between groups on the seven 

e-climate subscales.  Statistically significant differences between groups could indicate the need 

for programmatic, marketing and/or educational changes.  Sixteen variables were examined; four 

were based on county characteristics and twelve were based on traits of respondents.  Out of 28 

analyses on county-based variables, nine statistically significant differences were found at the 

p<.05 level and ten at the p<.10 level.  Out of 84 analyses on respondent-based variables, only 

eight statistically significant differences were found at the p<.05 level and eleven at the p<.10 

level.  

 This study contributes to the measurement of entrepreneurial climate as well as to the 

understanding of its impact on tourism development.  Implications for management and policy are 

also suggested.  
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The Role of Entrepreneurial Climate in Rural Tourism Development 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Despite its importance and overarching presence in market-based economies, 
entrepreneurship is an elusive concept.  At its most general, it is the ability to marshal 
resources to seize new business opportunities.  Entrepreneurship, defined in the broad 
sense, is central to economic growth.    
   Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 
   (1998) as cited in Goetz and Freshwater, 2001, p.41 
 

1.1   Economic Context for the Current National Focus on Entrepreneurship 

The economic divide between our nation's rural and urban areas is well documented.  In 

North Carolina, the loss of manufacturing jobs, the shift away from family agriculture and the 

decline of tobacco use and subsidies have furthered the negative conditions of rural areas.  Adding 

to the state's rural concerns are the extreme effects of natural disasters, the rapid change in 

statewide demographics, lagging technological infrastructure perpetuating the opportunity gap, the 

lack of affordable housing, an undereducated population, and land use changes caused by urban 

sprawl and second home construction.   Examined in total, rural North Carolina could be seen as a 

dismal place to eek out a living.   

But in recent years, economic development efforts are focusing inward, attempting to grow 

an economy from the inside out by allocating attention and resources to entrepreneurs.  Traditional 

economic development is compared to a three-legged stool, and is pursued through business 

attraction, business retention/expansion, and business creation.  For decades, efforts by rural 

economic development offices have focused on the first, given some attention to the second, and 

neglected the third.  But a rapid increase in technological firms, service sector businesses and 

mega-retail chains that have all stemmed from rural roots have gotten the attention of policy 

makers and business service-providers.  In addition, the negative forces mentioned in the 

paragraph above have imposed the urgency that something needs to happen in rural communities.  

In some ways, globalization has forced economies into entrepreneurship because economic 

incentives to locate in rural communities are not so attractive anymore (Drabenstott, Novack and 

Abraham, 2003).
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Entrepreneurship is a very sought-after but not-easily-understood activity.  For rural areas, 

entrepreneurship harmonizes with the philosophy that "our problems are best solved by solutions 

generated from within." Several progressive and thriving communities have adopted the attitude 

that an outside consultant isn't needed to propose strategies for economic redemption (HandMade 

in America, 2003; Morse, 2004; Putnam and Feldstein, 2003).  The Rural Sociological Society and 

National Coalition for Rural Entrepreneurship refers to this as "catalytic development," mobilizing 

the local talent and resources to create community-economic development from within (2006).  In 

addition, entrepreneurship compliments the "buy local" philosophy and "place-based" initiatives that 

have become popular in recent years and that transcends industry sectors. 

Entrepreneurial activity is also a suitable strategy for rural regions because, although it 

comes with its own brand of uncertainty, it doesn't bear the fear of a major employer closing shop 

to move to greener pastures.   Homegrown entrepreneurs have a connection with the community 

and will reinvest financially and emotionally in the local area.   And because most rural 

communities do not have a complete business infrastructure, entrepreneurship encourages 

regional interplay as well as a regional identity, both parts of a healthy economic strategy 

manifested recently in "cluster" and "corridor" development efforts. Nationally, entrepreneurs 

provide several advantages: 

 They make our lives easier and richer 

 They create new jobs 

 They generate community-economic growth for reinvestment 

 They strengthen our position in global economic competition  

 (National Commission on Entrepreneurship, n.d.).   

Seven to nine percent of the U.S. adult population is trying to start a business, which 

translates to nearly half a million people (Pages, 2003).   While communities want to encourage 

both entrepreneurs and small business owners, their needs are not always the same.  The 

Community Policy Analysis Center (CPAC) out of the University of Missouri-Columbia puts it this 

way: 
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An entrepreneur is also a small business owner, but there is an important 
difference. The entrepreneur envisions something that did not exist before, creates 
something new or provides an existing product or service in a new way…Being 
entrepreneurial is an approach to business that relies on innovation, ambition and 
growth.  (Growing, 2003, p. 7). 
 

Likewise, entrepreneurial traits and managerial traits can be differentiated.  While an 

entrepreneur must have business management skills, regardless of the sector in which they work, 

an entrepreneur's strengths goes beyond keeping a business's bottom line in the black.  “The 

primary task in enterprise creation is to make decisions under uncertainty arising from imperfect 

information; the primary task in enterprise management is to successfully carry out an established 

plan” (Koh, 1996, p. 35).  Russell and Faulkner differentiate these two lines of action as personality 

types, chaos-makers and regulators, each exhibiting conflicting reactions toward the same 

environmental condition (1999).  For example, regulators exhibit risk-aversion behaviors, where 

chaos-makers are risk-takers.  Regulators adhere to control; entrepreneurs are more experimental. 

Lindgren and Packendorff encourage scholars not to regard every start up as an entrepreneurial 

act.  When studying start-ups, they urge researchers to ask "What is actually new about this?" so 

that a more targeted and accurate notion of entrepreneurship is accepted (Lindgren and 

Packendorff, 2003).  More on entrepreneurs, their characteristics and motivations is found in the 

literature review in the next chapter.  

 

1.2 Entrepreneurial Climate 

Entrepreneurs are influenced by their operating environment.  A rigid business 

environment or closed economic system doesn't provide ample opportunity for innovation.  A 

financial climate where seed capital cannot be obtained will hamper a start-up's momentum.  A 

community culture that penalizes change or even success itself will not support the ambition or 

ideas of an entrepreneur.  The study of entrepreneurial "climate" is fairly new, particularly to the 

measurement of factors that encompass entrepreneurial climate (e-climate).  After initiating e-

climate research in three Missouri communities under the Rural Entrepreneurship Initiative, CPAC 

notes: 
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Not much is known yet on which variables are most important in communities with less 
than 50,000 in population to support entrepreneurial activity.  More needs to be learned 
about which factors are most influential and what communities need to focus on to 
stimulate entrepreneurial activity (CPAC, 2003, Conclusions, second paragraph). 
  

It is the intent of this study to contribute to the growing research on the factors which 

influence e-climate, to the end of creating sustainable tourism products and destinations in rural 

North Carolina.  

 

1.3   Rural Tourism  

Rural tourism has also gained a following in the last decade as an economic revitalization 

tool, as well as a way to preserve and celebrate local culture and resources (Rural Sociological 

Society, 2006).  The same declining sectors mentioned before have opened up the opportunity for 

tourism to emerge as a top industry in rural America, joining urban destinations in what is often 

touted as the world's largest industry.   

Many rural tourism businesses are small, homegrown, and/or initiated by someone with a 

vision and the will to create change.  Therefore, this study merges two national growing areas of 

interest - entrepreneurship and rural tourism.  However, it would be in fact difficult to study rural 

tourism without considering entrepreneurship.   

Rural tourism touches the lodging, restaurants and coffee shops, main street retail 

operations, art galleries, farms, cultural attractions, outfitters and guides, and service sectors of a 

community.  In these enterprises, entrepreneurial activity is inherent.  In addition, social 

entrepreneurship is behavior that has the same characteristics as its private enterprise counterpart, 

but is played out in programs to better the community's quality of life.  Social entrepreneurship 

contributes significantly to rural life, to tourism development, and as support for private sector start-

ups (Koh, 2002). 

Tourism development is widely seen as a tool for economic revitalization in rural areas, 

both domestically and abroad.  The communities that engage in tourism development, however, 
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vary in the numbers and types of tourists they attract and in the pace that tourism products and 

infrastructure emerge.  The goal of tourism development research is to bring a broader and deeper 

understanding to this phenomenon so that institutional technologies developed can then be applied 

to decision-making in the future.  

Despite the phenomenal growth of this industry and the number of communities clamoring 

for the tourist dollar, we know very little about the formula for certain success.  The tourism industry 

by nature is complex and abstract; selling “experiences” based on the tangible and intangible 

qualities of a place or destination.  The attributes that make up a place – the infrastructure, culture, 

climate, history, political conditions, industry mix, topography, and so on – vary wildly.  The 

interactions of all of the stakeholders in the community – the business owners, elected officials, 

opinion leaders, landowners, school children, parents, multi-generational residents and new 

transplants – add another layer of complexity if the goal is to understand why some communities 

thrive and others struggle.  These attributes of a community make up the entrepreneurial climate 

and profoundly influence tourism development. 

This study will look at tourism development through the lens of Chaos Theory which is an 

alternative to more rigid frameworks of investigation.  Chaos Theory evolved out of the physical 

sciences but has useful application to social sciences in addressing the complex nature of human 

and economic interactions. 

 
1.4  Chaos Theory as an Underlying Framework 

The question of what does and does not work in rural tourism, or why some communities 

thrive and others flounder, has led to this study on rural entrepreneurship.  This research question 

is based on a foundation of Chaos Theory which asserts that when several systems interact, it may 

appear chaotic, but in truth, a larger more complex system is created by the relationships of 

systems within (Gleick, 1987).  Chaos Theory is applicable to communities and to forms of 

economic development because of the inherent complexity and dynamism found in both.  There is 

even a component of Chaos Theory that addresses the actions of entrepreneurs and the type of 

"system" that supports and magnifies their actions.   
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Historical tourism development models have been criticized as being too static, linear and 

rigid to explain the dynamics of the tourism development process and the complexity of community 

systems (Koh, 2002; McKercher, 1999; Russell and Faulkner, 1999 and 2004).  Chaos Theory, 

which allows for complexity and interaction between systems, is a realistic backdrop on which to 

explore new tourism development models.  Within Chaos Theory, “turbulence” or change in a given 

system is assumed, and is regarded not as a disturbance, but as a precursor to new configurations 

of the overall system as elements within the system adapt.  Community evolution can in fact be 

regarded as a continuous cycle of turbulence and adaptation, noting that multiple adaptations occur 

simultaneously which in turn affect each other.   

Entrepreneurs thrive in a “chaotic” environment because that setting allows flexibility and 

innovation.  Environmental factors influence entrepreneurs not only in times of stability but 

especially "under conditions of environmental jolts," rapid or unusual change that provoke urgent or 

atypical response (Aggestam and Keenan, 2003).  Entrepreneurs find opportunity in the system’s 

turbulence and their reaction to the opportunity will likely create further turbulence.  They might also 

cause the turbulence by a course of action whose impact ripples through the community.  In either 

case, entrepreneurs are a factor in the changes of a community system and are under-researched 

in relation to the rural tourism development process.   

 

1.5 Defining Rural 

Between fifty and sixty million people live in the rural United States (U.S. Department of 

Agriculture Economic Research Service, 2006; Zuiches, 2006).  For the purpose of this study, and 

unless otherwise noted, rural is defined using USDA's Economic Research Service's (ERS) Rural-

Urban Continuum Code.  According to the ERS, in 2003 there were1,089 metro and 2,052 rural 

counties (ERS, 2006).  Occasionally, the Office of Management and Budget's (OMB) use of 

metropolitan, micropolitan and non-core counties or the US Census Bureau's of urban areas, urban 

clusters or rural counties will be reported because a particular author used the OMB or Census 

designation in their research.  In these cases, it will be noted.  For more on the USDA Economic  
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Research Service Rural Coding Systems, see the Measuring Rurality: Overview website at 

http://www.ers.usda.gov/Briefing/Rurality/overview.htm. 

 

1.6 Organization of Dissertation 

This study explores the relationship between entrepreneurial climate and tourism success 

in rural North Carolina.  The objectives of this study are to: 

• Assess the county climate for entrepreneurial and tourism activity and 

• Determine the relationship between entrepreneurial climate (e-climate) factors and 

tourism development.  

This first chapter has provided a general orientation to entrepreneurship as a growing 

focus in rural economic development.  In addition, it has offered a parallel introduction to the rural 

tourism sector of the economy.  The literature review in the second chapter describes the theory 

and research that has focused on entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial activity, the environment that 

entrepreneurs need to thrive, the connection of entrepreneurs and tourism, and what factors are 

known to lead to rural tourism success.  These topics frame the thrust of the study, and are 

couched in a brief discussion of Chaos Theory. 

The methodology used in this study is described in the third chapter including sampling, 

instrument design, instrument testing, and analysis.  The results of the analysis are presented in 

the fourth chapter.  The final chapter includes theoretical and applied discussion of the results, 

identifies limitations of the study, and suggests recommendations for future research.   
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2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW 

The concept of an entrepreneurial climate or culture is inherently difficult to quantify and 
measure empirically, but it is typically seen as a potentially important factor influencing 
entrepreneurship.  (Goetz and Freshwater, 2001, p. 60). 
 

2.1  Tourism Development Models 

Because of the inherent complexity of tourism development, researchers have typically 

focused on one particular aspect of the industry or on the tourism development process.  During 

the past three decades, desconstructive research has contributed to a better understanding of 

individual factors contributing to tourism development, but constructing the linkages and 

understanding the relationships between them remains a murky area.  Models that attempt to 

illustrate tourism development highlight only spatial connections or the interactions between large 

segments of the industry.  Some of these models emphasize the physical expansion of 

infrastructure and neglect the important human-dimension of development altogether.  Koh 

criticizes existing tourism models as having three primary weaknesses: they are descriptive rather 

than explanatory, limited to a specific situation and lack standard values (2002).  McKercher 

outlines what he considers seminal works from the tourism literature in his 1999 article "A chaos 

approach tourism."  He cites the models proposed by Pearce (1989), Mill and Morrison (1985), 

McIntosh and Goeldner (1995), Gunn (1980), Murphy (1985), and Leiper (1990) and concludes that 

they are too stagnant and linear to portray the phenomena of tourism development in a realistic, 

operational light.  He proposes his own model containing nine major elements and allows for 

greater interconnectivity and movement between elements.   

This portion of the literature review will focus on major contributions to tourism 

development, particularly those that explain a) a facet or facets of tourism development, b) 

interactions between facets and visitors or the facets themselves and c) overall frameworks of how 

tourism development occurs.  
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Facets of Tourism Development 

Clearly, towns and regions do not all have the same potential for tourism development.  

Wilson, Fesenmaier, Fesenmaier and Van Es identified the following 10 factors/conditions as most 

important for tourism development and its entrepreneurship opportunities in rural areas (2001): 

1. A complete tourism package 

2. Good community leadership  

3. Support and participation of local government 

4. Sufficient funds for tourism development 

5. Strategic planning 

6. Coordination and cooperation between businesspersons and local leadership 

7. Coordination and cooperation between rural tourism entrepreneurs 

8. Information and technical assistance for tourism development and promotion 

9. Good convention and visitors bureaus 

10. Widespread community support for tourism.   

Noting number seven as one of the most significant findings of the study, the authors elaborate 

"participants in communities that had successfully developed tourism said that a core group of 

entrepreneurs invested time, money and energy to make tourism work" (p.136).  This is a 

descriptive model listing elements which contribute to tourism success, but it does not suggest the 

"relative" import or the linkages between the elements.  The authors point out that number seven 

might be one of the more important elements but does not elaborate on how it might be affected by 

or related to the others. 

He and Li (2003) developed a model of rural tourism development by examining the factors 

that motivated city residents to increase their leisure travel to rural areas.  They found that an 

increase in rural tourism development was affected by the amount and agglomeration of tourism 

products, and proximity and available transportation for visitors to outlying areas.  

In 1994, Lankford and Howard developed the Tourism Impacts Attitude Scale (TIAS), a 

standardized measurement tool to assess the attitudes of residents toward tourism and the effects 

that tourism can have on a community.  As noted in Wilson et al. (2001), resident attitude is an  
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important factor in the success level of tourism.  The scale is useful when applied to a specific 

destination, because a planner can quantify the level of support from residents regarding the 

current level of tourism in the community, as well as the level of support regarding additional 

development.   

The studies discussed above contribute a critical understanding of various components of 

tourism development success.  However, they do not attempt to address the whole picture of 

tourism development or of the complete environment that must exist for tourism to grow and thrive.  

Importance-performance analysis has often been employed to examine the components of 

destination development; therefore it is worth examining relevant studies to gain additional 

understanding of destination development factors.  Importance-performance analysis (IPA) is a 

technique used to score isolated components of the subject under study.  The components are 

rated first on importance (in this case, how important is this component to tourism development) 

and subsequently on performance (how well does this component fare at this particular 

destination).  By plotting importance and performance scores along and x and y-axes, four 

quadrants are formed that reveal the areas in which planners and managers should focus (see 

Figure 2.1). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1. A Conceptual Sketch of Importance-Performance Analysis 
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Studies applying the IPA technique to tourism were consulted to augment the 

understanding of factors considered important in tourism development.  Janes and Wisnom 

summarized the use of IPA in 42 recreation, hospitality and tourism studies ranging from 1979 to 

2001 (2003).  However, the majority of these studies are not applicable to destination development 

as they were assessments of employee perceptions, attitudes toward operational policies, 

attributes of specific facilities and parks, or testing the IPA technique itself.  Uses of IPA in other 

studies involve assessment of guided nature-based tours (McArthur; 1994; Zhang, 2004), 

assessing convention and meeting facilities (Wu and Weber, 2005), evaluating service quality 

(Hudson, Hudson and Miller, 2004), examining tourism policy (Evans and Chon; 1989), and as an 

economic planning tool for a museum  (Tyrrell and Okrant; 2002).  Anderson, Groves, Lengfelder 

and Timothy (2001) employed IPA as a training tool for residents wishing to bolster tourism in their 

community.  The residents visited and scored attributes of another locale to gain first-hand 

knowledge of what "worked" and what didn't in a tourism destination.  The nine destination 

attributes scored in this study were: attractiveness of retail district, overall cleanliness, variety of 

stores, variety of different restaurants/bars, quality of products, price level, originality of signage 

and facades, parking and accessibility, and hospitality.  Additional adaptations of IPA provide some 

insight to destination development factors, but the connection to success of destination 

development remains weak.   

Bruyere, Rodrigeuz and Vaske conducted an IPA of six key amenities related to Estes 

Valley Recreation and Park District, and segmented the responses according to year-round 

residents, seasonal residents, and visitors (2002).  However, the attributes are too recreation-

specific to be of use to destination development models: marina store, hiking trail, youth soccer, 

beach/picnic area, bicycle rentals and tennis courts.  Huan, Beaman and Shelby (2002) also 

discuss tourist segmentation of IPA in their article promoting the use of "action grids" which isolate 

IPA into separate grids based on respondent segments.  Instead of using measures of importance 

and performance, they score attributes on scales of "relevance" (to the decision of visiting a 

destination) and "achievement" (of expectations).  Their study segmented 1997 visitors to Taiwan 

into different grids based on country of origin.  The ten attributes did relate to the destination but  
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were very general:  Chinese culture artifacts, scenery, reasonable price of goods, cuisine, variety of 

shopping, lower traveling expense, hospitality and friendliness, weather, public security and 

facilities and activities.  While these attributes supply a perspective of what criteria visitors might 

use to select a destination, they have a superficial application in generating an understanding of 

community aspects needed for successful tourism development.  

O'Leary and Degan used IPA to examine which aspects of Ireland's image as a tourism 

destination are important to the French travel market (2005).  The attributes found to be most 

important to the French are (in order): beautiful scenery, welcome, discovery, environment, 

calm/tranquility, culture/history, price-quality ratio, litter free, relaxed pace of life, nightlife/ 

entertainment, access (cost/means), pretty towns, services, climate, family/friends, activities/sports, 

economic and development/urbanization.   

Building on Crouch and Ritchie's model of Destination Competitiveness-Sustainabililty 

(discussed in more detail later in the literature review), Enright and Newton applied the IPA 

structure to a destination competitiveness study of Hong Kong with its top competitors in the Asia-

Pacific region (2004).  Fifty-two attributes, fifteen of which were dubbed as "attractors" and 37 as 

"business-related factors," were first assessed in terms of their importance to contributing to 

destination competitiveness.  Attractor attributes were: safety, cuisine, dedicated tourism 

attractions, visual appeal, landmarks, nightlife, different culture, special events, interesting festivals, 

local way of life, interesting architecture, climate, notable history, museums and galleries, and 

music/performances. Some of the business-related factors were political stability, government 

policy, high quality accommodations, investment incentives, level of technology, strong currency, 

community institutions, local market demand, and so on.  The performance stage was replaced 

with an assessment of relative competitiveness or position of Hong Kong relative to its competitors 

using a 5-point Likert scale of much worse, worse, the same, better, much better.  Enright and 

Newton argue the relative competitiveness score is more realistic than a straight "performance" 

rating because of the high degree of global competition now present in the tourism industry.   

While the structure and ease of application is appealing to researchers, limitations of IPA 

have been acknowledged (Oh, 2005; Pritchard and Havitz, 2006).  Oh offers the following  
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considerations for future IPA studies: definition of concepts and corresponding interpretations, 

specification of a common criterion concept, causal modeling of attribute importance, defining 

absolute versus relative importance, determination of a set of attributes, and careful examination of 

scale construction.  Overall, the analysis of IPA in tourism literature generally confirmed some 

qualities needed for destination attractiveness (scenery, good climate, culture, cuisine, value), but 

only one delved far enough into destination characteristics to contribute to the knowledge of overall 

destination development (Enright and Newton, 2004).  Additionally, all of the IPA studies focus on 

scoring isolated facets; therefore they cannot contribute to the understanding of interactions 

between them. 

 

Interactions between Facets of Tourism Development 

Often destination development and destination management research focuses on the 

interaction between the destination and the visitors.  This interaction results in positive and 

negative impressions on the community about visitors and on the visitors themselves regarding the 

community.  Because this study focuses on the successful growth of a tourism destination and its 

assets, the literature review will be limited to impacts to the community. 

Two major issues in tourism development revolve around 1) attracting enough visitors to 

create positive impacts while 2) controlling or minimizing the negative impacts that can accompany 

additional human traffic.  The Push-Pull Theory, originated by J. Crompton in 1979 states that 

everyone has certain internal motivators that “push” us toward certain types of travel experiences 

over others and that destinations have certain attributes that “pull” us toward them (or not) based 

on how they match with our push-factors (Kim, Lee & Klenosky, 2003; Klenosky, 2002; Poria, 

Butler & Airey, 2004; Reece, 2004).  As a theory to explain general motivation and decision-making 

behavior, as well as direct general marketing strategies, Push-Pull is a solid, basic framework.  

However, as an application to explaining tourism development or even to direct product 

development, the push-pull theory is extremely limited. 

A framework designed to assist managers in controlling the negative impacts of visitor 

activity is Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) (BumYong, BongKoo and Shafer, 2002; Butler, 1997;  
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McCool and Lime, 2001; McCool, 1994).  LAC focuses on visible impacts of visitors as a 

management tool to know "when to say when" to visitation.  In such, LAC is considered a planning 

tool.  Planning for the appropriate volume of visitors is part of successful destination development.  

However, LAC focuses on controlling quantity but does not speak to the creative development of 

community infrastructure which serves both visitors and residents alike.  As such, it also falls short 

in explaining why destinations evolve differently. 

While TIAS is a tool for measuring resident attitude, a vital component of tourism 

development, other studies approach resident attitude based on theories such as Social Exchange 

Theory (Andereck, Valentine, Knopf and Vogt, 2005; Kayat, 2002; McGehee and Andereck, 2004; 

Sirakaya, Teye and Sonmez, 2002; Uriely and Reichel, 2000).  Much of the community attitude 

research is based on social exchange theory, which states that a person or group will weigh the 

positive and negative aspects of a societal situation to determine if the positive aspects are worth 

the “exchange” of the negative.  Distance Decay theory is based on the premise that the benefits 

that residents perceive from tourism and the positive attitude they have toward tourism diminish the 

further away they are from the center of tourism activity (Clawson & Knetsch, 1966; Jurowski & 

Gursoy, 2004; McKercher & Lew, 2003; Tosun, 2002).  Social exchange and distance decay theory 

are very important in understanding a community's acceptance of tourism and how this might 

influence the industry's ultimate success, as well as the propensity for entrepreneurs to consider 

touristic enterprises, however, these theories do not account for all of the factors associated with 

destination development.   

Again, these lines of research contribute significantly to our understanding of pieces of the 

tourism development puzzle, but do not explain the overall environment that is needed to support 

tourism development. 

 

Overall Frameworks of Tourism Development  

Two notable and influential works in destination development are Gunn's regional planning 

process and Butler's widely used Tourism Area Life Cycle (TALC).  Gunn's book Tourism Planning 

was released in 1980 and revised in 1988 and has been a key reference for tourism planners ever  
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since.  Gunn outlines five segments of tourism development: attractions, services-facilities, 

transportation, information-direction, and tourists. He incorporates these into five steps of regional 

tourism planning:  setting objectives, assessing the location and evaluation of natural resources; 

synthesizing relevant data; creating concepts regarding tourism development; and, developing 

strategies and recommendations (1980).  

Butler's Tourism Area Life Cycle is an extension of a business concept, the product 

lifecycle, which contends that any product will go through a series of growth stages during its 

lifetime and will eventually “die” if it does not rejuvenate or reinvent itself in a way that is appealing 

to its market.  TALC can be applied to a wide variety of topics: development, community 

involvement, marketing, and visitor satisfaction (Agarwal, 2002; Gössling, 2002; McGehee, 2002; 

Moss, Ryan & Wagoner, 2002; Papatheodorou, 2004; Russell & Faulkner, 2004).  The TALC has 

recently been extolled in two volumes, The Tourism Area Life Cycle, Volume 1: Applications and 

Modifications and Volume 2: Conceptual and Theoretical issues (Butler, 2006).  Dr. Karla 

Henderson states “good theories are dynamic.  New theories may not refute old ones but remake 

them” (K. Henderson, personal communication, September 21, 2004).  With this as a barometer, 

the TALC and Gunn's influential work have good standing, wide application and longevity in the 

literature.  However, Gunn's process is a sound, proven planning tool, but does not offer 

explanation to the form and pace of destination development.  The TALC, while widely adapted, 

presumes just one path that a destination might take, which neglects alternative development 

patterns and sheds no light on the inner-workings of how to influence these patterns. 

Ritchie and Crouch have recently published a draft of operational measures for the 

components of their Competitiveness / Sustainability model of destination development (2001).  

This model incorporates both consumer and managerial views in its measurement of destination 

success, including subjective consumer measures and objective industry measures.  An important 

milestone in tourism development, the model attempts to a) depict multiple components, influences 

and relationships in destination development, and b) operationalize each component to a 

measurable factor, and c) realistically portray the tension between equally important goals of 
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economic gain and environmental stewardship.  Noting that agreement on what it means to be 

successful in tourism is necessary, they offer: 

In traditional industry terms, success in tourism has meant attracting visitors and doing 
so at a profit.  Therefore, it follows that the most successful destination is the one that most 
profitably attracts visitors.  From a consumer perspective, it may be argued that success 
means providing a satisfying experience for visitors.  Under this approach, the most 
successful destination is the one that provides the greatest satisfaction for the greatest 
number of visitors.  Our position is somewhat different.  We define tourism success as the 
ability of a destination to enhance the well-being of the residents through tourism.  Under 
this scenario, the most successful destination is the one that enhances the well-being of its 
residents to the greatest extent.  For the moment, we will assert that economic well-being 
(measured in income and employment) is the most relevant measure of success - although 
we recognize that this approach is not without its shortcomings (Ritchie, Crouch and 
Hudson, 2001, p. 4). 

 
The authors go on to say that the most competitive destination is that which brings about 

the greatest success (defined as the most well-being for its residents, on a sustainable basis).  

They highlight the role that the savant and experience of the Destination Management Organization 

(DMO) plays in achieving competitiveness and sustainability of an area.  Further, they distinguish 

between the competitiveness and sustainability of a destination and the effectiveness of a DMO in 

optimizing this balance.   

The Ritchie and Crouch C/S model furthers tourism development planning and 

management by offering a framework inclusive of both business and consumer perspectives, both 

competitiveness and conservation goals, and both subjective and objective measures of 

evaluation.  While this model takes the understanding of destination development farther than other 

models have to date, it is still deconstructive in its approach to understanding a destination.  The 

depiction itself of the model indicates relationships between various rows of components by lines 

connecting the rows, however, the use of the construct measures suggested by the authors do not 

lend themselves to understanding the influences of components on each other.  Additionally, it is 

not clear where the will and skill of the resident population fit into the model, or how feedback 

systems from residents are input into the model.  Also, the entrepreneurial contribution to 

destination development is indistinguishable.  At the base of the model, a row of components 

entitled "Supporting Factors and Resources" contain the items infrastructure, accessibility, 

facilitating resources, hospitality and enterprise.  This row would assumedly include small business 

creation but the operationalizing measures do not reflect small business creation or growth.  On a 
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positive note, the model acknowledges the micro and macro environmental forces that influence 

destination development but it appears that specific measures of these forces have not been 

proposed yet.     

Despite the lasting impact made by the researchers mentioned above, McKercher 

describes existing tourism models as “critical thought remaining entrenched in an intellectual time 

warp that is up to 30 years old" (1999, p. 425).  McKercher made this claim prior to the introduction 

of Ritchie and Crouch's C/S model, but the criticism still holds true.  The overarching models of the 

tourism system depict tourism development as a linear process and assume that the factors within 

tourism development can be controlled by planners or by top-down initiatives.  These models also 

assume the stability of the tourism system and have attempted to explain touristic activity by 

breaking the system into pieces, conquering the understanding of each one, and putting them back 

together to explain the system.  McKercher likens this approach to understanding an ecosystem by 

simply aggregating the individual study of each plant and animal– this approach ignores the 

interaction between each element, and the multitude of resulting interactions created as the system 

evolves.  He proposes Chaos Theory as a better representation of the behavioral phenomenon 

within tourism, reflecting the industry’s various sectors and regional-reporting levels, dominance of 

turbulent small businesses, employee turnover rate, community stakeholder personalities, political 

influences, and vulnerability to external forces including consumer whim.  Russell and Faulkner 

(1999) emphasize the multiple layers of forces, pointing out the micro and macro levels of society 

that continually influence the form and volume of tourism activity.  Chaos Theory acknowledges 

and allows for these multiple influences and complex relationships, and ultimately allows for a more 

realistic study of rural tourism development.  (Faulkner and Russell, 1997; Koh, 2002; McKercher, 

1999; Russell and Faulkner, 2004). 

 

2.2  Chaos Theory 

In Chaos Theory, the term “chaos” does not indicate disorder or the lack of order.  It 

describes a scenario so complex that it appears to lack structure and patterns.  But in reality, much 

of the complexity lays in the interaction of a multiplicity of patterns. 
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Chaos Theory was first discussed in the physical sciences as a way to comprehend the 

patterned design of seemingly random forces:  the swirl of smoke, the path of hurricanes, 

snowflake patterns, and sand dune shifts all obey an underlying behavioral structure, albeit not an 

easy one to see or understand (Gleick, 1987).  Unlikely relationships were discovered between 

activity occurring a continent apart, indicating that the natural world contained complex connections 

unknown to us, but existing and continually in play.  In the realm of social science, even every day 

scenarios can seem even “chaotic.”  Adding a human element introduces personalities, 

preferences, skill sets, individual backgrounds, and predispositions.  Further, society consists of 

many levels of behavior that can influence an individual community.  To isolate the factors that 

contribute to successful destination development, and the weight of each one, a fluid research 

framework is needed.  Russell and Faulkner note the application of chaos theory to social sciences 

gained momentum in 1990’s (2004).  It has only been applied to tourism in very few cases to date, 

but wields great potential as a backdrop for understanding community and tourism development.  

 

Chaos and Complexity Approach to Studying Communities 

Community dynamics are a collection of human actions, large and small, apparent and 

unseen, singular and ongoing.  Changes occur continuously, morphing the face and guts of the 

community.  Simultaneous to the internal flux, communities are susceptible to multiple external 

forces.  Because the entire system is non-linear, the study of communities must also allow for non-

linearity.   An approach to community research must be big enough to take in the linear constructs 

as well as the seemingly random and extraneous.   

The community system is the foundation of rural tourism development.  The tourism 

development models discussed above approach tourism development as if it occurs in a linear 

fashion because it, along with many other disciplines, have evolved from the Newtonian-Cartesian 

paradigm where systems are rigidly organized and cause and effect is proportional and predictable.  

In Chaos theory, systems are inherently complex and unstable - it assumes that turbulence 

is an inherent feature.  Small fluctuations can produce large effects and random events can have 

the potential to initiate major shifts in the system.  These unforeseen fluctuations and events cause  
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turbulence, but the system adapts and readjusts, assimilating the turbulence and emerging in some 

new form. The triggering event(s) as well as the response(s) are unpredictable.  As Russell and 

Faulkner describe (1999), “non-linear relationships…prevail in such systems, which are driven by 

self-organizing and adaptive tendencies to produce new complex (emergent) configurations”  

(p.411). 

The table below summarizes several key differences between the Newtonian-Cartesian 

and Chaos-Complexity approach to research.   

 
Table 2.1 

Comparison of Elements in Newtonian and Chaos Paradigms 

  
Newtonian-Cartesian Paradigm 

 
Chaos-Complexity Paradigm 

Systems Systems are stable Systems are inherently unstable 
and complex 

Analysis of systems Can be done by analyzing each part 
(reductionist) 

The whole is greater than the sum 
of its parts (accounts for synergies 
of interacting relationships) 

Parts of the system Measurable units Allows for more variables, at 
varying levels, at random times, 
and all inter-related effects 

Relationship between 
parts 

Linear/ quasi-linear Simultaneously multi-directional 
and/or non-linear 

Cause and effect Is proportional – a small change in X 
yields a small change in Y 

The “Butterfly Effect” – a small 
change in X can yield a large 
change in Y. 

Individual variations 
and disturbances  

Considered noise, error, occurring 
outside the system 

Could cause an underlying shift in 
the system as the system readjusts 
toward a new form –magnified 
even by “mutually reinforcing 
positive feedback loops” 

Turbulence Rejected as not a part of the system 
but a disturbance 

Is the “chaos” that creates shifts in 
systems.  

Change in systems Are degenerative, cause breakdown 
in the system, form negative 
feedback 

Is a dynamic state that moves 
toward self-healing, self-organizing, 
and positive feedback  

 

Certain elements of Chaos Theory are particularly relevant to tourism development and 

Russell and Faulkner provide an excellent outline in “Entrepreneurship, Chaos and The Tourism 

Area Lifecycle” (2004).  Concepts such as edge-of-chaos, smoothing adjustments, self-similarity 

and lock-in effects are valuable tools in explaining phenomena in tourism development.  The 

specific concepts of Chaos Theory that relate to this study are those that enhance existing tourism  
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development models (Russell and Faulkner, 2004), address entrepreneurial behavior and explain 

the type of community climate that fosters this behavior.    

In both McKercher’s work (1999) as well as Russell and Faulkner (1999; 2004), specific 

individuals were credited for creating major impacts in their communities through the development 

of tourism.  McKercher called them rogues and Russell and Faulkner referred to them as chaos-

makers, but in essence they are both terms for the entrepreneurs who yield profound influence on 

the direction of tourism development. In a series of articles ranging from late nineties to 2002, 

Khoon Koh asserts that the presence of tourism entrepreneurs in a community largely determines 

the pace and success of tourism development and terms entrepreneurs as the “persona causa" of 

tourism development.  Koh offers a historical overview of definitions and discussion on the 

entrepreneur, though not always by that name, ranging from 1755 to 1997 (2002).  Because this 

study focuses on the rural environs of North Carolina, particular attention is paid to literature 

pertaining to rural entrepreneurs and the community qualities that support them within a rural 

setting. 

Research on entrepreneurs is focused in three general directions:   

 the entrepreneurs themselves (types of entrepreneurs, their personal 

characteristics, motivations and circumstances),  

 the entrepreneurial activity or outcomes of the entrepreneurial activity (what was 

created, what worked, what didn't and why, how long did it last, was it an imitative 

or innovative activity, how many jobs were created, and any spin off impacts of 

having this "creative capital" in the community) and  

 the environment that nurtures their efforts (economic, political, natural, and 

human).    

Of course, these three areas of study overlap but the remainder of the literature review will follow 

this general order. 
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2.3  Characteristics and Motivations of Entrepreneurs 

The origin of the word entrepreneur comes from the French term “entreprendre” which 

means “to undertake” (Lordkipandidze, 2004).  The Kellogg Foundation defines entrepreneurs as 

people who create and grow enterprises (CFED, 2003).  This definition is thought to include all 

types of entrepreneurs, including those working outside the private sector.  Joseph Schumpeter 

(1883-1950), an economist credited with initiating scholarly and popular attention to entrepreneurs, 

presumed that "economies developed as actors in the economy responded to changes and events 

in their environment" (Lindgren and Packendorff, 2003).  The response would be either adaptive or 

creative, depending on whether the actor changed something within existing practices or created 

an entirely new practice as the response.  

 The word "innovation" is closely linked and often used in tandem with entrepreneurship.  

Innovation is the transformation of knowledge into commercial products, processes and services 

(Dabson, 2006).  Innovations can occur in any industry sector, not just high-tech, and are made 

distinct by superior quality, efficiency and cost/ value.  In a white paper on American 

entrepreneurship, the National Commission on Entrepreneurship declared "Above all, 

entrepreneurs see opportunity in ever-accelerating global-change" (n.d.).  However, 

entrepreneurship is not just a positive attitude toward change, but an active, directed attraction to 

and search for change in order to respond to the opportunity it holds.  Entrepreneurs take this 

response to market, bearing "significant and calculated" personal risk to see their venture succeed 

(National Commission on Entrepreneurship, n.d.).   

In a fascinating discussion of opportunity, Gartner, Carter and Hills deconstruct the notion 

that entrepreneurs "discover an opportunity" by asking a sample of nascent entrepreneurs how the 

initial idea for their business developed. They examined the language of the entrepreneurs in their 

responses to open-ended questions to conclude that a very small percentage of respondents used 

verbiage indicating that they "discovered" or "found" or "saw" an opportunity. When asked if the 

desire to start a business or the idea for the business came first, 35% replied the idea came first, 

45% indicated the desire to start came first and 20% indicated the idea and desire to start came at 

the same time (Gartner, Carter and Hills, 2003).  They suggest two implications from this.  First, if  
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researchers use the language of "discovering an opportunity" in their inquiry, then discovery is what 

will show up in their results.  A more rigorous examination into the process of entrepreneurship and 

the language of this process is therefore warranted.  Second, the authors note that the 

entrepreneurs in their study "enacted" an opportunity that became apparent as a result of the 

entrepreneur's experience and situation.  Perhaps, they suggest, opportunities are less 

"discovered" and more "enacted" by the entrepreneur.  Gartner, Carter and Hills conclude their 

article relating an essay written by Robert Friedel in 2001 entitled "Serendipity is no accident."  In 

the essay, Friedel argues, and the authors agree that cases of scientific "discovery" are predicated 

by years of experience and preparation.  A scientists' insight into a discovery is critical, and while 

there is an element of surprise, it can only stem from groundwork undertaken prior to the discovery.  

This theoretical approach to discovery and entrepreneurship would indicate that serendipity and 

opportunity begin with action.   

The Kauffman Center for Entrepreneurial Leadership describes a high-growth entrepreneur 

as one who generates benefits socially and economically beyond the direct benefits to him or her.  

In other words, a high-growth entrepreneur has expanded a business so that it employs others and 

has a visible economic and social benefit in its community (Kauffman, 2005).  They are sometimes 

contrasted with lifestyle entrepreneurs who choose self-employment to satisfy personal goals and 

serial entrepreneurs who will create several businesses over a lifetime (Dabson, 2006). 

Characteristics and skills of entrepreneurs include: risk-bearing, decision-making, market-

filling, creativity, and facilitation of production factors (Koh, 2002).   Flora summarizes a range of 

literature to add to these qualities:  nonconformity, self-efficacy, achievement motivation, 

preference for innovation, and low uncertainty avoidance (2006).  Darker personality traits can 

include an excessive need for control, need for applause, defensive operations, and a sense of 

distrust (McKenna, 1996).   

Green (1996) used four scales to measure the psychological characteristics of Russian 

"entrepreneurs" and compares them to a “manager” control group.  The four scales were: Need for 

Achievement, Economic Locus of Control, Protestant Work Ethic, and Intrinsic Work Motivation.  

The need for achievement and locus of control scores showed similarity to Western entrepreneur  
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motivations.  This study points to the need for cross-cultural studies of entrepreneur characteristics 

as well as environmental elements, gender differences and variations between managerial and 

entrepreneurial behavior. 

In 2004, Bolton and Thompson presented the Bolton Thompson Entrepreneurial Index, 

(BTEI) which identifies the people most likely to succeed as entrepreneurs. The BTEI measures 

eight aspects of entrepreneurship: 

 Focus – Focus is a quality that gives entrepreneurs the ability to concentrate on a 

target to the end of delivering.  This element is comprised of target focus, time focus 

and action focus. 

 Advantage – Advantage is the element in decision-making that allows the entrepreneur 

to know which targets are worth their focus or rather, the dedication of their time.  

Advantage is also made up of sub-components such as opportunity selection, benefit 

orientation, performance orientation, resourcing and vision. 

 Creativity – Creativity is the hallmark of the entrepreneur.  The entrepreneur sees 

patterns and connections and generates ideas and solutions that the general public 

does not.  It is these innovations and ideas that generally get the attention of the 

public.  However, without the other elements of focus, advantage, ego and team, an 

“idea person” will not follow through to actually “create” something of value. 

 Inner Ego – The inner ego of an entrepreneur is not generally seen or known to others.  

It is made of self-assurance, dedication and motivation. 

 Outer Ego – Outer ego is comprised of responsibility, accountability and courage.  

Without a strong outer ego, healthy interactions with others fail because they lack the 

ownership of the outcomes. 

 Team – The Team element of entrepreneurship involves the ability to select the right 

people for your team, creating the right environment to encourage the people to work 

as a team, knowing when to look for expertise outside the team, and networking. 
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 Social – A social entrepreneur is different from the private sector entrepreneur in that a 

“cause” is the target of the entrepreneur’s passion and energy.  The cause selected by 

an entrepreneur is heavily reflected in his/ her beliefs and values.  Also, social 

entrepreneurs posses a service-orientation. 

 Enabler – The entrepreneur enabler is someone who recognizes opportunities and 

solutions much like the entrepreneur but for whatever reason will not or cannot take 

the risks involved in leading the project.  The enabler however assists the entrepreneur 

in the project however, by supporting them financially, administratively, or by providing 

some kind of resource or contact to leverage the entrepreneur’s efforts. 

A respondent’s BTEI score ranges from 1 (low) to 10 (high) on each of these eight aspects.  

Scores are categorized into Outstanding (9 or 10), Entrepreneurial (6, 7 or 8), Enterprising (3, 4 or 

5), and Non-enterprising (1 or 2).   Tools such as the BTEI expand the research possibilities about 

the characteristics of entrepreneurs as well as provide an applied educational tool for 

entrepreneurs to identify their strengths and areas in which they need growth.  

Entrepreneurial skills can be enhanced through training.  But, turning skills into action is 

spurred by some kind of motivation, be it internal or external.  These motivations for becoming an 

entrepreneur are as diverse as innate entrepreneurial characteristics.  Alstete (2002) points to the 

desire for greater control, increased satisfaction, more money, and creating a legacy for children.  

Additional motivations are creating a change of lifestyle, expanding employment opportunities for 

family members, increasing community status, and contributing to the direction of local 

development (Getz and Carlsen, 2000 and 2005).   McGehee and Kim found that motivations for 

Virginia farmers to start a tourism venture fall along a formative-substantive continuum from 

needing additional income to practicing a hobby. (2004).  The authors noted that identifying 

entrepreneurs’ motivations is critical to matching types of support needed for their success.  While 

in most cases there is an economic incentive for farmers and other rural residents to become 

tourism entrepreneurs, substantive motives such as educating the consumer or enjoying the 

company of visitors are often present and are supported by community organizations which are 

different from institutions classically offering economic or marketing support.  
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Sometimes, the move toward entrepreneurial activity is strictly an economic decision.  

Latent entrepreneurs will be called to action when they surmise the pay off of being self-employed 

is greater than alternatives (Hamilton and Harper, 1994).  Hamilton and Harper note that 

entrepreneurs are pulled or pushed into activity.  For instance, getting laid off might be what causes 

some individuals to launch their own venture. These pushed individuals are sometimes called 

survivor entrepreneurs (Genera, 2005), survival entrepreneurs (Dabson, 2006), or necessity 

entrepreneurs (Cowling and Bygrave, 2004). 

But being pushed into activity may not always stem from economic reasons.  Relative 

social blockage, which is a feeling of social alienation, can incite “blocked” individuals to seek 

social recognition through enterprise.  It has been estimated that entrepreneurs arise 

disproportionately from subordinated groups who are alienated in some way from society  

(Hamilton and Harper, 1994).   

Koh differentiates nine categories of entrepreneurs, arguing that a one-size-fits-all concept 

fails to address their needs and prevents the ability to nurture a climate to attract and support their 

efforts.  While a franchise operator (an imitator entrepreneur according to Koh’s system) is not the 

same as the bed and breakfast owner whose niche market is dog-owners and their pets (innovative 

entrepreneur), in both cases the business owners are self-employed and creative in their 

contribution to the community’s business base.  Thompson also notes that entrepreneurs are not 

only in small business or even the company founders, but corporate leaders or “intrapreneurs” who 

“champion the change agenda in dynamic and turbulent times" (2004, p. 243).  Thompson is clear 

on the fact that entrepreneurs are not always “lone cowboys” but rather could have business 

partners or be skilled at organizing existing human resources to the end of a new business group. 

Thompson adds that entrepreneurs are found everywhere because the capital they create might 

just as well be social or aesthetic as it is financial (2002). 

The “social entrepreneur” as termed by Koh (2002), Thompson (2002) and others often 

plays a major role in rural communities, generating innovations largely in the public or non-profit  
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sectors. Thompson outlines 20 categories of causes taken on by social entrepreneurs and includes 

examples like:  

 community feel-good activities like festivals and parades,  

 historic building preservation,  

 fund-raising for causes,  

 skills training,  

 spread-the-word action groups,  

 job creation in deprived areas, and  

 coaching for youth.   

Social entrepreneurs can be found in businesses, social enterprises, and the volunteer 

sector.  They use their entrepreneurial talents for caring and helping rather than “making money.”  

Thompson differentiates social entrepreneurs from their business counterparts in that they have a 

strong commitment to help others.  However, they are similar in that they: 

 Identify a need and related opportunity 

 Bring imagination and vision to the solution 

 Motivate others to the cause and build essential networks 

 Secure the necessary resources  

 Overcome obstacles and handle the inherent risks 

 Include measures for controlling and sustaining the venture.   

 “In particular, they listen to the ‘voice of the community.’  Many initiatives are successful 

because they relate to community needs.” (Thompson, 2002, p. 416). 

Likewise, Boyett’s paper on the public sector entrepreneur explores this strain of 

entrepreneur by comparing the characteristics of the public and private sector counterparts (1996).   

She notes that an environment of uncertainty is needed for a public sector entrepreneur to flourish 

and asserts that the recent decrease in public funds, "devolution of resource ownership to unit 

level” and "emergence of quasi-markets" makes the conditions ripe for educators and others to find 

new ways of fulfilling an agency’s mission.  Like their private sector counterparts, public sector  
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entrepreneurs are strong persuaders, risk-takers, hard-workers, have a need for achievement, are 

creative, and strive for independence and autonomy.  In addition, the successful public sector 

entrepreneur must be able to scan environment for opportunities and make sure those 

opportunities are the best fit for an organization.  However, a key difference comes in the rewards 

sought by the public sector entrepreneur – a lack of “guilt” toward their numerous stakeholders and 

an increased feeling of self-satisfaction, by being “prime movers within their social and market 

environments” (1996, p.49).  Lindgren and Packendorff (2003) note that in most fields in society, 

"entrepreneurship has economic consequences even thought it does not operate in a context of a 

free market economy."  They further note that entrepreneurial acts may happen within universities, 

"authorities," organizations, volunteer associations and sub-groups of society (Lindgren and 

Packendorff, 2003). 

A spin-off from entrepreneurs themselves is the entrepreneur enabler.  Enablers are those 

who understand needs and see opportunities but do not have the time or ability to champion the 

cause.  They support, encourage and sometimes even guide the entrepreneurs as a peer because 

they have the same ability to envision solutions.  Entrepreneur enablers leverage the passion of 

entrepreneurs and play a critical role in the development process.  They possess many of the same 

characteristics as the entrepreneurs themselves and are a significant force in a community.  

And finally, Koh (2002) offers several ways that the tourism entrepreneur differs from the 

general entrepreneur: 

 The tourism product is harder to test before launch because it is intangible. 

 Service-management skills are needed in tourism vs. tangible goods management 

skills. 

 The buyer comes to get the product, so a tourism entrepreneur is subject to less 

control over operating and distribution environments. 

 Because some tourist attractions are government operated (e.g. parks and museums), 

the free market system isn’t completely at play in tourism, as it is in other goods 

industries. 
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 Outside of agriculture, tourism entrepreneurs are possibly affected by seasonality more 

than other industries. 

With so many "types" of entrepreneurs, it would seem logical for economic development 

professionals to wonder how many entrepreneurs there are in their particular community, region or 

state.   

 

2.4 Measuring the Supply of Entrepreneurs and Entrepreneurial Activity 

 
Current Measures for County Entrepreneurs 

Tracking the activity of or "counting" entrepreneurs is a challenging task.  Common metrics 

used are 1) the annual number of business start-ups, 2) the number of self-employed individuals in 

a given area or 3) change in economic growth.  In addition to business births, business deaths 

have also been monitored to provide a realistic picture of the net gain or loss of a community's 

economic condition (Henderson, 2006).    Entrepreneur enterprises are categorized as nascent 

(less than 3 months old), new (3 months to 42 months) or established (42 months or older), but 

actions of all of the above are considered "entrepreneurial activity" (Dabson, 2006).  The Global 

Entrepreneur Monitor, the largest-scale report on entrepreneurship existing, acknowledges that "a 

person may be an established business owner …and still be innovative, competitive and growth-

minded" (Minniti, Bygrave and Autio, 2005, p. 12). 

Methods vary for how measurements of entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial activity are 

obtained.  When attempting to measure the supply of entrepreneurship in rural America, one 

difficulty lies in the level of data available.  In that the entrepreneur is the change agent in the rural 

community under study, a brief discussion of this is of merit.   

 

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 

A number of programs in the last several years have undertaken the measurement of 

entrepreneurial activity.  The most well known is the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) 

managed by Babson College and London Business School and funded by the Ewing Marion  
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Kauffman Foundation.  The GEM started in 1999, estimating the entrepreneurial activity in 10 

countries.  To date, the GEM includes 35 countries and aims to answer three questions:  

1. Does the level of entrepreneurial activity vary between countries and if so, by how 

much? 

2. Are differences in entrepreneurial activity associated with national economic growth? 

3. What national characteristics are related to differences in entrepreneurial activity? 

(Minniti and Bygrave, 2003).   

The 2005 Executive Report for the U.S. indicates 12.5% of the American population ages 

18-64 are entrepreneurs, ranking the nation 6th in highest Total Entrepreneurial Early-stage 

(nascent + new) Activity (TEA), behind Venezuela, Thailand, New Zealand, Jamaica and China.  

The U.S. is in the same activity range, 10-15%,  as Iceland, Australia, Chile, New Zealand, China, 

Jamaica and Brazil and leads the G7 cohort  of Canada, France, Germany, Italy Japan, and the 

United Kingdom (Bullvaag, Acs, Bygrave and Spinelli, 2005).  The GEM explores both opportunity-

based and necessity-based TEA as it relates to demographic factors such as age, gender, 

education, household income, ethnic background, access to physical capital, financial capital, 

education and training, and four "attitudinal factors" (is there an opportunity seen, perception of 

one's own skills, fear of failure, and personal familiarity with an entrepreneur).   

In 2005, the GEM began tracking established businesses, those in existence for 42 months 

or more, noting that the conditions that are ripe for starting a business may differ from those to 

sustain and grow a business.   In this ranking, the U.S. placed 26th out of the 35 countries ranked.  

Also, in 2005, the GEM began clustering countries according to their income level (high or medium) 

and GDP growth level (high or low).  It is interesting to note that a pattern exists that medium-

income countries have higher business start-up rates than high-income countries, while the 

established business rates are just slightly higher in high-income countries.  When established to 

start-up business rates are viewed as a ratio, the U.S. ranks very low (31st out of 35), indicating 

that the environment to transition from a new to established business may not be strong.  

Overall however, it was determined that the U.S.'s good TEA scores were due in large part 

to the relatively easy access to physical capital, to education and training and the culture that is  
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open to risk-taking (Minniti and Bygrave, 2003).  Also of note, is that entrepreneurial activity in all 

G7 countries tend to be concentrated in the business-to-business industry sector (23-25%) and 

consumer-services industry sector (42-51%) over the last four years (2005). In addition to national 

accounts, GEM analysts examine niche populations such as in the High-Expectation 

Entrepreneurship Report (Autio, 2005), Report on Women and Entrepreneurship (Minniti, Allen and 

Langowitz, 2005), and Social Entrepreneurship Monitor United Kingdom 2006 (Harding, 2006). 

On a national scale, the Kauffman Foundation, the W. K. Kellogg Foundation, Corporation 

for Enterprise Development (CFED) and Center for the Study of Rural America (CSRA) have made 

great strides in understanding the supply of entrepreneurs in the U.S.   The table in Appendix A 

summarizes the measures used to track entrepreneurial activity in the U.S. and abroad. 

 

Entrepreneurial Activity Index by Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation 

Using a matched sample of data from the U.S. Census Bureau, the Kauffman Index 

baselined the number of adults, ages 20-64, who do not own a business as their main job.  From 

there, the Index tracks the rate of business births per month by these individuals yielding the 

percent of non-business owners who start a business each month.   The Kauffman Index notes the 

gender, race, nativity, age, education, geographic region and industry sector.  Between 1996 and 

2004, the average Index was 0.36%, representing 550,000 new businesses a month (Kauffman, 

2005).   

 

National Panel Study on Entrepreneurial Dynamics 

The National Panel Study on Entrepreneurial Dynamics will attempt to explain trends in 

minority entrepreneurship (Reynolds, Carter, Gartner, Greene, and Cox, 2002). It is a longitudinal 

study that will track nascent entrepreneurs for many years, exploring the start-up initiative, 

business life cycle, and contextual and process variations in hopes of discovering patterns in what 

contributes to success.  In addition to examining the business process and context, the study will 

assess individual characteristics, family history, and community environment as potential 

determinants for success.  With a sample of over 60,000, preliminary findings convey 6.2% of 
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adults, aged 18 or older, are engaged in starting a business.   Consistent to findings in GEM and 

Kauffman Entrepreneurial Index, the numbers of men are almost double that of women.  The 

highest rates of nascent entrepreneurs are found in the age range of 25-34 years old, however the 

range 35-44 years old is similar.  

 

Entrepreneurial Energy by Corporation for Enterprise Development (CFED) 

Every year, the Corporation for Enterprise Development releases their Development 

Report Card for the States, which rates and ranks each state on 68 measures that fall into one of 

three economic categories: Performance, Business Vitality, and Development Capacity.  In 2006, 

North Carolina received a C overall and was ranked 41st.  The Entrepreneurial Energy sub-index, 

which falls under Business Vitality is a scale comprised of five measures: new companies, change 

in new companies, job growth due to new business, technology industry employment, and initial 

public offerings. N.C. received a B in entrepreneurial energy and was ranked 32nd.  CFED also 

measures innovation assets, comprised of federal research and development (R&D) funds 

received, private R&D received, Small Business Innovation Research grants received from USDA, 

royalties and licenses, patents issued, and businesses created via university R&D.  In the 

innovation assets sub-index, North Carolina also received a B and was ranked 20th (CFED, 2006). 

 

Mapping Rural Entrepreneurship by CFED 

In coordination with the W. K. Kellogg Foundation, CFED mapped county-level information 

on the number of self-employer firms and growth rate of self-employer firms from the Census 

Bureau and the Bureau of Economic Analysis.  The goal of mapping county data was to reveal the 

entrepreneurial hot spots in the nation.  Regions of Nebraska and Kentucky emerged with 

impressive multi-county clusters of activity (CFED, 2003).  
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Rural Entrepreneurial Activity by Center for Study of Rural America, Federal Reserve Bank of 

Kansas City 

The Center for the Study of Rural America, an arm of the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas 

City, monitors many types of economic trends in rural America, including entrepreneurial activity.  

Table 2.2 is recreated from their publication Economic Review, Third Quarter, 2002 and indicates 

the industry sectors attracting rural entrepreneurs (Henderson, 2002). During the 1990's, services 

grew faster than any other industry sector in rural areas.  Recreation and retirement were key 

factors in this growth.  Rural counties that attracted these markets, had a growth in self-

employment of almost 4%, where the other counties grew barely half that.  Not surprisingly, these 

are the more scenic rural areas that were not far from metropolitan areas.  

Table 2.2 
 
Industry Sector Share of Rural NonFarm Workers, 2001 

 

Industry Rural Employed 

Rural Self-

employed 

Metro Self-

employed 

Agriculture1 3.0 9.9 3.2 

Mining 1.3 0.7 0.1 

Construction 6.7 19.0 13.9 

Manufacturing 25.2 6.5 5.3 

TCPU2 6.3 5.6 4.5 

Wholesale Trade 4.3 3.3 4.5 

Retail Trade 21.5 15.9 13.9 

FIRE3 4.4 4.6 9.0 

Services 27.4 34.5 45.7 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Numbers represent percentages 
1Agriculture, forestry and fishing 
2Transportation, communication, and public utilities 
3Finance, insurance, and real estate 
Source:  Current Population Survey, March 2001, Supplement, weighted data 
Reprinted with permission from Center for the Study of Rural America, Fed. Reserve Kansas City 
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In general, the rural counties that had the double disadvantage of remoteness and small size had 

the lowest entrepreneurial rates.   Based on this, size, remoteness, and scenery would seem to 

play a part in opportunities for entrepreneurs. 

CSRA also notes that entrepreneurial activity in counties with persistent poverty was 

similar to that in other rural counties.  In these counties, self-employment is "necessity 

entrepreneurship" is seen as an attractive alternative to unemployment (Henderson, 2002). 

 

Entrepreneurship Breadth and Depth by Center for Study of Rural America, Federal Reserve Bank 

of Kansas City 

The Center for the Study of Rural America not only offers ways for communities to track 

their economic assets, but also to determine their capacity to gain assets.  Termed as "competitive 

capacities," they fall into five categories: workforce, lifestyle, financial, innovation and information. 

The Center is developing indicators for each of these capacities so that communities might 

evaluate their situation and enact programs to augment the weaker areas.  Entrepreneur supply is 

an innovation capacity and is measured through Entrepreneur Depth and Breadth (Low, 2004).  

Entrepreneur breadth is a function of self-employment to overall employment.  Entrepreneur depth 

is measured either by entrepreneur income or a "value-added" ratio of entrepreneur income to 

receipts.   After classifying counties in to metropolitan (having a city with population of 50,000+), 

micropolitan (largest city has a population of 10,000-50,000) or town (towns with populations of 

10,000 or less) counties, it is evident that entrepreneurial breadth is greatest in rural areas 

(micropolitan and town counties), while both measures of entrepreneurial depth are higher in 

metropolitan counties.  

 

Going Beyond Current Measures 

Tracking entrepreneurial activity has gained significant momentum only in the last decade. 

Data are primarily obtained from the  

• U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service  

• U.S. Bureau of labor Statistics and Census Bureau, Current Population Survey 
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• U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis - Regional Economic 

Information System and 

• Primary data research by survey. 

Only recently have trends been tracked at the county or Labor Market Area level, or even 

distinguishing rural activity from urban.  Typical measures are number of new businesses created, 

number of self-employment firms, jobs created, change in regional economic growth, number of 

new loans, or income of the self-employed. 

These indicators are limited to traditional outputs, mega in scope, and largely relating to 

private sector ventures.  Local, niche and social entrepreneurial activities are absent in these 

studies. Especially in rural tourism, when a venture might be a seasonal job, or the bulk of 

entrepreneurial activity could manifest in the public and non-profit sectors, leaving a large portion of 

entrepreneurial activity uncounted.  It is for this reason that this study did not focus on traditional 

output measures, but rather on the community climate that encourages entrepreneurial action in all 

sectors. 

The dearth and limitations of rural entrepreneurship research has been repeatedly cited in 

the literature, but was recently a focal point of discussion at the conference, Exploring Rural 

Entrepreneurship: Imperatives and Opportunities for Research, held at USDA ERS in Washington, 

D.C. in October 2006.  Many of the nation's leading rural entrepreneurship researchers were 

present to show recent findings, discuss problems in data collection and forge the future agenda for 

rural entrepreneurship research.    

In a presentation regarding entrepreneurs in creative industries, Rosenfeld noted that 

creative jobs are often under-represented in census-type counts because they are not reported, 

mis-reported, and embedded in other industries (2006).   When one inventory of artists and 

performers was undertaken in the Toe River Valley of North Carolina, a range of results occurred, 

establishing that between zero and 388 employed, depending on the organizational source used 

(Rosenfeld, 2006).   Jason Henderson from the Federal Reserve of Kansas City discussed using 

the Longitudinal Business Database (LBD) from the Census Bureau to track private sector 

entrepreneurial activity by county.  Available data from the LBD ranges from 1976 to 2001 and  

 34



registered firms are linked over time, even if the ownership changes hands.  Employment, payroll 

and industry information is included, and business deaths are noted as well.   The list, however is 

proprietary, and it took Henderson more than one year to gain access to the database (2006).    At 

the same conference, Erik Pages noted the unrealistic activity measures in regards to time, stating 

that short-term job creation is simply not the purpose of entrepreneurial development programs.  

He compared the annual measurement of entrepreneurial activity to measuring a person's ability to 

pay a loan on monthly basis to emphasize the disconnect between the goal and the evaluation of 

the goal (2006).  David Barkley from Clemson University built a strong argument for case study 

research, in that the "complexities, contradictions and causal relationships may be more readily 

revealed" in a qualitative approach (2006, p. 12).   He also outlined the pitfalls to avoid, thus 

providing a road map for scholars to undertake an alternative approach to studying entrepreneurs. 

Closing comments at the conference included a call for measurements of entrepreneurial activity, 

entrepreneurial climate and entrepreneurial process that fit the diversity and reality of the rural 

context (Markley, 2006). 

 

2.5 Entrepreneurial Climate 

Goetz and Freshwater (2001) estimated the effectiveness of each state's entrepreneurial 

climate using an input-output regression model and many of the traditional measures mentioned in 

the previous section.  The dependent variable, Entrepreneurial Activity, was measured by 1) the 

number of Inc. 500 firms and 2) initial public offerings in the technology sector. The three 

independent variables, Ideas and Innovations, Human Capital, and Financial Capital were 

measured in data procured from U.S. Bureau of Census, U.S. Small Business Association, U.S. 

Patent and Trade Office and U.S. Department of Commerce.  Entrepreneurial Climate entered the 

regression equation as a dependent variable that was calculated as a residual value minus the 

random error component.  While these measures would not apply to the tourism industry, or even 

rural areas necessarily, the model is worth noting for two reasons.  First, the concept of 

determining entrepreneurial climate (e-climate) indirectly as a residual is novel.  Second, the model 

could perhaps be replicated using variables applicable to tourism and rural settings.  
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Cowling and Bygrave looked at the countries studied in the Global Entrepreneurship 

Monitor to determine patterns in entrepreneurship as forced by unemployment (2003).  They 

examined "macro-environment" variables which working together affected entrepreneurial activity 

over time.  The influential macro-variables they discovered included changing unemployment rates, 

ease of market entry, national pension plans, youth unemployment, and unemployment benefits.  

Shane echoes this macro-approach by investigating trends in entrepreneurial activity in the 

U.S. from 1899-1988 (1996).  He emphasized examination of the macro-climate to explain varying 

rates in entrepreneurship over the last century, and points to technological change as a key factor.  

Additional factors he suggests are the Protestant work ethic, interest rates, immigration, economic 

growth, business failure rates and the age of the population (1996).  Bryant (1989) concurs with the 

fact that many levels of influence are at play and outlines the scale of factors to include macro 

factors (international and national), meso factors (regional) and micro factors (local, firm, family, 

individual). 

Changes in the macro environment such as aging baby-boomers, immigration and 

fluctuating interest rates are felt deeply in rural environs.  Rural communities feel the impact of 

change with greater intensity than an urban area that has more critical mass to absorb the 

turbulence.  Entrepreneurs in either setting respond to change and thereby cause change within 

the community.  But certain community climates are more supportive of entrepreneurial activity and 

thereby reap the rewards of entrepreneurial thinking and action.  Entrepreneurs are linked to 

change, turbulence and instability in that this is their preferred operating environment.  It is within 

this climate of uncertainty that an entrepreneur can create change through opportunities and 

innovations.  Genera cites Dr. James Carland, a professor of entrepreneurship at Western Carolina 

University, who explains that entrepreneurial activity emerges when people have the will to make 

things better (2005).  Entrepreneurs seek "cracks and crevices” in the economy, which don’t exist 

in a stable one (Genera, 2005).  Russell and Faulkner (1999, 2004) agree that an entrepreneur 

needs an unstable climate in which to thrive.  An unyielding and tightly managed environment will 

even resist this kind of activity.  Figure 2.2 illustrates the symbiotic relationship between an 

entrepreneur and a rural community.   
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RURAL COMMUNITY: 
Susceptible to change, impacts from 
change felt intensely 

ENTREPRENEUR: 
Needs a malleable, vulnerable 
environment in which to operate 

Figure 2.2. Interplay Between an Entrepreneur and A Rural Environment 

 

North Carolina, with its booming economic growth, wealth of educational institutions and 

business centers, and expanding infrastructure is touted as a hotbed of entrepreneurial activity. 

Wilmington, Asheville, Raleigh and Charlotte are among the top 50 labor market areas in the nation 

in terms of average annual growth of new firms between 1990-2001, which is one metric of 

entrepreneurial activity (Genera, 2005). Charlotte and Asheville both fared well on Florida's 

Bohemia Index, a measure of the creative capital, technology firms, talent, "coolness" and 

"openness" of an area (Florida, 2002).  But this flurry of innovative outputs may not be carrying 

over into our rural areas that are suffering economically. 

Genera reports from an interview with Dr. Deborah Markley, co-director of the Center for 

Rural Entrepreneurship, that rural entrepreneurs may be at a disadvantage because the 

opportunities for financial capital are limited, local politics may interfere with entrepreneurial 

freedom, there may be a lack of entrepreneurial role models and a supportive network, and the 

overall culture may be too conservative to support change (Genera, 2005).   

Acs and Malecki also cite the shortcomings of rural areas for business creation (2003), 

namely access to density of suppliers and customers, labor markets, financial capital, 

transportation systems, and networks.  Lyons echoes this, adding that rural areas tend to be 

dominated by a single business or industry, not only making it vulnerable to economic changes, but 

hampering a culture of industrial diversity and innovation (2003).    

"Policy's role is to create an entrepreneurial ecosystem" stated David Sampson at the 

Center for the Study of Rural America's conference Growing and Financing Rural Entrepreneurs. 

Drabenstott, Novack and Abraham (2003) summarized Sampson's comments from the conference, 

where he describes an entrepreneurial ecosystem that consists of recognition programs, education 

and training, networks in all directions, access to capital, infrastructure and institutional support. 
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The Center for Study of Rural America (CSRA) provides snapshots at conditions that may 

play a role in building this entrepreneurial ecosystem. In a series of articles released in mid-2006, 

CSRA measures and maps regional assets indicators, which are a quantification of certain abstract 

or intangible qualities found at varying rates in communities.  To date, CSRA has mapped Human 

Amenities, Creative Workers, Infrastructure, Innovation, and Wealth indicators (2006).  Counties 

with more Human Amenities have access to healthcare, scenic appeal, restaurants and a variety of 

recreation and entertainment opportunities (CRSA, 2006).    The Creative Workers index measures 

professions that require a high-degree of creativity, but omits those that must be present in any 

community, such as teachers and health care professionals (CSRA, 2006).  The Infrastructure 

Index measures highway operation expenditures, commercial aircraft traffic, and average number 

of high-speed Internet users (CSRA, 2006).  For the Innovation Index, CSRA counts the number of 

patents (CSRA, 2006), and Wealth Indicators are computed using elements of residential real 

estate, agricultural real estate and financial investments (Low, 2005).   While the measures 

themselves are dependent on secondary data collected for a disparate reason, the compilation of 

these data to form scales of abstract environmental qualities is quite an innovative undertaking.  

Further, the data are mapped on a county-by-county basis, allowing for comparison at a local level.   

The regional assets indicators are a good start in explaining trends and will be useful to 

communities over time.  Although they can estimate portions of community assets, they still only 

represent a very broad picture of a county's situation.  

CSRA has used their indicators of regional assets to examine their effects on 

entrepreneurial breadth and depth.  The independent variables of human, natural, financial and 

infrastructure capital were examined to note relationships on entrepreneurial activity.  The following 

table reflects what factors they found that had significant relationships.  
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Table 2.3  
 
Significant Relationships1 Between Entrepreneurship Measures and Variables Examined 

 

Variables Breadth 

Depth: 

Income 

Depth: Revenue-

Capture 

Local Economy    

Metro - + + 

Micro -   

Human Capital    

College educated  +  

Foreign-born Residents  - + + 

Info, Arts & Entertainment Workers  + + 

Natural Amenities    

Topography Scale +  + 

Financial Capital    

Average Bank Deposits per Capita  + + 

Infrastructure    

Broadband - + + 

Regional Access to Interstate - + + 

1Significant at the .05 level. 
Reprinted with permission from Center for the Study of Rural America, Federal Reserve of Kansas City 

 

In particular, an educated and diverse workforce including creative professions infused in 

the economy, a general populous with discretionary income, and a community with sound 

infrastructure positively influenced entrepreneurial income and revenue capture.   A scenic 

backdrop influenced the number of entrepreneurs and revenue capture.   Economy scale also 

affected income and revenue capture.  Not surprisingly, entrepreneurs in metropolitan areas and 

close to suppliers, customers and partners, had higher incomes and revenue than their 

micropolitan or rural counterparts.  The most remote counties (not shown on the table) had a high 

breadth of entrepreneurs, assumedly for necessity reasons (Low, 2005).   
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A study by Lerner and Haber (2000) examined the environmental, business and personal 

factors contributing to the success of small tourism ventures.  They used four traditional 

approaches for determining enterprise success: 

• The environmental milieu approach, which focuses on the attractiveness of the location 

• The institutional support approach, which focuses on financial and technical assistance 

in the community 

• The entrepreneurial human capital approach, which focuses on the skills and 

background of the entrepreneur, and  

• The venture features approach which focuses on the services and attributes of the 

business. 

These four approaches contained sets of factors, which were integrated and analyzed against 

three venture performance items:  business revenue, business profit and entrepreneur income.  

They found the entrepreneurial human capital factors to be correlated with overall business 

performance.  All of the four sets of factors, however, were correlated differentially with the three 

venture performance items.  Lerner and Haber felt the study “confirmed the multi-dimensionality” of 

small tourism business performance and the complexity of environmental conditions. 

Taylor, Jones and Boyles fostered entrepreneurial skills among 18 nascent entrepreneurs 

from socially disadvantaged background by placing them into teams that met regularly and 

discussed their challenges and possible solutions (2004).  The teams were led by a team mentor, 

and professionals were brought in during meetings to speak on various topics. The initiative 

created “an enterprise culture” among these socially disadvantaged individuals and fostered much-

needed social capital.  Both the business accomplishments and continued networking actions of 

the individuals were documented as indicators of a successful program that intentionally aimed to 

build a foundation for and appreciation of social capital and networking among entrepreneurs.    

Networking opportunities are cited repeatedly as a critical component of environment that 

help entrepreneurs to thrive. Elfving, J., Brännback, M. and A. Casrud (2004) speak to this and 

other parts of a crucial intangible infrastructure that community institutions can form and support:  

human talent, novel ideas, vision, commitment to work, positive community attitudes toward  
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entrepreneurship, trust, and reciprocity.   They conclude by stating that a weak intangible 

infrastructure (e.g. lack of networking opportunities) will hamper the entrepreneurial energy of the 

community, and must somehow be addressed in research and programming application (2004).  

Thompson contributes networking opportunities as well as mentoring, business training and advice, 

and opportunities to increase people-management and fundraising skills as needs for social 

entrepreneurs (2002).  Chatman (2005) also adds the intangible qualities of fair treatment within 

the community and local patronage adding positive effects on the community's perception of 

entrepreneurial climate.   Listings of individual e-climate factors can become rather lengthy.  Those 

outlined in Thompson's work, Chatman's publication, and other key portions of the literature are 

summarized in Appendix B, and are referenced as such through the remainder of the literature 

review.   

In local listening sessions held nationally by the Regional Rural Development Centers to 

capture ideas on entrepreneurship, rural residents' needs were summarized into categories of 

education, financial capital, legislative understanding and support, infrastructure, and collaborating 

service-providers (Zuiches, 2006) (see Appendix B for a detailed listing).  Lyons (2003) agrees that 

it is paramount that service-providers work together to offer entrepreneur-centered assistance, as 

well as offer approaches that can begin where the entrepreneur is, rather than push a one-size-fits-

all program. 

While many studies have been referenced here, the supply of current research on e-

climate is sparse, but has yielded fairly consistent results.  All agree that entrepreneur-friendly 

physical, financial and business infrastructure must be present.  The human capacity for technical 

assistance, training and educational support are essential.  Networking is vital to entrepreneurial 

activity.   And finally, factors relating to community culture cannot be overlooked.  Flora and Flora's 

Community Capitals (natural, cultural, human, social, political, financial and built) framework not 

only can be used as an analysis tool, but also as a way to identify key stakeholders associated with 

each capital (2005).   As an analysis tool, actions in the community can be evaluated as to how 

they increase a particular kind of capital, and further, what outcomes result from the increased 

capital. Interactions between capitals can also be analyzed, particularly when evaluating a program  

 41



that affects more than one sector of the community Flora, Emery, Fey and Bregrendahl (2005).  

(Appendix B elaborates on specifics within each of the capitals).  

In Koh's earlier works, he mentions two types of environmental factors that influence an 

entrepreneur, personal environmental factors and community environmental factors (1996).  An 

example of a personal factor might be dissatisfaction at a current job.  A community factor might be 

construction of a new interstate.  Later (2002), he specifies five categories of climate factors with 

several items within each (see Appendix B): 

 Socio-cultural  

 Physical 

 Economic 

 Regulatory/legal 

 Logistical 

Pertaining to North Carolina, Pages and Markley undertook a study for the NC Rural 

Development Center (NCRDC) to assess the state's entrepreneurial climate (2004).  During twenty 

focus groups, including a teleconference concentrating on agritourism, a focus group aimed at 

value-added agriculture,  groups focusing on minorities, and a group of Small Business Center 

(SBC) directors, they heard from over 200 individuals.  The focus groups were located such that 

they were no more than a 30-minute drive for any resident in NC. The focus group facilitator 

solicited information on the key challenges facing the entrepreneurs now as well as when their 

business began, opportunities seen by the entrepreneurs, how they perceived the state of 

economic development in their community, how their business fits into the current economic 

situation, and finally, what would help them to grow their business.   In other words, what in their e-

climate could be improved?  Service providers programs were cited repeatedly as ineffective, and 

entrepreneurs reported a sense of having to "go-it-alone" or being unheard by community and state 

leaders. A further breakdown of community climate factors cited in the Pages and Markley report 

are offered in Appendix B and are discussed in more detail in the conclusions section of this study. 

In a survey of high-growth entrepreneurs by the NCRDC low marks were given to "supply 

of qualified workers," yet respondents were committed to investing in their workers as a strategy for  
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continued growth (2006).   Sixty percent of rural entrepreneurs interviewed were originally from 

rural North Carolina and had no intentions of leaving their rural climes (NCRDC, 2006).  Also of 

note is the findings on sector growth -  while restaurants and retail account for only nine percent of 

all rural businesses in North Carolina, they account for nearly a quarter of those formed within the 

last three years.   In the realm of e-climate, two particular findings stand out.  Rural entrepreneurs 

did cite access to customers and location as an important feature of their business.  Urban 

entrepreneurs gave the same items higher marks, underscoring these factors as crucial to growth 

and an advantage for urban dwellers.  The second finding revealed that overall respondents were 

not using the services provided by community colleges and universities, SBC and SBTDC, SCORE 

or other government programs.  In fact 25% of rural respondents stated that they have not sought 

out assistance at all, and of those who did, advice from the bank was by far the greatest sought.  

While both of the NCRDC studies focus on entrepreneurship in North Carolina, the study 

presented here is different on two accounts: Pages and Markley employed qualitative data 

collection techniques and with the exception of SBC directors, held the focus groups with 

entrepreneurs.  The current study is exploring the use of a quantitative instrument and is targeting 

community residents as the sample population.  The report on high-growth entrepreneurs also held 

the entrepreneur as the unit of study, and focused on characteristics of the entrepreneurs (age, 

gender, origin), financing history, or business needs.  This study will focus on the environment of 

the county as it supports entrepreneurial activity. 

In their paper "What would an Exemplary Entrepreneurship Database Look Like?", Green 

and Wise assert that much of the current research has relied on "second best" datasets (2006).  

"There is a need to understand the effects of regional and local policies on entrepreneurship, which 

means that contextual data (political, economic and social characteristics) could be linked to firm 

data.  Similarly, the dataset could make important contributions to the research on the role of family 

and social networks in entrepreneurship" (2006, p. 1).  This study includes the factors listed by 

Green and Wise, as well as others indicated in Appendix B.  

 

 43



Measuring E-climate 

Two specific sources surfaced in the search for instruments to measure e-climate.  The 

first is the Rural Entrepreneurship Initiative created by the Community Policy Analysis Center 

(CPAC) out of the University of Missouri (2003). The primary research question in the study 

explored if it were possible "to quantify the perceived importance and performance of a 

community's entrepreneurial climate" (CPAC, p 18).  Whereas some of the tangible factors of e-

climate can be corroborated with secondary data, the intangible factors cannot.  The Rural 

Entrepreneurship Initiative survey tool was piloted on three Missouri communities with a total of 63 

respondents.  The respondents were both business owners and business service providers 

including educators.  From this pilot project, and further field testing the following year, the CPAC 

team has gone on to offer the research instrument as an appendix in the manual Growing 

Entrepreneurship from the Ground Up: A Community-based Approach to Growing your own 

Business (Rightmyre, Johnson, and Chatman, 2004) as well as online as a live questionnaire at 

http://www.mrdp.net/Rural EntrepreneurshipInitiative/tabid/66/Default.aspx. 

The second source to add significant value to the survey instrument literature review is the 

Energizing Entrepreneurs Program (E2) developed by RUPRI's Center for Rural Entrepreneurship.   

E2 is also a resource for communities that would like to expand entrepreneurial activity by creating 

the right climate and assembling the necessary resources for existing or future entrepreneurs.  The 

entire program is available online (http://www.energizingentrepreneurs.org/) in a series of chapters 

that explain how entrepreneurs contribute to a rural economy, offer tools for assessing the current 

context of a community, describe how to create an entrepreneurial development strategy, provide 

assistance on how to build capacity and propose methods for evaluation (2003, 2004, 2005, n.d.). 

Like plants that need specific soils to grow, entrepreneurs need a certain environment to 

nurture their actions.  The characteristics of this environment are as important to identify as the 

characteristics and supply of the entrepreneurs themselves if the goal is to encourage 

entrepreneurial activity.  It is the intent of this research to add to the measurement of perceptions 

on both tangible and intangible climate factors and assess their relationship to rural tourism 

development. The Rural Entrepreneurship Initiative instrument and Energizing Entrepreneurs  
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resources are the foundation for the e-climate measurement in this study. The CPAC instrument 

and E2 tools provide a level of detail in exploring community climate that is needed to understand 

the subtleties of rural life.    

 

2.6 Entrepreneurship and Tourism 

The connection between entrepreneurship and rural tourism development is found 

infrequently in the literature.   Passing references to entrepreneurs are made in enumerations of 

stakeholders, but little research is devoted to the entrepreneur or to entrepreneurial activity as the 

subject.  Of those that do, often tourism entrepreneurs are presented in isolated case studies of 

specific international locales (Hitchcock, 2000; Paniagua, 2002; Russell and Faulker, 2004; Volker 

and Sorée, 2003).  One entire collection of place-specific works are found in the 1999 book 

Tourism and Small Entrepreneurs - Development, National Policy, and Entrepreneurial Culture: 

Indonesian Cases (Dahles and Bras, 1999).  Outlined below is a review of other kinds of analyses 

regarding entrepreneurship within the tourism industry, organized much like the above sections into 

a) entrepreneurial characteristics, motivations and types, b) entrepreneurial supply and c) 

entrepreneurial climate.  This section ends with a synopsis of Koh's work because he has tended to 

merge these three angles of research into a comprehensive look at the phenomenon of 

entrepreneurs in tourism.  

 

Entrepreneurial Characteristics, Motivations and Types 

According to Mattsson, Sundbo and Fussing-Jensen (2005), "the most important and rare 

function (in tourism development) is that of the scene-taker, who ensures the establishment of the 

scene as a permanent basis for innovation and the further growth of the tourism industry as related 

to the scene" (2005, p. 378).  A scene-taker is an entrepreneur who facilitates networks between 

the private and public sectors, trade associations and non-profit groups who can work together to 

develop a destination’s theme or marketing hook.  To illustrate, Troy, North Carolina is a small 

mountain town whose history includes being a retreat for interesting literary figures.  A scene-taker 

might exploit this heritage to encourage local bed and breakfasts to team with the community  
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college to offer writing workshops for visitors, the restaurants to offer the "Thomas Wolfe sandwich" 

or local book stores to decorate windows accordingly,  In this article, the authors note that even 

with an attractive community asset, visionary "idea" people, and general support of the tourism 

industry, a destination will not gain traction or maintain momentum without the scene-taker, the 

entrepreneur or entrepreneurial organization who coordinates a network of players in the 

community and takes an image concept for a destination to the "scene" level, where the community 

infuses the image into the products offered (Mattsson, Sundbo and Fussing-Jensen, 2005). 

Green entrepreneurs or ecopreneurs are other terms for these visionaries who balance a 

business model with ecological ideals.  In a paper focusing on Earth Sanctuaries, Ltd., Volery 

(2002) outlines the successes and pitfalls of one company in Australia whose aim is to foster the 

regeneration of native wildlife on the rare and endangered list, while maintaining a commercial 

operation that is listed on the stock market.  Conservation companies are not common, but the one 

highlighted in this paper emphasizes the profound impact of the entrepreneur on the company 

vision and growth.  

 

Entrepreneurial Supply/Activity 

Getz and Peterson assert that "lifestyle and autonomy goals predominate the industry" 

among entrepreneurs in general, but in family-owned tourism businesses, the desire to create a 

high-profit business is not an over-riding goal (2005, p. 238).  This supports the findings of 

McGehee and Kim who studied agritourism owners and their motivations for starting a tourism 

venture.  The impetus of the agritourism entrepreneurs existed along a continuum of formative and 

substantive motives (2004).  However, Getz and Peterson propose questions about the longevity of 

family businesses in the community and as an economic development strategy if the motivations 

for starting the business are for lifestyle reasons (2005).  Morrison and Teixeira confirm that small 

tourism businesses that enter the industry to achieve a life-work balance may not be considered 

optimal in traditional economic terms, but their very smallness and deliberate rejection of a 

corporate mindset awards them a competitive advantage for the market seeking these experiences 

(2004). Morrison and Teixeira also note other distinctions of tourism small businesses from the  
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general population of small businesses, a notable example being that the tourism sector is 

characterized by relatively low barriers for entry and can easily accommodate a lifestyle-business 

model (Morrison and Teixeira, 2004, p. 172).   

Ateljevic and Doorne also advocate for a broader analysis of entrepreneurial success 

beyond economic.  They point out that lifestyle entrepreneurs in tourism do not start their business 

strictly to grow high-profit ventures (2000).  In fact, the authors argued, if they consciously keep 

their operations small and community/environmentally-friendly, they position themselves to capture 

a niche market of consumers who seek travel products that align with their values.  They present a 

model in which the interaction with the market, the industry, the culture, and the organizational 

structure itself all provide opportunities to exhibit a value along polarized continuums.  The model 

depicts the tension between seemingly-opposing goals that the lifestyle entrepreneurs must 

reconcile. This may be why Paniagua (2002) found that in rural areas of Spain, urban dwellers who 

migrate to take on rural lives, often embrace tourism as a career option, and end up having a 

significant impact on rural restructuring.  Paniagua states: 

These job preferences, common in the so-called new service class, are based on 
the previous job histories of a large group of migrants comprised of liberal and 
skilled professionals who are seeking, in the rural environment, job conditions that 
best satisfy their desired lifestyle (p. 368).   
 

E-climate Factors 

Through a case study of two tourism entrepreneurs in a small town in Belize, local power 

and social networks, formal versus informal tourism systems, and the intervention of government 

on entrepreneurial activities in an evolving destination was explored (Volker and Sorée, 2003).   

Community programs and broadly-scoped efforts impact residents individually, and the authors 

provide an interesting look as to how two entrepreneurs adapted differently to policy change, which 

consequently morphed the paths of their respective businesses and social status in the community 

(Volker and Sorée, 2003).   Also exploring cultural norms and their effects on tourism enterprises 

Hitchcock (2000) discovered that cultural identity is important to entrepreneurs particularly in regard 

to networks.  Knowledge and referrals travel along networks, which often can be based on ethnicity 

or some other identifiable trait (Hitchcock, 2000).   "Doing business with compatriots reduces risk"  
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(p. 204) and thereby ethnicity can become a powerful tool in reducing uncertainty in unstable 

political or economic environments (Hitchcock, 2000).  

Kirsten and Rogerson call developing small, medium and micro-enterprises (SMMEs) the 

"Cinderella" of tourism research because it is touted as holding so much possibility for an area, but 

there is little empirical proof to back up the claim.  The authors explore formal and informal linkages 

in a business-to-business context, noting the potential benefit of government in leveraging 

relationships for emerging SMME's, and note that supply chain research as it relates to tourism is 

in critical need, especially in developing countries (2002). 

Echtner (1995) differentiated the need for professional, vocational and entrepreneurial 

training.   She frames professional training as holistic, strategic, planning, understanding the nature 

and impacts of tourism and vocational training as skills that apply to a specific position.  

Entrepreneurial training, she argues, can increase the growth of small to medium size enterprises 

in a region, enterprises that are typically locally-owned and thought to be in tune with a culturally 

and environmentally sustainable philosophy.  In addition, the impacts of a small, locally-owned 

business in a rural area can be large, therefore it is beneficial from an economic standpoint to 

foster these ventures.   "In order to set up an indigenous business sector, knowledge of the skills 

needed to set up and operate a tourism businesses is needed" Echtner contends (1995, p.124).   

Lordkipanidze, Brezet and Backman agreed that attention on entrepreneurship is an under-

utilized strategy in sustainable tourism development (2005).  They contend that many of the 

elements of a culture that supports entrepreneurial activity (supportive of local success, growing 

jobs from within, keeping business strategically small) would also seem to fulfill "sustainability" 

goals and suggest the understanding of these elements as critical to development of sustainable 

tourism.  "The main conclusion of this study on the enhancement of entrepreneurship in 

sustainable tourism underscores the insight that understanding entrepreneurial culture and climate 

for creating an enabling e-environment is a crucial precondition" (p. 798).  Peters noted that within 

the context of apprenticeships and training programs by entrepreneurs in small tourism ventures, 

young trainees are motivated by a high sense of fairness and empathy shown by the business 

leader, by autonomy, by opportunity to learn new skills and by opportunities for international jobs  
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(2005). Haber and Riechel examine the cumulative effect of "resources" that an entrepreneur 

builds up in his initial business development phases. They found that human capital resources - the 

skills and experience of the entrepreneur, venture type, and venture location had more influence on 

the performance of the business than establishment phase variables of writing a business plan and 

planning the design of the venture.  Likewise, financial and advisory assistance showed minor 

effect on performance on early successes (2007).   However, as the venture grew, managerial 

training programs were seen as necessary for survival.  The authors argue that their findings 

underscore the practical need for entrepreneurs to have access to business training programs.   

In the Ugandan tourism industry, an adaptive management approach was used to design a 

training program for proprietors and operators of lodging and dining establishments engaged in 

community tourism around the national parks (Victurine, 2000).   What was conceptualized as a 

short-term training project has developed into a far-reaching program, whose participants would not 

allow the training to end.  Victurine states "it soon became apparent that the supply of information 

and support would not meet the pent-up demand of the participants" (p. 225).  Successes and 

lessons learned are tracked and a conceptual model of the training program is provided in the 

study. 

"Community attitudes and strategies of key entrepreneurs are the essential components" of 

how a destination evolves, summarizes Barr in his reconstruction of the evolution of the 

Whitsundays, the local name for a string of islands off the coast of Australia, as a tourism 

destination (1990, p. 26).   He compared historical events in this destination's evolution to stages 

and aspects of Butler's lifecycle, and notes the change from "local response" to "external 

development," modeling closely Butler's second and third stages in the tourism area life cycle 

(1990).  He does note an interesting difference in an early stage when residents were noticing the 

opportunity for development for tourists, one of the responses was to try to attract external 

developers, versus do it themselves from within.   

 

 49



The Entrepreneurial Process 

One area of study infrequently found in the literature is the process of entrepreneurship 

within tourism.  The entrepreneurial process would include information search, information 

assimilation and decision making and would seem to be a thread linking the individual 

characteristics of an entrepreneur, the internal and external motivations of an entrepreneur, the 

climate that the entrepreneur operates within, and the success outputs of the entrepreneur. In a 

study of restaurant entrepreneurs, Williams and Tse differentiate levels of strategy employed by 

"blue-" and "white-collar" types of entrepreneurs (1995), stating that white-collar entrepreneurs are 

more strategic in their decision-making and operational processes. More recently, Brunner-Sperdin 

and Peters (2004) argue for the closer examination of the entrepreneurial process in tourism - why 

entrepreneurial actions are what they are on a daily basis.  Specifically they propose a computer-

simulation model where an entrepreneur's information-processing and decision-making patterns 

can be monitored by offering a proposed "stimulus" to a hypothetical situation and observing how 

the entrepreneur reacts. They echo other authors who note the lack of research concerning 

entrepreneurs excepting for the bulk of research focused on entrepreneurial characteristics and the 

outputs of their activity.  Brunner-Sperdin and Peters (2004) propose a diagram that depicts an 

"agenda for entrepreneurship research" including traditional and new areas of entrepreneurship 

research. While giving due attention to cognitive processes of entrepreneurship, their diagram 

neglects the entrepreneurial climate in which the entrepreneur must function.  Koh has merged 

thought on the entrepreneurial supply, the entrepreneurial climate, and the entrepreneurial process 

in his sequential publications of 1996, 2002 and 2006.  In his latest publication on entrepreneurship 

and tourism, Koh paraphrases Bruyat and Julien (2000), noting that in regards to entrepreneurship, 

researchers should investigate four areas:  the individual, the object created, the environment, and 

the process (p. 118). 

 

Koh's Entrepreneurial Process Model and Community Types Model 

In 1996, Koh conceptualized an eight-stage model of the tourism entrepreneurial process 

within a community.  Each stage is impacted by both personal events and environmental events,  

 50



which reinforces the notion of a process (system) inherently vulnerable to turbulence.  Within the 

stages of the model, he also illustrates the difference between entrepreneurial and managerial 

activity (1996). 

In 2002, Koh noted that the tourism entrepreneur is an "overlooked player" in tourism 

development studies.  He promoted a two-pronged approach to grow more tourism entrepreneurs 

by increasing the supply of entrepreneurs through training and by cultivating an environment to 

support them.  He suggests: 

 Raising awareness of the benefits of the tourism industry 

 Educating public on the opportunities within tourism 

 Celebrating/ honoring tourism entrepreneurs 

 Sharpening entrepreneur and service skill sets 

 Establishing mentoring/shadowing programs with successful tourism entrepreneurs 

In Explaining a Community Touristscape, Koh (2002) speculates as to why communities 

differ in their touristscape, that is, the type, scale, form, enterprise birth rates, and impact in which 

tourism develops.  He proposes a framework of nine types of tourism communities based on the 

possible combinations of a high, medium and low Supply of Entrepreneurial People (SEP) and a 

high, medium and low level in the Quality of Entrepreneurial Climate (QEC).  He describes the 

kinds of touristic activity that would be present in a community within each combination of SEP and 

QEC.   A summary of Koh's suppositions appears below: 
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Table 2.4 

Sample Tourism Community Characteristics of High and Low SEP and QEC Combinations 

SEP QEC Type of Tourism Community 

High High High level of indigenous entrepreneurs; high diversity of product; 

competitive pricing  

Conspicuous positive and negative impacts 

Local culture unlikely intact 

Authorities recognize tourism prevalence and support industry 

High Low Low birthrate of tourism enterprises; indigene dominated 

Economic impact low; leakage also low 

Cultural impact low; physical impact moderate due to low concern 

in early stages by entrepreneurs and regulators 

High SEP/ Low QEC often associated with economically-

developing countries 

Low High Area is prime for either indigene or external entrepreneurs to 

capitalize; resentment from local residents could be high.  

However, either type of entrepreneur may realize the supportive 

environment and take care not to ruin relationships by creating 

significant negative impacts. 

Low Low Very few tourism enterprises; those existent are cottage ventures 

Low impacts from tourism 

 

While this is an innovative approach to conceptualizing why tourism manifests itself 

differently from one community to another, the framework would need repeated application to 

destination case studies in order to prove it empirically sound 

Also of note is Koh's discussion of Blank's work on entrepreneurship in tourism from 1989 

(Blank cited in Koh, 2002).  Blank asserts that every community has potential tourism assets, but 

unless the community and its leadership is open to tourism, these assets may not be viewed as  
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tourism resources nor would they approve the development of these assets by an entrepreneur 

(2002).  However, Blank further notes that if a community culture does not encourage residents 

themselves to be entrepreneurial or to consider tourism as an alternative form of economic 

development, it creates a situation where outside entrepreneurs may eventually dominate a 

community's tourism industry, as described in Barr's historical review of the Whitsundays (1990). 

In 2006, Koh published Tourism Entrepreneurship: People, Places and Processes, which 

orients the reader to tourism development from a supply and demand approach.  Koh reasons that 

in order for a destination to grow, it must have the supply to attract and meet demand.  However, 

he notes that in addition to commercial sector organizations, there are social organizations, such 

as visitor bureaus, parks and museums, that make up the tourism supply.  Within the commercial 

sector, there are business-to-business operations as well as business-to-consumer relationships.  

And finally, the business-to-consumer category is made up of ventures that rely heavily on visitors, 

and those that only supplement their revenue by visitors. 

In his latest article, Koh (2006) discusses tourism development and the role of 

entrepreneurs within it by reviewing literature from three over-riding themes: e-People, e-Places, e-

Process.  After a thorough discussion in each theme, he posits questions for empirical research 

concerning each theme.  Regarding e-Places, Koh's term for e-climate, he asks what are the 

relative influence of each e-climate element; do they vary across characteristics of entrepreneurs - 

novice and serial, long-time resident or transplant; do they vary within the life cycle of the 

destination; how can this be optimized.  Koh also notes that a by-product benefit of tourism 

entrepreneurship is additional enterprise births through catalytic effect, demonstrative effect or 

corridor effect.  Koh quotes Minniti and Bygrave in that "entrepreneurship creates more 

entrepreneurship" (p.117). 

 

2.7  Summary of Literature Review 

The review of literature has focused on two distinct areas: tourism development and 

entrepreneurship.   The theoretical base for this study, Chaos Theory, was also discussed in 

relation to how it applies to this line of research. Chaos Theory is an appropriate framework in  
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which to couch the complexities and shifting nature of community-based research, such as in rural 

tourism development or rural entrepreneurship.  It tolerates a total view of known phenomena, 

allowing room for multiple relationships and highlighting gaps in what has been studied.  Russell 

and Faulkner bring together Chaos Theory, entrepreneurship and Butler's Tourism Area Life Cycle 

model to illustrate the complex nature of destination evolution (2004).   Their writings merge the 

three more extensively than any other author, but their theories are restricted to tourism 

development history of the Gold Coast in Australia.   As in Australia, tourism in the U.S. is a 

significant industry, and the diversity of its forms is staggering.  Using principle components of 

Chaos theory as a backdrop, entrepreneurs, communities, and macro and micro effects can be 

studied to understand development patterns in tourism,    

Specifically within the tourism literature, development models and factors contributing to 

successful tourism development were presented above.  Only a few studies directly attribute 

tourism success to the presence of entrepreneurs (Barr, 1990; Lordkipanidze et al., 2005; Russell 

and Faulkner, 1999, 2004; Wilson et al, 2001; Koh, 1996, 2002, 2006) and while particulars of 

climate were emphasized in several cases (networking or training, for example), only one author 

states the link between an entrepreneur's overall operating environment and the degree to whether 

a tourism enterprise will succeed (Koh, 2002, 2006).  

Within the realm of entrepreneurship, four branches of study were explored.  A review of 

the characteristics and motivations was presented, followed by a discussion of measuring 

entrepreneurial supply, a synopsis of entrepreneurial climate factors needed for entrepreneurs to 

thrive and a brief summary of entrepreneurial process.  The leading researchers in rural 

entrepreneurship from the United States agree that the measures of these four branches are 

severely limited, not reflective of real context, and the research agenda itself is only in its infancy 

stages.  

Although the study of entrepreneurship is only beginning, researchers concur that a 

multitude of factors are present in entrepreneurial activity, including individual characteristics and 

situations of the entrepreneur, community-level support and the macro-operating climate.  It is, in 

short, complex.  Rural tourism development is likewise multifaceted, subject to the same micro and  
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macro forces, and dependent upon the successful interplay between industry sectors and across 

regions.  Despite the vast literature on tourism development, there are few publications that take 

into account the constantly morphing system of tourism development (McKercher, 1999; Russell 

and Faulkner, 2004).  Despite the great interest in entrepreneurship in the United States, 

researchers are only beginning to quantify the elements in the environment that lend themselves to 

innovative activity.  Less still are these studies applied to a rural setting. And while the Pages and 

Markley study (2004) revealed much about the general entrepreneurial climate within North 

Carolina, it included entrepreneurs from all industry sectors.    

This study will contribute to the literature on tourism development by indicating if the 

entrepreneurial climate of a community correlates with its tourism development success.  It will add 

to the body of knowledge on rural entrepreneurship by joining others who attempt to quantify e-

climate characteristics.  If tourism development or any homegrown initiatives is to be a vital and 

sustaining part of rural America, much more must be learned about the quantity, quality, 

combination and priority of environmental factors that support entrepreneurs.  This study is but one 

of many needed to build an understanding of entrepreneurship in rural communities. 
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`3. 0 RESEARCH DESIGN 

"Not much is known yet on which variables are most important in communities with 
less than 50,000 in populations to support entrepreneurial activity.   
More needs to be learned about which factors are most influential and what 
communities need to focus on to stimulate entrepreneurial activity"  
   Community Policy Analysis Center, 2003,  
   Rural Entrepreneurship Initiative, Conclusions  

 

3.1 Research Questions 

Tourism touches many aspects of community life beyond the private sector.  Public parks 

and gardens, arts programs, keepers of history and culture, and educators all have a stake in a 

community's tourism product.  Combine this broad topical nature of tourism with the economic 

impact it can generate, and it is apparent why the number of public agencies, non-profit 

organizations, and private foundations involved in tourism has grown in the last ten years.  

Considerable time and financial investment is being made in helping land and business owners 

capture a share of the tourism industry, but little analyses has been done regarding what is working 

and why.  Analysis of this sort is critical to guide the future investment of resources.  This study will 

isolate particular elements of a community and examine their correlation with the community's 

tourism success.   Specifically, the elements examined are: community facets that support 

entrepreneurs, the remoteness and scale of the community, its general economic status, the 

community's potential for tourism, and the level of support for tourism.  These are outlined in 

research question one below. 

Research question one - To what extent does entrepreneurial climate, tourism opportunity, 

rural-urban continuum rank, economic tier, and tourism support contribute   to tourism 

expenditures? 

 

The literature reviewed in chapter two revealed many aspects of a community that might 

support or hinder an entrepreneur.   Because policy and programs often are initiated at the county 

level, particularly in rural areas, the atmosphere, attitude and outcomes of initiatives can also be 

differentiated from county to county.  To gain an understanding of what works to support 

entrepreneurial activity, the differences between county programs and services should be explored.   
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Research question two investigates differences in entrepreneurial climate between the specific 

counties themselves, but also between counties with similar characteristics, such as economic 

well-being or regional traits.   

Research question two - Are there differences in perception of entrepreneurial climate by 

the following county-based variables: 

a. County  
b. Economic development region 
c. Economic tier  
d. County size/ remoteness 

 

The ability for all community members to have access to support programs and services 

for entrepreneurs coincides philosophically with the ideals of justice, tolerance, sustainability, and 

capitalism.   In the United States, where much of our national identity rests on our composition of 

diverse perspectives and backgrounds, it is critical to understand not only what communities are 

benefiting from tourism, but also which members of the community.  To this end, research question 

three addresses the perception of entrepreneurial climate (e-climate) factors by various groups 

within a county.  The applied value of gaining this information is the future ability to target 

educational programming.    

Research question three - Are there differences in perception of entrepreneurial climate  
 
by the following respondent-based variables: 
 
a. Work in county  
b. Lived in county  
c. County native  
d. Gender  
e. Education  
f. Age  
g. Employment status  
h. Employment sector  
i. Tourism relationship  
j. Starting business  
k. Community involvement  
l. Self-Perception of entrepreneurial ability 

 

In subsequent sections, the targeted population, instrument design and sampling procedure are 

described.  
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3.1 Research Area 

 
North Carolina Tourism  

North Carolina is the 8th most visited state in the nation and has maintained its share in the 

national market for the past several years (M. Taylor, personal communication, 2006).  While the 

national rank has decreased in recent years (Table 3.1), the volume of visitation has increased, 

and market share has remained the same (approximately 4% of the domestic total market).   

Direct impact from tourism was $13.25 billion in 2004 and $14.21 in 2005.  Many of the 

urban regions prosper, hosting conventions, benefiting from business travel and taking a larger 

share of the Visiting Friends and Relatives market.  However, in parallel fashion, the rural tourism 

movement is gaining momentum; visitation and expenditure data for rural North Carolina continues 

to steadily rise (North Carolina Division of Tourism, Film and Sports Development, 2006).  In 2000, 

87 of 101 County Extension Centers reported some form of tourism development programming.  In 

early 2006, similar polls revealed at least 84 counties involved in local tourism programs (Kline, 

2006).  

 
Table 3.1  

North Carolina Historical Visitation Data 2005-2006 

 

Year 

National Rank   

in Visitation 

Market Share of 

Domestic Total 

 

Total Visitation 

2005* 8* 3.2%* 64.5 million* 

2004 8 4.1% 49.2 million 

2003 6 4.2% 49.2 million 

2002 6 4.2% 44.4 million 

2001 6 4.1% 43.1 million 

2000 7 4.1% 42.5 million 

*Numbers for 2005 are not comparable to earlier years, as methodology to determine volume and 
market share was changed (Travel Industry Association of America).  Data from 2005 includes a 
much larger proportion of day-trippers than previous studies.  Source: North Carolina Division of 
Tourism, Film & Sports Development & Travel Industry Association of America. 
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Targeted North Carolina Counties 

For the sake of this study, communities will be defined by county lines.  North Carolina 

consists of 100 counties; 85 of them are designated as rural by the North Carolina Department of 

Commerce.  Counties are an artificial parameter when it comes to tourism because visitors make 

decisions based on attractions rather than county lines.  However, because the local residents 

associate themselves with the identity and lifestyle of the county, and because local government 

and organizations define service-areas with the county line, a community will also be defined as 

such.  

Thirty-three North Carolina counties representing a range of population, economic status, 

and geographic region were selected for this study.  USDA's Economic Research Service (ERS) 

classifies U.S. counties into one of nine categories indicating its population and proximity to a 

metropolitan area (2006).   Because a county's geographical relationship to a city can influence the 

economic activity, out-migration and industry mix of the county, ERS's Rural-Urban Continuum 

Code is a better indicator of a county's "ruralness" than population alone.   A summary of the Code 

and descriptions are offered in Table 3.2. 

The Rural-Urban Continuum Code for each targeted county is indicated in Table 3.3 and 

designates 12 counties as metropolitan counties.  Some counties such as Cumberland, Gaston 

and Union have a large population and are included in the study for comparison, and to provide an 

adequate range in the dependent variable.  Others that are ranked as metropolitan in the ERS 

system such as Currituck, Stokes or Madison contain much undeveloped land and have extreme 

pockets of poverty, but are located close enough to a major city to provide a residential base.  

The economic status of the county is designated by the North Carolina Department of 

Commerce using a tier system of Tiers 1- 5, where Tier 1 is considered the most poverty-stricken.  

All counties in Tiers 1 - 3 are considered economically distressed.  Almost four-fifths (78.7%) of 

counties in the sample are considered economically distressed (North Carolina Department of 

Commerce, 2006).  
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Table 3.2 

Rural-Urban Continuum Code Descriptions and Corresponding Study Counties 

Code Description 
 Metropolitan Counties 

1 County in metro area with 1 million population or more 

2 County in metro area of 250,000 to 1 million population 

3 County in metro area of fewer than 250,000 population 

 Nonmetropolitan Counties 

4 Nonmetro county with urban population of 20,000 or more, adjacent to a metro area 

5 Nonmetro county with urban population of 20,000 or more, not adjacent to a metro area 

6 Nonmetro county with urban population of 2,500-19,999, adjacent to a metro area 

7 Nonmetro county with urban population of 2,500-19,999, not adjacent to a metro area 

8 Nonmetro county completely rural or less than 2,500 urban population, adj. to metro area 

9 Nonmetro county completely rural or less than 2,500 urban population, not adj. to metro area 

Reprinted from USDA Economic Research Service website 

 

The counties targeted for the study were intentionally dispersed throughout the state in 

order to get a fair representation of topographical features.  As a result of their dispersion, targeted 

counties naturally fell into each of the seven regional economic development organizations. The 

map below in Figure 3.1 depicts North Carolina's economic development regions and Table 3.3 

outlines the number of sample counties within each region.  The population of each county is 

provided for comparison purposes. 
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Table 3.3 

Counties Listed in Ascending Order by Population 

North Carolina  

County 

2005 

Population 

Rural-Urban 

Continuum 

Economic 

Tier  

Economic Development  

Region 

Hyde 5,587 9 1 North East Partnership 
Yancey 18,152 8 2 Advantage West 
Polk 19,006 8 3 Advantage West 
Bertie 19,640 9 1 North East Partnership 
Greene 20,173 3 2 Eastern Region 
Madison 20,296 2 3 Advantage West 
Currituck 22,984 1 3 North East Partnership 
Caswell 23,759 8 1 Piedmont Triad 
Martin 24,580 6 1 North East Partnership 
Ashe 25,500 9 3 Advantage West 
Montgomery 27,359 6 2 Piedmont Triad 
Transylvania 29,880 6 3 Advantage West 
Macon 32,550 7 3 Advantage West 
Scotland 36,838 6 1 South East Region 
Pasquotank 38,882 7 3 North East Partnership 
McDowell 43,175 6 2 Advantage West 
Stokes 46,234 2 3 Piedmont Triad 
Richmond 46,676 4 1 South East Region 
Edgecombe 53,034 3 1 Eastern Region 
Granville 53,356 6 3 Research Triangle 
Columbus 54,524 6 2 South East Region 
Chatham 56,090 2 5 Research Triangle 
Halifax 56,253 4 1 North East Partnership 
Carteret 62,760 4 5 Eastern Region 
Wilkes 66,897 6 3 Advantage West 
Caldwell 78,492 2 1 Advantage West 
Robeson 127,695 4 2 South East Region 
Johnston 146,312 2 5 Research Triangle 
Davidson 154,294 4 4 Piedmont Triad 
Onslow 157,748 3 5 Eastern Region 
Union 161,332 1 5 Charlotte Region 
Gaston 193,886 1 3 Charlotte Region 
Cumberland 305,173 2 4 South East Region 
Total Population 2,521,468    
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Figure 3.1.  North Carolina Economic Development Regions 
North Carolina Department of Commerce 
 

 

3. 2 Study Methodology 

 
Instrument Design - Entrepreneurial Climate Survey 
 

The entrepreneurial climate data were collected online.  The sample was drawn from the 

population over age 18 in the targeted counties, using an email listing obtained from a company 

which provides data and related services for direct mail campaigns.  

The survey instrument was comprised of 23 questions, with some of the questions having 

multiple response lines.  In total the instrument contained 67 response items, not including an area 

for additional comments.   Questions fell into three categories: 

• Demographic, occupational and community involvement data about the respondent (13 

items) 

• Opinions on the county’s tourism climate (13 items) 

• Perceptions of the county’s entrepreneurial climate (41 items). 

 

Entrepreneurial climate questions 

A framework of variables was designed based on the literature review (Koh, 2002; Pages and 

Markley, 2004; Rightmyre, Johnson, and  Chatman, 2004; Russell and Faulkner, 2004) and  
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personal correspondence with authorities in rural entrepreneurship research and education (D. 

Markley, personal communication, September 2006; C. Moga-Bryant and L. Scott, personal 

communication, September 2006). The e-climate survey questions were primarily derived from the 

Rural Entrepreneurship Initiative Survey Tool (Rightmyre, Johnson, and Chatman, 2004) and 

Energizing Entrepreneurs Readiness and Assessment Tools (Rural Policy Research Initiative  

Center for Rural Entrepreneurship, 2003).  Permission was received from representatives of both 

entities. The questions that contained multiple items were rated using a 5-point Likert scale where 

1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = not sure,  4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree. 

 

Tourism climate questions 

The thirteen tourism climate items were based on concepts from four sources: 

1. General principle in Chaos Theory denoted as edge-of-chaos when systems hang in tenuous 

equilibrium and are vulnerable to change (Gleick, 1987) 

2. Tourism development literature regarding life stage of destination (Butler, 1984; Koh, 2002) 

3. Rural e-climate literature concerning institutional assistance (Rightmyre, Johnson, and 

Chatman, 2004; RUPRI Center for Rural Entrepreneurship, 2003) and Koh's work on 

developing a climate for tourism entrepreneurs (1996, 2002).  

4. Tourism Impact Attitude Scale (Bachleitner and Zins, 1999; Langford and Howard, 1994; 

Rollins, 1997). 

One tourism climate question contained several items in which respondents employed a 5-point 

Likert scale to indicate agreement, where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = not sure, 4 = 

agree, and 5 = strongly agree.  The item that was used in the analysis to represent Tourism 

Support was As a whole, there is widespread community support for tourism in my county. 

 

A hardcopy of the questionnaire was piloted on three groups to test for word choice, length, and 

general usability.  The groups were accessed at previously-scheduled meetings.  A total of 46 

usable questionnaires was returned and significant changes were made to the demographic, 

occupational and community involvement section of the instrument.  Table 3.4 table summarizes  
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the groups who volunteered their efforts during the pilot phase. In addition, a number of experts in 

entrepreneurship research and development programs (D. Markley, T. Johnson, D. Macke, 

personal communication, September 2006), social science survey design (B. Usry, G. Brothers, T. 

Holden, September 2006) and rural development (S. Markham, C. Marvill, J. Trask, personal 

communication, September 2006) provided individual feedback on the instrument.  Three 

individuals tested the online version and final edits to the questionnaire were made (see Appendix 

E for final survey instrument). 

It is important to note the e-climate metric employed is perceived e-climate rather than an 

absolute quality or quantity for a community.  While subjective opinion does not mirror reality in all 

instances, it is important to know how residents see their community climate, so that a possible 

awareness and educational solution might be found, versus a programmatic one. For instance, if 

there are indeed opportunities for entrepreneurs to network, but the community does not perceive 

the opportunities to exist, either they are not considering them effective or they do not know about 

them altogether.  

 

Table 3.4 

Pilot Test Groups 

 

Name of Group/ Purpose of Meeting 

 

Date 

Usable 

Questionnaires 

Combined meeting of new 4-H leader orientation training 

and 4-H Leader's Association Meeting 

August 28, 

2006 

18 

Marketing Research for Real People training August 29, 

2006 

9 

Grass Roots Convening September 7, 

2006 

19 

Organizing Entities for Meetings were Cumberland County Cooperative Extension Center, NCSU Department 
of Agricultural and Resource Economics Extension and The Conservation Fund, North Carolina office. 
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Instrument Design - Tourism Opportunity Survey 

North Carolina is 560 miles long, covers over 53,000 square miles and contains a range of 

topographic features (Wikipedia, 2006).  The Appalachian Mountains in western North Carolina 

make up approximately 25% of the state's counties.  The east coast is probably best known 

geographically for the Outer Banks.  According to the NC Natural Heritage program, North Carolina 

has 112 natural communities defined as "a distinct and reoccurring assemblage of plants, animals, 

bacteria and fungi naturally associated with each other and their physical environment" (Shafale 

and Weakley, 1990).  Obviously, when it comes to tourism development, all counties are not 

created equal.  To gauge the potential for each targeted county to obtain success in tourism 

development, a "tourism opportunity" score for each county was calculated.   

Based on tourism development and applicable Importance-Performance Analysis literature 

discussed previously, a scale was developed of 39 items that contribute to tourism development.   

Particular item contributions came from studies by Wilson et al. (2001), He and Li (2003), Anderson 

et al. (2001), and Enright and Newton (2004). While the scale was formatted using importance-

performance terminology, the traditional quadrant analysis depicted in Chapter Two was not 

implemented.  Instead, the tourism opportunity factors were rated on their importance in tourism 

development so that the relative importance of items might be considered in the calculation.   

Importance responses ranged from 5 = High Importance, 4 = Important, 3 = Moderate Importance, 

2 = Low Importance, 1= Not Important and 0 = Unsure/ don't know. Performance ratings were 5 = 

Outstanding Performance,  4 = Good Performance, 3 = Moderate Performance, 2 = Low 

Performance, 1 = Unsatisfying Performance and 0 = Unsure/ don't know.  The tourism 

development factors included in the scale follow: 

• Access to area • Climate 
• Drivability (road safety and conditions)  • Scenic beauty 
• Way-finding signs • Ethnic appeal 
• Availability of Internet/ cell phone use • Small town charm 
• Quality of accommodations • Overall cleanliness  
• Variety of shopping • Relaxed pace/ tranquility  
• Variety of cuisine • Feeling of safety and security 
• Availability of liquor by the drink 
• Things to do at night 

• Opportunity for discovery/ new 
experiences 

• Dedicated tourism attractions or 
landmarks 

• Educational or interpretive programs 
• Friendliness/ standard of service 
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• Special events/ festivals • Value of tourism product 
• Unique local culture/ folklife 
• Interesting architecture 

• Organizations engaged in community 
development  

• Overall visual appeal of towns • Knowledgeable Visitor Bureau 
• Notable history • Visitor Bureau marketing budget 
• Museums and galleries • Visitor services and information 
• Music and performances • Image of area 
• Family activities • More than a two-season destination 
• Outdoor recreation opportunities  
• Sporting events   
• Tennis or golf opportunities  
• Water resources  

 
 
 The Tourism Opportunity scale was piloted by a panel of thirteen, comprised of tourism 

professionals and tourism researchers, both within and external to North Carolina (K. Bricker, C. 

Marvill, M. Wall, J. Trask, T. Carter, S. Tomas, L. Gustke, J. Meroski, N. Shah, T. Wallace, M. 

Coulthard, N. McGehee, personal communication, October 2006).  Items were revised, but all 

items remained as part of the scale.  No additional items were suggested or added to the scale as 

a result of this pilot test.  

The audience of IPA is a matter for consideration in tourism.  Studies focus on visitors 

(Havitz and Pritchard, 2005; O'Leary and Degan, 2005) industry members (Enright and Newton, 

2004) or both (Evans and Chon, 1989; McArthur, 1984; Tyrell and Okrant, 2004) depending on the 

focus of the research. Enright and Newton elected to ask practitioners to perform the analysis on 

destination characteristics, rather than visitors, because the practitioners witness the actual 

behavior of visitors on a daily basis.  These behaviors may differ from reported desires of visitors (I 

like to go to museums versus I like to go shopping). Whether a tourist can speak to the level of 

performance on all of factors that make a destination successful is questionable.   Also, 

measurements of a "successful" tourism destination are different to community members because 

they may include quality of life factors not considered by tourists themselves. Industry professionals 

and community leaders are also more likely to have knowledge of some of the underlying 

relationships and community attributes that feed tourism success but are not publicly visible. In 

addition, tourism practitioners are likely to be aware of the general performance of several 

destinations and hence would be able to rate their community's competitiveness in relation to 

others (Enright and Newton, 2004).  
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The Tourism Opportunity scale was sent to the County Extension Director (CED) in each 

target county.  After completing it themselves, they were asked to forward it to one representative 

from each of an arts, tourism, Chamber, parks and recreation, Economic Development, Community 

Development, or Main Street/ Revitalization program in their county.  In addition, if they had an 

Extension staff member involved in tourism, they were asked to forward the survey to them as well.  

The leaders in these particular positions were assumed to have frequent interaction with visitors as 

they are a part of the tourism system as well as an in-depth understanding of how each item on the 

scale performs relative to the overall tourism product in their county.  

 

Secondary Data Collection - Annual Tourism Expenditures  

The dependent variable of Tourism Expenditures is provided by the Division of Tourism, 

Film and Sports Development (DTFSD), North Carolina Department of Commerce.  It is one of 

several economic indicators used by DTFSD to track the growth of the industry.  These indicators 

are prepared annually by Travel Industry Association of America's Research Department using the 

Travel Economic Impact Model (TEIM).  An explanation of the calculation is offered on the DTFSD 

website: 

The TEIM is a proprietary model used to provide the annual estimates of 
the impact of travel activity of U.S. residents on national, state, and county 
economies in this country. The TEIM estimates travel expenditures and the 
resulting employment, personal income, and tax receipts generated by these 
expenditures. The TEIM is the longest-running model estimating travel's economic 
impact, providing key trend data pursuant to the growth of the travel industry. 
 

TIEM includes the following Standard Industrial Classifications and North American Industry 

Classification System categories: 

 Auto Transportation Industry    
 Entertainment and Recreation Industry 
 Food Service Industry 
 General Retail Trade Industry 
 Incidental Purchases Industry 
 Lodging Industry 
 Public Transportation Industry 
 Travel Arrangement Industry 
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Data used in the TEIM is obtained from: 

 Air Transport Association 
 American Automobile Association 
 Amtrak 
 American Society of Travel Agents 
 Bureau of Census, US Dept. of Commerce 
 Bureau of Labor Statistics, US Dept. of Labor 
 Federal Aviation Administration, US Dept. of Transportation 
 Federal Highway Administration, US Dept. of Transportation 
 National Park Service 
 NC Division of Tourism, Film and Sports Development 
 NC Dept. of Revenue 
 NC Employment Securities Commission 
 Runzheimer International Ltd. 
 Smith Travel Research 
 Tourism Industries/International Trade Administration, US Dept. of Commerce 

 
Source: North Carolina Division of Tourism, Film & Sports Development & Travel Industry 
Association of America. 

 

Distribution of Survey and Inherent Sampling Error 

This study was meant to increase our understanding of the entrepreneurs’ role in tourism 

development and the environment in which they function.  As mentioned previously, entrepreneurs 

are often associated with the business sector, but this association is too narrow for the 

phenomenon of tourism development that encompasses parks, museums arts programs and other 

non-profit and public arenas.   Also, it is these public or non-profit sectors that often employ people 

who work for the betterment of communities.  Moreover, those same sectors have constraints 

placed upon their operating budgets, staff salary allocations, grant awards and other fiscal factors, 

which could encourage innovative, efficient and collaborative approaches to solving complex 

community issues.  It is also under these circumstances that the entrepreneurial spirit also 

emerges.  Therefore, this study took into account all types of entrepreneurs by taking a random 

sample of the general population in each of the participating counties.  However, “poor coverage is 

typically the most significant source of error in survey’s of the general public”  (Dillman, 2000, p. 

201). 
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While web-based studies are in an infancy stage, principles for increasing the element of 

social exchange can be applied from traditional survey methods.  However, there are some distinct 

differences between technology-based survey and self-directed paper surveys.  Web surveys 

"provide survey capabilities far beyond those available for any other type of self-administered 

questionnaire" (Dillman, 2000, p. 354).  Namely, skip patterns, extensive drop down menus, and 

tailoring the instrument to the respondent by the use of unique sets of questions are functional 

advantages over paper questionnaires.  However, the coverage and sampling error can be 

substantial.   

Dillman's design principles for Web surveys (Dillman, 2000) were followed in this 

application: 

• the Tailored Design Method was employed utilizing a multi-contact strategy  
• an attractive interface was designed using colors, font and formatting conducive to 

a variety of programs and monitors 
• the requests to participate were personalized by a photo  
• verbiage was kept brief 
• each contact was varied  
• a questionnaire was offered in each contact beyond the initial contact and 
• begin with an easy-to-answer question. 

 

An incentive was provided to respondents that they would be entered into a drawing for a $25 gift 

certificate to any store in their county.  It was stressed that each county would have a drawing 

winner.   These strategies, in addition to the topical nature of the study, the local focus ("my 

county") of the study, and the fact that North Carolina Cooperative Extension, a reputable county 

and state institution, generated the emails were hoped to assist in the response rate (See Appendix 

C for initial and reminder emails to respondents).  

A national mailing house was used to obtain the sample for the survey.  Of the thirty-three 

counties in the sample, the proportion of resident emails available on a mailing list ranged from 

0.45% in Hyde County to 1.84% in Onslow County.  A total of 10,495 North Carolina residents were 

actually contacted in the thirty-three targeted counties, the sample for each county representing .50 

- .51% of the county population.  Following a modification from Dillman’s suggestions on obtaining 

adequate response rates with on-line surveys (2000), an email notification was mailed introducing 

the study and alerting them to the questionnaire that would arrive via email a few days later.  Three  
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subsequent emails, sent in three and four day intervals, provided a link to the survey, a personal 

message and photo to encourage response and offered a drawing incentive. 

 “The four cornerstones of survey precision or accuracy are coverage, sampling, non-

response, and measurement.” (Dillman, 2000, p. 197).  In the resident sampling frame, coverage 

error is inherent because not everyone in the county is included on the mailing list.  "Poor coverage 

is typically the significant source of error in surveys of the general public" (Dillman, 2000, p. 201).  

And unfortunately, "as of yet there is no accepted way of providing a meaningful combined 

measure of the effect of these four sources of error on overall accuracy" (Dillman, 2000, p. 198).  

However, on the subject of mailing list companies, Dillman professes "even though the coverage 

aspects of such compiled sampling frames are likely to be unknown, these deficiencies will 

undoubtedly be weighed against the virtual impossibility of doing surveys by any other means" (p. 

203).  

According to the Transportation Research Board (2006), web-based surveys have 

advantages over telephone surveys in terms of non-response bias.  Also, they note that "assuming 

the researcher's email is not tagged as spam, the e-mail address is correct, the topic is of interest 

to the respondent and the invitation is concisely and clearly written, then non-response error can by 

significantly mitigated" (2006, p. 28). 

Measurement error was addressed through the adaptation of proven instruments and 

through the pilot-testing phase.  Additional information on instrument development and testing is 

provided in Chapter Three. 

 

Broadband Access in the United States  

The Internet-based instrument is a limitation to the study since rural areas vary significantly 

according to their technological infrastructure. However, for this sample it was assumed that an 

entrepreneur, in any sector, would have at least minimal computer access for email and Web 

browsing, even if he or she did not maintain a presence on the Web in the form of a website.  The 

following data provides estimates of Internet access and use first within the nation, followed by 

North Carolina. 
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A Nation Online: Entering the Broadband Age was published in September 2004 by the 

U.S. Department of Commerce Economic and Statistics Administration/ National 

Telecommunications and Information Administration (USDOCESA/NTIA).  This special publication 

focused on broadband access and noted the following: 

Between the Census Bureau’s Current Population Surveys conducted in 
September 2001 and October 2003, the number of households with Internet 
connections grew by 12.6 percent. 
 

The proportion of U.S. households with broadband Internet connections more than doubled 

during the same two year period, while dial-up households declined.  Just under one-quarter 

(24.7%) of rural residents have broadband connections, while two-fifths (40.4%) of their urban 

counterparts have broadband. 

Rural households with dial-up connections are significantly more likely than their 
urban counterparts to list "Not Available" as the reason they do not have a higher 
speed Internet connection (22.1 percent to 4.7 percent, respectively). 
 

The Benton Foundation, whose mission is to "articulate a public interest vision for the 

digital age and to demonstrate the value of communications for solving social problems" says this 

about the gap: 

Significant divides still exist between high and low income households, among 
different racial groups, between northern and southern states, and rural and urban 
households. For people in these communities, the enormous social, civic, 
educational and economic opportunities offered by rapid advances in information 
technology remain out of reach. (Benton Foundation, 2002) 

 
However, even 38% of persons without Internet access at home report using the Internet daily and 

an additional 36.6% without access at home use the Internet once a week, totaling nearly three-

fourths (74.8%) of those without access at home still utilizing the Internet at a minimum of once a 

week (UCDOCESA/NTIA, 2004).   An even greater proportion (92.8%) of those with broadband 

Internet access at home are going online at least once a week (see Table 3.5).  
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Table 3.5 
 
Frequency of Persons’ Internet Use by Home Internet Connection Technology, 2003  

 

 

At least once 

a day 

At least once a 

week but not 

every day 

At least once a 

month but not 

every week 

Less than 

once a month Total 

 

No Internet Access at Home 38.2 36.6 13.5 11.7 100.0 

Dial-up Internet Access  51.2 36.3 8.0 4.5 100.0 

Broadband Internet Access  66.1 26.7 4.7 2.6 100.0 

Numbers represent percentage of use 
Reprinted from A Nation Online (UCDOCESA/NTIA, 2004) 
 

Table 3.6 below summarizes the types of Internet connections in rural and urban 

households of those households who have an Internet connection.  Nearly three-quarters (74.7%) 

of rural households are still connected through Dial-up, while another quarter (23.5%) have some 

type of high-speed access.  Urban residents had a high number of dial-up users (58.9%) in 2003, 

while almost two-fifths (39.8%) enjoyed a high-speed connection. 

 
Table 3.6 
 
Type of Home Internet Connection by Rural/Urban, 2003 (Percent of Households with Internet) 
 
 Total US Rural Urban 

Dial-up 62.8 74.7 58.9 

Cable Modem 20.6 14.3 22.6 

DSL 15.2 9.2 17.2 

Satellite and Fixed Wireless  0.7 1.2 0.6 

Other 0.8 0.7 0.8 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Reprinted from A Nation Online (UCDOCESA/NTIA, 2004) 
 

Cable and DSL technology availability decreases as population density decreases.  Some 

of this is explained by the cost per person of building infrastructure for communications technology 
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is higher in rural areas, some is due to the proximity that DSL loops must have central switching 

offices and some is because some rural residents do not have the infrastructure at their individual 

homes to support cable (UCDOCESA/NTIA, 2004). This leaves rural residents who want to get on 

the Internet with dial up at home, or using a computer at another location.  The chart below 

summarizes the reasons of those who do have dial up for not having high-speed connection at 

home.   A more detailed table describing the demographics of who is online is presented in 

Appendix D.  

 
Table 3.7 

Reasons for Not Having High-Speed Internet at Home 

 

Reason 

Rural 

N = 11.4 Million 

Urban 

N = 27.2 Million 

Not available 22.1% 4.7% 

Too expensive 31.1% 42.1% 

Can use somewhere else 0.9% 1.3% 

No computer/  

computer is inadequate 

 

0.6% 

 

1.1% 

Not interested 41.4% 45.2% 

Other 3.9% 5.5% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 

Reprinted from A Nation Online (UCDOCESA/NTIA, 2004) 

 
Broadband Access in North Carolina  

Turning to North Carolina, A Nation Online reports that 53-57% of the state's eight million 

residents are Internet users (2004).  But according to E-NC, the technology arm of the North 

Carolina Rural Development Center, 82% of NC households had the ability to access high-speed 

Internet from cable or DSL services in 2005, up from almost 75% in 2002.  While the state overall 

average of high-speed access is 82%, only 78.8% of rural households had the ability to access a 

high-speed connection (2005).    
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The North Carolina map below depicts the availability of high-speed Internet access by 

county.  High-speed access is available to less than half of the households in Madison, Warren, 

Gates, Jones and Greene Counties.  In fact, 26 of 100 NC counties have less than 70% High-

speed Internet Availability.  Those with limited ability that are participating in this study include 

Macon, Madison, McDowell, Caldwell, Stokes, Caswell, Chatham, Montgomery, Greene and Martin 

Counties.
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Figure 3.2. Map of NC Households with Access to High Speed Internet Service (December 2005) 
The map does not include wireless or satellite coverage data due to the difficulty of determining the household coverage area with a comfortable level of certainty.   
Reprinted with permission from e-NC Authority, NC Rural Development Center 

 



 
3.3 Method of Analysis 

 

Data were entered into SPSS 14.0 for windows.  Several composite scores for question 

responses were calculated.  The 39 tourism opportunity scale items were averaged to form a 

tourism opportunity composite score.  To form e-climate scores, an exploratory factor analysis was 

conducted on the 36 climate questions (see Appendix E for survey instrument), where several 

composite scores were created.  

To examine research question one, a multiple regression was conducted with e-climate 

composite scores, Tourism Opportunity composite score, Rural-Urban Continuum Code, Economic 

Tier, and Tourism Support as predictors, and Tourism Expenditures as the dependent variable.  To 

examine research questions two and three, analyses were undertaken to compare group means of 

variables on e-climate scores.   The variables examined follow and corresponding instrument 

questions are provided in Appendix F. 

County-based variables: 

a. County  
b. Economic Development Region 
c. Economic Tier 
d. Rural-Urban Continuum Code  

 
 Respondent-based variables: 
 

m. Work in county  
n. Lived in county  
o. County native  
p. Gender  
q. Education  
r. Age  
s. Employment status  
t. Employment sector  
u. Tourism relationship  
v. Starting business  
w. Community involvement  
x. Self-Perception of entrepreneurial ability 

 

Chapter Four presents results of the research and Chapter Five concludes with a 

discussion of theoretical and practical applications for the results. 
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4. 0 RESULTS 

Entrepreneurship is a label for a profound and human activity that is of interest to many 
disciplines but is not encompassed by any of them.   
  Shapero & Sokol as cited in The Encyclopedia of Entrepreneurship 
  (Kent, Sexton and Vesper, eds., 1982 p. 74) 

 

4.1 Introduction 

 Results are presented in four distinct sections, followed by a summary.  The first section 

addresses general results: the overall response rate, general demographic description of 

respondents, summaries of the independent variables of rural-urban continuum code, economic 

tier, tourism opportunity, and tourism support and results from the 36-item entrepreneurial climate 

scale.  The second section presents the factor analysis used to create the entrepreneurial climate 

subscales.  Following this, the third section addresses the regression analysis used to determine 

the relationship between the independent variables and the dependent variable, tourism 

expenditures.  And finally in the fourth section, differences of group means are explored of various 

respondent-based and county-based variables among entrepreneurial climate factors.   

 
 
4.2 General Results 
 
Response Rate and Respondent Characteristics 
 
 Of the thirty-three counties in the original sample, 157 usable responses were received.  

Because the independent and dependent variables were based on county-dependent data, a 

vigorous dataset for each county was imperative.  A decision was made to exclude the counties 

that did not meet a minimum of five observations.  This omitted a number of counties from the 

survey, but strengthened the overall robustness of the county data in the study.  As a result, 65 

respondents from 24 counties were dropped from the analysis.  The table below displays the 

response rate for nine counties in the study.  Davidson County provided the most respondents 

(n=25), followed by Ashe (n=17) and Transylvania (n=12).  The counties of Carteret, Chatham, 

Gaston, Granville, Stokes and Union all contributed less than ten respondents but more than the 

five needed for analysis.   
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Table 4.1 

Response Rate for Participating Counties 

  

 

 

Sampling frame 

  

Population 

 

County 

 

Frequency 

 

Sample 

 

Percentage  

  

2005 

Population 

 

Samples as 

% of Pop 

 

Response as 

% of Pop 

Ashe 17 130 13.1%  25,500 0.510% 0.067% 

Carteret 5 320 1.6%  62,760 0.510% 0.008% 

Chatham 7 280 2.5%  56,090 0.499% 0.012% 

Davidson 25 775 3.2%  154,294 0.502% 0.016% 

Gaston 7 970 0.7%  193,886 0.500% 0.004% 

Granville 5 265 1.9%  53,356 0.497% 0.009% 

Stokes 6 230 2.6%  46,234 0.497% 0.013% 

Transylvania 12 150 8.0%  29,880 0.502% 0.040% 

Union 8 800 1.0%  161,332 0.496% 0.005% 

Total/ Overall 92 3920 2.35%  783,332 .500% 0.012% 

 
 
 Below are general demographic data on the 92 respondents in the study.  The majority 

(63%) of respondents worked or volunteered in their county of residence and over three-fourths 

indicated they are native to the county, either by family lineage or by marriage.  Slightly more 

females than males responded and nearly twice the number of respondents had completed college 

than had not.  The majority of respondents (57.5%) were between 41 and 60 years old.  
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Table 4.2 
 
Demographic Characteristics of Study Participants 
 

Respondent variable Response groups Frequency Percent 

Employment Status Works in county 57 62.6 

 Does not work in county 34 37.4 

    

Native to County Respondent is native 23 25.0 

 Respondent's spouse is native 16 17.4 

 Both are native 31 33.7 

 Neither are native 22 23.9 

    

Gender Male 38 42.2 

 Female 52 57.8 

    

Education Completed college 60 65.2 

 Did not complete college 32 34.8 

    

Age 18-30 years old 4 4.3 

 31- 40 years old 15 16.3 

 41-50 years old 25 27.2 

 51-60 years old 27 29.3 

 61-70 years old 15 16.3 

 Over 70 years old 6 6.5 

 
 
 
Independent Variables 
 
 There were eleven independent variables used in the study: rural-urban continuum code, 

economic tier, tourism opportunity, tourism support and seven entrepreneurial climate factors. All of 

the independent variables represented characteristics of the respondent's county of residence.  

Values for economic tier were acquired from the North Carolina Department of Commerce. None of  
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the counties in the analysis belonged to Economic Tiers 1 or 2, which are the poorest tiers.   

Values for Rural-Urban Continuum Code were obtained from USDA's Economic Research Service 

and span the range from most rural to most urban.  Rural-Urban Codes 1-3 are considered urban, 

therefore this sample contains nearly one-quarter (24%) of its respondents from urban origin.  

Another 37% of respondents were from very rural counties (codes 6 and 9) and the final 39% are 

from counties with the rural-urban code of 4, which is considered rural, however, is just below the 

rural-urban delineation.   

 
Table 4.3 
 
County Characteristics Derived from Secondary Data Sources 
 

County Variable Variable Groups Frequency Percent 

 

Economic Development Region Advantage West 29 31.5% 

 Eastern 5 5.4% 

 Research Triangle 12 13.0% 

 Piedmont Triad 31 33.7% 

 Charlotte Region  15 16.3% 

    

Economic Tier 3 47 51.1% 

 4 25 27.2% 

 5 20 21.7% 

    

Rural-Urban Code 1 (Gaston, Union) 15 16.3% 

 2 (Chatham) 7 7.6% 

 4 (Carteret, Davidson, Stokes) 36 39.1% 

 6 (Granville, Transylvania) 17 18.5% 

 9 (Ashe) 17 18.5% 

 
 
Additionally, the Economic Development Region for each respondent was noted and is used in 

later analysis; five of the seven regions are represented, with the majority derived from the  
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Piedmont Triad region (33.7%) and the Advantage West region (31.5%).  A map of economic 

development regions can be seen in Figure 3.1.  Table 4.3 is a summary of the results for 

Economic Development Region, Economic Tier and Rural-Urban Code.   

 Every county has physical and cultural traits that make it unique.  While difficult to quantify 

for the sake of comparison, these traits embody the foundation of the tourism product and the 

county's underlying potential to attract visitors. To estimate a county's potential for tourism 

development, a scale was developed using 39 items (found in Appendix G) and each item was 

scored by community leaders, specifically County Extension Directors, Tourism Development 

Authority Directors, Chamber and Economic Development office personnel, Arts Council staff, local 

educators and county historians.  In the case that more than one leader from each county rendered 

their scores, an average was calculated.  Union County had a very low score in comparison with 

the other eight counties.  This may be due to the fact that only one respondent rendered their 

opinion, and is thus not countered or tapered by other opinions.   The highest tourism opportunity 

scores belong to Granville and Transylvania Counties, with Carteret, Ashe, and Gaston following.  

 
Table 4.4 

Tourism Opportunity Score for Participating Counties 

North Carolina County Tourism Opportunity Score Number of Respondents 

Granville 158 1 

Transylvania 157 4 

Carteret 135 1 

Ashe 122 1 

Gaston 121 1 

Chatham 110 2 

Davidson 101 4 

Stokes 100 3 

Union 60 1 
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Tourism Support by local residents has long been attributed to the success of destination 

development.  This study assessed tourism support with only one question; respondents were 

asked their level of agreement (using a 5-point Likert scale) with the statement As a whole, there is 

widespread community support for tourism in my county.  While one question cannot replace entire 

scales such as the Tourism Impact Attitude Scale (Lankford, 1994), it does provide an indication of 

how residents perceive their community's support for tourism.   

 
Table 4.5 
 
Respondents' Estimation for Tourism Support in their County as Measured by Agreement with the 

Statement "As a whole, there is widespread community support for tourism in my county," where 

1=Strongly Disagree and 5=Strongly Agree 

 
  Likert-scale response  

County 

 

n 1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 5 Mean 

Ashe 17 5.9% 29.4% 5.9% 47.1% 11.8% 3.29 

Carteret 5 - 20.0% 40.0% 40.0% - 3.20 

Chatham 7 - 14.3% 25.0% 28.6% - 3.14 

Davidson 25 4.0% 8.0% 32.0% 32.0% 24.0% 3.64 

Gaston 7 - 28.6% 57.1% 14.3% - 2.86 

Granville 5 - 40.0% 60.0% - - 2.60 

Stokes 6 16.7% - 83.3% - - 2.67 

Transylvania 12 8.3% - 25.0% 41.7% 25.0% 3.75 

Union 8 - 14.3% 57.1% 14.3% 14.3% 3.29 

Total  92 8.73% 22.09% 42.82% 31.14% 18.78% 3.16 

 
 

For instance, data in Table 4.5 would indicate that Ashe County residents are split on whether 

they think tourism is supported by the community.  The Gaston, Granville, Stokes and Union 

County respondents were overall not sure.  Transylvania and Davidson County residents overall 
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felt their community supported tourism, and Carteret and Chatham were not far behind in their 

perception of community support.  Overall, more respondents agreed than disagreed with the 

statement. Caution should be used in interpreting these percentages due to the small sample size 

in each county.   Response proportions are categorized above for each agreement category. 

 
Entrepreneurial Climate Variables  
 
 Based on entrepreneurial climate literature, and in particular measurement tools from the 

Community Policy Analysis Center and Center for Rural Entrepreneurship, a scale of 36 

entrepreneurial climate (e-climate) items was developed to assess various attributes of a 

community that support entrepreneurial activity.  Respondents indicated their level of agreement 

with each of the 36-item statements, using a 5-point Likert scale where 1=Strongly Disagree and 

5=Strongly Agree.  A table in Appendix H lists the e-climate items means ranked from highest to 

lowest.  The highest rated items are regarding the county's natural resources and available 

professional services.   The lowest ratings pertain to the involvement of youth in entrepreneurial 

programs and the inclusion of poorer residents in business and entrepreneurial dealings.  A further 

breakdown of item responses, as well as item means and standard deviations can be found in 

Appendix I. 

Below are listed the e-climate items yielding the five highest and lowest means for Ashe 

and Davidson Counties.  These two counties were selected as examples because they had the 

largest sample size out of the nine study counties.  A full listing of mean scores for each of the 36 

e-climate items by county are listed in Appendix J.   

Ashe and Davidson County scored three of the same items very high, indicating an 

agreement with the statements.  According to respondents, Ashe and Davidson County both have 

natural resources that make the county an enjoyable place to live or visit, trusted professional 

services are available, and the focus of economic development efforts includes considering tourism 

as part of the business community.  Ashe County respondents also noted that their community 

members are likely to support local businesses and that the overall pace of change in the county 

over the last five years has been rapid.  Davidson County respondents gave high marks to highway 

access and road maintenance as well as high-speed Internet access.
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Table 4.6 

E-climate Items with the Five Highest and Lowest Score Means for Ashe County (n=17) 
 

E-climate items  Mean 

Highest Score Means 

The county has natural resources that make this an enjoyable place to live or visit. 4.1 

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes considering 

tourism as part of the business community. 4.0 

Trusted professional services such as accounting, legal, and tax advice are readily 

available in or within driving distance of my community. 3.9 

People in this community support locally owned businesses by choosing to spend 

money with them whenever possible. 3.8 

The overall pace of change in my county has been quick or intense in the last five years. 3.8 

Lowest Score Means 

The poorer residents of the county can easily integrate into the county's business 

community if they have good ideas and work ethic. 2.6 

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes working equally 

with both town and county businesses. 2.5 

Youth are provided opportunities to learn about starting a business. 2.4 

Highway access and road maintenance is adequate in my county. 2.2 

Real estate is available and affordable for small businesses to rent or purchase in my 

county. 1.9 

 
 

Commonalities on the lowest ranked items include the ability for poorer residents of the 

county to integrate into the county's business community and the opportunities for youth to receive 

experience and training in entrepreneurship.  Ashe County respondents did not rate their highway 

access and road maintenance favorably or feel as if real estate in the county was available and 

affordable.  Nor did they share a high level of agreement with the statement regarding the 

economic development office working equally with both town and county businesses.  The lowest  
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marks in Davidson County were on items pertaining to programs that support entrepreneurs and 

the level of support for entrepreneurs when they fail and are trying again with a new business.  

Additionally, respondents from Davidson County did not necessarily think that the overall pace of 

change in the county had been quick or intense in the last five years.  Let the reader note that a 

high or low score given by a respondent represents an opinion, and may be based in reality, a 

biased response or on a lack of information.  Again, these tables are presented here for example 

purposes.  E-climate item mean scores for all of the counties in the study are found in Appendix J.     

 
Table 4.7 
 
E-climate Items with the Five Highest and Lowest Score Means for Davidson County (n=25) 
 

E-climate items  Mean 

Highest Score Means 

Trusted professional services such as accounting, legal, and tax advice are readily 

available in or within driving distance of my community. 4.2 

The county has natural resources that make this an enjoyable place to live or visit. 4.1 

Highway access and road maintenance is adequate in my county. 3.8 

High-speed internet access is available and reliable. 3.7 

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes considering tourism 

as part of the business community. 3.7 

Lowest Score Means 

Within my county, there are programs to encourage and support entrepreneurs to 

develop and grow. 2.9 

The overall pace of change in my county has been quick or intense in the last five years. 2.8 

Youth are provided opportunities to learn about starting a business. 2.7 

Most people in the county support entrepreneurs when they fail and are trying again with 

a new business. 2.5 

The poorer residents of the county can easily integrate into the county's business 

community if they have good ideas and work ethic. 2.5 
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4.3  Factor Analysis 
 
 
Determining Suitability of Data Set 
 
 There are two main issues to consider in determining if a data set is suitable for factor 

analysis: sample size and strength of relationship among the items (Pallant, 2005).  There is little 

agreement and specificity among authors as to the required sample size, however the general rule 

of thumb is the more, the better.  The reason for this is that correlations, the statistical foundation of 

factor analysis is more reliable with more observations. The sample size in this study is considered 

small (or low) as n <100 (Hatcher as cited in Garson, 2005) and represents a less than a 5 

observations to 1 variable ratio (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001).   

 Regarding the strength of the inter-correlations among items, Tabachnick and Fidell 

recommends a value of .3 for correlation coefficients.  If upon inspection of the correlation matrix, 

few coefficients above this level are found, factor analysis may not be appropriate.  Over one-

quarter (n=345) of the correlations were over the .3 guideline, which the researcher deemed 

adequate.   Additionally, Bartlett's test of sphericity was statistically significant at the .000 level and 

the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin statistic (.781) met the recommended value of at least .6 (Pallant, 2005).  

 Conditions of normality are not typically assessed in factor analysis, as the analysis is used 

for data reduction, to summarize the relationship of a large set of variables (Tabachnick and Fidell, 

2001).  The assumptions of the absence of outliers and the level of data (interval) were met 

(Garson, 2005). 

 

Data Reduction 

 A principle component analysis with Varimax rotation was conducted on the 36 e-climate 

items.  The initial analysis was run without any restrictions and produced a correlations matrix, 

communalities, Eigenvalues, scree plot and factor loadings.  The goal of factor analysis is two-fold, 

to identify the number of factors in the data and to identify which items load onto each factor.  

Through this process, variables that do not significantly load onto a factor are dropped from the 

model, resulting in data reduction and a more parsimonious fit. 
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 The interpretation of factor analysis is subjective as well as statistical (T. Cross, personal 

communication, 2007; Garson, 2004).  The criteria used to interpret the factor analysis were: 

corrected inter-item correlation (correlation matrix), factor loadings and operational goodness-of-fit.  

The correlation matrix (Appendix K) displays the inter-item correlation which measures the level of 

consistency between items. Communalities of the 36 items, listed in Appendix L, measure the 

percentage of a variance in a given item explained by all of the factors. A communality with a value 

below .25 may indicate it should be removed from the analysis. All 36 items fall within an accepted 

range with the lowest being .559 and the highest being .832. Communality scores are important but 

only if a variable loads on a factor that is interpretable (Garson, 2005).  

 The initial eigenvalues are presented in Appendix M, nine components ranged from 1.028 

to 11.837 . The eigenvalue indicates the proportion of variance in all the items that are accounted 

for by that factor (Garson, 2005).  Eigenvalues above 1 should be considered in a factor structure 

but must be assessed for operational fit.  Eigenvalues below 1 contribute little to the variance of a 

factor. 

Stevens as cited in Pallant (2005) recommended retaining as many factors that will 

account for at least 70% of the variance.  The results of the initial analysis revealed a 9-factor 

solution, which accounted for 71.7% of the variance in the data.   The next step is to decide which 

items load with which factors.  Common social science practice will use .3 or .35 as a minimum 

value, however this is arbitrary and dependent on the research context (Garson, 2005). Table 4.8 

presents the component matrix where the relevant loadings on each factor, based on operational 

fit, is bolded.  
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Table 4.8 
 
Component Matrix of 36 E-Climate Item Scale 
 
 Component 
E-climate Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
E1 .261 -.010 .005 -.184 .077 .115 .715 -.109 -.202 
E2 -.090 -.299 .046 .136 .372 -.026 .531 .145 .176 
E3 .015 .053 -.116 -.123 .756 .248 -.059 .110 .018 
E4 .164 .343 .266 .114 .595 .059 .129 .074 -.008 
E5 .127 .137 .152 .294 .555 .007 .038 .343 -.195 
E6 .277 -.175 .405 .455 .361 .226 .161 -.032 -.115 
E7 .165 -.043 .497 .164 .053 .478 .284 .313 -.156 
E8 .099 .049 .590 .164 .137 .611 .188 -.105 .039 
E9 .141 .186 .802 .078 .075 .084 .025 .177 .021 
E10 .249 .074 .815 .094 .065 -.058 .196 .208 .041 
E11 .282 .139 .136 -.123 .613 -.018 .186 -.182 .300 
E12 .358 .081 .195 .441 .199 .105 .404 -.055 .085 
E13 .166 .235 .261 .367 .294 .275 .537 -.086 .184 
E14 -.033 .139 .218 .253 -.182 .180 .656 .104 .124 
E15 .239 -.076 .162 .020 .294 .252 -.281 .511 .418 
E16 .496 .304 .170 .197 .273 .380 .226 -.013 .142 
E17 .125 .051 .201 .173 .099 -.014 .051 .796 .107 
E18 -.033 .126 .090 .754 -.049 .265 .006 .282 .167 
E19 .044 .236 .364 .593 -.029 .085 .089 .180 .292 
E20 .257 .144 .052 .336 .026 .098 .050 .155 .750 
E21 .218 .824 .013 -.030 .030 -.004 .081 .039 .164 
E22 .438 .586 .178 .188 .184 .158 .165 -.035 .133 
E23 .309 .746 .096 .303 .043 .114 -.123 -.164 .066 
E24 .452 .379 .068 .433 -.002 -.052 .041 -.120 .028 
E25 .287 .586 .113 -.091 .010 .135 .079 .355 -.053 
E26 .115 .041 -.529 -.285 .001 -.140 .420 .191 -.277 
E27 .237 .626 .113 .171 .372 .246 -.080 .052 -.079 
E28 .266 .603 -.063 .158 .272 .461 -.030 .061 -.100 
E29 .252 .291 -.056 .224 .227 .649 .119 .011 .165 
E30 .248 .374 .330 .055 .082 .547 .225 .162 .161 
E31 .713 .072 .094 .373 .026 .116 .119 .338 -.056 
E32 .744 .288 .111 .268 .212 .083 .065 -.036 .052 
E33 .781 .238 .112 -.287 .027 .101 .102 .133 .074 
E34 .806 .250 .046 .086 .130 .148 .054 .112 .088 
E35 .602 .276 .059 .073 .051 .442 .027 .039 .000 
E36 .697 .332 .309 -.175 .128 .008 -.009 .075 .211 

For a text listing of e-climate items, see Appendix J.  
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 Through examination of the factor loadings within an operational context, eight subscales 

were revealed.  The ninth factor had little meaning and was therefore left un-named.  Cronbach’s 

alpha tests of reliability were conducted to assess the internal consistency of the subscales.  

Alphas at .7 or above indicate a good fit of items "hanging" together (personal communication, T. 

Cross, 2007).  Reliability scores for each of the eight factors are presented in Table 4.9, where 

alpha coefficients ranged from α (6) = .90 for Training and Assistance to α (4) = .65 for Natural 

Resource-Tourism Business Support.   

 
Table 4.9 
 
Cronbach’s Alpha on the Nine Initial E-Climate Subscales 
 

Subscale α n of Items 

   

Factor 1: Training and Assistance (E31, E32, E 33, E34, E 35, E,36) .90 6 

Factor 2: Community Support (E21, E22, E23, E25, E27, E28) .85 6 

Factor 3: Institutional Support (Government/ Non-profit) 

(E6, E7, E8, E9, E10) .85 5 

Factor 4: Quality of Life Amenities (E18, E19) .74 2 

Factor 5: Business Services (E3, E4,E5,E11) .69 4 

Factor 6: Community Broad-minded Thinking 

(E7, E8, E28, E29, E30) .82 5 

Factor 7: Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 

(E1, E12, E13, E14) .73 4 

Factor 8: Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support (E15, E17) .65 2 

Factor 9: No applicable name  - 

 

The Scree Plot is presented in Figure 4.1.  A scree plot is one method of determining the number of 

factors in a set of variables (Garson, 2004).  The chart plots the components on the X-axis with the 

corresponding eigenvalues on the Y-axis.   A major drop or "elbow" indicates a cut-off point within  
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the eigenvalue list, where components after the elbow should be dropped from the analysis.  Here, 

the elbow falls at the fourth component and a smaller drop occurs at components seven and nine.   

 

 

 

Figure 4.1. Scree Plot of 36 Entrepreneurial Climate Items 

 

After reviewing the screeplot, factor loadings, reliability scores and operational fit, a restricted factor 

analysis was run using seven factors.  Inter-item correlation was not affected, nor would the scree 

plot change.  Additional restricted analyses were run using four, five and six factors, but the original 

seven-factor restricted design made the most operational sense.  The loadings from the restricted 

analysis are presented below.  Please see Appendix N for the same table including e-climate item 

text. 
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Table 4.10 
 
Component Matrix for Restricted Factor Analysis 

 
 Component 
E-climate 

Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
E1 .033 .252 .025 -.256 .087 .727 -.120 
E2 -.324 -.049 .046 .167 .396 .470 .126 
E3 .184 -.026 -.072 -.134 .772 -.037 .153 
E4 .342 .180 .267 .068 .538 .092 .061 
E5 .187 .065 .147 .131 .481 .087 .353 
E6 -.014 .144 .439 .337 .391 .295 .044 
E7 .154 .048 .573 .067 .096 .422 .381 
E8 .264 -.003 .694 .164 .227 .301 -.020 
E9 .150 .192 .794 .076 .038 -.009 .170 
E10 -.016 .329 .778 .101 .019 .131 .182 
E11 .090 .377 .117 .023 .620 .064 -.200 
E12 .131 .302 .206 .429 .213 .441 -.040 
E13 .292 .141 .310 .397 .322 .533 -.083 
E14 .126 -.019 .255 .276 -.164 .629 .070 
E15 .017 .236 .178 .219 .361 -.281 .564 
E16 .448 .421 .220 .255 .319 .285 .034 
E17 .024 .146 .178 .188 .056 .029 .777 
E18 .239 -.162 .142 .735 -.022 .113 .323 
E19 .210 .037 .372 .656 -.033 .073 .170 
E20 .101 .322 .049 .669 .102 -.052 .147 
E21 .710 .309 -4.93E-005 .061 -.045 -.039 -.035 
E22 .597 .437 .189 .242 .160 .143 -.047 
E23 .747 .281 .107 .315 -.005 -.121 -.175 
E24 .369 .405 .046 .416 -.039 .068 -.123 
E25 .582 .304 .119 -.097 -.052 .058 .325 
E26 .018 .120 -.549 -.387 -.046 .412 .146 
E27 .709 .176 .149 .106 .323 -.039 .066 
E28 .792 .137 .016 .094 .270 .082 .109 
E29 .552 .104 .058 .284 .325 .248 .097 
E30 .525 .198 .413 .135 .138 .272 .202 
E31 .191 .591 .087 .329 .029 .243 .388 
E32 .360 .677 .098 .290 .211 .121 -.003 
E33 .274 .800 .091 -.173 .040 .095 .146 
E34 .343 .746 .038 .156 .148 .110 .151 
E35 .484 .474 .117 .100 .109 .158 .116 
E36 .294 .768 .269 -.019 .118 -.078 .068 

For a text listing of e-climate items, see Appendix N.  
 

Only three items (E16, E24 and E 26) were dropped from the scale.  The correlation coefficients 

are the same as in the initial matrix because the correlations of variables between each other do 
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not change.  Eigenvalues are also the same; the seven factors account for 67.5% of the variance in 

the data. Communalities ranged from .442 to .793 and are presented in Appendix O.  The factors, 

their labels and new reliability scores are found in Table 4.11 below.  Alphas at .7 or above indicate 

a good fit of items hanging together.  Comparison with the initial alphas reveals a slightly better 

scale in the restricted analysis. The new factor loadings included more overall variables, had a 

better operational fit, and stronger reliability scores.  Thus, the seven-factor restriction provided a 

better overall scale - more interpretable and parsimonious. 

 

Table 4.11 
 
Cronbach’s Alpha on the Restricted Factor Analysis E-Climate Subscales 
  

 

Subscale α N of Items

 

Mean 

 

S.D. 

Factor 1: Community Culture 

(E21, E22, E23, E25, E27, E28, E29, E30) .89 8 2.93 1.083 

Factor 2: Training and Assistance 

(E31, E32, E33, E34, E35, E36) .90 6 2.77 1.141 

Factor 3: Institutional Support (Government/ Non-profit) 

(E6, E7, E8, E9, E10) .85 5 3.05 0.854 

Factor 4: Quality of Life Amenities 

(E18, E19, E20) .75 3 3.17 1.02 

Factor 5: Business Services 

E3, E4, E5, E11) .69 4 3.47 0.814 

Factor 6: Economic Development-Infrastructure Support

(E1, E2, E12, E13, E14) .72 5 2.94 0.823 

Factor 7: Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support 

(E15, E17) .65 2 3.69 0.957 
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 A final check was made against the face validity of items categories on the instrument. 

Twenty-five of the thirty-six of the items grouped into factors that agreed with the categories 

assigned to them on the instrument.  Two new conceptual factors emerged, Economic 

Development-Infrastructure Support and Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support, which are 

more specific than the categories found on the original instrument.  A table in Appendix P portrays 

the 36 items, the category in which the items were assigned on the instrument and the new 

subscale with which they associate.     

 
Table 4.12 
 
Means for E-climate Subscales by County  
 
 Ashe Carteret Chatham Davidson Gaston Granville Stokes Transylvania Union 

Community 

Culture 3.36 3.59 3.20 2.90 2.75 3.10 2.92 3.03 3.68 

Training & 

Assistance 2.80 3.54 3.08 3.10 2.52 2.57 2.64 3.04 3.30 

Institutional 

Support 3.10 3.24 2.98 3.13 2.91 3.16 2.67 3.37 2.97 

Q of Life 

Amenities 3.43 3.25 3.42 3.09 3.10 3.00 2.72 3.64 3.29 

Business 

Services 3.50 3.95 2.88 3.72 3.50 3.35 3.54 3.23 3.68 

ED- Infra 

Support 2.26 2.72 3.11 3.34 3.09 2.80 3.20 2.85 3.31 

NR-Tourism 

Support 3.91 4.20 3.63 3.82 3.43 2.80 3.67 4.08 3.14 

 
 
With the e-climate subscales established, the means for each factor by county were calculated and 

are presented in Table 4.12.   Union scored highest on Community Culture, followed by Carteret 

and Ashe Counties.  Carteret scored higher than other counties on Training & Assistance, 

Business Services and Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support. Transylvania scored higher  
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than other counties on Institutional Support and Quality of Life Amenities higher. And Davidson 

scored highest Economic Development-Infrastructure Support, although Union score was lagging 

by only .03 units. All counties except Stokes had a mean score of 3 or more for the Quality of Life 

Amenities subscale.  

 Knowing a mean score for a particular subscale is helpful, as it gives an indication of the 

state of community conditions. However, it is more meaningful within the context of its relative 

placement to other subscales in the same county or the same subscale in other counties.   Chapter 

Five will discuss the practical applications for comparing scores across counties. 

 Once the entrepreneurial climate factors were established, analysis of their impact on 

tourism development could begin. 

 
 
4.4 Research Question One - Regression Analysis 
 
 
 This analysis was undertaken to explore the factors relating to rural tourism success.  A 

greater understanding of this industry sector might be employed in future economic development 

strategies.  In particular, county attributes supporting entrepreneurship, the county's tourism 

potential and the county's support for tourism were quantified, so that their relationship to tourism 

success might be considered.  For the sake of this analysis, tourism success was defined as 

annual tourism expenditures.  The independent variables of  Rural-Urban Continuum, Economic 

Tier, Tourism Support, Tourism Opportunity and e-climate factors (Community Culture, Training & 

Assistance, Institutional Support, Quality of Life Amenities, Business Services, Economic 

Development Support, and Natural Resource-Tourism Business) were analyzed using multiple 

regression to determine if they predict Tourism Expenditures.    

 
Discussion of Assumptions 
 
 Prior to the regression analysis, the data must be checked to ensure it meets assumptions 

of the analysis.  The following sub-sections will discuss sample size, normality, outliers, linearity 

and homoscedasticity, independence of residuals, multicollinearity and singularity. 
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Sample Size 

 To conduct a linear regression, Tabachnick recommends n = 50 + 8m, with m equaling the 

number of predictor variables (2001).  Stevens as cited in Pallant (2005) uses 15m as a guideline 

for the number of cases desired for a linear regression.  By both measures, the study sample is not 

large enough.  Noting this violation, the author ran the full model for the purpose of reducing the 

data.  Examination of the standardized beta-weights would determine the unique contribution of 

each variable leading to the exploration of more parsimonious models.  Prior to running the 

regression analyses, however, the other assumptions were examined.  

 
Multicollinearity and Singularity 

 Multicollinearity exists when the independent variables are highly correlated.  When 

assessing mulitcollinearlity, Garson recommends a bivariate correlation below .8.  If the correlation 

between two independent variables is higher than .8, the researcher may consider omitting one of 

the variables or forming a composite variable between the two.  All of the independent variables 

were below the suggested r=.8 correlation.  The value closest to the suggested cut-off was the 

coefficient between the two e-climate variables Community Culture and Training & Assistance 

(r=.78). 

 Two other measures of multicollinearity, Tolerance and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) 

were examined.  Tolerance indicates how much of a specified variable is not explained by the other 

independent variables in the model "and is calculated using the formula 1-R2 for each variable 

(Pallant, p. 150).  The tolerance measure should be .10 or above, a number smaller than this would 

indicate the correlation with other variables as very high.  The VIF is the inverse of Tolerance and 

is calculated as 1 divided by Tolerance; a VIF score higher than 10 (T. Cross, personal 

communication, 2007; Pallant, 2005) or 5 (Garson, 2005) would be a concern.  All of the 

independent variables performed well on these collinearity diagnostic tests.  

 Singularity is when one independent variable is comprised of other independent variables.  

Because the e-climate factors were formed from separate item scores, and the items were distinct, 

singularity is not in issue.  The other independent variables of Tourism Support, Tourism  
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Opportunity, Rural-Urban Code, and Economic Tier were all derived from separate sources and 

measure different constructs. 

 

Table 4.13 

Collinearity Statistics for the Eleven Independent Variables 

  Collinearity Statistics 

Variable Tolerance VIF 

Economic Tier .482 2.074 

Rural-Urban Code .517 1.934 

Tourism Opportunity .514 1.945 

Tourism Support .683 1.463 

Community Culture .307 3.261 

Training & Assistance .315 3.179 

Institutional Support .460 2.175 

Quality of Life Amenities .521 1.918 

Business Services .514 1.946 

Economic Development-

Infrastructure Support .420 2.381 

Natural Resource-Tourism 

Business Support .509 1.963 

 

 

Normality, Outliers, Linearity, Homoscedasticity, Independence of Residuals  

 Normality of the dependent variable was assessed by examining a histogram of the data 

(see Figure 4.2), where the x-axis portrays the mean and standard deviations of the data.  
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Figure 4.2. Histogram of Dependent Variable Tourism Expenditures 

 

Additionally, the Normal P-P Plot of Regression for the model indicates no major deviations from 

normality.  

 

Figure 4.3. Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 
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While the Scatterplot of Standardized Residuals were not rectangularly distributed as desired, they 

were not clustered in any strong pattern. Additionally, the scatterplot confirms the absence of 

outliers based on Tabachnick's suggestion that standard residual values should fall between -3.3 

and 3.3 (2001).   

 

 

Figure 4.4. Scatterplot of Standardized Residuals 

 

 In determining the skewedness (tilt) of data, skew values should fall between +2 and -2.  In 

determining kurtosis (peakedness) of data distribution, a common rule of thumb is also +2 to -2, 

although more lenient criterion of +3 to -3 is sometimes used (Garson, 2005).   Tourism 

Expenditures data for this study was mildly skewed (1.39) with moderate kurtosis (2.09).  Tourism 

Support had virtually no skew (-0.18) and little kurtosis (-0.38).  Tourism Opportunity had virtually 

no skew (-0.13) and no kurtosis (-0.02).   

 E-climate variables tended to have more skew and kurtosis; values are presented in Table 

4.14 below.   Moderate to severe cases of kurtosis can be found in Institutional Support and 

Business Services however, they still fall within the more lenient guideline of +3 to -3.    
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All values related to skew fall between the +2 to -2 guidelines.  Rural-Urban Code and Economic 

Tier are categorical variables, and therefore normality is not assessed.  

 

Table 4.14 

Skew and Kurtosis of Seven E-Climate Subscales 

E-Climate Subscale Skew Kurtosis 

Community Culture -1.40 1.41 

Training & Assistance -1.23 0.81 

Institutional Support -1.15 2.48 

Quality of Life Amenities -0.78 0.84 

Business Services -1.02 2.79 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support -0.82 1.02 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support -1.21 2.04 

 

  An initial regression with 11 predictor variables was run for the purpose of data reduction.   

The inclusion of each variable was supported by theory, however, the small sample size could not 

accommodate but five predictor variables in the regression model.  The motivation for running the 

initial regression was not to test the full model, but to explore the unique contribution to variance in 

the dependent variable for each of the independent variables so that further, more educated 

analyses might be run. 

 Tabachnick (2001) suggests that each of the independent variables show some 

relationship with the dependent variable, recommending a .3 correlation or above, however overall 

correlations of the independent variables with Tourism Expenditures were low (see Table 4.15).  

The correlation of only one e-climate factor, Business Services (.21), is close to the .3 suggestion 

and is followed by Quality of Life Amenities and Tourism Expenditures (-.16).  Correlations between 

the dependent variable and Tourism Opportunity (-.03) and Tourism Support (.015) are also below 

the recommended .3 value, but Rural-Urban Code (-.43) and Economic Tier (.32) had stronger 

relationships.   
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Table 4.15 

Bivariate Correlations of Independent Variables with Dependent Variable 

Variable 

Correlation with 

Tourism Expenditures 

Tourism Expenditures 1.000 

Economic Tier .320 

Rural-Urban Code -.433 

Tourism Opportunity -.032 

Tourism Support .015 

Community Culture -.090 

Training & Assistance .018 

Institutional Support .073 

Quality of Life Amenities -.160 

Business Services .210 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support .150 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support .085 

 

Model Summary - Full Multiple Regression 

 Results of the regression were statistically significant, F (11, 79) = 4.91, p < .0005 and the 

predictor variables accounted for 40.6% of the variance in Tourism Expenditures.  However, 

because of the small sample size, the Adjusted R2 value of .323 is a more conservative result.  It 

can be interpreted that 32.3% of variance in Tourism Expenditures is explained by this model. 

 
Independent Variable Evaluation 

 Beta coefficients from the regression analysis are presented in Table 4.16.  Rural-Urban 

Code makes the largest unique contribution to the model, followed by Tourism Opportunity, 

Business Services, and Economic Tier.  Each of these four variables is statistically significant at the 

.05 level and are displayed in Table 4.16.  For every one unit increase in Business Services,  
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Tourism Expenditures increase by 22.91 units (β = 2.818).  For every one unit increase in Rural-

Urban Code, Tourism Expenditures decreased by 11.48 units (β = -4.53).   

 
Table 4.16 

Summary of Multiple Regression for Variables Predicting Tourism Expenditures (N = 92)  

Variable B Std. Error ß t Sig. 

Economic Tier 14.921 6.796 .274 2.196 .031 

Rural-Urban Code -11.480 2.534 -.546 -4.530 .000 

Tourism Opportunity   .853 .249 .414 3.422 .001 

Tourism Support -3.809 5.564 -.072 -.685 .496 

Community Culture -6.853 7.908 -.136 -.867 .389 

Training & Assistance 1.339 7.411 .028 .181 .857 

Institutional Support -.093 8.190 -.001 -.011 .991 

Quality of Life Amenities -7.265 6.422 -.136 -1.131 .261 

Business Services 22.906 8.130 .341 2.818 .006 

Economic Development-

Infrastructure Support -9.954 8.891 -.150 -1.120 .266 

Natural Resource-Tourism 

Business Support 8.785 6.943 .154 1.265 .209 

 

 Based on the output from the initial run, additional regression models were tested using 

four and five predictor variables.  The best model of those tested was using independent variables 

Rural-Urban Code, Economic Tier, Tourism Opportunity, Business Services, and Economic 

Development-Infrastructure Support.   

 
Model Summary - Revised Multiple Regression 

  Results of the regression were statistically significant, F (5, 86) = 9.89, p < .0005 and the 

predictor variables accounted for 36.5% of the variance in Tourism Expenditures.  However, 

because of the small sample size, the Adjusted R2 value of .328 is a more conservative result.  It 

can be interpreted that 32.8% of variance in Tourism Expenditures is explained by this model.  
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Rural-urban code had the largest unique contribution to the model, followed by Tourism 

Opportunity, Business Services, Economic Tier and Economic Development-Infrastructure Support. 

 
Table 4.17 

Summary of Revised Multiple Regression for Variables Predicting Tourism Expenditures (N = 92)  

Variable B Std. Error ß t Sig. 

Economic Tier 16.311 6.482 .300 2.516 .014* 

Rural-Urban Code -11.939 2.409 -.568 -4.956 .000* 

Tourism Opportunity .874 .236 .424 3.712 .000* 

Business Services 21.792 6.737 .324 3.235 .002* 

Economic Development-

Infrastructure Support -13.755 7.098 -.207 -1.938 .056 

*p<.05 

Independent Variable Evaluation 

 The square of the value in Part Correlations explains the percent of variance in R2.  In other 

words, this predicts how much R2 value would drop if this variable were omitted. (Pallant, p. 154). 

In this case, 18% of variance in Tourism Expenditures is explained by Rural-Urban Code while 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support explains 2.8% of this variance.  Table 4.18 below 

presents each unique variance of the five predictor variables. 

 
Table 4.18 

Variance of Tourism Expenditures Explained by each Independent Variable within a Multiple 

Regression Analysis 

Independent variables 

 

Part correlation 

Percentage of tourism expenditures 

 variance explained  

Rural-Urban Code -.426 18.1% 

Tourism Opportunity .319 10.2% 

Business Services .278 7.7% 

Economic Tier .216 4.7% 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support -.167 2.8% 
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4.5 Research Question Two and Three - Differences Between Groups  

Research Questions Two and Three were undertaken to explore differences among county 

and respondent groups to determine if e-climate factors were available to or perceived differently 

according to who you are or where you lived. 

Research question two investigates differences in entrepreneurial climate between the 

specific counties themselves, but also between counties with similar characteristics.  For example, 

do residents from counties with a wealthier economy or a bigger population perceive their e-climate 

differently from residents in poorer or counties with a smaller population density?  Research 

question three addresses the perception of e-climate factors by various groups within a county. For 

example, does the perception of a county's "Training and Assistance" support vary among different 

age group, or between men and women?  The applied value of gaining this information is the future 

ability to target educational programming.   

A variety of these relationships were explored; tables 4.19 and 4.20 summarize the 

variables examined as well as the statistical method used for the comparison.  Because group 

sizes were sometimes small, non-parametric tests were also used.  For variables with two discrete 

groups, such as gender, a t-test was performed when group sizes are roughly equal.  When group 

sizes were unequal, the non-parametric Mann-Whitney test was employed.  For variables with 

more than two discrete groups, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted when the number 

of respondents in each group were roughly equal.  When group sizes were unequal, the non-

parametric alternative, the Kruskal-Wallis test, was used.  One variable representing the number of 

years a respondent had lived in the county, was continuous.  For this variable, Pearson correlation 

was used.  
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Table 4.19 

Summary Information for County-based Variables Examined for Group Differences in E-Climate 

Scores 

Variable Name 

Type of 

Data Data Values 

Statistical 

Analysis Used 

County   Discrete County names Kruskal-Wallis 

Economic 

Development Region  Discrete 

Tourism-focused  

Traditionally-focused Mann-Whitney 

Economic Tier  Discrete 

Economically-distressed 

Economically-solvent T-test 

Rural Urban Code 

Ordinal/ 

Discrete  

Numerical value indicating where a 

county falls along USDA-ERS' continuum Kruskal-Wallis 
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Table 4.20 

Summary Information for Respondent-based Variables Examined for Group Differences in E-

Climate Scores 

 
 

Variable Name Type of Data 

 

Data Values 

Statistical 

Analysis Used 

Work in County  Discrete  

Does work/volunteer in county 

Does not work/ volunteer in county Mann-Whitney 

Lived in County  Continuous  

Number of years that respondent has lived 

in the county 

Pearson 

correlation 

County Native  Discrete  

Respondent is native/ Spouse is native 

Both are natives/ Neither are natives Kruskal-Wallis 

Gender  Discrete  Male or female Mann-Whitney 

Education  Discrete  

Completed program at a four-year 

institution/ Did not complete program at a 

four-year institution  Mann-Whitney 

Age  

Ordinal/ 

Discrete 

Age categories (18-30 years old, 31-40, 

41-50, 51-60, 61-70 and Over 70) Kruskal-Wallis 

Employment Status  Discrete 

Employed, but does not own business 

Owns a full or part-time business  

Not employed Kruskal-Wallis 

Employment Sector  Discrete Public/ Private/ Non-profit Kruskal-Wallis 

Tourism Relationship   Discrete  

Work or volunteerism has a relationship 

with tourism/ Work or volunteerism does 

not have a relationship with tourism Mann-Whitney 

Starting Business  Discrete  

Definitely thinking about starting a 

business/ Considering starting a business/ 

Not considering starting a business Kruskal-Wallis 

Community 

Involvement  

Discrete/ 

Ordinal  

Not Involved/ Moderately involved 

Involved/ Highly involved Kruskal-Wallis 

Entrepreneurial Self-

assessment Discrete 

Definitely considers self entrepreneurial  

Considers self somewhat entrepreneurial 

Does not consider self entrepreneurial ANOVA 
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Discussion of Assumptions 

Level of Measurement, Random Sampling, Independence of Observations  

 All of the methods used in this analysis to compare groups assume the dependent variable 

is continuous, however, ordinal data is also commonly used in this type of analysis (Garson, 2005).  

In the case of the current study, the dependent variables are the e-climate sub-scales.  Both 

parametric and non-parametric techniques assume random sampling from the population and this 

assumption is also met; sampling techniques and limitations are described in Chapter Three.  

Finally, the data also meets the assumption of independence of observations and independent 

samples. 

 Where group scores generally have normal distribution, an ANOVA or t-test is used.  

Where the groups do not meet the assumptions of normality or homoscedasticity, or the group 

sizes are unequal, a non-parametric test is used.   

 

Normal Distributions, Homogeneity of Variance 

 Homogeneity of variance was tested using the Levene test for equality of variances.  Non-

parametric analyses do not assume normal distribution or equal group variances. It is assumed that 

the distribution in each sample is similar in shape (Garson, 2005). 

 

Discussion of Type I and II Error and Power 

 Typically Type I error  is minimized by selecting a "stringent" alpha level = .05 or .01.  

However, when Type I error is minimized, the potential for Type II error increases.  Because the 

sample size in this data set is small, a non-significant result may be due to insufficient power.  If the 

power of a test is less than .80 (80% chance of detecting a difference), then interpretation of results 

should take into account the possibility of small sample effects.  According to Stevens in 1996 as 

cited in Pallant (2005), it may be necessary to adjust the alpha level to alpha level = .10 or .15 to 

compensate for a small sample (p. 199).   However to be conservative and reduce Type I error, this 

study employed the alpha level of .05. 
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 Non-parametric tests are generally accepted as less powerful.  The Kruskal-Wallis and 

Mann-Whitney Test converts the observed values to ranks within the overall data set.  The 

conversion of data to ranks results in a loss of information, thereby making it a less powerful test 

(McDonald, 2007).   

 
Discussion of Post-hoc Analyses, Effect Size and Missing Data 

 Post-hoc comparisons of some variables are made when the analysis indicates statistically 

significant differences.  For parametric analyses, the Tukey test was used when groups were 

approximately the same size and the more conservative Scheffe test was used when group sizes 

varied.  The effect size was calculated using eta-squared.  The Exclude Cases Pairwise (analysis 

by analysis) option was used in calculating difference in means statistics.  This excludes 

observations only if they are missing the data needed for that particular analysis. 

 A statistically significant  Kruskal-Wallis test may be followed up "by an unplanned 

comparison of mean ranks, analogous to the Tukey-Kramer method for comparing means" 

(McDonald, 2007).  

 

County  
 
 One purpose of this research was to explore differences among groups in relation to 

perceived e-climate factors (Community Culture, Training & Assistance, Institutional Support, 

Quality of Life Amenities, Business Services, Economic Development Support, and Natural 

Resource-Tourism Business).  The first analysis concerns the variance of e-climate scores among 

counties, however the number of responses from the nine counties represented in the study are 

unequal (see Table 4.1).   The range of responses is 25 from Davidson County to 5 responses from 

Carteret and Granville Counties. 

 Seven tests of variance were conducted to assess if differences exist on e-climate 

subscales by County.  While analysis of variance (ANOVA) is fairly robust for non-normal 

distribution, unequal group sizes (and a small sample size) inflate chance of Type I error.  It was 

decided that the non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test was the best alternative. The Kruskal-Wallis 

test converts the group scores of the entire data set to ranks and compares the mean of the ranks 
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for each group (Pallant, 2005).  The test statistic H is calculated, representing the variances of the 

ranks, with an adjustment for the number of ties (tied ranks).  H is distributed approximately as chi-

square, and is compared with a chi-square table for the appropriate degrees of freedom (number of 

groups - 1) to see if statistical significance is achieved. If the test is statistically significant, the 

difference in the data sets noted did not occur by chance. 

 The Kruskal-Wallis test was performed and revealed statistically significant differences 

between counties on Economic Development-Infrastructure Support (H=19.712, df=8, p<.05) and 

Natural Resources-Tourism Business Support (H=21.346, df=8, p<.05). 

 

Table 4.21 
 
Test for Group Differences Between Counties on E-Climate Factor Scores 
 

E-climate subscale Chi-Square df Asymp. Sig. 

Community Culture 2.956 8 0.937 

Training & Assistance 6.395 8 0.603 

Institutional Support 6.323 8 0.611 

Quality of Life Amenities 7.867 8 0.447 

Business Services 13.41 8 0.099 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 19.712 8 0.011* 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support 21.346 8 0.006* 

*p<.05 

 

 Mean ranks for Economic Development-Infrastructure Support are Davidson (MR = 60.42), 

Union (MR=52.69), Stokes (MR=52.67), Chatham (MR=49.93), Gaston (MR=49.07), Granville 

(MR=43.30), Transylvania (MR=42.75), Carteret (MR=35.10) and Ashe (MR=25.41).  Davidson 

County had the most favorable perception of Economic Development-Infrastructure Support, while 

Ashe had the lease favorable.  

 Mean ranks for Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support are Carteret (MR=66.80), 

Transylvania (MR=60.58), and Ashe (MR=55.32), Davidson (MR = 47.42), Stokes (MR=45.92),  
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Chatham (MR=41.14), Gaston (MR=32.64), Union (MR=25.00) and Granville (MR=19.80).  Coastal 

Carteret and mountainous Transylvania and Ashe Counties had the highest regard for Natural 

Resource-Tourism Business Support. 

 On factors Community Culture, Training & Assistance, Institutional Support, Quality of Life 

Amenities, Business Services, county mean ranks were similar (no statistically significant 

differences were found). 

 
Economic Development Region 
 
 North Carolina's seven regional economic development organizations vary in their 

allocation of human and financial resources to the tourism industry. Two of the regional 

organizations have programs, staff and funds geared specifically to support tourism. The other five 

do not.  However, of the seven regional organizations, only five were represented in the sample.  

The five were collapsed into two groups, one that is tourism-focused (n=29) and one that practices 

traditional economic development (n=63). The means and standard deviations of each e-climate 

factor for the two groups are presented in Table 4.22 below.  On five of the e-climate subscales, 

the tourism-focused group had a higher mean.  The traditional economic development 

organizations had the highest scores on Business Services and Economic Development-

Infrastructure Support subscales.  
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Table 4.22 

Means and Standard Deviations of Economic Development Region Groups 

 Economic Region 

 

Tourism-focused 

(n=29) 

Traditional 

(n=63) 

E-Climate  M SD M SD 

Community Culture 3.11 1.04 2.86 1.10 

Training & Assistance 2.80 1.06 2.75 1.18 

Institutional Support 3.10 1.07 3.02 .74 

Quality of Life Amenities 3.15 .88 3.01 1.05 

Business Services 3.39 .72 3.51 .86 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 2.50 .81 3.13 .76 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business 3.98 .89 3.56 .96 

 

 Seven analyses were conducted to assess if group differences exist on e-climate 

subscales by Economic Region.  Because of the unequal group size, the non-parametric Mann-

Whitney Test was used for analysis.  The Mann-Whitney test converts the group scores of the 

dataset to ranks and determines whether the ranks for the two groups differs significantly (Pallant, 

2005).  The statistic U is calculated from the sum of ranks from the larger group and z is 

approximated using the mean and standard deviation of U.   
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Table 4.23 
 
Test for Group Differences Between Economic Development Regions on E-Climate Factor Scores 

 
 

E-climate subscale Mann-Whitney U 

 

Z 

 

Asymp. Sig. 

Community Culture 754.5 -1.34 0.180 

Training & Assistance 902.5 -0.093 0.926 

Institutional Support 765.5 -1.253 0.210 

Quality of Life Amenities 634.5 -2.364 0.018* 

Business Services 810.5 -0.876 0.381 

ED-Infrastructure Support 510 -3.405 0.001* 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support 594.5 -2.738 0.006* 

*p<.05; ED-Infrastructure Support = Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 

 Results revealed no significant group differences on e-climate factors of Community 

Culture, Training & Assistance, Institutional Support and Business Services.  However, a 

statistically significant difference was found between tourism-focused and traditional economic 

development regions on the factors Quality of Life Amenities (p<.05, n=92), Economic 

Development-Infrastructure Support (p<.01, n=92) and Natural Resource-Tourism Business (p<.01, 

n=92). The economic development regions that include tourism as part of their organizational focus 

scored higher on Quality of Life Amenities (MR=56.12 vs. MR=42.07) and Natural Resource-

Tourism Business Support (MR=57.50 vs. MR=41.44).  The traditional economic development 

regions had a higher score than the tourism-focused regions on Economic Development-

Infrastructure Support (MR=52.90 vs. MR=32.59). 

 

Economic Tier  
 
 The North Carolina Department of Commerce defines the economic situation of each 

county using a tier system of 1 - 5, with 1-3 being the most economically-distressed and 4-5 being 

the most economically solvent.  Among the nine counties represented in the sample, respondents 

fell into tier designations in following manner: Tier 3 (n=47), Tier 4 (n=25), and Tier 5 (n=20).  
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Operationally Tiers 4 and 5 are similar, therefore they were combined to create a Solvent group 

(n=45) and contrasted with the Distressed group (n=47).  Means and standard deviations are 

presented in Table 4.24 and t-tests results are found in Table 4.25.  Levene’s test was significant 

on one factor, Business Services, therefore equal error variances are not assumed when 

interpreting the t-test statistic.  On all other factors, equal error variances are assumed.  

 
Table 4.24 
 
Means and Standard Deviations on E-Climate Subscales by Economic Tier Categories 

 
 Economic Tier 

 

Distressed 

(n=47) 

Solvent 

(n=45) 

E-Climate  M SD M SD 

Community Culture 3.03 1.01 2.84 1.16 

Training & Assistance 2.72 1.08 2.82 1.21 

Institutional Support 3.04 .90 3.05 .82 

Quality of Life Amenities 3.30 .93 3.03 1.11 

Business Services 3.42 .67 3.53 .945 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 2.71 .77 3.17 .82 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business 3.73 .93 3.64 1.00 

 
 
Results revealed no significant mean differences on E-Climate factors Community Culture, Training 

& Assistance, Institutional Support, Business Services, Quality of Life Amenities and Natural 

Resource-Tourism Business.  However, a statistically significant difference was found between 

Distressed and Solvent economic tiers on the Economic Development-Infrastructure Support s 

factor (p<.01).  The solvent counties had a more favorable opinion of Economic Development-

Infrastructure Support than the distressed counties.   
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Table 4.25 
 
Test for Group Differences Between Economic Tiers on E-Climate Factor Scores 
 

 

 

t-test for Equality of Means 

E-climate t df Sig. (2-tailed) 

Community Culture1 .854 90 .396 

Training & Assistance1 -.437 90 .663 

Institutional Support -.042 90 .967 

Quality of Life Amenities1 1.226 90 .223 

Business Services2 -.627 79 .533 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support1 -2.764 90 .007* 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support1 .447 90 .656 

*p<.05 
1Equal variances assumed 
2Equal variances not assumed  
 
 
Rural Urban Code 
 
The Rural-Urban Code is a designation of "population denseness" and "remoteness" as assigned 

by USDA Economic Research Service (2005).  The code uses a continuum of 1-9, denoting the 

less populated and more remote counties with the  larger nubmers.   Gaston and Union Counties 

for instance are coded a 1, because they are densely populated and adjacent to Charlotte, North 

Carolina.  Ashe County is located in the mountainous northwest corner of the state adjacent to 

Virginia and albeit growing in population, is considered rural and receives a Rural-Urban Code of 9.  

The five codes represented in the study (1, 2, 4, 6 and 9) are unequal in group size as noted in 

Table 4.26 below.   
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Table 4.26 
 
Means and Standard Deviations on E-Climate by Rural-Urban Code Groups 
 
 Rural-Urban Continuum Code 

 1 (n=15) 2 (n=7) 4 (n=36) 6 (n=17) 9 (n=17) 

E-Climate M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Com Culture 2.51 1.67 3.19 0.65 2.89 0.96 3.05 0.97 3.16 1.01 

T & A 2.28 1.47 3.02 0.59 2.92 1.08 2.90 1.17 2.64 1.06 

Institutional  2.85 0.95 3.08 0.74 3.08 0.74 3.31 0.77 2.92 1.17 

Quality of Life  2.98 1.31 3.33 1.17 2.96 1.00 3.45 0.93 3.43 0.77 

Bus. Services 3.35 1.13 2.89 0.52 3.72 0.74 3.27 0.79 3.50 0.63 

ED-Infra. 2.99 1.00 3.17 0.71 3.23 0.64 2.84 0.74 2.26 0.80 

NR -Tourism  3.07 1.16 3.64 0.63 3.84 0.80 3.71 1.12 3.69 0.10 

Com Culture = Community Culture; T&A = Training & Assistance; Institutional = Institutional Support; Quality 
of Life = Quality of Life Amenities; Bus. Services = Business Services; ED-Infra. = Economic Development-
Infrastructure Support; NR-Tourism = Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support 
 
 
Table 4.27 
 
Test for Differences Between Rural-Urban Code Groups on E-Climate Factor Scores 
 

E-climate Chi-Square df Asymp. Sig. 

Community Culture 1.734 4 0.785 

Training & Assistance 4.568 4 0.335 

Institutional Support 2.857 4 0.582 

Quality of Life Amenities 4.36 4 0.359 

Business Services 11.524 4 0.021* 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 15.775 4 0.003* 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support 9.989 4 0.041* 

*p<.05 
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The Kruskal-Wallis test was employed to test mean rank differences; results are displayed in Table 

4.27. The Kruskal-Wallis test converts the scores of the dependent variable to ranks and the mean 

rank for each group is compared (Pallant, 2005). 

 A statistically significant difference was detected on the e-climate variables of Business 

Services (H=11.524, df=4, p<.05), Economic Development-Infrastructure Support (H=15.775, df=4, 

p<.01), and Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support (H=9.989, df=4, p<.05).    

 Mean ranks for Business Services are Rural-Urban Code 4 (MR = 55.67), Rural-Urban 

Code 9 (MR=45.56), Rural-Urban Code 1 (MR=45.17), Rural-Urban Code 6 (MR=39.06), and 

Rural-Urban Code 2 (MR=22.57).  Surprisingly, Chatham County with the Rural-Urban Code 2 

scored low on Business Services and Ashe County, the most rural county in the sample had the 

second highest score for Business Services. 

 Mean ranks for Economic Development-Infrastructure Support are Rural-Urban Code 4 

(MR = 55.61), Rural-Urban Code 1 (MR=51.00), Rural-Urban Code 2 (MR=49.93), Rural-Urban 

Code 6 (MR=42.91) and Rural-Urban Code 9 (MR=25.41).  While the moderately urban counties of 

Carteret, Davidson, Stokes received the highest scores for Economic-Development-Infrastructure 

Support, the rest of the scores fell along the rural-urban code continuum from most urban to most 

rural.  

 Mean ranks for Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support are Rural-Urban Code 9 

(MR=55.32), Rural-Urban Code 4 (MR = 49.86), Rural-Urban Code 6 (MR=48.59), Rural-Urban 

Code 2 (MR=41.14) and Rural-Urban Code 1 (MR=28.57).  The ranking of these counties for the 

most part followed the rural-urban code from most rural to most urban, not surprisingly since this 

variable was based on the natural resources of a county. 

 

Work in County  

 Often people commute beyond the borders of their county for employment.  Likewise, it is 

not uncommon for residents to volunteer their efforts in a neighboring town which might happen to 

be in an adjacent county.  Respondents were asked to report if they worked (paid or volunteer) in 

the county in which they lived.  From these data, a Work in County variable was created offering 
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two values, Does (work in county) and Does Not (work in county).  Means and standard deviations 

for the e-climate factors are presented in Table 4.28. While more respondents worked within their 

county of residence, the means score for each of the e-climate subscales were very similar.  

 
Table 4.28 
 
Means and Standard Deviations on E-Climate by Work in County Categories 
 

 Work in County 

 Does  (n=57) Does Not (n=34) 

E-Climate  M SD M SD 

Community Culture 2.90 1.22 2.98 .82 

Training & Assistance 2.73 1.27 2.81 .90 

Institutional Support 3.16 .83 2.86 .89 

Quality of Life Amenities 3.24 1.07 3.03 .95 

Business Services 3.50 .84 3.41 .78 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 2.92 .82 2.95 .85 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business 3.69 1.05 3.68 .81 

 
 
The Mann-Whitney test was used to assess differences between respondent groups who do and 

do not work within their resident county.  No statistically significant differences were revealed 

between the groups for any of the e-climate subscales (Table 4.29). 
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Table 4.29 
 
Test for Group Differences Between Respondents Who Do and Do Not Work in their County of 

Residence on E-Climate Factor Scores 

 
 

E-climate subscale 

 

Mann-Whitney 

 

Z 

 

Asymp. Sig.  

Community Culture 891.5 -0.638 0.524 

Training & Assistance 917.5 -0.424 0.671 

Institutional Support 779 -1.57 0.116 

Quality of Life Amenities 824.5 -1.195 0.232 

Business Services 874 -0.789 0.43* 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 930.5 -0.317 0.751 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support 890 -0.661 0.508 

*p<.05 

 
 
  
Years in County  
 
 The relationship between the seven e-climate subscales and the number of years that a 

respondent has lived in the county was investigated using Pearson product-moment correlation.  

Pearson Correlation Coefficients range from +1 to -1, with a zero denoting no relationship.  

Preliminary analyses were performed to ensure no violation of the assumptions of normality, 

linearity and homoscedasticity.  There was a very weak, positive correlation between Community 

Climate and Years in County (r =.09, n = 92, p<.41), a very weak, negative correlation between 

Training & Assistance and Years in County (r = -.06, n = 92, p<.57), a very weak, positive 

correlation between Institutional Support and Years in County (r =.03, n = 92, p<.79), and a very 

weak, positive correlation between Quality of Life Amenities and Years in County (r = -.01, n = 92, 

p<.95). There was a small, positive correlation between Business Services and Years in County (r 

=.12, n = 92, p<.290, a very weak, negative correlation between Economic Development-

Infrastructure Support and Years in County (r = -.04, n = 92, p<.68), and a small, positive 
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correlation between Natural Resources-Tourism Business Support and Years in County (r = -.16, n 

= 92, p<.12).  Because of low strength of association, and the lack of statistical significance, these 

results are not particularly revealing of discernable trends.  

 
County Native Status 
 
 Respondents were asked if they, their spouse, both or neither were natives to the county.  

The variable of "Native Status" therefore had four groups of respondents.  Results presented in 

Table 4.30 indicate that over three-fourths of respondents had some native tie to the county. 

 

Table 4.30 
 
Means and Standard Deviations on E-Climate by Native Status Groups 
 
 
 Native Status Group 

 I am native 

(n=23) 

My spouse is 

native (n=16) 

We are both 

native (n=31) 

Neither is 

native (n=22) 

E-Climate M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Community Culture 3.11 1.06 2.90 1.21 2.79 1.23 2.98 0.79 

Training & Assistance 2.51 1.33 2.83 1.22 2.71 1.18 3.06 0.76 

Institutional Support 2.97 0.91 3.14 0.44 3.01 1.08 3.11 0.69 

Quality of Life  3.09 0.91 3.21 1.01 3.06 1.10 3.39 1.08 

Business Services 3.75 0.78 3.50 0.74 3.43 0.90 3.23 0.73 

ED-Infrastructure  2.84 0.96 2.90 0.73 2.88 0.88 3.13 0.66 

NR-Tourism Support 3.70 1.05 3.84 0.75 3.51 1.11 3.81 0.76 

Quality of Life = Quality of Life Amenities; ED-Infrastructure = Economic Development-Infrastructure Support; 
NR-Tourism Support= Natural Resource-Tourism Support 
 

The Kruskal-Wallis test was used to test native status group differences among the e-climate 

variables, and no statistically significant differences were found at the p<.05 level (Table 4.31). 
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Table 4.31 
 
Test for Group Differences Between Respondents with Varying Native Status on E-Climate Factor 

Scores 

 
E-climate subscale Chi-Square df Asymp. Sig. 

Community Culture 1.45 3 0.694 

Training & Assistance 1.705 3 0.636 

Institutional Support 0.321 3 0.956 

Quality of Life Amenities 1.119 3 0.772 

Business Services 6.639 3 0.084 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 1.488 3 0.685 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support 0.704 3 0.872 

 

Gender 

 Seven tests were conducted to assess if mean differences exist on E-Climate subscales by 

Gender, which would reveal if males and females perceived the e-climate of their county differently.  

Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 4.32.  In general, males have a more 

positive view of all of the e-climate factors with the exception of Quality of Life Amenities. 

 
 The Mann-Whitney test revealed a statistically significant difference between males and 

females on the Economic Development-Infrastructure Support variable at p<.05 level, n=92 (see 

Table 4.33).  Males (MR=52.99) had a more favorable perception of Economic Development-

Infrastructure Support than females (MR=40.03). 
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Table 4.32 
 
Means and Standard Deviations on E-Climate by Gender 
 

 Gender 

 Male (n=38)  Female (n=52) 

E-Climate  M SD M SD 

Community Culture 2.92 1.134 2.96 1.06 

Training & Assistance 2.90 1.09 2.66 1.19 

Institutional Support 3.15 .66 2.96 .98 

Quality of Life Amenities 3.12 1.10 3.23 .93 

Business Services 3.55 .76 3.44 .86 

ED-Infrastructure Support 3.19 .70 2.75 .87 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business 3.73 .90 3.64 1.02 

ED-Infrastructure Support= Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 
 
 
Table 4.33 
 
Test for Group Differences Between Genders on E-Climate Factor Scores 
 

E-climate subscales Mann-Whitney Z Asymp. Sig. 

Community Culture 980 -0.066 0.948 

Training & Assistance 871.5 -0.956 0.339 

Institutional Support 879.5 -0.894 0.372 

Quality of Life Amenities 950.5 -0.309 0.757 

Business Services 918 -0.579 0.562 

ED-Infrastructure Support 703.5 -2.334 0.020* 

NR-Tourism Business Support 954 -0.284 0.777 

*p<.05; ED-Infrastructure Support= Economic Development-Infrastructure Support; NR-Tourism Business 
Support = Natural Resources-Tourism Business Support 
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Education  
 
 A college education is believed to expand one's thinking resulting in a broader view of the 

world.  Often to attend a four-year institution, residents leave their home town, experiencing the 

way of life in a different city.   Therefore, an analysis was conducted to see if differences existed 

between college and non-college educated respondents.  Respondents were asked to indicate the 

highest level of education achieved.  From these data, discrete categories of College and Not 

College were created.  Means and standard deviations for each group are presented in Table 4.34.  

Respondents who did not complete college had an overall more positive view of Training & 

Assistance, Institutional Support, Business Services, Economic Development-Infrastructure 

Support and Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support.  

 

Table 4.34 
 
Means and Standard Deviations on E-Climate by Education 
 

 Education 

 College (n=60) Not College (n=32) 

E-Climate  M SD M SD 

Community Culture 2.95 1.08 2.90 1.12 

Training & Assistance 2.67 1.15 2.95 1.12 

Institutional Support 2.96 .90 3.20 .76 

Quality of Life Amenities 3.18 .93 3.15 1.20 

Business Services 3.39 .87 3.63 .69 

ED-Infrastructure Support 2.84 .82 3.11 .81 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business 3.49 1.02 4.06 .70 

ED-Infrastructure Support = Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 
 
 
A Mann-Whitney test was employed to assess if differences exist on e-climate subscales by 

Education. Results revealed a statistically significant difference between respondents who had and 

had not completed college on Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support (p<.01, n=92).   
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Respondents who had not attended college (MR=56.88) had a better perception of the overall 

environment for natural resource-tourism business than their college-educated counterparts 

(MR=40.97). 

 
Table 4.35 
 
Test for Differences Between Education Groups on E-Climate Factor Scores 
 

E-climate subscales Mann-Whitney Z Asymp. Sig. 

Community Culture 947 -0.107 0.915 

Training & Assistance 808.5 -1.247 0.212 

Institutional Support 808 -1.256 0.209 

Quality of Life Amenities 951 -0.074 0.941 

Business Services 803 -1.303 0.193 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 767 -1.589 0.112 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support 628 -2.779 0.005* 

*p<.05 

 

Age  

 Often people of varying ages view the world differently.  This could be due in part to the 

range of life experience and in part by the varying context of society in which a person is raised. 

Respondents indicated their age category on the survey; results are depicted in Table 4.36 below.   

 Differences in age groups were tested to see if age affected perception of e-climate. 

Because of unequal group size, the Kruskal-Wallis test was employed. A statistically significant 

difference was revealed on e-climate variables Community Culture (H=11.619, df=5, p<.05) and 

Quality of Life Amenities (H=12.292, df=5, p<.05).   
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Table 4.36 
 
Means and Standard Deviations on E-Climate by Age Categories 
 
 Age Categories 

 18-30 yrs 

(n=4) 

31-40 yrs 

(n=15) 

41-50 yrs 

(n=25) 

51-60 yrs 

(n=27) 

61-70 yrs 

(n=15) 

Over 70 

(n=6) 

E-Climate M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Culture 2.28 1.53 3.01 1.36 2.91 1.06 2.61 1.09 3.33 0.52 3.75 0.58 

T & A 1.42 1.14 2.83 1.32 2.78 1.03 2.76 1.08 2.77 1.29 3.50 0.42 

Institutional  2.45 0.97 2.89 1.06 3.22 0.72 2.86 0.77 3.24 0.98 3.47 0.53 

Q. of Life  3.08 0.50 3.33 1.21 3.29 1.14 2.79 0.99 3.20 0.78 3.94 0.25 

Business  3.06 0.80 3.50 1.14 3.38 0.77 3.45 0.76 3.72 0.62 3.54 0.86 

ED-Infra. 2.05 1.00 2.87 0.95 2.99 0.69 2.82 0.76 3.19 0.93 3.33 0.65 

NR -Tour. 3.63 1.31 3.60 1.25 3.74 0.89 3.65 0.79 3.60 1.14 4.17 0.41 

Culture = Community Culture; T&A = Training & Assistance; Institutional = Institutional Support; Q. of Life = 
Quality of Life Amenities; Business = Business Services; ED-Infra. = Economic Development-Infrastructure 
Support; NR-Tour. = Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support 
 
 
Table 4.37 
 
Test for Group Differences Between Age Categories on E-Climate Factor Scores 
 

E-climate subscale Chi-Square df Asymp. Sig. 

Community Culture 11.619 5 0.040* 

Training & Assistance 9.382 5 0.095 

Institutional Support 10.048 5 0.074 

Quality of Life Amenities 12.292 5 0.031* 

Business Services 3.045 5 0.693 

Economic Development-

Infrastructure Support 9.585 5 0.088 

Natural Resource-Tourism 

Business Support 2.448 5 0.784 

*p<.05
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Visible trends appear in how the age brackets fall when ranked from highest to lowest mean ranks 

on each e-climate subscale.  The two older brackets of respondents had a more positive outlook on 

the community's e-climate while 18-30 year olds did not look favorably on any of the factors.  The 

table below summarizes the trends using mean rank data.  

 
Table 4.38 
 
Summary of Mean Ranks by Age Category on E-Climate Factors 
 

 

Community 

Culture 

Training & 

Assist 

Institutional 

Support 

QoL 

Amenities 

Business 

Services 

ED-Infra. 

Support 

Nat. Res.-

Tourism 

Support 

Highest 

Mean Rank Over 70 Over 70 Over 70 Over 70 61-70 Over 70 Over 70 

 61-70 31-40 61-70 41-50 31-40 61-70 41-50 

 31-40 41-50 41-50 31-40 Over 70 41-50 61-70 

 41-50 61-70 31-40 61-70 51-60 31-40 18-30 

 51-60 51-60 51-60 18-30 41-50 51-60 31-40 

Lowest 

Mean Rank 18-30 18-30 18-30 51-60 18-30 18-30 51-60 

QoL Amenities = Quality of Life Amenities; ED-Infrastructure Support= Economic Development-Infrastructure 
Support; Nat. Res.-Tourism Support = Natural Resources-Tourism Business Support 
 
 
 
Employment Status  
 
 Respondents were asked to indicate their current working status; possible responses were 

collapsed into Employment Status categories of Employed, Self-employed, Not Employed. Multiple 

responses were allowed, however, if a person owned their own business, they were coded as a "2 

- Self-employed" regardless of additional responses indicated.  Respondents who marked "other" 

were coded among Employment Status groups 1, 2 and 3 according to the elaboration they 

provided.  Just over half (55%) of the respondents were employed, while another 21% were self-

employed.  
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Table 4.39 

 
Means and Standard Deviations on E-Climate by Employment Status Groups 
 
 Employment Status Groups 

 Employed 

(n=51) 

Self-employed 

(n=19) 

Not employed 

(n=22) 

E-Climate M SD M SD M SD 

Community Culture 2.77 1.25 3.17 0.77 3.11 0.82 

Training & Assistance 2.69 1.30 2.96 0.83 2.77 1.00 

Institutional Support 3.04 0.84 3.25 0.74 2.87 0.96 

Quality of Life Amenities 3.24 1.09 3.07 1.06 3.10 0.85 

Business Services 3.36 0.88 3.71 0.62 3.53 0.77 

ED-Infrastructure Support 2.90 0.87 3.04 0.63 2.92 0.87 

NR-Tourism Business Support 3.63 1.07 4.05 0.62 3.53 0.88 

ED-Infrastructure Support = Economic Development-Infrastructure Support; NR-Tourism Support=  
Natural Resource-Tourism Support 
 

 
Table 4.40 
 
Test for Differences Between Employment Status Groups on E-Climate Factor Scores 
 

E-climate subscale Chi-Square df Asymp. Sig. 

Community Culture 1.823 2 0.402 

Training & Assistance 0.164 2 0.921 

Institutional Support 2.307 2 0.316 

Quality of Life Amenities 0.629 2 0.73 

Business Services 2.577 2 0.276 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 0.147 2 0.929 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support 3.055 2 0.217 
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The Kruskal-Wallis test was used to explore differences between mean ranks.  No significant 

relationships between Employment Status and perception of e-climate were found at the p<.05 

level.  There does not seem to be a difference among respondents with varying employment status 

on perception of e-climate factors for their county. 

 
Employment Sector  
 
 In addition to working status, respondents were asked to classify their primary form of (paid 

or volunteer) work as public, private or non-profit sectors.  A summary of each group is provided in 

the table below.   The majority (60%) of respondents overall worked in the public sector of the 

community. Another 30% associated themselves with private sector interests, while 10% worked 

for a non-profit organization.   

 

Table 4.41 

Means and Standard Deviations on E-Climate by Employment Sector Groups 
 
 Employment Sector Groups 

 Public (n=51) Private (n=25) Non-profit (n=9) 

E-Climate M SD M SD M SD 

Community Culture 2.76 1.86 2.98 0.99 3.53 0.62 

Training & Assistance 2.63 1.21 2.81 1.03 3.52 0.57 

Institutional Support 2.90 0.93 3.17 0.63 3.75 0.49 

Quality of Life Amenities 3.30 1.03 2.77 1.06 3.63 0.48 

Business Services 3.40 0.82 3.45 0.86 3.75 0.70 

ED-Infrastructure Support 2.76 0.88 3.03 0.64 3.53 0.42 

NR-Tourism Business Support 3.68 0.97 3.68 0.97 4.00 0.66 

ED-Infrastructure Support = Economic Development-Infrastructure Support: NR-Tourism Support=  
Natural Resource-Tourism Support 
 

 Results from the Kruskal-Wallis test revealed statistically significant differences on Training 

& Assistance (H=6.485, df=2, p<.05), Institutional Support (H=10.707, df=2, p<.01),, Quality of Life  
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Amenities (H=7.576, df=2, p<.05), and Economic Development-Infrastructure Support (H=8.753, 

df=2, p<.05),.  

 

Table 4.42 
 
Test for Differences Between Employment Sector Groups on E-Climate Factor Scores 
 

E-climate subscale Chi-Square df Asymp. Sig. 

Community Culture 3.807 2 0.149 

Training & Assistance 6.485 2 0.039* 

Institutional Support 10.707 2 0.005* 

Quality of Life Amenities 7.576 2 0.023* 

Business Services 1.559 2 0.459 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 8.753 2 0.013* 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support 0.892 2 0.64 

*p<.05 

 
 
 The analyses indicate a more positive perception of Training & Assistance by non-profit 

sector employees (MR=61.94), followed by private (MR=43.62) and public sector employees 

(MR=39.35).  Likewise, the non-profit sector employees felt more favorably about their county's  

Institutional Support (MR=66.22) than did their private (MR=45.40) or public sector counterparts 

(MR=37.73),  For Quality of Life Amenities, the non-profit sector still held the highest opinion 

(MR=54.28), but this time public sector employees held the middle ground (MR=46.25), followed by 

the private sector (MR=32.32).  For the e-climate factor of Economic Development-Infrastructure 

Support, respondents working in the non-profit sectors (MR=64.22) again rated the conditions in 

their county higher than their private (MR=44.98) and public sector counterparts (MR=38.28).  On 

factors Community Culture, Business Services and Natural Resource-Tourism Business, the 

means of all three employment sectors were similar (no statistically significant differences were 

found).  
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Tourism Relationship  

 Respondents were asked to indicate if their primary employment or primary volunteer work 

related to the tourism industry.  Those who responded "absolutely" and "sometimes or seasonally" 

were categorized as Does Relate.  Those who responded that their primary work did not relate 

were categorized as Does Not Relate.  Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 

4.43.  Over twice the number of respondents did not have a connection with the tourism industry 

than those who did.  

 

Table 4.43 
 
Means and Standard Deviations on E-Climate by Tourism Relationship 
 

 Tourism Relationship 

 

Does Relate 

(n=24) 

Does Not Relate 

(n=66) 

E-Climate  M SD M SD 

Community Culture 2.88 1.01 2.93 1.121 

Training & Assistance 2.83 .95 2.73 1.22 

Institutional Support 3.09 .81 3.03 .89 

Quality of Life Amenities 3.18 1.17 3.15 .99 

Business Services 3.52 .54 3.44 .89 

ED-Infrastructure Support 2.85 .49 2.94 .91 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business 3.85 .63 3.61 1.05 

ED-Infrastructure Support = Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 
 
 
 The Mann-Whitney test was used to determine if there were differences in e-climate 

perception between those whose work related to the tourism industry and those whose work did 

not.  Results revealed no statistically significant difference between respondents who did and did 

not have a working relationship with the tourism industry. 
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Table 4.44 
 
Test for Group Differences Between Respondents Whose Work Does and Does Not Relate to the 

Tourism Industry on E-Climate Factor Scores 

 
E-climate subscales Mann-Whitney Z Asymp. Sig.  

Community Culture 723 -0.631 0.528 

Training & Assistance 781.5 -0.096 0.923 

Institutional Support 760 -0.294 0.769 

Quality of Life Amenities 735 -0.525 0.6 

Business Services 761.5 -0.282 0.778 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 671 -1.109 0.268 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support 718.5 -0.684 0.494 

 
 
 
Starting Business 
 
 Respondents who are thinking of starting a business may be more familiar or have a 

stronger opinion of the e-climate in the community, therefore respondents were asked if they were 

considering or in the process of starting a full-time or side business.  Far more respondents were 

not thinking of starting a business (58%) than were (21%) as noted in Table 4.45.  A Kruskal-Wallis 

test was employed to test differences between respondents definitely starting a business, possibly 

starting a business (Not Sure), and with no intention of starting a business.  Results revealed no 

significant mean differences on any of the e-climate factors by Starting Business groups. 
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Table 4.45 

Means and Standard Deviations on E-Climate by Starting Business Groups 
 
 Starting Business Groups 

 Starting a 

business (n=19) 

Not starting a 

business (n=53) 

Not sure 

(n=19) 

E-Climate M SD M SD M SD 

Community Culture 2.64 1.28 3.10 0.96 2.77 1.20 

Training & Assistance 2.54 1.26 2.90 1.06 2.61 1.28 

Institutional Support 3.00 0.80 3.08 0.87 3.02 0.91 

Quality of Life Amenities 3.21 1.200 3.21 0.88 3.14 1.16 

Business Services 3.55 0.80 3.53 0.76 3.20 0.95 

ED-Infrastructure Support 3.06 0.61 2.89 0.84 2.94 0.98 

NR-Tourism Business Support 3.76 0.87 3.71 0.93 3.58 1.16 

ED-Infrastructure Support = Economic Development-Infrastructure Support: NR-Tourism Support=  
Natural Resource-Tourism Support 
 

Table 4.46 
 
Test for Differences Between Respondents Groups Starting, Possibly Starting and Not Starting a 

Business on E-Climate Factor Scores 

 

E-climate subscales 

Chi-

Square df Asymp. Sig. 

Community Culture 1.627 2 0.443 

Training & Assistance 1.885 2 0.39 

Institutional Support 0.46 2 0.794 

Quality of Life Amenities 0.104 2 0.949 

Business Services 1.738 2 0.419 

ED-Infrastructure Support 0.413 2 0.813 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support 0.024 2 0.988 

ED-Infrastructure Support = Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 
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Community Involvement  
 
 Respondents were given a list of 17 community organizations and asked to check the ones 

in which they were currently active.  They were also given the option of naming organizations not 

provided on the given list.  Examples of organizations are: local arts organization, Chamber of 

Commerce, political organization, church or faith-based organization, civic group, recreational club, 

etc.  The number of organizations selected by respondents were tallied and respondents were 

subsequently classified as Not Involved (no organizations selected), Moderately Involved (1-2 

organizations selected), Involved (3-4 organizations selected) and Extremely Involved (6 or more 

organizations selected). A summary of each group is provided in the table below.  Over three-

fourths of respondents were involved in the community in some form, with half of respondents 

involved in one or two community organizations. 

 

Table 4.47 

Means and Standard Deviations on E-Climate by Community Involvement Groups 
 
 Community Involvement Groups 

 Not Involved 

(n=21) 

Moderately 

Involved (n=46) 

Involved  

(n=17) 

Extremely 

Involved (n=8) 

E-Climate M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Community Culture 2.74 1.17 2.98 1.10 3.16 0.79 2.69 1.37 

Training & Assistance 2.61 1.20 2.69 1.17 3.06 0.87 3.02 1.36 

Institutional Support 2.82 1.12 3.08 0.73 3.19 0.85 3.15 0.76 

Quality of Life  2.87 1.13 3.21 1.04 3.25 0.86 3.54 0.94 

Business Services 3.24 1.04 3.51 0.74 3.63 0.71 3.50 0.79 

ED-Infrastructure  2.82 1.09 2.90 0.74 3.05 0.80 3.23 0.52 

NR-Tourism Support 3.26 1.18 3.72 0.92 3.88 0.74 4.25 0.53 

Quality of Life = Quality of Life Amenities; ED-Infrastructure = Economic Development-Infrastructure Support; 
NR-Tourism Support=Natural Resource-Tourism Support 
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Results of the Krusakl-Wallis test revealed no statistically significant differences were found at the 

p<.05 level between respondents who are involved in their community at varying levels. 

 

Table 4.48 
 
Test for Group Differences Between Respondents with Varying Community Involvement Levels on 

E-Climate Factor Scores 

 
E-climate Subscale Chi-Square df Asymp. Sig. 

Community Culture 1.613 3 0.656 

Training & Assistance 2.507 3 0.474 

Institutional Support 1.52 3 0.678 

Quality of Life Amenities 2.228 3 0.527 

Business Services 1.269 3 0.736 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 2.524 3 0.471 

Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support 7.063 3 0.07* 

*p<.05 

 
 
 
Entrepreneurial Self-assessment 
 
 And finally, respondents were asked if they consider themselves entrepreneurial either in 

their profession or in how they contribute to their community.   Respondents could respond that 

they considered themselves absolutely entrepreneurial, somewhat entrepreneurial, or not really 

entrepreneurial.  The groups were fairly evenly split as shown in the table below,  therefore ANOVA 

was employed to test differences between group means. 
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Table 4.49 
 
Means and Standard Deviations on E-Climate by Entrepreneurial Self-Assessment Groups 
 
 Entrepreneurial Self-Assessment Groups 

 Absolutely 

(n=23) 

Somewhat 

(n=23) 

Not Really 

(n=28) 

E-Climate M SD M SD M SD 

Community Culture 3.20 0.81 3.29 0.81 3.04 0.79 

Training & Assistance 3.10 0.83 3.25 0.75 3.04 0.79 

Institutional Support 2.97 0.82 3.43 0.67 2.94 0.96 

Quality of Life Amenities 3.10 1.02 3.38 0.88 3.20 0.98 

Business Services 3.67 0.82 3.65 0.77 3.38 0.72 

ED-Infrastructure Support 2.90 0.73 3.10 0.81 3.03 0.80 

NR-Tourism Business Support 3.67 0.95 4.29 0.47 3.54 0.78 

ED-Infrastructure Support = Economic Development-Infrastructure Support; NR-Tourism Support= 
Natural Resource-Tourism Support 
 
 
Levene's test for homogeneity of variance was not significant for any of the e-climate factors, 

indicating enough similarity of variance for ANOVA to be the appropriate test. Results revealed 

significant mean differences on Natural Resources-Tourism Business Support (F=4.95, p<.01).  Eta 

squared was .17, which is classified as a large effect (Pallant, 2005). 

Post-hoc comparisons using the Sheffe test indicated that for Natural Resources-Tourism 

Business, the mean score for Somewhat Entrepreneurial (M=4.28, SD=.47) was significantly 

different from Not Entrepreneurial (M=3.54, SD=.78) at the p<.05 level and Absolutely 

Entrepreneurial (M=3.67, SD=.95) at the p<.10 level.  The analyses indicate a more positive 

perception of Natural Resources-Tourism Business by respondents who consider themselves 

somewhat entrepreneurial than those who do not consider themselves entrepreneurial as well as 

those who absolutely assess themselves as entrepreneurial. 

 On factors Community Culture, Training & Assistance, Institutional Support, Quality of Life 

Amenities, Business Services and Economic Development-Infrastructure Support, the means of  
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respondents of all levels of community involvement were similar (no statistically significant 

differences were found). 

 
Table 4.50 
 
ANOVA of E-climate Factors by Entrepreneurial Self-assessment 
 

E-Climate Subscale   

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Community Culture Between Groups 2.099 3 .700 1.046 .378 

  Within Groups 48.194 72 .669   

  Total 50.293 75    

Training & Assistance Between Groups 2.177 3 .726 1.094 .357 

  Within Groups 47.746 72 .663   

  Total 49.923 75    

Institutional Support Between Groups 3.911 3 1.304 1.894 .138 

  Within Groups 49.557 72 .688   

  Total 53.469 75    

Quality of Life  Between Groups 3.287 3 1.096 1.179 .324 

  Within Groups 66.906 72 .929   

  Total 70.193 75    

Business Services Between Groups 2.047 3 .682 1.164 .329 

  Within Groups 42.209 72 .586   

  Total 44.257 75    

ED-Infrastructure  Between Groups .730 3 .243 .404 .750 

  Within Groups 43.316 72 .602   

  Total 44.046 75    

NR-Tourism Business  Between Groups 8.595 3 2.865 4.949 .004 

  Within Groups 41.682 72 .579   

  Total 50.276 75    
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Summary of Group Differences 
 
 Variables included in Research Question Two were county-based data and variables 

included in Research Question Three were respondent-based data.  The tables below classifies 

each of the variables tests and denotes the number of e-climate variables with a statistically 

significant difference in group means at both the p<.05 and p<.10 levels. Statistically significant 

differences (p<.05) were detected in groups representing both county-based and respondent-

based data.   Out of 28 analyses on county-based variables, nine statistically significant differences 

were found at the p<.05 level and ten at the p<.10 level. 

 
Table 4.51 
 
Incidents of Statistically Significant Differences Found Between Groups in County-based Variables 

 
County-based Data Variable SSD found p<.05 SSD found p<.10 

County 2 3 

Economic Region 3 3 

Economic Tier 1 1 

Rural-Urban Code 3 3 

 
 
 
Out of 84 analyses on respondent-based variables, only eight statistically significant differences 

were found at the p<.05 level and eleven at the p<.10 level.  
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Table 4.52 
 
Incidents of Statistically Significant Differences Found Between Groups in Respondent-based 

Variables 

 
Respondent-based Data Variable SSD found p<.05 SSD found p<.10 

Work in County  0 0 

Lived in County  0 0 

County Native  0 1 

Gender  1 1 

Education  1 1 

Age  2 3 

Employment Status  0 0 

Employment Sector  3 4 

Tourism Relationship  0 0 

Starting Business   0 0 

Community Involvement  1 1 

Entrepreneurial Self-assessment 0 0 

 
 
 
4.6 Summary of Analysis Results 
 
 The purpose of this study was to add knowledge regarding the dynamics of tourism 

development by looking at the aspects of a community that support or discourage tourism 

development through entrepreneurial activity.  

 First a scale was developed, derived from two instruments previously used in 

entrepreneurial research.  The 36-item entrepreneurial climate scale was tested on three groups 

yielding 46 completed surveys.  Revisions to the scale were made based on comments from these 

respondents as well as nine researchers/ experts who reviewed the instrument.  

 The survey was sent to a sample of 3,290 and 157 usable questionnaires were completed.  

However, to meet a minimum of 5 responses per county, 65 were dropped, leaving a response rate  
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of 0.03%.  The key element of the instrument was a 36-item scale used by respondents to rate a 

community's entrepreneurial climate.  

 From data provided in the principle components analysis and from an analysis of 

operational fit, a seven-factor solution (1: Community Culture, 2: Training and Assistance, 3: 

Institutional Support, 4: Quality of Life Amenities, 5: Business Services, 6: Economic Development 

Support, and 7: Natural Resource-Tourism Business) was adopted.  Three items (E16, E24 and E 

26) were dropped from the scale.  The alphas for each factor range from .645 to .90 and the seven 

factors account for 67.5% of the variance in the data. 

 The seven factors were then included in a regression analysis as independent variables, 

along with Tourism Support, Tourism Opportunity, Rural-Urban Code and Economic Tier to 

determine a relationship with the dependent variable Tourism Expenditures.  Results of the 

regression were significant, F (15, 86) = 9.888, p<.000 and the predictor variables accounted for 

36.5% of the variance in Tourism Expenditures.  However, because of the small sample size, the 

more conservative Adjusted R2 value of .328 was chosen.  It can be interpreted that 32.8% of 

variance in Tourism Expenditures is explained by this model.  Only one of the e-climate factors, 

Business Services contributed at a statistically significant level to the model.  Rural-urban code had 

the largest unique contribution to the model, followed by Tourism Opportunity, Business Services, 

Economic Tier and Economic Development-Infrastructure Support.  Each of these variables is 

significant at the p<.05 level, with the exception of Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 

which was significant at the p<.10 level.  

 Additionally, differences of group means were explored among the seven e-climate 

subscales for county-based and respondent-based variables.   A total of nine statistically significant 

differences (p< .05) out of a possible 28 were found among the four county variables tested, Rural-

Urban Continuum Code and Economic Development Region having three each.   Among 

respondent-based variables, employment sectors revealed the most statistically significant 

differences (p< .05) among the e-climate factors with three; Gender, Education and Community 

Involvement revealed one statistically significant difference.  In the final chapter, conclusions will be  
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drawn from these results and theoretical and practical application of the research will be addressed 

and recommendations for future research will be offered. 

 

 140



 
5.0 Conclusions  
 
 

This we see as the distinguishing mark of Silicon Valley and it is the part that is so 
often missed by those who try to replicate what happened.  It was in these places, 
the bars and the restaurants, that the entrepreneurs met - those who were already 
in business and those who were thinking about it.  There was a cross-fertilisation 
of idea and opportunity as entrepreneurs and engineers talked together.  These 
meeting places were essential to the development of networks and the building of 
an entrepreneurial community and formed an important part of the infrastructure.  
(Bolton and Thompson, 2004, p. 363). 

 
 
 This chapter will revisit the purpose of the study, discuss research findings, discuss the 

significance of the research, note research limitations, and offer recommendations for future 

investigation.  

 
 
5.1 Study Purpose 
 
 The purpose of this study was to broaden current knowledge regarding the dynamics of 

tourism development.  In particular, the entrepreneurial climate of a community is examined to 

determine a correlation between the environment of a community and the success of the tourism 

industry.  Other elements, namely Tourism Support, Tourism Opportunity, Rural-Urban Continuum 

Code and Economic Tier, thought to contribute to tourism development were also included in the 

analysis to determine their relative involvement in the phenomenon.   

 Tourism Success was defined economically, by annual visitor expenditures, as this is a 

calculable and ready value to use to compare communities.  Indicators of entrepreneurial climate 

were measured by 33 variables, later collapsed using principle components analysis into seven 

subscales or factors.  The study then explored the factors deeper, to determine if there were 

differences in ratings as perceived by various groups of respondents or based on various county 

characteristics.  

  
Operational questions driving this research include: 
 

 Is there a relationship between the entrepreneurial climate (e-climate) of a community and 

the community's tourism success? 
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 If e-climate is a factor in tourism development, how important is it relative to other 

community characteristics, such as size, remoteness, location, economic situation, asset 

mix and product maturity? 

 Which North Carolina communities have a supportive e-climate? 

 Which communities are doing a good job promoting aspects of the e-climate to their 

residents? 

 Is the awareness level of entrepreneurial support the same for all members of the 

community? 

 Is there a tool that might be developed to measure e-climate so that community leaders 

can periodically evaluate their community and facilitate appropriate programs based on the 

results? 

 
Theoretical questions driving this research include: 
 

 Is it possible to measure e-climate?   

 If so, what is the most parsimonious way to do so? 

 If e-climate is a factor which influences tourism development, how important is it relative to 

other community characteristics and other external forces? 

 Chaos Theory proposes the interplay of complex systems, which theoretically is applicable 

to the study of communities and community development.  How can research isolate 

pieces of this complexity to aid in our understanding of the nature of rural community 

systems? 

 Is Chaos Theory an appropriate framework in which to study rural tourism development? 

 
 The discussion of findings is organized by research question.  First, a discussion of the 

regression analysis (research question one) is presented.  Next, findings based on the e-climate 

subscales are discussed. Third, results of group differences based on the county-based variables  

(research question two) are presented followed by group differences based on the respondent-

based variables (research question three). 
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5.2 Discussion of Research Findings 

 
Research Question One 
 
 Research question one inquired to what extent entrepreneurial climate, Tourism 

Opportunity, Rural-Urban Continuum Code, Economic Tier, and Tourism Support contributed to 

Tourism Expenditures.   Conclusions are drawn below relative to each independent variable.  

 
Rural-Urban Code 
 
 The Rural-Urban Continuum Code had the strongest unique contribution to the regression 

model, explaining 18% of the variance in tourism expenditures. (see Table 4.18).  The smaller in 

population and more remote the county, the fewer expenditures the county captured from tourists.  

This may be from the lack of infrastructure to attract and accommodate visitors, the lack of 

spending opportunities, and the increased travel cost in distance and difficulty to visit when closer 

alternatives exist.  This supports the research finding of He and Li (2003) who noted that an 

increase in rural tourism development was affected by the proximity and available transportation for 

visitors to outlying areas.  The importance of Rural-Urban Code in this study also supports the work 

of Low, Henderson and Weiler (2005), when they tested the effect of county size and remoteness 

on entrepreneurial breadth and depth.  They found that while the very rural counties showed a 

higher entrepreneurial breadth, presumably out of necessity, both measures of entrepreneurial 

depth, income and revenue capture (Table 2.3), were higher in metropolitan counties. 

Entrepreneurs who were close to suppliers, partners and customers had higher incomes and 

revenue than their rural counterparts.   

 However, in a study done with over 90 small business owners in 12 rural Missouri 

communities, Chatman and Johnson found "community population size and proximity to a metro 

area had no significant effects on small business owners’ perceptions of their community’s 

entrepreneurial climate" (2005).  These findings disagree with the current study.  While both 

studies were conducted with a modest sample, future investigation encompassing a larger number 

of counties would be a logical next step.   
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Tourism Opportunity 
 
 The concept of Tourism Opportunity gets at the heart of tourism development success.  

Not all counties or regions are equal in what they have to offer and what they can become.  Even 

with the best e-climate or the advantages of large population and market proximity, some areas do 

not have the cultural, natural or infrastructure amenities to sustain travelers. While change in 

Tourism Opportunity did not influence a large unit change in Tourism Expenditures 

(Unstandardized Beta = .874), it had the second largest unique contribution to variance, explaining 

10% of the variance in expenditures.  This is not surprising because this variable is a measure of 

the raw assets of a community.  Twenty-two of the 39 items on this scale directly comprise the 

tourism product mix such as climate, cuisine, history, and opportunities for recreation.  A quality 

product mix is a key element that affects the level of visitation by tourists (He and Li, 2003; Wilson, 

et al., 2001).  

 
Economic Tier 
 
 Economic Tier explains almost 5% (4.7%) of the variance in Tourism Expenditures.   This 

follows reason that the more economically-solvent a county is, the more resources that county 

would have to invest in further growth and the more its residents would have spending power to 

help keep the local economy afloat.  This also supports the philosophy of grant programs that offer 

a higher priority status to counties or organizations from counties who are economically 

disadvantaged.   

 The regression analysis revealed that as Economic Tier value increases, so do Tourism 

Expenditures.  It would seem that an economically-solvent county is more likely to attract visitors.  

Despite the natural appeal of extremely rural counties, the comforts and amenities of infrastructure 

draw visitor markets and discretionary dollars.  This is partially due to market preference for 

comforts, but also because the extremely rural areas lack the opportunities for visitors to spend 

their money, and therefore to show up in a measure such as Tourism Expenditures.   
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Business Services 
 
 Of the seven e-climate subscales, Business Services made the largest contribution to 

Tourism Expenditures (7.7% of variance).  While entrepreneurship literature specifically cites the 

importance of printing, marketing, legal and tax services for entrepreneurial activity, the tourism 

literature does not.  Perhaps with better business services, rural tourism entrepreneurs would have 

a better chance of even short-term business success.  

 
Economic Development-Infrastructure Support 
  
 Support from the economic development office, in addition to available land and good 

roads are also elements contributing to tourism success, according to the findings of this study.  

The Economic Development-Infrastructure Support subscale garners 2.8% of the variance in 

tourism expenditures.  While a 3% explanation isn't momentous, this subscale as well as the others 

might contribute indirectly to Tourism Expenditures through another independent variable.   The 

use of Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) in future studies would isolate and reveal relationships 

between the e-climate subscales, other independent variable constructs and dependent variables.  

 
Other E-climate Subscales 

 After Business Services and Economic Development -Infrastructure Support, the three 

subscales of Natural-Resource-Tourism Business Support, Community Culture, and Quality of Life 

Amenities had the largest unique contributions to the model.  These three in particular comprise the 

elements of the community that are commonly associated with quality of life or community identity.  

The natural beauty of a place, the presence of public arts programs, the "quirky appeal" of a 

community and even liveliness of the coffee shop scene influence how visitors directly perceive a 

town.  But more importantly, these community qualities profoundly effect how the residents 

perceive themselves as a town, their community self-esteem, self-image, outlook for the future, and 

hospitality.  While this regression analysis examines the contribution of independent variables to 

the overall model, future analyses should incorporate the use of SEM to explore relationships of e-

climate subscales to each other as well as other constructs supporting tourism development.  
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Factor Analysis 
 
 A discussion of the e-climate subscales themselves is warranted, as all of the research 

questions include or are based around these seven factors.   

 
Community Culture 
 
 Community Culture is an important element of rural business success, particularly for small 

businesses and start-ups. It is part of the intangible infrastructure examined by Elfving, Brännback 

and Casrud, who assert that if community culture is weak, it will hamper the entrepreneurial energy 

of the community (2004). Community Culture is probably the subscale with the most intangible 

qualities because much of a community's culture is comprised of collective attitudes.  While 

economic development support might be quantified with number of programs aimed at small/local 

businesses and quality of life amenities might be measured by the number of active arts and 

cultural organizations, an atmosphere of understanding and emotional/ spiritual support is more 

difficult to measure.  

 Twelve components of community culture are often cited in literature (see Appendix B for 

Summary of e-climate Factors), but particularly a general supportive attitude toward innovation, 

change and new business is noted by many authors (Bolton & Thompson, 2004; CPAC REI, 2003; 

Flora and Flora, 1993; Koh, 2002; Lerner and Haber, 2003; Pages & Markley, 2004; Rural Policy 

Research Initiative (RUPRI) Center for Rural Entrepreneurship, 2003). The e-climate evaluation 

instrument in this study did not employ this specific verbiage or query respondents on their 

community's general response to change because ithe survey tool was largely adapted from two 

existing instruments.  However, the following items were included in the scale and come the closest 

at capturing this important element of community culture: 

 My county recognizes and celebrates people who create and grow local businesses. 

(Community Culture subscale) 

 Most people in the county support entrepreneurs when they fail and are trying again with a 

new business. (Community Culture subscale) 

 Within my county, there are programs to encourage and support entrepreneurs to develop 

and grow. (Training and Assistance subscale)
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Future studies should include this important aspect of Community Culture. 

 Within the subscale Community Culture, the item with the highest level of agreement was 

People in this community support locally owned businesses by choosing to spend money with them 

whenever possible.   This is encouraging news for small rural entrepreneurs.  The item with the 

lowest level of agreement was The poorer residents of the county can easily integrate into the 

county's business community if they have good ideas and work ethic.  Additional efforts will need to 

be focused on reaching poorer residents of all communities to determine entrepreneurial capacity 

within this population and provide entrepreneurial support where needed.  

 Community Culture did not differ among any of the variable groups at the p<.05 level with 

the exception of the Age Variable (Table 4.37).  This may indicate that community culture is an 

element of the environment similarly perceived by all members of a community.  Overall, 

respondents in the oldest age brackets had the most favorable impression of their community's 

entrepreneurial climate. 

 The Community Culture factor as a whole did not play a significant role in analyses. The 

direction of influence in the initial regression model indicated that as Community Culture scores 

increase, Tourism Expenditures decrease, an unexpected result based on entrepreneurship 

literature and the assumptions of general dynamics of rural life.  The concept of Community Culture 

should be further explored in this scale and by using other metrics.  In addition, the high correlation 

and potential multicollinearity between Community Culture and Training & Assistance would be an 

important topic for future exploration.  

 
Training & Assistance 
 
 Training & Assistance may well be another under-achiever.  It is cited repeatedly in 

entrepreneurial literature as a critical component to entrepreneur success, however it did not have 

any apparent impact in the regression models.   Many respondents (33%-50%) were simply unsure 

of how to rate their agreement with training and assistance items. The item gaining the most 

agreement at 53% was Higher education institutions in the region have programs or personnel 

committed to supporting business creation and to the needs of small businesses. The item with the 

lowest agreement was Youth are provided opportunities to learn about starting a business.
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 Within the Employment Sector variable, a statistically significant difference occurred in how 

the respondents perceive Training & Assistance in their county.  Respondents working in the non-

profit sectors held a more positive perception of training and assistance support than their public or 

private sector counterparts.  Often, training and assistance comes from the non-profit and public 

sectors of a community. Perhaps the results are a reflection of high esteem that non-profits hold of 

their own collective efforts. 

 
 
Institutional Support 
 
 The Institutional Support factor captures residents' attitudes toward the government and 

non-profit sectors of the community, with the exclusion of the economic development office.  The 

items in this subscale prompt respondents to qualify their county government's level of 

responsiveness, regionalism and community-investment, an overall tone of proactive thinking and 

progressiveness.  Overall ratings on the government items were lower than the non-profit items.  

The item with the most agreement was The non-profit organizations that serve our county are 

effective in enhancing quality of life.  This result is consistent with the researcher's experience with 

the non-profit organizations in North Carolina.  The item with the least agreement was County 

government is responsive to the needs of those starting a new business.  This might be entirely 

true in the counties with more traditionally-minded leadership, or it could merely be an issue of 

uninformed citizens.  A next step would be to subjectively evaluate the validity of this rating. Steps 

could then be taken to improve the county's responsiveness or the communication to its populous.   

 With the exception of variations between sector attitudes, the Institutional Support subscale 

is virtually invisible in all of the statistical analyses. Respondents working in the non-profit sectors 

hold a more positive perception of Institutional Support than their public or private sector 

counterparts. This might be explained by the fact that the variables that loaded on the Institutional 

Support factor were items about government and non-profit institutions.  Again, similar to Training 

& Assistance, this may also reflect a high esteem that non-profits hold of their own efforts as well 

as those from the public sector. 
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Quality of Life Amenities 
 
 Quality of Life Amenities (cultural and built resources and downtown activity) rated fairly 

high overall for the sample.  Over half of respondents showed agreement that their county had built 

(52.2%) and cultural resources (58.9%) that make it an enjoyable place to live or visit.  Almost half 

(47.8%) felt that their downtown supported lively activity during the day. 

 Public sector employees had the least favorable opinion on all e-climate factors with the 

exception of Quality of Life Amenities. In this case, public sector held the highest opinion, followed 

by non-profit and private sector employees.  Perhaps some of the public sector positions held by 

respondents directly relate to built or cultural resources or downtown activity and therefore these 

items are appreciated more. 

 Additionally, a statistically significant difference was noted between economic development 

regions on the Quality of Life subscale (Table 4.23).  The Economic Development Region variable 

was split into Tourism-focused and Traditional economic development efforts.  Not surprisingly, the 

economic development region that includes tourism as part of their organizational focus scored 

higher on Quality of Life Amenities.  It would follow reason that regions that have high Quality of 

Life Amenities would be attractive to visitors, therefore tourism would be an opportune market for 

economic development efforts.  

 
Business Services 
 
 Business Services rated high overall, possibly because many of the counties include cities 

and/or are located near large metropolitan centers.  Interestingly, the lowest rated item in this group 

was The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes new business attraction.  

Often, economic development offices are charged with neglect of existing businesses for the sake 

of new businesses.  

 Business Services was the only e-climate factor in the regression analysis that had a 

statistically significant effect on the dependent variable Tourism Expenditures.  For every unit 

increase in Business Services, Tourism Expenditures is predicted to increase nearly 22 units.  

Referencing an excerpt from Chapter One, the Community Policy Action Center notes: 
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Not much is known yet on which variables are most important in communities with less 
than 50,000 in populations to support entrepreneurial activity.  More needs to be learned 
about which factors are most influential and what communities need to focus on to 
stimulate entrepreneurial activity. (CPAC, 2003, Conclusions, second paragraph). 

 
While all e-climate factors are constructive, this study has shown that Business Services seems to 

have more weight than the others.  As communities prioritize their e-climate renewal, they would 

lay a strong foundation for small business to emerge by focusing on services such as marketing, 

legal, printing, financial and tax assistance, along with basic programs from the economic 

development office and broadband Internet access. 

 
Economic Development-Infrastructure Support  

 
 Economic Development-Infrastructure Support is a measure of underlying elements for 

general economic development.  For a county to thrive economically, a certain amount of real 

estate and road access must be evident.  At the same time, the organization charged with 

economic development must also be helpful to existing businesses whether they are located in the 

county seat or rural environs.  This factor represents residents' opinions on this aspect of their e-

climate, however an average of 40% of respondents were unsure of the items regarding their 

economic development organization.  The item getting the highest level of agreement was The 

focus of my community's economic development efforts includes working equally with both town 

and county businesses.  The item with the lowest level of agreement was Real estate is available 

and affordable for small businesses to rent or purchase in my county.   

 The Economic Development-Infrastructure Support factor showed statistically significant 

differences of groups on all four of the county-level variables and two of the respondent-level 

variables, employment sector and gender. The traditional economic development regions had a 

higher score on Economic Development-Infrastructure Support than the tourism-focused regions.  

The solvent counties had a more favorable opinion of Economic Development-Infrastructure 

Support than the distressed counties. And Ashe as the most rural county in the sample, with rural-

urban code of 9, had the most negative perception of economic development support, followed by 

counties with the code of 6 (Granville, Transylvania), 2 (Chatham), 1 (Gaston, Union) and 4 

(Carteret, Davidson, Stokes).  
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 As for respondent-based variables, only Gender and Employment Sector displayed 

statistically significant differences between groups.  Males had a more favorable perception of 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support than females. Non-profit sector employees had the 

most favorable opinion on Economic Development-Infrastructure Support, followed by private 

sector and public sector employees in that order. 

 
 
Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support 
 
 Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support is a measure of how conducive the 

community is to natural resource and tourism-related businesses.  Only two items loaded on this 

factor, which is both interesting and perplexing. While the first item, The focus of my community's 

economic development efforts includes considering tourism as part of the business community, 

was meant to measure institutional capacity, and specifically the "inclusiveness" of the local 

economic development office, the second, The county has natural resources that make this an 

enjoyable place to live or visit, was meant to be a measure of a key quality of life amenity, namely 

scenic appeal.  These two items consistently "hung together" when various factor analyses were 

performed. While this may prove to be a useful factor in measuring the conduciveness of an area to 

natural-resource based tourism businesses, it does not generalize well as an overall  

entrepreneurial climate factor.  The Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support factor showed 

statistically significant differences between groups on three of the county-level variables and three 

of the respondent-level variables (education, community involvement and entrepreneur self-

assessment). 

 Transylvania had a higher mean than Union County reflecting an overall better perceived 

climate for natural resource-tourism based business.  This is no surprise considering 

Transylvania's scenic nature and Union's reputation as a bedroom community for metro Charlotte.  

The economic development regions that include tourism as part of their organizational focus scored 

higher on Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support. This is also not surprising.  The most rural 

county in the sample, Ashe with rural-urban code of 9, had the most positive perception of natural  

 151



resource-tourism business support, followed by counties with the code of 4 (Carteret, Davidson, 

Stokes), 6 (Granville, Transylvania), 2 (Chatham) and 1 (Gaston, Union).   

 As for respondent-based variables, respondents who do not have a college education had 

a more favorable impression of Natural Resources-Tourism Business Support than their college-

educated counterparts.  Also, the analyses indicate a more positive perception of Natural 

Resources-Tourism Business by respondents who are highly active in community organizations 

than those who are not active at all.  The result most difficult to interpret is that respondents who 

consider themselves somewhat entrepreneurial scored this aspect of e-climate higher than 

absolutely entrepreneurial and not at all entrepreneurial respondents.  The conclusion and practical 

application from this result is not clear.  

 
E-Climate Items 
 
 Before continuing the discussion of research findings, it should be noted that the e-climate 

items scores are useful in determining programming needs both on a statewide and county-by-

county basis.  Appendix H displays all of the e-climate items and the overall mean from the 92 

respondents.  This reveals patterns in programming needs particularly in the inclusion of youth and 

poorer residents in entrepreneurship assistance, the need for different kinds of networking 

opportunities, and perhaps a general awareness of entrepreneurship cycles and needs by the 

community at large and by local government. 

 Tables 4.6 and 4.7 are examples of the items with the highest and lowest means for two 

particular counties in the study, Ashe and Transylvania.  Again, the low scores might be considered 

in designing educational or assistance programs at the local level, but also counties with strengths 

might be consulted to see what is contributing to this positive element. 

 
 
Research Question Two 
 

The original purpose of the research was to determine if the e-climate of a community 

impacted its tourism development.  In other words, is the reason for some counties' success in 

tourism based in part by its level of e-climate?  Once a measure of e-climate was established 

through factor analysis, the premise was meant to undertake comparisons between counties and 
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counties with similar characteristics, namely economic development region, economic tier and 

rural-urban continuum code.  

 

Counties 

 Because group sizes were unequal, the non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test was used to 

compare mean ranks between groups.  Counties showed a statistically significant difference on 

only two e-climate subscales, Economic Development-Infrastructure Support and Natural 

Resource-Tourism Business Support (see Table 4.21).  The lists of counties below provide the 

order of mean ranks for the two factors and indicate some intuitive patterns.  The more developed 

counties (with a Rural-Urban Code of 1, 2 and 4) ranked higher on Economic Development-

Infrastructure Support, while the less developed counties (with a Rural-Urban Code of 6 and 9) 

and/ or those known as a destination already (Carteret, Transylvania, and Ashe) scored well on an 

environment conducive to natural resource-tourism business support.  While Granville, Chatham 

and Stokes Counties might be considered "rural" by population and land use, their proximity to 

cities prime them to be bedroom communities.  Therefore, a majority of the population would opt to 

commute to larger cities for employment, foregoing the opportunity to create an entrepreneurial 

endeavor in their home county.  

 On the subscales Community Culture, Training & Assistance, Institutional Support, Quality 

of Life Amenities and Business Services, no statistically significant differences were found among 

the county mean values.   This would imply that residents from the study counties regard these 

community elements relatively similarly. 
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Table 5.1 
 
County rankings on E-climate Factors Economic Development-Infrastructure Support and Natural 

Resource-Tourism Business Support 

 

Economic Development- 

Infrastructure Support 

Natural Resource-Tourism  

Business Support 

Davidson Carteret 

Union Transylvania 

Stokes Ashe 

Chatham Davidson 

Gaston Stokes 

Granville Chatham 

Transylvania Gaston 

Carteret Union 

Ashe Granville 

 
 
Economic Development Region 
 
 The economic development regions that include tourism as part of their organizational 

focus scored higher on Quality of Life Amenities and Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support.  

However, only one of the two tourism-focused regions was represented in the sample.  Further 

research should be conducted to confirm or refute the findings from this study.  However, these 

findings seem to be consistent with general supposition.  It seems reasonable that regions that 

have high Quality of Life Amenities and Natural Resources would be attractive to visitors and 

therefore tourism business development would be an opportune sector for economic development 

efforts.  

 
Economic Tier  
 
 The economically-solvent counties had a more favorable opinion of Economic 

Development-Infrastructure Support than the distressed counties.  Again, this finding would 
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correspond with a common assumption that the more affluent counties are able to pay attention to 

the infrastructure needed for economic development.  

 
Rural-Urban Code 
 
 Statistically significant differences between rural-urban groups were evident in the 

Business Services, Economic Development-Infrastructure Support, and Natural Resource-Tourism 

Business Support subscales meaning there was a considerable range in the mean ranks.  The 

results are fairly logical with the exception that Rural-Urban Code 2 counties would score low on 

Business Services.  Because these counties have proximity to urban areas and the services within, 

the lowest mean rank on this aspect of e-climate would not be expected.   However, because the 

instrument focused on the services within their own county, respondents more than likely were not 

considering the services available "next door." 

Comparing counties' economic success, as well as the contributing factors, is both a 

muddled process and one of interest among community leaders.   Examining additional counties 

beyond the nine in this study and repeating the measurement process over time could provide 

valuable insight into why some counties prosper while others decline.   

 
Research Question Three 
 
 While research question two explored the differences between county characteristics, 

research question three asked if there were differences in perception of entrepreneurial climate by 

respondent characteristics.  The following respondent-based variables were examined to find 

differences between group ratings among the seven e-climate subscales: 

 Work in county  

 Lived in county  

 County native  

 Gender  

 Education  

 Age  

 Employment status  
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 Employment sector  

 Tourism relationship  

 Starting business  

 Community involvement  

 Self-Perception of entrepreneurial ability  

 
 Respondent characteristics typically are broken into three basic groups.  The first, personal 

characteristics (gender, age, years in county, native status) cannot be changed at the will of the 

respondent.  The second set of characteristics are attitudinal or behavioral (education, community 

involvement, and entrepreneurial self-assessment).  While these can be altered by an individual, it 

takes considerable time and emotional investment to do so.  The third set of characteristics is work-

related (work in county, employment status, employment sector, relationship to tourism, and 

whether the respondent is considering starting a business).   

 However, the respondent-based variables might alternatively be categorized in a more 

meaningful way in regard to the study's purpose.  These classifications are not mutually exclusive. 

The category Relationship to County would be made of variables Work in County, Years in County, 

County Native and Community Involvement.   Residents' placement in each of these variables 

might determine their cognitive and emotional relationship with "the County."  

 A second would be considered Relationship to Work Community and would comprise of 

Employment Status, Employment Sector, Starting Business and again, Work in County.  

Community Involvement might also be included in this category in that volunteer efforts might 

shape one's knowledge and perception of the public, non-profit and private sectors operating within 

the boundary lines.  Tourism Relationship could be included in this construct, albeit having this 

information about a respondent might not provide additional understanding of how the respondent 

views the Work Community, except in a narrow sense as it relates to his or her individual 

experience and the experience of others in the tourism industry.   Because the topic of this study is 

tourism, the variable Tourism Relationship will be discussed separately. 
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 A third category of Relationship to Entrepreneurship would contain Starting Business and 

Entrepreneurial Self-assessment. The final category of Labor Pool would be comprised of Age and 

Education since these factors are often used as a gauge for the human capacity of an area.  

Entrepreneurs looking to relocate consider these characteristics.  Gender and Native Status might 

also be considered a part of this construct.  It could be argued that Labor Pool characteristics 

influence Community Culture.  

 For the brief discussion below, unless otherwise stated, the differences noted below are 

not statistically significantly different. 

 
Relationship to County 
 
 There were no interpretable patterns in the Work in County or Years in County data.  

Evidently, when considering the e-climate of their residential county, a respondent who worked in 

the county was equally aware of or felt similarly to as the respondent who worked outside the 

county.  The number of years that a respondent lived in the county did not bear any influence on 

how they perceived the e-climate.  Native Status groups were equally uneventful.  In this variable, 

respondents could assign themselves to four possible Native Status groups: respondent as native, 

respondent's spouse as native, both as native and neither as native.  Respondent natives and non-

natives alternated on all e-climate subscales for having the highest mean rank.  No other notable 

difference resulted.  

 However, respondents who are involved or highly involved in the community had a more 

positive outlook on their county's e-climate than respondents who are moderately involved or not 

involved. Presumably, these residents would in turn influence Community Culture by contributing 

their energy with community actions and attitudes.  Flora and Flora (1993), Morse (2004) and 

Pages and Markley (2004) note that communities with residents who posses a generally positive, 

can-do, problem-solving attitude typically weather economic downturns brought on by external 

forces.  Subsequent studies including items that assess the positive, can-do attitude of a 

community, as well as the level of residents' community involvement would be valuable toward 

many community-based and tourism development initiatives.  
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Relationship to Work Community 

 
 Respondents who work in the non-profit sector hold a more positive perception of their 

community's e-climate than their public or private sector counterparts; several e-climate factors 

indicated a statistically significant difference.  The elements of Training & Assistance, Institutional 

Support and Economic Development-Infrastructure Support were more favorably perceived by non-

profit workers, followed by private sector employees, with public sector employees having the least 

positive impression.  Within the realm of Quality of Life Amenities, non-profit employees held the 

most positive opinion, followed by public, with private having the least favorable impression.  

Interestingly, groups in four of the five Relationship to Work characteristics showed no statistically 

significant differences.  Respondents who work in the county had slightly higher opinions of the 

entrepreneurial climate than those who don't, but not by much.  However, respondents who have 

their own business (either on a full or part time basis) had higher ratings than their employed and 

not employed counterparts.  There was one exception - the group who is employed rated Quality of 

Life Amenities higher than the self-employed and not employed groups.   

 
Relationship to Entrepreneurship 
 
 Those respondents who are considering starting a business rated all of the entrepreneurial 

climate factors higher than respondents who are not thinking of starting a business, with the 

exception of Quality of Life Amenities.  Respondents who consider themselves somewhat 

entrepreneurial rated all of the e-climate factors higher than the self-professed absolutely 

entrepreneurial or not at all entrepreneurial groups.  Perhaps respondents inclined to 

entrepreneurship would overall be more optimistic and positive about their environment. 

 
Labor Pool 
 
 Respondents without college education had a more optimistic outlook on their county's 

climate.  Men generally rated the county's e-climate higher than women, although women's scores 

were higher on Quality of Life Amenities.  Older respondents rated their county's e-climate more 

positively than their younger counterparts. 
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Tourism Relationship  

 
 The item Tourism Relationship was included in the study for several reasons.  First, 

because the purpose of the study was to examine community factors as they influence tourism, a 

general interest in the relationship of the sample to the topic was desired.  Second, it is generally 

accepted that the stakeholders in rural tourism are small organizations, park and attractions owned 

by public interests, and the self-employed.  Therefore, it was important to know how many of this 

population was captured in the sample. 

 The third reason was to determine if there were differences in the way tourism-related 

respondents and non-related respondents viewed the e-climate of their community.  Results 

revealed that there were no statistically significant differences.  In a general sense, however, 

respondents whose work or volunteerism relates to tourism rated Quality of Life Amenities, 

Business Services and Natural Resource-Tourism Business Support higher than their equivalent.  

 Further analysis of the data in this study and in future studies (with larger sample sizes) 

would yield insight into the specific attitudes about the county by residents who are self-employed 

in tourism (only eight respondents in this sample were self-employed in a job that related to the 

tourism industry).  One goal would be to identify those communities who are tourism-friendly, 

entrepreneur-friendly and the cross-section of both. Once these areas are known, future qualitative 

and quantitative research would provide deeper understanding of the community systems and 

attributes that make them so.  A second goal would be to examine if there are needs that tourism 

entrepreneurs have that differ from general entrepreneurs.  Koh (2002) noted several differences 

between tourism entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship in other industries: 

 The tourism product is harder to test before launch because it is intangible. 

 Service-management skills are needed in tourism vs. tangible goods management skills. 

 The buyer comes to get the product, so a tourism entrepreneur is subject to less control over 

operating and distribution environments. 

 Because some tourist attractions are government operated (e.g. parks and museums), the free 

market system isn’t completely at play in tourism, as it is in other goods industries. 
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 Outside of agriculture, tourism entrepreneurs are possibly affected by seasonality more than 

any other industry. 

Of particular interest is the fact that visitors come to the product source to purchase their tourism 

wares, thus entering into the e-climate where the entrepreneur operates.  The fact that visitors 

enter into and experience the same environment that supports the entrepreneur is part of 

HandMade in America's success in drawing visitors to the studios and galleries in rural western 

North Carolina.  This truly sets tourism apart in its dependency on the e-climate, not only as a 

supporting mechanism for the business operations of the tourism entrepreneur, but as part of the 

"storefront" of the operation. Perhaps for this reason, the tourism industry is even more vulnerable 

to entrepreneurial climate.   

 Also particular to the tourism industry is the aspect of seasonality.  Are seasonal 

destinations more or less entrepreneurship-friendly than their four-season cousins?  While this 

study does not address this particular research question, North Carolina's tourism industry would 

benefit from further analysis along these lines. 

 
Similarities 
 
 The differences between groups are valuable to examine but the similarities are also 

important.  The two gender groups and the two education groups only differed on one of the seven 

e-climate factors.  Native status, age, and years lived in county were factors that did not seem to 

affect respondents' perception of the entrepreneurial climate of their community. One might 

presume that community climate elements are so apparent, everyone would rate them similarly.  Or 

that non-natives assimilate into the community easily after some amount of time or that those who 

dislike the county intensely eventually move away.  Another explanation perhaps is there is no 

noticeable difference in treatment of men and women or of differently-aged people.  While the mid-

point on the Likert scale may likely have dulled distinct differences, perhaps using a scale with a 

greater range of options would yield statistical results and reveal any group differences that  truly 

exist. 
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Summary of Limitations 
 
 The following section will discuss the limitations of the survey instrument, research design 

and analysis. 

 
Sampling Design 
 
The largest limitations to the study are the sampling design and data collection method. Dillman 

cites this limitation of sampling from general populations: 

There is no possibility for listing general populations and drawing a sample in 
which nearly every adult in the U.S. population has a known non-zero chance of 
being selected for participation in a survey.  (2000, p. 355). 

 
Additionally, issuing the survey online leaves out portions of the population who do not have 

regular access to the Internet.  Therefore the study has high coverage error because the sampling 

frame is the general public, because it is Internet-based, and the sampling frame was obtained 

from a mailing list company who have limited lists of county residents. Non-response bias was not 

investigated.  Because respondents received three prompts to participate in the study, early 

respondent bias was a concern, however, examination of responses did not indicate early 

respondent bias. 

 
 
Use of Secondary Data 
 
 Six variables in the study are based on county data, besides the county variable itself: 

Economic Development Region, Economic Tier, Rural-Urban Continuum Code, Tourism Support, 

Tourism Opportunity and Tourism Expenditures.  Economic Development Region, had a pre-

determined value because of the geographical location of each county in the study.  The predictor 

variables Economic Tier and Rural-Urban Continuum Code and the dependent variable of Tourism 

Expenditures were data obtained from secondary sources.  Specific issues in these data might 

include:  

 Legitimacy of the Economic Tier designation due to political influences 

 The Rural-Urban Continuum Code is based on population (census) figures 
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 The tourism receipts model which calculates Tourism Expenditures is a top-down economic 

allocation model 

 The economic development regions are artificial, political, are not shaped according to natural 

tourism destination clusters or corridors. 

 
While using secondary data sources is not ideal, Tourism Expenditure data and the data used to 

assign the Rural-Urban Code has been collected in the same manner over time, therefore the 

procedure is tested and at worst "consistently flawed."  The assignment of each county's Economic 

Tier value is widely considered influenced by political sway, but has it basis in population and 

industry data.  

 In their paper "What would an Exemplary Entrepreneurship Database Look Like?" 

presented at the Exploring Rural Entrepreneurship: Imperatives and Opportunities for Research 

conference, Green and Wise assert that much of the current research has relied on "second best" 

datasets (2006).   In the strictest sense, using secondary data has its drawbacks, however care 

was taken to use the best estimates available for the constructs desired.  

 
Tourism Support 
 
 This study assessed tourism support with one question; respondents were asked their level 

of agreement with the statement As a whole, there is widespread community support for tourism in 

my county.  One question cannot replace entire scales such as the Tourism Impact Attitude Scale 

(Lankford, 1994), it does provide an indication of how residents perceive their community's support 

for tourism.   

 
Tourism Opportunity 
 
 The variable Tourism Opportunity was created from a scale of community attributes 

believed to contribute to an area's desirability and attractiveness to visitors.  Each county was rated 

by the county's own leaders on these attributes and combined to make a cumulative score.  The 

cumulative score was then averaged across raters for that county. However, the number of raters 

for each county varied, and was few for all counties. The primary drawback of using this measure  
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in the study is the low number of community leaders who weighed in on the Tourism Opportunity of 

their county. In some instances, only one person's scores were used, clearly a myopic measure of 

the entire county's worth.  However, there needed to be some way of capturing the county's 

general potential for tourism. Future efforts should take care to increase the number of raters for 

each community.  

 The decision was deliberately made in the research design process to use community 

members instead of visitors as the raters.  However, future efforts might use a combination of 

resident and visitor raters, as this would provide a balanced perspective of the community as a 

destination. The Tourism Opportunity concept should be explored further in the realm of tourism 

development research.  

 
Entrepreneurial Climate Survey Instrument Design 

 
 An inherent drawback of survey data is that it captures less depth of information than 

interviews.   A typical compensation might be to increase the length of the instrument, but this 

would jeopardize respondent completion rate.  Despite the fact that the instrument was too long, 

157 responses were obtained.  However, because the instrument was lengthy, a barometer to 

show progress on survey would have been helpful. 

 The E-climate items were based off two research instruments that by definition explored 

the private sector entrepreneur, therefore the results may not be applicable to all forms of 

entrepreneurship.  And because "entrepreneurship" can mean different things to different people, a 

definition in the introduction would have clarified the purpose of the survey.  

 And finally, while a response option of "not sure" is needed, positioning it as the middle 

option of an odd-numbered Likert scale may dilute overall scores as a respondent who is unsure 

pulls a respondent with stronger opinion to the middle as scores are averaged.  Instead of wording 

the question in the current structure, a four or six-point Likert scale would be prudent to capture the 

opinions of respondents, while providing a separate box to "check" if the respondent did not know 

enough about the topic to render an opinion. 
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Current Instrument Structure 
Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the statement: 
1 = strongly disagree 2 = disagree 3 = not sure  4 = agree   5 = strongly agree 
 
Suggested Instrument Structure 
Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the statement: 
1 = strongly disagree 2 = disagree 3 = agree 4 = strongly agree 
ο  I am not familiar with the topic 
 
 

Because of the specific nature of the questions, many of the items on the entrepreneurial climate 

scale might be difficult to know.  Therefore, a response category indicating that a respondent is not 

familiar with the topic is necessary.  However, this should be offered as a response option separate 

from the agree-disagree scale.  The omission of a neutral position on the response options would 

have two advantages.  First, when calculating means, only the respondents with true opinions will 

be represented.  Acknowledgement of the "unsure" responses can be made as a percentage of the 

overall response rate. Any subsequent analyses based on variable means would be a truer 

reflection of respondent opinion.  The second advantage would lie in the interpretation of the data.  

In the current study's instrument, a respondent might have indicated "not sure" because he was not 

sure if he agreed or disagreed with the statement or because he was "not sure" of the topic, or 

both.  In interpreting a hypothetical mean score of "3.10" little could be discerned about the 

respondents' opinion (in this case, their level of agreement or disagreement). 

 
Sample Size 
 
 In the initial regression model, eleven independent variables were included.  Tabachnick 

recommends a sample size of 50 + 8m, where m is the number of predictor variables.  In this 

scenario, 138 respondents would be needed for results to be generalisable.  According to Stevens 

as cited in Pallant (2005, p. 142), 15 subjects per predictor variable are needed.  For eleven 

predictor variables, a sample size of 165 would be appropriate.  Clearly, the sample size in this 

study falls short of the recommended guidelines and generalisability suffers.  The modified 

regression analysis using five predictor variables is more appropriate for the sample size of ninety-

two. 
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 Sample size recommendations for factor analysis varies according to author, however 150 

seems to be an accepted minimum (Garson, 2005; Pallant, 2005).  Tabachnick as cited in Garson 

notes that 300 would be a comfortable n (2005).  Again, additional testing with a larger sample will 

prove or disprove the merit of the seven e-climate subscales in this study. 

 
Statistical Analyses 
 
 Unequal and small group sizes were accommodated in the use of non-parametric 

analyses.  Non-parametric analysis is sometimes criticized because it has less power than 

parametric, however "theoretical investigations have shown...non-parametric procedures are only 

slightly less efficient than their normal theory competitors when the underlying populations are 

normal and can be mildly or wildly more efficient than these competitors when the underlying 

populations are not normal" (Hollander and Wolfe, 1999).  The tests often involve ranks, so they 

can be used with data are not exact numerical values.  They are also useful with small samples 

and insensitive to outliers (Siegel, 1956; Hollander and Wolfe, 1999). 

 
 
 
5.3 Significance of Research 
 
 It is said that there exists three types of significance: statistical, theoretical and applied.  

Previous sections of this chapter provide discussion and when possible, draw conclusions from the 

instances of statistical significance.  Following, the theoretical and practical applications will be 

considered.  

 

Theoretical Applications 

 Findings from this study relate to previous research in both the tourism development and 

the entrepreneurship realms.  Going back to 1979, the Push-Pull Theory of travel decision-making 

asserts that visitors have internal motivations that "push" them toward certain types of vacation 

locations.  At the same time, qualities of destinations create a "pull" for visitors particularly when 

these qualities match the push motivators.  The aspect of Community Culture, while explored here 

as a support factor for entrepreneurship, would influence the face of the destination or in essence  
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the shape and color of what is presented to the public for consumption.  In this case, we are only 

discussing rural communities with a positive, vibrant culture, as this would manifest in a destination 

strong enough to attract visitors.   Future research on Community Culture could yield insights into 

how attitude translates into visible community outputs.  The indirect relationship of Community 

Culture and Pull factors is depicted in Figure 5.1 below. 

 
 
 

Underlying 
Community Culture 

Visible Vibrant 
Community Outputs 

Pull Factors to 
Attract Visitors 

 
 
 
 

 

Figure 5.1.  Community Culture's Influence on Destination Pull Factors  

 

 Turning from the marketing side of tourism to management, the e-climate factors in this 

study provide a complementary monitoring structure to Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC).  The 

LAC framework was formed as a method for monitoring negative impacts of recreational visitors to 

natural areas.  If the e-climate subscales (in their current or a future evolved form) provide a 

method for tracking the factors underlying the development of tourism destinations, LAC and other 

impact monitoring systems can meet the growth "from the other direction" to insure the 

development does not exceed the wishes of the community or capacity of the area.  Figure 5.2 

portrays this complementary relationship.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.2.  Complementary Systems for Development and Impact Monitoring

E-climate Ratings 

Empirical Results from 
Development Efforts

LAC or similar 
framework 

Used in tandem to monitor 
impacts of development efforts
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Tourism scholars propose that a strong relationship exists between residential attitude and 

the long-term success of tourism development (Andereck, Valentine, Knopf and Vogt, 2005; Kayat, 

2002; Lankford and Howard, 1994; McGehee and Andereck, 2004; Sirakaya, Teye and Sonmez, 

2002; Uriely and Reichel, 2000).   One tangible outcome of resident attitude concerning tourism is 

how visitors are treated while in the community.  Indifference or hostility can influence visitor 

perception of a destination, leading to low word-of-mouth referrals and ultimately a downturn in 

repeat and new visits.  Resident attitude toward tourism can also influence an entrepreneur's 

decision of which sector to invest energy and resources (Barr, 1990; Koh, 2006; Russell and 

Faulkner, 2000).  If the community harbors a negative attitude toward tourism, a small 

businessman may decide to engage his resources in less visible and contentious ventures than 

tourism.  This decision point is identified in the model below.    Community Culture underlies 

resident attitude toward both entrepreneurship and tourism.  Additional research exploring the 

linkages between these intangible factors and the larger connection to tourism success would 

contribute to a much greater understanding of rural tourism development dynamics.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.3. Community Culture's Influence on Resident Attitude Toward Tourism 

Nature and Pace  
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Crouch and Ritchie address the element of resident attitude in their model of 

Competitiveness/Sustainability as one of the Supporting Factors and Resources that urdergirds the 

entire tourism development system. Five factors are named there: infrastructure, accessibility, 

facilitating resources, hospitality and enterprise.  These supporting factors lie at the base of the 

model, supporting even the climate, culture, events and other attractors of a destination.   One of 

the goals of the C/S model is to operationalize and measure every component that contributes to 

the competitiveness or sustainability of a destination.  The e-climate factors are comparable with 

Crouch and Ritchie's "facilitating resources" factors and could be considered a step toward the 

authors' goal of operationalizing this particular factor in the model. 

Gunn also devised a structure for tourism development.  His approach assisted planners 

by providing a process for creating destinations in five steps: setting objectives, assessing the 

location and evaluation of natural resources; synthesizing relevant data; creating concepts 

regarding tourism development; and, developing strategies and recommendations (1980).   

Assessing e-climate would essentially fall into the third stage of synthesizing relevant data, 

however, Gunn advocated regionalism, therefore a sample of community e-climate "readings" 

would be needed to gain an overall understanding of an area's propensity for entrepreneurship.  

This in turn would be assimilated with other area attributes to move to stage four of creating 

concepts regarding tourism development.  

Russell and Faulkner (2004) propose that at each stage of the Tourism Area Life Cycle 

(TALC), the destination exists in an "edge of chaos" or tipping point that offer entrepreneurs 

opportunities to seize, and results in a reshaping of the community system itself.   They reconfigure 

the TALC linear progression into an oval, meant to symbolize the point when a community is in 

danger of stagnation, it will rejuvenate and thrust itself back into a stage of exploration, which starts 

the cycle all over.  At each stage (exploration, involvement, development, consolidation, stagnation 

and rejuvenation or decline), Russell and Faulkner suggest in chaos terminology, a smaller cyclical 

process occurs of triggering circumstances and disequilibrium, deregulated chaos, positive 

feedback and self-healing, transition to a new phase that reflects the old, and regulated chaos 

renewed tenuous conditional equilibrium (p. 563).   Also at each stage of the TALC, the nature of  
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the destination's product mix is different, as is the services available for visitors and residents alike, 

the community's attitude about tourism, the opportunities for entrepreneurs, and the impacts of 

tourism.  Similarly, the levels of the e-climate factors would vary and influence the items 

aforementioned.  As time, technology and business needs continue to evolve, it could be assumed 

that the factors considered necessary and nurturing to entrepreneurs would also change.  

The Bolton-Thompson Entrepreneurial Indicator (BTEI) is a forced-choice test of thirty 

items that will assess the subject's entrepreneurial capacity on a number of facets.  Rather than 

relying on traditional outputs of new firms or income of the self-employed, the BTEI might be 

employed as a means to take a read on the sheer volume of entrepreneurially-minded citizens in a 

community (2004).  An advantage to this method would be to include public and non-profit sector 

employees who are left out of traditional methods of "counting" entrepreneurs in an area by looking 

at outputs of entrepreneurial activity.  Once entrepreneurs are identified in this way, researchers 

will be able to note differences in their e-climate responses between entrepreneurs (and all the 

ways they can be segmented, e.g. gender, age, tourism-related, sector employment) and others in 

the community.    

Koh (2002) proposed a two pronged approach to increasing tourism entrepreneurs in a 

community by increasing the supply of entrepreneurial people (SEP) and improving the quality of 

entrepreneurial climate (QEC).  This study is a step in the direction of improving the QEC, in that it 

enables a community to first assess the QEC as a baseline measure.  From there, appropriate 

programming can be developed to amend areas that need improvement.  Future research can 

hopefully combine the assessment of QEC with SEP, with a tool such at the Bolton Thompson 

Entrepreneurial Indicator.  Once a system for estimating QEC and SEP is established, Koh and 

others might be able to apply empirical evidence to his typology of how a destination evolved 

based on the combination of high, moderate or low QEC and high, moderate or low SEP.   The 

typology he suggests is a useful theory as to why destinations evolve to diverse ends but will only 

become a pragmatic tool if it can be tested.   

Koh classified his elements of QEC into five categories:  socio-cultural, logistical, 

economic, regulatory-legal, and physical.   Flora and Flora (1993) classified the realms of a  
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community that residents can nurture as well as consume. These community capitals are 

continually dynamic, but measures of each can be tracked as an indicator for a community's 

environment.  In this way, they are parallel to e-climate factors.  The table below compares Flora 

and Flora's community capitals with Koh's elements of QEC and the seven e-climate factors 

created in the study. 

 

Table 5.2 

A Comparison of E-Climate factors with Kohs' categories of Quality of Entrepreneurial Climate and 

Flora and Flora's Community Capitals 

E-climate Subscales Koh's QEC Categories Floras' Community Capitals 

Community Culture Socio-cultural  Cultural, Social 

Training & Assistance Logistical Human, Social 

Institutional Support Regulatory-legal Political, Social 

Quality of Life Amenities Physical, Socio-cultural  Cultural, Built 

Business Services Economic, Logistical Human, Financial 

Economic Development - 

Infrastructure Support 

Physical, Logistical,  

Regulatory-legal 

Built, Human, Political 

Natural Resource -Tourism 

Business Support 

Physical Natural 

 

It has been noted that some entrepreneurs initiate new ventures out of necessity or 

because they are pushed into it by external forces. It seems therefore that a second Push-Pull 

model, distinct from Crompton's seminal work, might be attributed to entrepreneurial motivations.  

Combining concepts from Koh (2002), Cowling and Bygrave (2004), and the Global 

Entrepreneurship Monitor which documents opportunity-based and necessity-based 

entrepreneurship, the figure below illustrates the push and pull motives of an entrepreneur.  

"Opportunity" is represented as part of the general Pull conditions.  It may be the initial impetus for 

entrepreneurial movement or it may simply be the chosen outlet for the inevitable push and pull 

factor motivations.  This model is presented only as a representation of how e-climate factors might  
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be combined with other concepts and be used to understand an entrepreneur's decision-making 

process. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Community External 
Factors 

Personal Internal  
Factors 
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Factors
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Figure 5.4.  Push and Pull Factors that Influence an Entrepreneur to Begin a New Venture 

 
 
 Reflecting back to the ten conditions most important for rural tourism development as 

identified by Wilson, Fesenmaier, Fesenmaier and Van Es (2001), it becomes apparent that seven 

relate directly to the e-climate factors (see Table 5.3).  Additionally, three of the conditions 

correspond with Tourism Opportunity and Tourism Support.  The Wilson study does not cite items 

found in Business Services such as Internet access, marketing and legal assistance, although this 

e-climate factor appeared to be the most significant in the regression analysis against Tourism 

Expenditures.  Additionally, the economic status or proximity to markets (Rural-Urban Code) is not 

mentioned in their top ten.  The e-climate survey left out an item regarding Strategic Planning.  

Further thought on how these two frameworks might be combined would be a theoretical 

application of this study and further the literature on tourism development. 
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Table 5.3 

Comparison of Wilson et al.'s Conditions Needed for Rural Tourism Development with Seven E-

Climate Factors and Tourism Support and Tourism Opportunity 

Conditions needed for Rural Tourism Development 

(Wilson et al., 2001) 

E-climate Factors and Other Independent 

Variables from Study 

A complete tourism package Tourism Opportunity 

Good community leadership  Institutional Support, Community Culture 

Support and participation of local government Institutional Support 

Sufficient funds for tourism development Business Services (Item relating to available 

financial assistance) 

Strategic planning  

Coordination and cooperation between 

businesspersons and local leadership 

Training & Assistance (item relating to existing 

networking opportunities), Institutional Support, 

Economic Development-Infrastructure Support  

Coordination and cooperation between rural tourism 

entrepreneurs 

Training & Assistance (item relating to existing 

networking opportunities); Community Culture 

Information and technical assistance for tourism 

development and promotion 

Training & Assistance 

Good convention and visitors bureaus Tourism Opportunity 

Widespread community support for tourism Community Culture; Tourism Support 

 

A study by Lerner and Haber (2000) examined the environmental, business and personal 

factors contributing to the success of small tourism ventures.  They used four approaches for 

determining enterprise success: 

• The environmental milieu approach, which focuses on the attractiveness of the location 

• The institutional support approach, which focuses on financial and technical assistance 

in the community 

• The entrepreneurial human capital approach, which focuses on the skills and 

background of the entrepreneur, and  
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• The venture features approach which focuses on the services and attributes of the 

business. 

Measurable items within each approach were integrated and analyzed against three venture 

performance items:  business revenue, business profit and entrepreneur income.  While there were 

correlations between specific approach and performance items, all four sets of factors were related 

in some fashion with the three performance items.  The seven e-climate subscales correspond to 

the factors in the environmental milieu approach and the institutional support approach, but the 

study is mentioned here because its conclusions confirm the necessity of a complex model to 

comprehend tourism development phenomena.  Lerner and Haber felt their study “confirmed the 

multi-dimensionality” of small tourism business performance and the complexity of environmental 

conditions.   Lerner and Haber's research bolsters the notion that tourism development is 

multifaceted, and therefore a theoretical framework that can "handle" complexity is needed.  

 The discussion of theoretical applications ends with the underlying framework of the study, 

Chaos Theory.  The diagram below attempts to portray how Chaos Theory might apply to 

community systems.  The large box representing Community contains internal systems that relate 

to and influence one another, the hypothetical relationships being illustrated by one and two-

directional arrows. These systems are e-climate factors such as Community Culture or Institutional 

Support, or could represent elements not examined in this study, such as Quality of Education or 

Local Media Support.  The relationships between the systems were not addressed in this study, but 

would be fodder for additional research. Structural Equation Modeling would be an appropriate tool 

for such a line of investigation. 
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Figure 5.5.  Conceptual Representation of Chaos Theory as Applied to Community 

 

The objective of this study, based on previous literature on tourism development and 

entrepreneurship, was to isolate some of the "systems" within community, understand the items 

within them, and name them.  Additionally, the study attempted to discover the relationship  

Time 
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Major Phase Shift 
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between the systems and some outcome in the community, in this case Tourism Expenditures (not 

pictured).  

 Future research should address other parts of the diagram, namely: 

 The nature and influence of the external systems on each other and on the community 

 The nature and influence of the external systems on the individual internal systems, and 

the resulting impact on community 

 How the systems and the community changes over time 

 Identification of phase shifts, the chronological "place" that the phase shifts occur in the 

community's life, the level of influence the phase shifts cause, and how the community 

adapts into a new form 

Additional systems not captured by this study and/or not included in an entrepreneurship or tourism 

context. 

 

Practical Applications - Measurement 

National E-Climate 
 
 This section pulls from the applied literature on entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial 

climate and addresses the relationship and contributions of this study to that literature. 

 The survey instrument itself was adapted from two others, the Energizing Entrepreneurs 

program and The Rural Entrepreneurship Initiative Survey, and is a unique tool for evaluating a 

community's entrepreneurial climate.  Energizing Entrepreneurs (E2) divides up their entire 

curriculum into modules that address both community and entrepreneur assessment pieces.  Its 

structure is designed to take a community through the entrepreneurship development process 

phase by phase over a long period of time.  The University of Missouri Community Policy Action 

Center developed The Rural Entrepreneurship Initiative Survey as part of a statewide program to 

nurture entrepreneurial communities. Both the E2 and Rural Entrepreneurship Initiative are 

diagnostic and educational programs.  The instrument in this study complements these programs 

by adding an additional method for assessing community environment.  It provides a similar but 

alternative way of thinking about the realms of a community.
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 While the North Carolina Rural Development Center also has a statewide program aimed 

at developing entrepreneurship, and has adopted much of the E2 approach, they have not yet 

assessed community climate on a quantitative scale.  This instrument would assist them in doing 

so if they chose to adopt it.  

The Center for the Study of Rural America (CSRA) has done some very interesting work 

measuring difficult-to-quantify dimensions of a community such as human amenities, creative 

workers, wealth, innovation and infrastructure.  They call these Regional Assets Indicators. Using 

secondary data, they calculated a value or index for each of these indicators for every county in the 

United States.  Each of the indicators would tend to support entrepreneurial activity and could 

associate with the e-climate factors examined in this study.  It would be interesting to compare the 

CSRA dimensions with the e-climate factors to see if patterns emerge.  Of course, having e-climate 

data for additional counties beyond nine would make it a more fruitful exercise. 

Additional to the Regional Assets Indicators, CSRA also maps the entrepreneurial depth 

and breadth of a community, measures that they use for entrepreneurial output (Figures 2.4-2.6).  

While the initial calculation of entrepreneurial depth and breadth began in 2004, with the regional 

assets indicators following in 2006, it is presumed that CSRA will continue this practice to identify 

not only geographic trends but correlations between the regional assets indicators and 

entrepreneurial output.  The same could be done using the e-climate instrument in this study.  After 

e-climate scores for each of the seven subscales are obtained for any given county, they could be 

compared with entrepreneurial output, and tracked over time.  The table in Appendix Q juxtaposes 

the data from the e-climate study with four of CSRA's regional assets indicators (2006), 

entrepreneurial depth and breadth indices (Low et al., 2004) and small business data from the 

North Carolina Rural Development Center (2005).   While looking at one year independent of 

others may not be meaningful, tracking these data concurrently over time would give insight to 

leaders not only on trends in general, but trends within the context of community events or changes 

tied to a particular year.  
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To summarize, CSRA regional assets indicators, e-climate scores, and one or more 

measures of output (such as entrepreneurial breadth, number of small businesses, or tourism 

expenditures) could be tracked and/or mapped over time.   

Other outputs that might be compared with e-climate data are the growth of industry 

sectors.  The North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) data is available by county 

and would lend itself well to a quantifiable measure of tourism output.  Of particular interest to the 

tourism industry would be the codes in Arts, Entertainment and Recreation (1.4% of all 

establishments) and Accommodation and Food Services (6.7% of all establishments).  

Employment projections in these two sectors combined are estimated at 17.7% increase in the 

2004-2014 period, which is three percent more than estimates for all sectors combined (U.S. 

Department of Labor, 2006).   NAICS data might be compared to e-climate scores and tracked over 

time for the purpose of detecting relationships and trends. 

When reviewing the existing literature on rural entrepreneurship and relating to the present 

study, more questions are created than are resolved (for the researcher).   These additional 

questions include: 

 Where are the entrepreneur enablers found in a rural community?  Is the presence of 

entrepreneurial enablers a contributing factor to a communities success?  (Thompson, 2004) 

 Does the e-climate needs for private sector entrepreneurs differ than those for social 

entrepreneurs? (Thompson, 2004) 

 This study addresses parts of the micro (local) climate.  How much do the macro (national and 

international), meso (regional) and micro climates influence the actions of an entrepreneur?  

(Bryant, 1989) 

 Are some e-climates more supportive of lifestyle, high-growth, and other types of 

entrepreneurs? (Getz and Carlsen, 2000; McGehee and Kim, 2004).    

 How many rural tourism entrepreneurs in North Carolina are native to the area in which they 

live and how many have migrated to take on rural lives, taken up tourism as a career option, 

and "ended up having a significant impact on rural restructuring"? (Paniagua, 2002) 
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North Carolina E-climate 

The final section of practical applications will relate to two entrepreneurial studies 

conducted in North Carolina.  The Pages and Markley report Understanding the Environment for 

Entrepreneurship in North Carolina, contracted by the North Carolina Rural Development Center, 

lay substantial groundwork for the state in grasping the needs of homegrown entrepreneurs (2004).  

The report was based on insight from over 200 entrepreneurs representing the geographic span of 

the state.  Pages and Markley had eight concluding recommendations to improve the 

entrepreneurial climate in North Carolina: 

1. Collaboration between service providers 

a. Internal networking/ communications 

b. Collaborative branding 

c. Coordinated intake procedures 

2. Increased Funding 

3. Recognizing Diversity 

4. Build a Pipeline of New Entrepreneurs 

5. Educate Economic Development Professionals 

6. Seed Local Networks 

7. Create a "Step Up" Micro-enterprise Program 

8. Build Formal Research Capacity 

 
For the sake of comparison, the items receiving the lowest scores on the current e-climate 

survey are also presumably areas in need of improvement. They are listed in Table 5.4 along with 

the corresponding recommendation from the Pages and Markley report.  The key 

recommendations echoed from the current e-climate study are collaboration between service 

providers, building a pipeline of new entrepreneurs, seed local networks and educate economic 

development professionals.  

 178



Table 5.4  

Comparison of recommendations from the Understanding the Environment for Entrepreneurship in 

North Carolina report and the Lowest Scoring E-Climate Items in the Current Study 

Lowest scoring e-climate items Recommendations from the report 

Understanding, 2004 

County government officials think beyond county 
borders by collaborating with others in the region. 

Collaboration between service providers; 

Educate Economic Development Professionals 

 

When assistance is needed to make a business 
decision or help with planning, there is someone to 
call on for guidance. 

Collaboration between service providers; 

Seed Local Networks; 

Create a "Step Up" Micro-enterprise Program 

 

Within my county, we have networking and 
mentoring opportunities for entrepreneurs and local 
business people. 

Seed Local Networks 

 

County government is responsive to the needs of 
those starting a new business. 

Build a Pipeline of New Entrepreneurs; 

Educate Economic Development Professionals 

 

The focus of my community's economic 
development efforts includes helping new 
businesses get started. 

Educate Economic Development Professionals 

 

Most people in the county support entrepreneurs 
when they fail and are trying again with a new 
business. 

- 

Real estate is available and affordable for small 
businesses to rent or purchase in my county. 

Increased Funding 

 

Within my county, there are programs to 
encourage and support entrepreneurs to develop 
and grow. 

Collaboration Between Service Providers; 

Seed Local Networks; 

Create a "Step Up" Micro-enterprise Program 

 

Youth are provided opportunities to learn about 
starting a business. 

Build a Pipeline of New Entrepreneurs 

 

The poorer residents of the county can easily 
integrate into the county's business community if 
they have good ideas and work ethic. 

Recognizing Diversity 
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A second study was conducted for the North Carolina Rural Development Center (NCRDC) 

and focused on high-growth rural entrepreneurs (2006).  Two findings supported results from the 

current e-climate study.  First, rural entrepreneurs cited access to customers and location as an 

important feature of their business.  Urban entrepreneurs gave the same items higher marks, 

underscoring these factors as crucial to growth and an advantage for urban dwellers.  This would 

echo the effect of Rural-Urban Code on tourism expenditures revealed in the regression analysis.  

The second NCRDC finding revealed that respondents overall were not using the services provided 

by community colleges and universities, Small Business and Technology Development Center, 

Service Corps Of Retired Executives or other government programs.  One-fourth of rural 

respondents stated that they have not sought out assistance at all, and of those who did, advice 

from the bank was by far the greatest sought.   This concurs with the large percentage of 

respondents (33-50%) who were unsure how to rate the training and assistance programs offered 

in their county.  

According to the results in this survey, while counties differ in their strengths and deficits, it 

appears that overall the state is providing basic professional services (such as accounting, legal 

and tax advice) for entrepreneurs, high-speed Internet, and general options for financial capital. 

Overall, it seems that the existing non-profit organizations are contributing to quality of life, higher 

education institutions are making strides to assist small businesses, and that on the whole a buy-

local mindset pervades. However, not all elements of community climate were clearly understood 

by respondents, indicating these programs are non-existent or not widely publicized.  Impacts of 

county government relative to entrepreneurial climate were not widely known, nor were the 

outreach efforts of the local economic development program.  

It is unmistakable that change is coming fast to North Carolina.  The respondents noted a 

quick or intense pace of change in their county and many respondents felt that their county was 

becoming a bedroom community for a nearby metro area.  Tourism is being embraced as an 

economic tool but economic development offices are still focusing on new business attraction.  

Respondents voiced a strong enjoyment of cultural aspects, natural resources and aesthetics of 

their community, but noted that real estate prices are climbing.   
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Clearly, research into the needs of North Carolinian entrepreneurs must continue.  Efforts 

by the NC Rural Development Center to move the entrepreneurial agenda forward, provide a forum 

for collaboration between service providers and focus on grass roots as well as state policy will 

impact the face of North Carolina business in the next decade.  Individual government agencies 

and non-profit organizations are making their own strides. For example, HandMade in America has 

been serving crafters and artist entrepreneurs for years; other regional and local community 

development organizations are following suit.  Western Carolina University has a graduate program 

in entrepreneurship, and most of the University of North Carolina system institutions have some 

kind of entrepreneurial thrust.  The Office of Extension, Engagement and Economic Development 

at North Carolina State University, one of the two land grant institutions, recently formed a task 

force for suggestions on how to strengthen and assimilate entrepreneur programs through the 

Extension service. NC REAL, a training program for small businesses managed through the state’s 

community college system is a major player in helping citizens connect with business management 

training. The State Department of Commerce has included entrepreneurs in some of their grant 

programs, and other public sector agencies are taking on entrepreneurship as a side or new 

program, much like the pervasive presence that tourism programs now hold in multiple levels of 

government.  Together, and in their own individual entities, the state’s service providers are finding 

their way to best serve the state’s small business owners and entrepreneurs.  However, if North 

Carolina’s cumulative entrepreneurial activity looks good from the “10,000 foot perspective,” 

admittedly there remains much work to be done at the local levels. While the results from the eight 

study counties are not generalizable to all of North Carolina, one would expect to see the counties 

who invest in all of the elements of entrepreneurial climate increase their economic vitality in the 

next ten years.  Specifically, improvements must be made in programming related to guiding an 

entrepreneur through the myriad of agencies involved, and finding the right service geared toward 

the right sector for the right time in that entrepreneur’s stage of development.  The results of this 

survey indicate a strong need for networking and mentoring programs, a local go-to person for 

assistance in navigating the system, opportunities for youth to get involved and learn from 

seasoned businesspeople, and ways to open doors for poverty-stricken residents.  It seems that  
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county government may still need assistance in broadening its thinking and planning to a regional 

perspective, local economic development offices must ensure they are indeed reaching and 

helping new businesses in getting started, and the county business scene is grooming a 

community culture that understands and supports entrepreneurs.  Flexible zoning guidelines that 

encourage small business, loan programs geared toward the increasing cost of real estate and/or 

innovative tax credits for building renovation and preservation are a few examples of specific 

initiatives that would address concerns voiced in the study.  Demonstration programs or “best 

management practices” exemplified in each of the entrepreneurial climate areas would go far to 

educate stakeholders at all levels on what can work in developing entrepreneurs and 

entrepreneurial communities.  

With regard to tourism ventures, it is inevitable that organizations in the arts, recreation and 

tourism systems will take on more and more of the entrepreneurship ideals and language.  

Community development efforts, which already purposefully overlap with tourism development 

programs, will begin to embrace the enhancement entrepreneurial climate as part of their mission.  

The Extension Service, with its presence in all 100 counties must continue to include 1) 

entrepreneurship training and 2) referrals to the various other service providers through its 

Community and Rural Development, Family and Consumer Sciences, 4-H, and Agriculture and 

Natural Resource programs.  High-tourism counties in the study, such as Ashe and Carteret, are 

feeling the rise of real estate prices because of the area’s popularity and beautiful resources.  

Entrepreneurs in tourism will need to be clever in developing business ventures that do not require 

land or that can easily partner with agencies managing public property.  County leaders interested 

in tourism must survey the financial institutions, training programs, formal business support and 

networking initiatives, and the county’s non-profit realm to ensure entrepreneurial activity is aware 

and inclusive of tourism as a vital industry force.  

 

Practical Applications - Filling E-climate Gaps 

Tourism entrepreneurs, particularly in rural settings, tend to be steady and slow in their 

growth rate, one traditional measure of entrepreneurial success.  Much of the real-world attention  
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to entrepreneurs is focused on high-growth entrepreneurs because their economic and social 

influence is greater on and realized sooner by the community. In short, investing in high-growth 

entrepreneurs is a good economic development strategy.  But slow-growth entrepreneurs and 

lifestyle entrepreneurs yield benefits to the community as well, particularly in a rural setting where 

any effect is magnified because of the nature of a small community and/or sparsely populated 

region.   

 If the e-climate survey is to be used as an evaluation tool or needs assessment, it is 

assumed that communities wishing to improve their current climate will institute policy changes or 

programmatic solutions to address the greatest needs. Communities should help create these 

support systems because, according to Lyons, ‘if it is left entirely to serendipity, it’s not going to 

happen at a scale that’s sufficient to transform the economy” (Genera, 2005).  Many of the 

organizations and scholars consulted in the literature offer programmatic ideas to address gaps in 

a community's entrepreneurial climate.   To highlight even a few would be repetitive, therefore a 

small but illustrative sample are offered here. 

 
Existing Resources 
 
 A community wishing to improve its entrepreneurial status only has to spend a few minutes 

searching the Web for resources. The number of service providers and programs aimed at 

assisting entrepreneurs is truly staggering.  The website "ENTREPRENEURSHIP EVERYWHERE: 

A Guide to Resources and Models for Entrepreneurship Education" cosponsored by the 

Consortium for Entrepreneurship Education and the Appalachian Regional Commission catalogues 

key categories of assistance that are technical training, curriculum-driven education, and advocacy-

oriented (n. d.).  Additionally, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development has 

documented an exhaustive list of programs and publications in existence to assist both 

entrepreneurs and service providers (n.d.).  

 Zuiches (2006) inventoried the programs listed in the U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Current Research Information System database to examine the geographic regions and 

government sectors currently engaged in entrepreneurial research and outreach.  He cited these 

groups primarily engaged in programs: 
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 Regional Rural Development Centers 

 Rural Policy Research Initiative (RUPRI) and University of Missouri 

 Colleges of Business, Management and Economics 

 Land-grant universities' research and extension programs 

 Non-profit, community-based organizations 

Projects incidentally showed a 50/50 split between agricultural-related and non-agricultural-related 

initiatives.  Of those in the non-agricultural realm, tourism was cited as one of the lead topics.  

 The Kauffman Foundation publishes a list of state entrepreneurship policies and programs 

(Kayne, 1999) and the Corporation for Enterprise Development offers a fact sheet of small 

business entrepreneurship data for every state.  The fact sheets contain a snapshot at state 

statistics, a case study, and who to contact for more information (the North Carolina Rural 

Development Center is listed on the North Carolina fact sheet) (CFED, 2007).  Electronic mailing 

lists exist through Association for Enterprise Opportunity to keep up with pragmatic issues (AEO, 

2007) and the Entrepreneur Research and Policy Network (ERPN) has a regular electronic 

newsletter that provides professional announcements, job openings, conference announcements 

and subscriptions to online social science journals that publish works in entrepreneurship 

(Kauffman Foundation, n.d.). 

 An excellent source for assessment, training and capacity-building is the Energizing 

Entrepreneurs program born from the Center for Rural Entrepreneurship.  Training components of 

this program have already been offered in North Carolina through efforts of the North Carolina 

Rural Development Center (NCRDC).  Other programs undertaken by the NCRDC include 

dispersing information to entrepreneurs on where to find business resource, business services, 

training and education, financial assistance, technology centers, and county business databank 

(NCRDC, 2007).  Realistic and useful suggestions on how to enhance the climate are offered in 

Growing Entrepreneurs (CPAC, 2003) and Mapping Rural Entrepreneurship (2003).  And an 

increasing number of sources for expanding the social entrepreneurship activities in one's 

community can be found through organizations such as The Skoll Centre for Social  
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Entrepreneurship/ Social Enterprise Knowledge Network, University Network for Social 

Entrepreneurship and ASHOKA: The Global Academy for Social Entrepreneurship. 

 The Entrepreneurial Development League System created by Lyons and Lichtenstein is an 

example of an approach designed to "start where the entrepreneur is" (Lyons, 2003).  Someone 

employed as a "scout" finds and assesses the commitment of any entrepreneur in the community.  

The scout acts as a diagnostician, providing individualized assessment for the entrepreneur and 

then links the entrepreneur to relevant service providers.   After a planning session, the 

entrepreneur is tracked and evaluated, and then a new plan is made on completion of the first.  

Other roles existing in the system include a performance coach, a success team manager, alliance 

broker, and general manager.  Lyons contends the one point of entry combined with the networks 

is key to minimize the frustration and wasted effort by the entrepreneur. Pages and Markley 

reported the collective frustration of entrepreneurs in trying to navigate the system, only to be 

passed from one ineffective organization to another, not truly receiving support that channels their 

entrepreneurial energy into a successful start-up operation.  They suggest a system of integrated 

services, provided by communicative agencies, all serving with the motto of "No Wrong Door" to 

help an entrepreneurs fill their specific and individual needs, regardless of where they enter the 

system (2004). 

 David Sampson noted in 2003 that "policy's role is to create an entrepreneurial 

ecosystem."  Communities must collectively design policy, programs and culture that supports 

entrepreneurs. Small diverse experiments (in policy) tend to be more productive than large 

initiatives, according to the Central Appalachian Network (CAN) who is focusing much of their 

economic development efforts on entrepreneurship (CAN, n.d.).  

 
Entrepreneurial policy needs to help all entrepreneurs  - whether microenterprises or 
gazelles. Networking microentrepreneurs into clusters that emphasize regional flavor, 
those businesses build an extremely appealing environment and triggers creativity in other 
businesses. While policy isn't often thought of as innately fluid, when it comes to 
entrepreneurs' needs and the shifting environment they exist in, this is precisely what it 
needed. The result is an atmosphere that attracts and retains gazelles. (Central 
Appalachian Network, n.d). 
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The Entrepreneur's Responsibility 
 
 Much of the suggestions for entrepreneurship development center on the shortcomings of 

service-providers. However, rural residents cited their own responsibilities in moving the 

entrepreneurship agenda forward (Zuiches, 2006).  Specific measures cited from the Rural 

Entrepreneurship Development Program report include: 

 Lobby the legislature as a united, not myopic, group 
 Educate the legislature on entrepreneurship and the necessity for ongoing  educational 

programs and supportive, flexible policy 
 Elect political leaders who support entrepreneurship 
 Study and apply concepts of sustainability 
 Create a culture of supporting entrepreneurism 
 Promote the value of rural life, buying locally, starting local business 
 Reduce high insurance costs by pooling, local, county, state policies 

 
In addition, entrepreneurs assessing and taking responsibility for their own individual shortcomings 

is necessary for any movement forward (Elfving, Brännback, and Casrud, 2004).  To that end, it 

seems entrepreneurs might  organize their own informal networking opportunities. What the Floras 

wrote in 1988 holds true today, that entrepreneurial communities are those that "are able to 

respond to macroeconomic circumstances and cause development to happen"  (1988, p. 1). 

 

Summary of E-Climate Resources 

 There is a plethora of resources for communities who wish to implement environmental 

changes toward the end of growing entrepreneurial activity.  Erik Pages, in a presentation to 

Delaware leaders in 2003, outlined the following general formula for communities wishing to 

develop entrepreneurship: 

 Increase the supply of entrepreneurs 

 Build entrepreneurial networks 

 Reward entrepreneurial behavior 

And relating more specifically to tourism, Koh takes his recommendations a step further by offering 

these specific examples of practical programs within a community: 

 Creating a public awareness program on the benefits of tourism industry which includes 

training on the opportunities within tourism 

 Offering entrepreneur/ business/ hospitality skills training at academic institutions
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 Establishing advisory/ technical assistance programs at existing businesses much like the 

SCORE program 

 Searching for regional financial investment system that supports small businesses by 

offering loans to micro-enterprises 

 Lobbying local government to consider policies, tax incentives and government programs 

that support small business 

 Celebrating/ honoring tourism entrepreneurs in the local media 

 Establishing mentoring/ shadowing with successful tourism entrepreneurs 

 
 The white paper "Embracing Innovation: Entrepreneurship and American Growth" by the 

National Commission on Entrepreneurship (NCOE, n.d.) issues a national challenge to policy-

makers and service-providers in recognizing entrepreneurship as the economic driver that will keep 

the U.S. strong in a global marketplace.  NCOE asserts that other nations are growing their 

entrepreneurial forces and that it is "at the height of naiveté to believe that our competitors do not 

have the will or ability to challenge our entrepreneurial strength."  CFED's Mapping Rural 

Entrepreneurship report concludes "The task ahead is to make our efforts more community-driven, 

regionally oriented, entrepreneur-focused, and continuously learning" (CFED, 2003, p. 59). 

 
 
5.4 Recommendations for Future Research 
 

The crux of this study was to add to an explanation of why destinations evolve differently.  

The development of the e-climate factors aided in this inquiry and the analysis of county 

characteristics such as Rural-Urban Continuum Code and Economic Tier in relation to tourism 

success progressed the collective knowledge of tourism development.  Once an operational 

tourism development model is completely fleshed out, comparative studies between rural 

destinations will increase understanding of why some destinations flourish while others flounder.  

Below are recommendations for future investigation that would advance this research agenda: 
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1. Retest and refine the e-climate instrument in addition to the composition of factors.  

2. Apply the e-climate evaluation tool to other outcomes, other dependent variables, both 

within and external to the tourism industry.  

3. Explore the "success factors" which influence tourism/ rural tourism development via 

regression modeling and Structural Equation Modeling (SEM).  The use of SEM would be 

aligned with the notion of community and economic development as an interconnected 

system of systems. Why do some rural areas succeed at tourism development  while 

others don’t?  There are many factors that contribute to a rural region’s successful tourism 

devleopment, but which ones are the most important?  What is the most parsimonious 

model to explain successful tourism development? Success factors include but are not 

limited to: 

a. Rural-Urban Code 

b. Level of Economic Distress-Solvency 

c. Regional Economic Development Organization 

d. Tourism Opportunity 

e. Support for tourism from community 

f. Entrepreneurial Climate 

g. Destination Marketing Organization characteristics 

4. Delve into the construct of Tourism Opportunity.  The 39-item scale introduced in this study 

must be tested in a variety of community settings.  Further refinement of the scale would 

include a factor analysis for data reduction purposes.  Additionally, an importance-

performance analysis might be employed.  Various audiences should be polled to discover 

the differences in perceptions between community residents, community leaders, and 

different markets of visitors. How does the importance of these attributes change as 

communities differ in the Rural-Urban Continuum Code?  What is the relationship between 

a community's Tourism Opportunity and a community's e-climate?  What is the relationship 

between Tourism Opportunity, Rural-Urban Code and Tourism Expenditures?  
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5. Investigate the Community Culture construct and how it relates to a rural community's 

economic success.  

6. Estimate the Supply of Entrepreneurial People (SEP) using a tool such as the Bolton-

Thompson Entrepreneurial Indicator!  Segment the sample to explore patterns by industry 

sectors, organizations and/or leaders. 

7. Conduct research that combines the key categories of entrepreneurship research.  Start at 

the entrepreneur.  Highlight tourism chaos-makers in case studies where they describe 

their own characteristics (strengths and weaknesses) and entrepreneurial process, as well 

as their take on aspects of climate that supported/ did not support them.  Document their 

process according to objective sources (newspaper articles, internal organizational 

records), their external outputs, and their BTEI score. 

8. Triangulate data from a community by comparing a) traditional outputs, b) quantitative e-

climate assessment, and c) qualitative methods of analyzing community entrepreneurs and 

entrepreneurial environment. 

9. Explore whether e-climate affects social and private sector entrepreneurs differently? 

10. Set benchmarks of both tangible and intangible factors to monitor and evaluate on regular 

intervals to see if strategies to empower locally-gown enterprises are working.  Over time, 

we will learn what strategies work and in what time frame.  

 
 
5.5  Closing Remarks 
 

McKercher (1999), Russell and Faulkner (1999 and 2004) and Koh (2002 and 2006) credit 

individuals for creating major impacts in tourism development.  These individuals, called both 

chaos-makers and entrepreneurs, need certain conditions to leverage their ideas, talents and drive.  

This study developed a scale to measure elements of a community's climate that are important to 

entrepreneurial activity and explored the relationship between entrepreneurial climate and tourism 

success in rural North Carolina.  
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Perhaps through this study and through future application of the e-climate survey in this 

study, county officials, planners, educators and other leaders may gain a new awareness that 

entrepreneurial capacity and climate plays an important role in their county's economics.  It may 

prompt representatives from non-study counties to assess the factors in their community 

contributing to the environment for entrepreneurs.  These same leaders may begin to ask 

questions that shake up the traditional industry paradigms in their area and put in place “climate 

elements” which encourage entrepreneurial activity and growth.  

 Additionally, this study contributes to academic understanding of community dynamics by 

providing empirical evidence on the impact of climate elements on rural tourism development.  It 

adds to the literature in these ways: 

 It expands the under-investigated topic of entrepreneurship in tourism. 

 Where often a rural region is examined in a case study, the research attempts to quantify 

patterns in several rural areas. 

 It explores the community climate as it relates to entrepreneurial activity and tourism. 

 
The information gained on tourism entrepreneurs through this study can be incorporated into future 

models of the complex and chaotic tourism development process. 
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Appendices 



Appendix A. Measures of Entrepreneurial Activity 
 
Organization Concept Measured Representative Data Used Sample of Key Findings 

Global 

Entrepreneurship 

Monitor 

Entrepreneurial Activity 

--Opportunity vs, Necessity 

--TEA and Established 

--Demographics 

--Access to capitals 

--Dispositional factors 

--Interdependence of above 

Surveys data from1999-2005 

 

--12.5% of U.S. 18-64 year old 

population are new or nascent 

entrepreneurs 

--The majority of new businesses are in 

the business or personal services 

sector. 

Kauffman's 

Entrepreneurial 

Index 

Entrepreneurial Activity Matched sample of data from the U.S. Census 

Bureau of those who did not own a business 

Data from 1996-2004 

--On average, over half a million new 

businesses are created each month in 

the U.S.  

--Start-ups are higher by men, 

immigrants, Latinos followed by Asians, 

Western U.S. residents, and in the 

construction sector. 

--Age and education did not influence 

the Index. 
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Appendix A. Measures of Entrepreneurial Activity, continued 
 

Organization Concept Measured Representative Data Used Sample of Key Findings 

National Panel 

Study on

Entrepreneurial 

Dynamics 

 

 

 

 

 

-

 

 

Factors contributing to 

entrepreneurial success, 

particularly as it relates to 

demographic differences

  

Longitudinal survey data on 60,000+ nascent 

entrepreneurs.  Began in 2000. 

Business data: start-up initiative, business life 

cycle, contextual and process variations. 

Personal data: individual characteristics, family

history, and community environment as

potential determinants for success 

--6.2% of adults in the U.S. (over 10 

million) are involved in a business start

up, with 25-34 year old comprising the 

largest group. 

--African-American men led ethnic-

gender groups in new business

creation, followed by Latino male, white 

male, and A-A female.  

Corporation for 

Enterprise 

Development  

Development Report Card - 

Entrepreneurial Energy 

Tracks 68 measures to compare states' 

potential for economic growth.  Five measures 

comprise Entrepreneurial Energy: 

 

 

New Companies 

Change in New Companies 

Job Creation by Start-up Businesses 

Technology Industry Employment 

Initial Public Offerings 

North Carolina ranks 32nd in

entrepreneurial energy.
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Appendix A. Measures of Entrepreneurial Activity, continued 
 

Organization Concept Measured Representative Data Used Sample of Key Findings 

Corporation for 

Enterprise 

Development/ W. K. 

Kellogg Foundation 

Rural Entrepreneurship "Hot 

Spots" 

County data: 

--Self-employer firms  

--Growth rate of self-employer firms  

--Counties experiencing growth at a rate of 

self-employer firms at more than two standard 

deviations from the national mean  

--Number of firms with 20 or less employees  

--Growth rate of small firms  

--Counties experiencing growth of small firms 

at a rate at more than two standard deviations 

from the national mean 

1997-2000 data Census Bureau and Bureau 

of Economic Analysis 

Kentucky and Nebraska were focus of 

much of this comprehensive report. 

Specific findings for North Carolina 

were not available. 
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Appendix A. Measures of Entrepreneurial Activity, continued 
 

Organization Concept Measured Representative Data Used Sample of Key Findings 

Center for the Study of 

Rural America 

Entrepreneurial Activity: 

Rural vs. Urban and by 

Industry Sector 

County data on: 

--Self-employed workers by industry  

--Natural amenity rank 

--Firm size and income of self-employed 

--Proximity to metro area vs. remote 

2001 data Current Population Survey, U.S. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics/ Census Bureau 

Rural self-employed worker had higher 

income than rural private or government 

workers.  Service, retail and 

construction sectors were dominant. 

Center for the Study of 

Rural America 

Regional Wealth Indicators: 

Entrepreneurial Breadth and 

Depth 

Entrepreneur Breadth is ratio of self-

employment to overall employment.  

Entrepreneur depth is measured two ways:  

--Entrepreneur income  

--"Value-added" ratio of entrepreneur receipts 

to entrepreneur income 

2001 data Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of 

Economic Analysis - Regional Economic 

Information System 

Rural counties have entrepreneurial 

breadth, but urban areas have more 

depth - 17-22% of the rural employed 

are self-employed.  Self-employed 

income in non-metropolitan areas was 

lower than wage/ salary income. 
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Appendix B. Key Elements of Entrepreneurial Climate Found in the Literature 
 

 

E-Climate Element 

 

RUPRI 
CSRA 
KCFR 

CPAC  
REI CPAC GE 

 

CHD 

 

GEM 
Zuiches 

for REDP 
Chatman & 

Johnson 

Policies, regulations, legal climate 
flexible & conducive to SB/E    2004  2005   

Technical assistance and counseling 
for SB/E   2003 2004 n.d. 2005   

Legal and accounting services   2003 2004 n.d.    

Printing and marketing services   2003 2004     

Collaborative-communicative service 
providers/ No wrong door/ Local 
public bodies work together/ Ease of 
access to information   2003   2005 2005  

Media representative of all interests         

Programs that publicly celebrates 
entrepreneurs & small businesses 2003    n.d. 2005   

Economic development office has a 
balanced approach: attraction, 
retention and creation 2003        

Economic development works with 
town and county businesses and 
considers farms part of business 
community 2003        

Mentoring programs exist for small 
businesses (sometimes inter-
generational mentoring is mentioned)  2003    n.d.  2005  

RUPRI = RUPRI Center for Rural Entrepreneurship; CSRA = Center for the Study of Rural America;  KCFR = Kansas City Federal Reserve; CPAC = Community 
Policy Analysis Center; REI = Rural Entrepreneurship Initiative; GE = Growing Entrepreneurs; CHD = Center for Heartland Development; GEM = Global 
Environmental Monitor; (Zuiches and) REDP = Rural Entrepreneurship Development Program 
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Appendix B. Key Elements of Entrepreneurial Climate Found in the Literature, continued 

 
 

E-Climate Element 

 

RUPRI 
CSRA 
KCFR 

CPAC  
REI CPAC GE 

 

CHD 

 

GEM 
Zuiches 

for REDP 
Chatman & 

Johnson 

Internship opportunities for youth and 
returning college students 2003    n.d.    

Service providers that start with 
where the entrepreneur is and are 
entrepreneur-focused         

Community understanding and 
appreciation of entrepreneurship, its 
cycles, potential for failure, and need 
for anonymity 2003  2003   2005   

Acceptance of controversy as normal   2003      

Leadership that is broadly shared in 
community/ Economic development 
efforts are widely supported by 
community and institutions/ 
Development is depersonalized and 
focus is on process 2003  2003      

Sense of community identity   2003      

Willingness to tax oneself for 
maintenance of community 
infrastructure         

General supportive attitude toward 
innovation, change and new business 2003  2003   2005   

RUPRI = RUPRI Center for Rural Entrepreneurship; CSRA = Center for the Study of Rural America;  KCFR = Kansas City Federal Reserve; CPAC = Community 
Policy Analysis Center; REI = Rural Entrepreneurship Initiative; GE = Growing Entrepreneurs; CHD = Center for Heartland Development; GEM = Global 
Environmental Monitor; (Zuiches and) REDP = Rural Entrepreneurship Development Program 
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Appendix B. Key Elements of Entrepreneurial Climate Found in the Literature, continued 
 
 

E-Climate Element 

 

RUPRI 
CSRA 
KCFR 

CPAC  
REI CPAC GE 

 

CHD 

 

GEM 
Zuiches 

for REDP 
Chatman & 

Johnson 

Fair treatment within community/ 
Inclusiveness of various ethnicities      2005  2005 

Propensity of residents to buy and 
support local        2005 

Environment that supports young 
adults and youth in business 2003    n.d.    

General community belief in 
reinvesting in community 2003        

Cooperative community attitude that 
celebrate others' successes 2003        

Community residents with generally 
positive, can-do, problem-solving 
attitudes 2003        

Community Foundation Funds/ 
Comprehensive, program-centered 
funding (versus categorical funding)       2005  

Financial tools & services for small 
businesses/ Financial literacy 
assistance   2003 2004 n.d. 2005   

Variety of financial products:/ Access 
to venture capital/ Access to 
microlending/ Funding for start ups 
and expansions 2003 2005 2003 2004 n.d. 2005 2005  

RUPRI = RUPRI Center for Rural Entrepreneurship; CSRA = Center for the Study of Rural America;  KCFR = Kansas City Federal Reserve; CPAC = Community 
Policy Analysis Center; REI = Rural Entrepreneurship Initiative; GE = Growing Entrepreneurs; CHD = Center for Heartland Development; GEM = Global 
Environmental Monitor; (Zuiches and) REDP = Rural Entrepreneurship Development Program 
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Appendix B. Key Elements of Entrepreneurial Climate Found in the Literature, continued 
 
 

E-Climate Element 

 

RUPRI 
CSRA 
KCFR 

CPAC  
REI CPAC GE 

 

CHD 

 

GEM 
Zuiches 

for REDP 
Chatman & 

Johnson 

Familiarity of lender with borrower   2003      

Investment incentives/ matching 
funds programs      2005   

Enough surplus from personal and 
family incomes         

Diverse community demographics  2005  2004  2005   

Community size  2005       

Proximity to metro area  2005       

Local government supportive of and 
responsive to new/ small business   2003 2004  2005   

State government support for new/ 
small business      2005   

Relevant business information 
collected and shared in timely 
manner/ Benchmarking and business 
climate information collected and 
shared         

Local government is open, 
transparent and democratically 
accountable   2003      

RUPRI = RUPRI Center for Rural Entrepreneurship; CSRA = Center for the Study of Rural America;  KCFR = Kansas City Federal Reserve; CPAC = Community 
Policy Analysis Center; REI = Rural Entrepreneurship Initiative; GE = Growing Entrepreneurs; CHD = Center for Heartland Development; GEM = Global 
Environmental Monitor; (Zuiches and) REDP = Rural Entrepreneurship Development Program 
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Appendix B. Key Elements of Entrepreneurial Climate Found in the Literature, continued 
 
 

E-Climate Element 

 

RUPRI 
CSRA 
KCFR 

CPAC  
REI CPAC GE 

 

CHD 

 

GEM 
Zuiches 

for REDP 
Chatman & 

Johnson 

Local government is willing to pursue 
and use public funds to support new 
business development and is willing 
to invest in community   2003 2004     

Streamlined paperwork in local, 
county, regional and state agencies       2005  

Leadership works regionally, beyond 
county borders  2003     2005   

Entrepreneur groups who band 
together for advocacy reasons/ 
Legislators that understand rural 
areas are diverse, hear the ""voice" of 
rural entrepreneurs, and be equitable 
in ED dollars invested to urban-rural       2005  

Community has a process to 
participate in decision-making         

Tax structures that support new/ 
expanding businesses 2003     2005   

Labor pool skill levels and literacy are 
adequate  2003  2003   2005   

Education and training programs for 
small businesses, entrepreneurs & 
micro-entrepreneurs (including 
delivery suited to lifestyle) 2003  2003 2004 n.d. 2005   

RUPRI = RUPRI Center for Rural Entrepreneurship; CSRA = Center for the Study of Rural America;  KCFR = Kansas City Federal Reserve; CPAC = Community 
Policy Analysis Center; REI = Rural Entrepreneurship Initiative; GE = Growing Entrepreneurs; CHD = Center for Heartland Development; GEM = Global 
Environmental Monitor; (Zuiches and) REDP = Rural Entrepreneurship Development Program 
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Appendix B. Key Elements of Entrepreneurial Climate Found in the Literature, continued 

 
 

E-Climate Element 

 

RUPRI 
CSRA 
KCFR 

CPAC  
REI CPAC GE 

 

CHD 

 

GEM 
Zuiches 

for REDP 
Chatman & 

Johnson 

K-12 schools and clubs prepare youth 
for entrepreneurship/ Experiential 
education at all levels 2003  2003  n.d. 2005 2005  

Higher education institutions provide 
education and resources to new/ 
small business/ Experiential 
education at all levels    2004  2005   

Local businesses pursue markets 
both local and beyond/ Local 
business climate is market driven/ 
Local businesses take advantage of 
trends and new marketing strategies 2003  2003 2004  2005   

Opportunities to network - formal or 
informal/ Places in community to 
informally meet 2003  2003 2004  2005 2005 2005 

Business networks that overlap 
between sectors/ Business networks 
that overlap with public agencies    2004  2005   

Business networks that expand 
beyond community    2004  2005   

Existing business networks that 
welcome new members    2004  2005   

RUPRI = RUPRI Center for Rural Entrepreneurship; CSRA = Center for the Study of Rural America;  KCFR = Kansas City Federal Reserve; CPAC = Community 
Policy Analysis Center; REI = Rural Entrepreneurship Initiative; GE = Growing Entrepreneurs; CHD = Center for Heartland Development; GEM = Global 
Environmental Monitor; (Zuiches and) REDP = Rural Entrepreneurship Development Program 
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Appendix B. Key Elements of Entrepreneurial Climate Found in the Literature, continued 

 
 

E-Climate Element 

 

RUPRI 
CSRA 
KCFR 

CPAC  
REI CPAC GE 

 

CHD 

 

GEM 
Zuiches 

for REDP 
Chatman & 

Johnson 

Networks that link entrepreneurs to 
capital, suppliers, employees, 
strategic partners     n.d. 2005   

Affordable building space and land/ 
districts zoned for business 
development   2003 2004  2005   

Highway accessibility  2005 2003 2004     

Adequate water and sewer services   2003 2004     

Adequate phone services   2003 2004     

Dependable high-speed Internet  2005 2003 2004  2005 2005 2005 

Affordable housing is available   2003 2004     

Affordable health care is available   2003 2004     

Low crime rates   2003 2004     

Recreational and cultural 
opportunities  2005 2003 2004     

Lively downtown    2004     

Attractiveness of area   2005 2003 2004     

Sound stewardship of natural 
resources   2003 2004     

         

RUPRI = RUPRI Center for Rural Entrepreneurship; CSRA = Center for the Study of Rural America;  KCFR = Kansas City Federal Reserve; CPAC = Community 
Policy Analysis Center; REI = Rural Entrepreneurship Initiative; GE = Growing Entrepreneurs; CHD = Center for Heartland Development; GEM = Global 
Environmental Monitor; (Zuiches and) REDP = Rural Entrepreneurship Development Program 
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Appendix B. Key Elements of Entrepreneurial Climate Found in the Literature, continued 

 
 

E-climate Element 
Flora & 
Flora 

Pages & 
Markley 

Bolton & 
Thompson 

 

Koh 
RSS/ 
RRDC 

 

CFED 
Lerner & 
Haber 

 

Kline 

Policies, regulations, legal climate 
flexible & conducive to SB/E  2004 2004 2002  2003 2000  

Technical assistance and counseling 
for SB/E  2004 2004 2002  2003 2000 2006 

Legal and accounting services  2004 2004 2002   2000 2006 

Printing and marketing services  2004 2004    2000 2006 

Collaborative-communicative service 
providers/ No wrong door/ Local 
public bodies work together/ Ease of 
access to information  2004 2004 2002 2006 2003  2006 

Media representative of all interests 1988   2002?     

Programs that publicly celebrates 
entrepreneurs & small businesses  2004 2004     2006 

Economic development office has a 
balanced approach: attraction, 
retention and creation  2004  2002  2003  2006 

Economic development works with 
town and county businesses and 
considers farms part of business 
community  2004  2002 2006 2003  2006 

Mentoring programs exist for small 
businesses (sometimes inter-
generational mentoring is mentioned)   2004 2004   2003 2000 2006 

RSS = Rural Sociology Society; RRCD= Rural Regional Development Centers; CFED = Corporation for Enterprise Development  
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Appendix B. Key Elements of Entrepreneurial Climate Found in the Literature, continued 

 
 

E-climate Element 
Flora & 
Flora 

Pages & 
Markley 

Bolton & 
Thompson 

 

Koh 
RSS/ 
RRDC 

 

CFED 
Lerner & 
Haber 

 

Kline 

Internship opportunities for youth and 
returning college students      2003   

Service providers that start with 
where the entrepreneur is and are 
entrepreneur-focused  2004    2003   

Community understanding and 
appreciation of entrepreneurship, its 
cycles, potential for failure, and need 
for anonymity  2004 2004   2003 2000 2006 

Acceptance of controversy as normal 

1988; 
1993; 
1997        

Leadership that is broadly shared in 
community/ Economic development 
efforts are widely supported by 
community and institutions/ 
Development is depersonalized and 
focus is on process 

1988; 
1993   2002 2006 2003 2000  

Sense of community identity 
1988; 
1993    2006    

Willingness to tax oneself for 
maintenance of community 
infrastructure 

1988; 
1993        

General supportive attitude toward 
innovation, change and new business 

1988; 
1993 2004 2004 2002 2006 2003 2000  

RSS = Rural Sociology Society; RRCD= Rural Regional Development Centers; CFED = Corporation for Enterprise Development  
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Appendix B. Key Elements of Entrepreneurial Climate Found in the Literature, continued 

 
 

E-climate Element 
Flora & 
Flora 

Pages & 
Markley 

Bolton & 
Thompson 

 

Koh 
RSS/ 
RRDC 

 

CFED 
Lerner & 
Haber 

 

Kline 

Fair treatment within community/ 
Inclusiveness of various ethnicities 1997 2004  2002  2003   

Propensity of residents to buy and 
support local 1988 2004   2006   2006 

Environment that supports young 
adults and youth in business      2003  2006 

General community belief in 
reinvesting in community 

1988; 
1993  2004 2002  2003  2006 

Cooperative community attitude that 
celebrate others' successes         

Community residents with generally 
positive, can-do, problem-solving 
attitudes 1993 2004       

Community Foundation Funds/ 
Comprehensive, program-centered 
funding (versus categorical funding)     2006    

Financial tools & services for small 
businesses/ Financial literacy 
assistance  2004 2004 2002  2003   

Variety of financial products:/ Access 
to venture capital/ Access to 
microlending/ Funding for start ups 
and expansions  2004 2004 2002  2003 2000 2006 

RSS = Rural Sociology Society; RRCD= Rural Regional Development Centers; CFED = Corporation for Enterprise Development  
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Appendix B. Key Elements of Entrepreneurial Climate Found in the Literature, continued 

 
 

E-climate Element 
Flora & 
Flora 

Pages & 
Markley 

Bolton & 
Thompson 

 

Koh 
RSS/ 
RRDC 

 

CFED 
Lerner & 
Haber 

 

Kline 

Familiarity of lender with borrower  2004       

Investment incentives/ matching 
funds programs    2002     

Enough surplus from personal and 
family incomes 

1988; 
1993        

Diverse community demographics 1997 2004       

Community size        2006 

Proximity to metro area  2004      2006 

Local government supportive of and 
responsive to new/ small business  2004 2004 2002 2006 2003 2000 2006 

State government support for new/ 
small business  2004    2003   

Relevant business information 
collected and shared in timely 
manner/ Benchmarking and business 
climate information collected and 
shared    2002 2006 2003   

Local government is open, 
transparent and democratically 
accountable    2002 2006    

Local government is willing to pursue 
and use public funds to support new 
business development and is willing 
to invest in community  2004   2006    

RSS = Rural Sociology Society; RRCD= Rural Regional Development Centers; CFED = Corporation for Enterprise Development  
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Appendix B. Key Elements of Entrepreneurial Climate Found in the Literature, continued 

 
 

E-climate Element 
Flora & 
Flora 

Pages & 
Markley 

Bolton & 
Thompson 

 

Koh 
RSS/ 
RRDC 

 

CFED 
Lerner & 
Haber 

 

Kline 

Streamlined paperwork in local, 
county, regional and state agencies  2004      2006 

Leadership works regionally, beyond 
county borders  

1988; 
1993 2004  2002  2003   

Entrepreneur groups who band 
together for advocacy reasons/ 
Legislators must understand that rural 
areas are diverse, hear the ""voice" of 
rural entrepreneurs, and be equitable 
in ED dollars invested to urban-rural  2004    2003   

Community has a process to 
participate in decision-making 1993   2002    2006 

Tax structures that support new/ 
expanding businesses   2004 2002     

Labor pool skill levels and literacy are 
adequate   2004 2004 2002  2003 2000  

Education and training programs for 
small businesses, entrepreneurs & 
micro-entrepreneurs (including 
delivery suited to lifestyle)  2004 2004 2002  2003 2000 2006 

K-12 schools and clubs prepare youth 
for entrepreneurship/ Experiential 
education at all levels 

1988; 
1993 2004    2003   

RSS = Rural Sociology Society; RRCD= Rural Regional Development Centers; CFED = Corporation for Enterprise Development  
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Appendix B. Key Elements of Entrepreneurial Climate Found in the Literature, continued 

 
 

E-climate Element 
Flora & 
Flora 

Pages & 
Markley 

Bolton & 
Thompson 

 

Koh 
RSS/ 
RRDC 

 

CFED 
Lerner & 
Haber 

 

Kline 

Higher education institutions provide 
education and resources to new/ 
small business/ Experiential 
education at all levels  2004 2004 2002 2006 2003 2000 2006 

Local businesses pursue markets 
both local and beyond/ Local 
business climate is market driven/ 
Local businesses take advantage of 
trends and new marketing strategies 

1988; 
1993 2004 2004   2003 2000  

Opportunities to network - formal or 
informal/ Places in community to 
informally meet 

1988; 
1993; 
1997 2004 2004 2002 2006 2003  2006 

Business networks that overlap 
between sectors/ Business networks 
that overlap with public agencies 

1988; 
1993; 
1997 2004 2004  2006 2003   

Business networks that expand 
beyond community 

1988; 
1993; 
1997 2004 2004  2006 2003   

Existing business networks that 
welcome new members 

1988; 
1993; 
1997 2004 2004 2002 2006 2003  2006 

Networks that link entrepreneurs to 
capital, suppliers, employees, 
strategic partners 

1988; 
1993; 
1997 2004 2004 2002  2003 2000  

RSS = Rural Sociology Society; RRCD= Rural Regional Development Centers; CFED = Corporation for Enterprise Development  
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Appendix B. Key Elements of Entrepreneurial Climate Found in the Literature, continued 

 
 

E-climate Element 
Flora & 
Flora 

Pages & 
Markley 

Bolton & 
Thompson 

 

Koh 
RSS/ 
RRDC 

 

CFED 
Lerner & 
Haber 

 

Kline 

Affordable building space and land/ 
districts zoned for business 
development  2004 2004 2002   2000 2006 

Highway accessibility  2004 2004 2002    2006 

Adequate water and sewer services  2004 2004 2002     

Adequate phone services   2004 2002     

Dependable high-speed Internet  2004 2004 2002 2006   2006 

Affordable housing is available   2004      

Affordable health care is available  2004 2004      

Low crime rates    2002     

Recreational and cultural 
opportunities   2004 2002   2000 2006 

Lively downtown       2000 2006 

Attractiveness of area    2004 2002   2000 2006 

Sound stewardship of natural 
resources    2002     

         

RSS = Rural Sociology Society; RRCD= Rural Regional Development Centers; CFED = Corporation for Enterprise Development  
 

 



 
Appendix C. Initial and Reminder Email Messages to Sampling Frame 

 
 

 
First Contact: Pre-notice Email 
 
(Date) 
 
Good Day! 
Within the next couple days you will receive an email request to fill out a questionnaire 
for an important research project being conducted by North Carolina State University and 
NC Cooperative Extension.   
 
It concerns the entrepreneurial climate of your community - how much your community 
supports small businesses and innovative community programs - but will also ask you a 
few questions about the tourism industry in your county as well.  
 
I am writing in advance because we have found that many people like to know ahead of 
time that they will be contacted.   The study is an important one that will help everyone 
involved in NC's economic development to understand the current "climate" for 
entrepreneurial activity in our rural areas. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration.  It's only with the generous help of people 
like you that our research can be successful.  If you have any questions please feel free to 
contact me directly at 919.306.1705 or via email at carolkline@bellsouth.net. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Carol Kline 
Tourism Extension Associate 
Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management 
North Carolina State University 
Raleigh, NC  27695 
Cell:  919.306.1705 
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Appendix C. Initial and Reminder Email Messages to Sampling Frame, continued 
 
Second Contact:  Email "cover letter" with survey link embedded 
 
(date)  
 
Good Day! 
 
My name is Carol Kline and I contacted you a few days ago about an important research 
project happening all across the state.  This email is my request to you to participate in 
this project so that we can have adequate input from YOUR county.   
 
The research will assess your county's "climate" as it relates to entrepreneurs and 
entrepreneurial activity.  I will also ask you a few questions about tourism in your county. 
The entire process is designed to take no more than 20 minutes. 
 
Your responses will remain ANONYMOUS and CONFIDENTIAL and all of the 
information collected will be reported in summaries only.  No individual data will been 
reported and once you have taken the survey, your answers will go into the larger 
database and not be associated with your name or email in any way.   However, as a 
thank you for your time, I would like to enter your name in a drawing for a $25 gift 
certificate to the store of your choice (yes, any store) in your county.  I will keep a 
record of who responded for this purpose only, and will dispose of all names once the 
drawing is over. 
 
The results of this study will be available to you once my analysis is completed - I 
estimate by the end of October.   Simply email me back letting me know that you would 
like a copy and I will be happy to send you one.  I will also send the report to every 
County Extension Center in North Carolina.   
 
You can access the survey at this link: 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.asp?u=560402769148 
 
If you would like a hard copy of the survey mailed to you, please email me back with 
your address and I will send one to you immediately.  THANK YOU for your 
participation in this research project.   This study will contribute to a greater 
understanding of small business survival and sustainable growth in our rural 
communities.  If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at this 
email or on my cell phone:  919.306.1705.  
 
Carol Kline 
Tourism Extension Associate 
Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management 
North Carolina State University 
Raleigh, NC  27695 
Cell:  919.306.1705 
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Appendix C. Initial and Reminder Email Messages to Sampling Frame, continued 

 
Third Contact: Thank You and Reminder 
 
(date) 
 
Good Day!   
 
Last week a questionnaire seeking your opinion on the entrepreneurial climate of your 
community was emailed to you.  Your name was drawn randomly from a list of 
residences representing your county. 
 
If you have already completed the questionnaire, please accept my sincere thanks!  If not, 
would you please take the survey today by clicking here 
(http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.asp?u=560402769148) and taking the survey - it 
will not take more than 20 minutes.   
 
As a thank you, I will enter your name in a drawing for a $25 gift certificate to the 
store of your choice (any store) in your county.  I will keep a record of who responded 
for this purpose only, and will dispose of all names once the drawing is over so that your 
responses are completely anonymous.  Results of the survey will be reported in 
summaries so that individual data will not be identified. 
 
I am especially grateful for your help because it is only by asking people like you to share 
your experiences that we can understand why small businesses and communities survive 
and thrive in today's economic climate. 
 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at this email or on my cell 
phone:  919.306.1705.   
 
Carol Kline 
Tourism Extension Associate 
Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management 
North Carolina State University 
Raleigh, NC  27695 
Cell:  919.306.1705 
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Appendix C. Initial and Reminder Email Messages to Sampling Frame, continued 
 
Fourth Contact:  Final reminder  
 
(date) 
 
Good Day, 
 
About one week ago, I sent a questionnaire to you that asked your opinion of your 
community's entrepreneurial climate.  To the best of our knowledge, it's not yet been 
completed. 
 
The comments of people who have already responded include a wide variety of insights 
on their community.  We think the results are going to be very useful to county leaders, 
the business community and others involved in rural development.   
 
We are writing again because of the importance that your questionnaire has for helping to 
get accurate results.   It is only by hearing from nearly everyone in the sample that we can 
be sure that the results are truly representative. 
 
By completing the survey, you will be entered into a drawing for a $25 gift certificate to 
the store of your choice (any store!) in your county.  I will keep a record of who 
responded for this purpose only, and will dispose of all names once the drawing is over 
so that your responses are completely anonymous.  Results of the survey will be reported 
in summaries so that individual data will not be identified.   
 
You can access the survey at this link: 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.asp?u=560402769148 
 
Thank you very much for your participation! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Carol Kline 
Tourism Extension Associate 
Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management 
North Carolina State University 
Raleigh, NC  27695 
 
P.S. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at carolkline@bellsouth.net 
or on my cell phone at any time:  919.306.1705.   
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Appendix D. Broadband Internet Use in the United States 

 

 
Internet Users 

(Percent) 

Lives in a Broadband 
Household 
(Percent) 

 Sept. 2001       Oct. 2003 Oct. 2003 
TOTAL POPULATION 55.1 58.7 22.8
Gender 
  Male 55.2 58.2 23.9
  Female 55.0 59.2 21.8
Race/ Ethnicity a 
  White b  61.3 65.1 25.7
    White Alone n/a 65.1 25.7
  Black c 41.1 45.6 14.2
    Black Alone n/a 45.2 13.9
  Asian Amer. & Pac. Isl. d 62.5 63.1 34.2
    Asian Amer. & Pac. Isl. Alone n/a 63.0 34.7
  Hispanic (of any race) 33.4 37.2 12.6
Employment Status 
  Employed /e 66.6 70.7 26.0
  Not Employed (unemployed or NLF) e 38.0 42.8 16.1
Family Income 
  Less than $15,000 25.9 31.2 7.5
  $15,000 - $24,999 34.4 38.0 9.3
  $25,000 - $34,999 45.3 48.9 13.4
  $35,000 - $49,999 58.3 62.1 19.0
  $50,000 - $74,999 68.9 71.8 27.9
  $75,000 & above 80.4 82.9 45.4
    $75,000 - $99,999 f n/a 79.8 36.8
    $100,000 - $149,999 f n/a 85.1 49.3
    $150,000 & above f n/a 86.1 57.7
Educational Attainment g 
  Less Than High School 13.7 15.5 5.9
  High School Diploma / GED 41.1 44.5 14.5
  Some College 63.5 68.6 23.7
  Bachelor's Degree 82.2 84.9 34.9
  Beyond Bachelor's Degree 85.0 88.0 38.0
Age Group 
  Age 18 - 24  66.6 70.6 25.5
    In School 85.4 86.7 33.8
    Not In School 54.0 58.2 19.0
  Age 25 - 49 65.0 68.0 25.9
    In Labor Force 68.4 71.7 26.8
    Not in Labor Force 47.1 49.7 21.1
  Age 50 + 38.3 44.8 15.9
    In Labor Force 58.0 64.4 22.6
    Not in Labor Force 22.2 27.6 10.1
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Appendix D. Broadband Internet Use in the United States, continued 

 

 
Internet Users 

(Percent) 

Lives in a Broadband 
Household 
(Percent) 

 Sept. 2001       Oct. 2003 Oct. 2003 
Location of the Person's Household    
  Rural 54.1 57.2
  Urban 55.5 59.2
    Urban Not Central City 58.8 62.5
    Urban Central City 50.3 54.0
Household Type In Which the Individual Lives h 
  Married Couple w/Children <18 Years Old 63.5 65.3 29.3
  Male Householder w/Children <18 Years Old 46.8 50.3 19.4
  Female Householder w/Children <18 Years 
Old 46.6 51.4 14.8
  Households without Children 51.8 56.7 20.7
  Non-Family Household 48.3 53.1 17.3
Location of Internet Use 
  Only At Home 19.0 19.0
  Only Outside the Home 11.8 11.6
 
 
Adapted from A Nation Online 2004, Appendix Table 1: Internet Use from Any Location by 
Individuals Age 3 and Older, September 2001 and October 2003 and Living in a Home with 
Internet Broadband Age 3 and Older, October 2003 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey supplements, September 2001, and October 2003.  
 
Notes:  
n/a = Not Available 
a In 2003 respondents were able to choose multiple racial categories.  Thus, 2003 race data are 
not strictly comparable with data from previous surveys.
b For 2003, "White, should be read as “White alone or in combination with other racial categories, 
non-Hispanic.” 
c For 2003, "Black" should be read as “Black alone or in combination with other racial categories, 
non-Hispanic.” 
d For 2003, "Asian Amer. & Pac. Isl." should be read as “Asian American and Pacific Islanders 
alone or in combination with other racial categories, non-Hispanic.”
e  Age 16 and Older. NLF=Not in the labor force.
f The October 2003 Current Population Survey had income categories above $75,000 that were 
not previously available. 
g Age 25 and older. 

h The male and female categories refer to family households where a spouse is not present. 
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Appendix E. Entrepreneurial Climate Survey Instrument 

 
 

Community Assessment for Tourism and Entrepreneurial Climate 
 

 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study!  The research will assess your county's 
"climate" as it relates to entrepreneurial activity as well as tourism development.  The entire 
process is designed to take no more than 20 minutes.  Thank you in advance for your candidness 
and your time! 
 
Carol Kline 
NC State Tourism Extension 
 
 
General Information About You  

1. What is your home zip code? 
 

2. Do you work (paid or volunteer) in the county in which you live?  Please check all that 
apply. 

 Yes, I am employed in the county in which I live 
 Yes, I volunteer in the county in which I live 
 No 

 
3. How many years have you lived in this county?   _____ years 

 
4. Where did you most recently live prior to moving here? 

 I have always lived here 
 Within North Carolina 
 Outside of North Carolina 

 
5. Do you consider yourself or a family member a native of this county? 

 I am 
 A family member is 
 Both 
 No, neither applies 

 
6. What is your gender? 

 Male  
 Female 

 
7. What is the highest level of education completed? 

 High School 
 Technical School 
 Community College 
 Professional School 
 Four-year College or University 
 Advanced Degree 
 Other 
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Appendix E. Entrepreneurial Climate Survey Instrument, continued 
 

8. Please check the appropriate age range box. 
  18 - 30     51 - 60 

 31 - 40     61 - 70 
 41 - 50     Over 70 

 
About your Professional Life  

9. Please check ALL that apply to your professional life 
 I have a full time job. 
 I have one or more part-time jobs. 
 I have my own business, which is my FULL time job. 
 I have my own business, which is a PART time job.   
 I am retired. 
 I volunteer in my community. 
 Unemployed - seeking paid work. 
 Unemployed - not seeking work.   
 Other 

 
10. How would you classify your primary form of work (paid or volunteer)?  

 Public sector 
 Non-profit sector 
 Private sector 
 Other  

 
11. Does your primary, secondary or volunteer work relate to the tourism industry?   

 Definitely  
 Somewhat or during certain seasons  
 Not at all   
 Not applicable 

 
12. Are you considering or in the process of starting a full-time or side business? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Not Sure 

 
About Your Community Involvement  

13. Please check all of the organizations in which you are currently active:  
 Local arts organization 
 Regional arts organization 
 Local historic society 
 Chamber of Commerce 
 Economic Development 
 Tourism group 
 Political organization 
 Environmental/ conservation group 
 Recreational club 
 Church groups or programs 
 Civic organizations such as Ruritans, Rotary, Kiwanis, etc. 
 Veterans club 
 Garden club/ group or Master Gardeners  
 Youth mentoring group, such as 4-H, Scouts, Junior Achievement, etc 
 Social change/ environmental justice organization 
 Services for limited ability children or adults 
 Community development organization 
 Other (please elaborate)  ___________________________________________ 
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Appendix E. Entrepreneurial Climate Survey Instrument, continued 

 
 
About Tourism in Your County 
Please answer the following questions for the county you live in. 
 

14. Do you agree or disagree with each of the statements below? 
1 = strongly disagree     2 = disagree    3 = not sure   4 = agree     5 = strongly agree 

 
Tourism is a thriving industry in my county of residence.   1 2 3 4 5  
This county does not have a lot to offer visitors.  1 2 3 4 5  
Tourism should be a part of the strategic economic development plan for my 
county. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

This county has a great potential to develop tourism.   1 2 3 4 5  
Tourism has more negative than positive impacts on a community.  1 2 3 4 5  
As a whole, there is widespread community support for tourism in my county.  1 2 3 4 5  
Local government in my county supports the development of tourism.  1 2 3 4 5  
The local Chamber or Visitor Bureau staff is doing a good job attracting visitors to 
the county. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

The local Chamber or Visitor Bureau staff is helpful to community members wishing 
to start or expand a tourism business. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

 
15. Do you have any additional comments concerning the statements above?  If so, please 

write them here. 
 
 

16. How long would you say that tourism has been a significant part of the community’s 
economic mix? 

 It is not a significant part of my community's economic mix 
 Less than 5 years 
 Between 5-10 years 
 Between 10-20 years 
 Over 20 years 
 Not Sure 

 
17. Have there been any recent events (positive or negative) in your county that may have 

affected the tourism industry?  Some examples are:  natural disasters, interstate 
construction, crime, or extra attention due to a Hollywood film mentioning or filmed in 
your area.   If so, please list these events here and indicate whether you feel they are 
positive or negative. 

 
1  ___________________________________________________     + / -   
 
2  ___________________________________________________    + / - 
 
3  ___________________________________________________    + / - 
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Appendix E. Entrepreneurial Climate Survey Instrument, continued 
 
About the Entrepreneurial/ Small Business Climate of Your Community  
The next set of questions is to solicit your opinion about the Entrepreneurial/ small business 
“climate” in the county you live in.  Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the 
statement: 

1 = strongly disagree     2 = disagree    3 = not sure   4 = agree     5 = strongly agree 
 
Physical and Business Infrastructure 
Real estate is available and affordable for small businesses to rent or purchase in 
my county. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Highway access and road maintenance is adequate in my county.  1 2 3 4 5  
High-speed internet access is available and reliable.  1 2 3 4 5  

Trusted professional services such as accounting, legal, and tax advice are readily 
available in or within driving distance of my community. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Good business ideas in my community can attract the necessary financial capital to 
get them going. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

 
Quality of Life 
The county has natural resources that make this an enjoyable place to live or visit.  1 2 3 4 5  
The county has built resources that make this an enjoyable place to live or visit.  1 2 3 4 5  
The county has cultural resources that m   ake this an enjoyable place to live or 
visit. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

There is lively pedestrian activity during the day in the downtowns of my county.  1 2 3 4 5  

 
Community Culture 
People in this community support locally owned businesses by choosing to spend 
money with them whenever possible. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

My county recognizes and celebrates people who create and grow local 
businesses. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Most people in the county support entrepreneurs when they fail and are trying 
again with a new business. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

People in my county understand that small business owners cannot discuss all of 
the aspects of their business and give that person enough "breathing room" to 
develop their venture. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

The overall pace of change in my county has been quick or intense in the last five 
years. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

My county is getting to be a bedroom community for another county.  1 2 3 4 5  
New residents to the county can easily integrate into the county's business 
community if they have good ideas and work ethic. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Ethnic diversity is accepted in this community.  1 2 3 4 5  
The poorer residents of the county can easily integrate into the county's business 
community if they have good ideas and work ethic. 

 1 2 3 4 5  
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Appendix E. Entrepreneurial Climate Survey Instrument, continued 
 
Training and Assistance 
When assistance is needed to make a business decision or help with planning, 
there is someone to call on for guidance. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Within my county, there are programs to encourage and support entrepreneurs to 
develop and grow. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Within my county, there is opportunity for business or entrepreneurial training.  1 2 3 4 5  
Within my county, we have networking and mentoring opportunities for 
entrepreneurs and local business people. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Youth are provided opportunities to learn about starting a business. 1 2 3 4 5 
Higher education institutions in the region have programs or personnel committed 
to supporting business creation and to the needs of small businesses. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

 
Institutional Capacity 
County government is responsive to the needs of those starting a new business.  1 2 3 4 5  
County government uses outside funding, such as grants, to improve the 
community as a place to live and work. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

County government officials think beyond county borders by collaborating with 
others in the region. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

The non-profit organizations that serve our county are effective in enhancing 
economic vitality.   

 1 2 3 4 5  

The non-profit organizations that serve our county are effective in enhancing quality 
of life.   

 1 2 3 4 5  

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes:  
 new business attraction  1 2 3 4 5  
 supporting existing businesses  1 2 3 4 5  
 working equally with both town and county businesses  1 2 3 4 5  
 considering farms and ranches as part of the business community  1 2 3 4 5  
 considering tourism as part of the business community  1 2 3 4 5  
 helping new businesses get started  1 2 3 4 5  

Lenders evaluate requests for business loans based on their merit and not on the 
gender of the person making the loan request. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

 
 

18. Overall, do you think your county is entrepreneur-friendly, or in other words, does it 
provide an environment where entrepreneurs would thrive?  Please explain. 

  
19. What is needed to increase an entrepreneurial environment in your county? 

 
20. What is needed to increase tourism in your county? 

 
21. What are your key concerns in terms of future economic development in this county? 

 
22. Do you consider yourself entrepreneurial either in your profession or in how you 

contribute to your community? 
 Absolutely 
 Somewhat 
 Not really 
 Other (please elaborate)  _______________________________________ 

 
23. Please write any additional comments you may have here. 
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Appendix F. Study Variables and Corresponding Question from Instrument 
 

County 
What is your home zip code?     
All zips have been converted to corresponding county. 
 
Work in County 
Do you work (paid or volunteer) in the county in which you live?   
 
Years Lived in County 
How many years have you lived in this county?       
 

Native Status 
Do you consider yourself or a family member a native of this county?  

1 I am 
2 A family member is 
3 Both 
4 No, neither applies 

 
Gender 
What is your gender?       

1 Male  
2 Female 

 
Education 
What is the highest level of education completed?   

1 High School 
2 Community College 
3 Technical School 
4 Four-year College or University 
5 Advanced Degree 
6 Other 
7 Professional School 
8 Some College 
 

Age 
Please check the appropriate age range box.    

1  18 - 30 
2 31 - 40 
3 41 - 50 
4 51 - 60 
5 61 - 70 
6 Over 70 

 
Employment Status 
Please check ALL that apply to your professional life 

JOBFULL I have a full time job. 
JOBPART  I have one or more part-time jobs. 
BIZFULL  I have my own business, which is my FULL time job. 
BIZPART  I have my own business, which is a PART time job.   
RETIRED  I am retired. 
VOLUNTR  I volunteer in my community. 
UNEMPSK  Unemployed - seeking paid work. 
UNEMPSKN  Unemployed - not seeking work.   
JOBOTHER Other 
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Appendix F. Study Variables and Corresponding Question from Instrument, continued 

 
 

Employment Sector 
How would you classify your primary form of work (paid or volunteer)?   

1 Public sector 
2 Private sector 
3 Non-profit sector 
4 Other  
 

Tourism Relationship 
Does your primary, secondary or volunteer work relate to the tourism industry?  

1 Definitely  
2 Somewhat or during certain seasons  
3 Not at all   
4 Not applicable 

 
Starting Business 
Are you considering or in the process of starting a full-time or side business?   

1 Yes 
2 No 
3 Not Sure 

 
Community Involvement  
Please check all of the organizations in which you are currently active:  

 Local arts organization 
 Regional arts organization 
 Local historic society 
 Chamber of Commerce 
 Economic Development 
 Tourism group 
 Political organization 
 Environmental/ conservation group 
 Recreational club 
 Church groups or programs 
 Civic organizations such as Ruritans, Rotary, Kiwanis, etc. 
 Veterans club 
 Garden club/ group or Master Gardeners  
 Youth mentoring group, such as 4-H, Scouts, Junior Achievement, etc 
 Social change/ environmental justice organization 
 Services for limited ability children or adults 
 Community development organization 
 Other (please elaborate)  __ 

 
Entrepreneurial Self-Assessment 
Do you consider yourself entrepreneurial either in your profession or in how you contribute to 
your community?     
 1 Absolutely 

2 Somewhat 
3 Not really 
4 Other  
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Appendix F. Study Variables and Corresponding Question from Instrument, continued 

 
Tourism Support 
Please answer the following questions for the county you live in. 
 
Do you agree or disagree with each of the statements below?  

1 = strongly disagree     2 = disagree    3 = not sure   4 = agree     5 = strongly agree 
 

As a whole, there is widespread community support for tourism in my county. 
 
 
Entrepreneurial Climate Items  
 
Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the statement: 

1 = strongly disagree     2 = disagree    3 = not sure   4 = agree     5 = strongly agree 
 
Physical and Business Infrastructure 
Real estate is available and affordable for small businesses to rent or purchase in 
my county. 

E1 

Highway access and road maintenance is adequate in my county. E2 
High-speed internet access is available and reliable. E3 

Trusted professional services such as accounting, legal, and tax advice are readily 
available in or within driving distance of my community. 

E4 

Good business ideas in my community can attract the necessary financial capital to 
get them going. 

E5 

 
Institutional Capacity 
County government is responsive to the needs of those starting a new business. E6 
County government uses outside funding, such as grants, to improve the 
community as a place to live and work. 

E7 

County government officials think beyond county borders by collaborating with 
others in the region. 

E8 

The non-profit organizations that serve our county are effective in enhancing 
economic vitality.   

E9 

The non-profit organizations that serve our county are effective in enhancing quality 
of life.   

E10 

  
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes:  

 new business attraction E11 
 supporting existing businesses E12 
 working equally with both town and county businesses E13 
 considering farms and ranches as part of the business community E14 
 considering tourism as part of the business community E15 
 helping new businesses get started E16 
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Appendix F. Study Variables and Corresponding Question from Instrument, continued 
 
Quality of Life 
The county has natural resources that make this an enjoyable place to live or visit. E17 
The county has built resources that make this an enjoyable place to live or visit. E18 
The county has cultural resources that make this an enjoyable place to live or visit. E19 
There is lively pedestrian activity during the day in the downtowns of my county. E20 

 
Community Culture 
People in this community support locally owned businesses by choosing to spend 
money with them whenever possible. 

E21 

My county recognizes and celebrates people who create and grow local 
businesses. 

E22 

Most people in the county support entrepreneurs when they fail and are trying 
again with a new business. 

E23 

People in my county understand that small business owners cannot discuss all of 
the aspects of their business and give that person enough "breathing room" to 
develop their venture. 

E24 

The overall pace of change in my county has been quick or intense in the last five 
years. 

E25 

My county is getting to be a bedroom community for another county. E26 
New residents to the county can easily integrate into the county's business 
community if they have good ideas and work ethic. 

E27 

Ethnic diversity is accepted in this community. E28 
The poorer residents of the county can easily integrate into the county's business 
community if they have good ideas and work ethic. 

E29 

Lenders evaluate requests for business loans based on their merit and not on the 
gender of the person making the loan request. 

E30 

 
Training and Assistance 
When assistance is needed to make a business decision or help with planning, 
there is someone to call on for guidance. 

E31 

Within my county, there are programs to encourage and support entrepreneurs to 
develop and grow. 

E32 

Within my county, there is opportunity for business or entrepreneurial training. E33 
Within my county, we have networking and mentoring opportunities for 
entrepreneurs and local business people. 

E34 

Youth are provided opportunities to learn about starting a business. E35 
Higher education institutions in the region have programs or personnel committed 
to supporting business creation and to the needs of small businesses. 

E36 
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Appendix G. Tourism Opportunity Scale 
 

Counties Engaged in Rural Tourism 
 
Part 1. 
Please indicate how IMPORTANT you feel each item is for general rural tourism 
development by placing an "x" under the appropriate number on the scale. 

 
High Importance = 5 

Important = 4 
Moderate Importance = 3 

Low Importance = 2 
Not Important = 1 

Unsure/ don't know = 0 
 
Part 2. 
Next, please rate your county's PERFORMANCE on each of the items by placing 
an "x" under the appropriate number on the scale. 
 
 

Outstanding Performance = 5 
Good Performance = 4 

Moderate Performance = 3 
Low Performance = 2 

Unsatisfying Performance = 1 
Unsure/ don't know - 0 

 
 

See next page for items.  The same items were used in both Part 1 and Part 2. 
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Appendix G. Tourism Opportunity Scale, continued 
 

 
  

5 
 
4 

 
3 

 
2 

 
1 

 
0 

Access to area       
Drivability (road safety and conditions)        
Way-finding signs       
Availability of Internet/ cell phone use       
Quality of accommodations       
Variety of shopping       
Variety of cuisine       
Availability of liquor by the drink       
Dedicated tourism attractions or landmarks       
Things to do at night       
Special events/ festivals       
Unique local culture/ folklife       
Overall visual appeal of towns       
Interesting architecture       
Notable history       
Museums and galleries       
Music and performances       
Family activities       
Outdoor recreation opportunities       
Sporting events        
Tennis or golf opportunities       
Water resources       
Climate       
Scenic beauty       
Ethnic appeal       
Small town charm       
Overall cleanliness        
Relaxed pace/ tranquility        
Feeling of safety and security       
Opportunity for discovery/ new experiences       
Educational or interpretive programs       
Friendliness/ standard of service       
Value of tourism product       
Organizations engaged in community development        
Knowledgeable Visitor Bureau       
Visitor Bureau marketing budget       
Visitor services and information       
Image of area       
More than a two-season destination       
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Appendix H. Entrepreneurial Climate Item Scores Ranked by Mean 

 
E-climate item Mean* 

The county has natural resources that make this an enjoyable place to live or visit. 4.09 

Trusted professional services such as accounting, legal, and tax advice are readily 

available in or within driving distance of my community. 4

3

3

3

g. 3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

.02 

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes considering 

tourism as part of the business community. .54 

My county is getting to be a bedroom community for another county. .44 

High-speed internet access is available and reliable. .43 

Good business ideas in my community can attract the necessary financial capital to 

get them goin .43 

People in this community support locally owned businesses by choosing to spend 

money with them whenever possible. .42 

Higher education institutions in the region have programs or personnel committed to 

supporting business creation and to the needs of small businesses. .40 

The non-profit organizations that serve our county are effective in enhancing quality  

of life.   .37 

The county has cultural resources that make this an enjoyable place to live or visit. .37 

The overall pace of change in my county has been intense in the last five years. .37 

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes new business 

attraction. .31 

New residents to the county can easily integrate into the county's business community 

if they have good ideas and work ethic. .30 

The county has built resources that make this an enjoyable place to live or visit. .28 

The non-profit organizations that serve our county are effective in enhancing  

economic vitality.   .20 
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Appendix H. Entrepreneurial Climate Item Scores Ranked by Mean, continued 

E-climate item Mean* 

Ethnic diversity is accepted in this community. 3.19 

Within my county, there is opportunity for business or entrepreneurial training. 3.17 

My county recognizes and celebrates people who create and grow local businesses. 3.16 

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes considering farms 

and ranches as part of the business community. 3.13 

County government uses outside funding, such as grants, to improve the community as 

a place to live and work. 3.11 

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes working equally 

with both town and county businesses. 3.08 

There is lively pedestrian activity during the day in the downtowns of my county. 3.08 

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes supporting 

existing businesses. 3.06 

People in my county understand that small business owners cannot discuss all of the 

aspects of their business and give that person enough "breathing room" to develop 

their venture. 3.06 

Highway access and road maintenance is adequate in my county. 3.04 

Lenders evaluate requests for business loans based on their merit and not on the 

gender of the person making the loan request. 3.03 

County government officials think beyond county borders by collaborating with others in 

the region. 2.99 

When assistance is needed to make a business decision or help with planning, there is 

someone to call on for guidance. 2.95 

Within my county, we have networking and mentoring opportunities for entrepreneurs 

and local business people. 2.95 

County government is responsive to the needs of those starting a new business. 2.92 

 242



 243

 

Appendix H. Entrepreneurial Climate Item Scores Ranked by Mean, continued 

E-climate item Mean* 

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes helping new 

businesses get started. 2.92 

Most people in the county support entrepreneurs when they fail and are trying again 

with a new business. 2.92 

Real estate is available and affordable for small businesses to rent or purchase  

in my county. 2.90 

Within my county, there are programs to encourage and support entrepreneurs to 

develop and grow. 2.89 

Youth are provided opportunities to learn about starting a business. 2.81 

The poorer residents of the county can easily integrate into the county's business 

community if they have good ideas and work ethic. 2.76 

Mean based on 5-point Likert scale, N=92 
 

 



 
Appendix I. Likert Scale Response Breakdown for 36 E-Climate Items 

 

E-climate variable 

 
 
n 

 
 
1 

 
 
2 

 
 

3 

 
 

4 

 
 

5 Mean S.D. 
         

Real estate is available and affordable for small businesses to rent or purchase 
in my county. 91 19.8 18.7 20.9 33.0 7.7 2.9 1.274 
Highway access and road maintenance is adequate in my county. 91 15.4 27.5 5.5 40.7 11.0 3.04 1.324 
High-speed internet access is available and reliable. 91 13.2 9.9 11.0 52.7 13.2 3.43 1.231 
Trusted professional services such as accounting, legal, and tax advice are 
readily available in or within driving distance of my community. 90 1.1 5.6 8.9 58.9 25.6 4.02 .0821 
Good business ideas in my community can attract the necessary financial 
capital to get them going. 90 3.3 6.7 44.4 34.4 11.1 3.43 0.90 
County government is responsive to the needs of those starting a new 
business. 89 9.0 15.7 52.8 19.1 3.4 2.92 0.92 
County government uses outside funding, such as grants, to improve the 
community as a place to live and work. 90 8.9 10.0 45.6 32.2 3.3 3.11 0.953 
County government officials think beyond county borders by collaborating with 
others in the region. 90 10.0 14.4 45.6 26.7 3.3 2.99 0.977 
The non-profit organizations that serve our county are effective in enhancing 
economic vitality.   88 4.5 13.6 44.3 31.8 5.7 3.2 0.912 
The non-profit organizations that serve our county are effective in enhancing 
quality of life.   89 2.2 11.2 39.3 41.6 5.6 3.37 0.845 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes new 
business attraction. 89 6.7 11.2 34.8 38.2 9.0 3.31 1.018 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
supporting existing businesses. 89 9.0 16.9 38.2 31.5 4.5 3.06 1.015 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes working 
equally with both town and county businesses. 86 5.8 17.4 43.0 30.2 3.5 3.08 0.923 
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Appendix I. Likert Scale Response Breakdown for 36 E-Climate Items, continued 
 

E-climate variable 

 
 

n 

 
 
1 

 
 
2 

 
 
3 

 
 
4 

 
 
5 Mean S.D. 

The focus of my community's economic development 
efforts includes considering farms and ranches as part of 
the business community. 87 6.9 13.8 42.5 33.3 3.4 3.13 0.938 
The focus of my community's economic development 
efforts includes considering tourism as part of the business 
community. 89 2.2 11.2 31.5 40.4 14.6 3.54 0.954 
The focus of my community's economic development 
efforts includes helping new businesses get started. 89 11.2 13.5 50.6 21.3 3.4 2.92 0.968 
The county has natural resources that make this an 
enjoyable place to live or visit. 89 2.2 6.7 3.4 55.1 32.6 4.09 0.913 
The county has built resources that make this an enjoyable 
place to live or visit. 90 3.3 25.6 18.9 44.4 7.8 3.28 1.039 
The county has cultural resources that make this an 
enjoyable place to live or visit. 90 5.6 21.1 14.4 48.9 10.0 3.37 1.096 
There is lively pedestrian activity during the day in the 
downtowns of my county. 90 13.3 22.2 16.7 38.9 8.9 3.08 1.229 
People in this community support locally owned 
businesses by choosing to spend money with them 
whenever possible. 86 3.5 18.6 18.6 51.2 8.1 3.42 1.00 
My county recognizes and celebrates people who 
create and grow local businesses. 85 5.9 17.6 32.9 41.2 2.4 3.16 0.949 
Most people in the county support entrepreneurs when 
they fail and are trying again with a new business. 86 9.3 15.1 52.3 20.9 2.3 2.92 0.91 
People in my county understand that small business 
owners cannot discuss all of the aspects of their 
business and give that person enough "breathing room" 
to develop their venture. 85 9.4 9.4 52.9 22.4 5.9 3.06 0.968 
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Appendix I. Likert Scale Response Breakdown for 36 E-Climate Items, continued 
 

E-climate variable 

 
 

n 

 
 
1 

 
 
2 

 
 
3 

 
 
4 

 
 
5 Mean S.D. 

The overall pace of change in my county has been 
quick or intense in the last five years. 86 12.8 12.8 19.8 33.7 20.9 3.37 1.302 
My county is getting to be a bedroom community for 
another county. 85 4.7 17.6 25.9 32.9 18.8 3.44 1.128 
New residents to the county can easily integrate into the 
county's business community if they have good ideas 
and work ethic. 86 7.0 12.8 29.1 45.3 5.8 3.3 1.007 
Ethnic diversity is accepted in this community. 86 10.5 17.4 20.9 45.3 5.8 3.19 1.122 
The poorer residents of the county can easily integrate 
into the county's business community if they have good 
ideas and work ethic. 86 15.1 25.6 29.1 29.1 1.2 2.76 1.073 
Lenders evaluate requests for business loans based on 
their merit and not on the gender of the person making 
the loan request. 86 11.6 9.3 47.7 26.7 4.7 3.03 1.011 
When assistance is needed to make a business 
decision or help with planning, there is someone to call 
on for guidance. 84 10.7 11.9 50.0 26.2 1.2 2.95 0.93 
Within my county, there are programs to encourage and 
support entrepreneurs to develop and grow. 84 11.9 16.7 42.9 27.2 1.2 2.89 0.982 
Within my county, there is opportunity for business or 
entrepreneurial training. 84 8.3 13.1 36.9 36.9 4.8 3.17 1.004 
Within my county, we have networking and mentoring 
opportunities for entrepreneurs & local business people. 84 7.1 17.9 50.0 22.6 2.4 2.95 0.89 
Youth are provided opportunities to learn about starting 
a business. 83 8.4 27.7 39.8 22.9 1.2 2.81 0.93 
Higher education institutions in the region have 
programs or personnel committed to supporting 
business creation and to the needs of small businesses. 84 6.0 10.7 33.3 36.9 13.1 3.4 1.043 
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Appendix J. E-Climate Item Mean Scores by County 
 

COUNTY Entrepreneurial Climate Item 
Ashe 
Mean 

Carteret 
Mean 

Chatham 
Mean 

Davidson  
Mean 

Gaston 
Mean 

E1 
Real estate is available and affordable for small businesses to rent or 
purchase in my county. 1.94 2.80 3.57 3.60 3.57 

E2 Highway access and road maintenance is adequate in my county. 2.24 2.00 3.14 3.76 3.00 

E3 High-speed internet access is available and reliable. 3.53 4.00 2.14 3.60 4.00 

E4 
Trusted professional services such as accounting, legal, and tax advice 
are readily available in or within driving distance of my community. 3.94 4.00 3.43 4.12 3.83 

E5 
Good business ideas in my community can attract the necessary 
financial capital to get them going. 3.35 4.00 3.14 3.56 3.43 

E6 
County government is responsive to the needs of those starting a new 
business. 2.75 3.20 2.57 2.88 2.83 

E7 
County government uses outside funding, such as grants, to improve the 
community as a place to live and work. 3.00 3.00 3.14 3.24 3.14 

E8 
County government officials think beyond county borders by 
collaborating with others in the region. 2.94 3.00 3.14 2.92 3.29 

E9 
The non-profit organizations that serve our county are effective in 
enhancing economic vitality.   3.44 3.40 2.86 3.25 2.71 

E10 
The non-profit organizations that serve our county are effective in 
enhancing quality of life.   3.38 3.60 3.14 3.48 3.00 

E11 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
new business attraction. 3.38 3.80 2.86 3.60 3.29 

E12 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
supporting existing businesses. 2.56 3.40 2.86 3.24 2.43 

E13 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
working equally with both town and county businesses. 2.53 3.20 3.17 3.04 3.29 

Mean based on 5-point Likert scale, N=92 
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Appendix J. E-Climate Item Mean Scores by County, continued 

 

COUNTY Entrepreneurial Climate Item 
Ashe 
Mean 

Carteret 
Mean 

Chatham 
Mean 

Davidson  
Mean 

Gaston 
Mean 

E14 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
considering farms and ranches as part of the business community. 2.80 2.75 3.57 3.08 3.14 

E15 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
considering tourism as part of the business community. 4.00 4.60 3.00 3.72 3.00 

E16 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
helping new businesses get started. 2.75 3.60 2.71 2.96 3.14 

E17 
The county has natural resources that make this an enjoyable place to 
live or visit. 4.06 4.75 4.29 4.08 3.86 

E18 
The county has built resources that make this an enjoyable place to live 
or visit. 3.53 3.25 3.71 2.96 3.29 

E19 
The county has cultural resources that make this an enjoyable place to 
live or visit. 3.29 3.25 3.14 3.28 3.00 

E20 
There is lively pedestrian activity during the day in the downtowns of my 
county. 3.47 3.25 3.14 3.04 3.00 

E21 
People in this community support locally owned businesses by choosing 
to spend money with them whenever possible. 3.81 3.75 3.43 3.12 3.17 

E22 
My county recognizes and celebrates people who create and grow local 
businesses. 3.13 4.00 3.29 3.16 2.80 

E23 
Most people in the county support entrepreneurs when they fail and are 
trying again with a new business. 3.31 3.00 2.86 2.56 2.83 

E24 

People in my county understand that small business owners cannot 
discuss all of the aspects of their business and give that person enough 
"breathing room" to develop their venture. 3.19 3.25 2.71 2.96 3.00 

E25 
The overall pace of change in my county has been quick or intense in 
the last five years. 3.75 4.25 3.71 2.80 3.33 

Mean based on 5-point Likert scale, N=92 
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Appendix J. E-Climate Item Mean Scores by County, continued 

 

COUNTY Entrepreneurial Climate Item 
Ashe 
Mean 

Carteret 
Mean 

Chatham 
Mean 

Davidson  
Mean 

Gaston 
Mean 

E26 My county is getting to be a bedroom community for another county. 2.94 2.75 4.14 3.68 3.83 

E27 
New residents to the county can easily integrate into the county's 
business community if they have good ideas and work ethic. 3.69 3.75 3.00 3.04 3.67 

E28 Ethnic diversity is accepted in this community. 3.38 3.50 3.14 3.00 3.50 

E29 
The poorer residents of the county can easily integrate into the county's 
business community if they have good ideas and work ethic. 2.56 3.50 3.14 2.56 3.33 

E30 
Lenders evaluate requests for business loans based on their merit and 
not on the gender of the person making the loan request. 3.25 3.00 3.00 2.96 3.50 

E31 
When assistance is needed to make a business decision or help with 
planning, there is someone to call on for guidance. 2.69 3.75 2.71 3.04 2.83 

E32 
Within my county, there are programs to encourage and support 
entrepreneurs to develop and grow. 2.81 3.50 2.57 2.88 2.83 

E33 
Within my county, there is opportunity for business or entrepreneurial 
training. 2.88 3.75 3.29 3.54 2.83 

E34 
Within my county, we have networking and mentoring opportunities for 
entrepreneurs and local business people. 2.75 3.25 3.29 2.96 3.00 

E35 Youth are provided opportunities to learn about starting a business. 2.44 3.00 2.86 2.74 3.33 

E36 

Higher education institutions in the region have programs or personnel 
committed to supporting business creation and to the needs of small 
businesses. 3.25 4.00 3.43 3.58 2.83 

Mean based on 5-point Likert scale, N=92 
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Appendix J. E-Climate Item Mean Scores by County, continued 
 

COUNTY Entrepreneurial Climate Item 
Granville 

Mean 
Stokes 
Mean 

Transylvania 
Mean Union Mean 

E1 
Real estate is available and affordable for small businesses to rent or 
purchase in my county. 2.80 3.50 1.67 3.14 

E2 Highway access and road maintenance is adequate in my county. 3.20 3.67 3.17 2.29 

E3 High-speed internet access is available and reliable. 3.00 4.17 2.83 3.57 

E4 
Trusted professional services such as accounting, legal, and tax advice are 
readily available in or within driving distance of my community. 4.40 4.00 4.08 4.29 

E5 
Good business ideas in my community can attract the necessary financial 
capital to get them going. 3.00 3.33 3.33 3.67 

E6 
County government is responsive to the needs of those starting a new 
business. 3.00 2.67 3.25 3.29 

E7 
County government uses outside funding, such as grants, to improve the 
community as a place to live and work. 3.20 2.67 3.33 2.86 

E8 
County government officials think beyond county borders by collaborating 
with others in the region. 2.80 2.50 3.25 3.00 

E9 
The non-profit organizations that serve our county are effective in enhancing 
economic vitality.   3.40 2.67 3.42 3.17 

E10 
The non-profit organizations that serve our county are effective in enhancing 
quality of life.   3.40 2.83 3.58 3.50 

E11 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes new 
business attraction. 3.75 2.67 2.67 3.71 

E12 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
supporting existing businesses. 3.25 2.83 3.17 4.00 

E13 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
working equally with both town and county businesses. 3.75 2.83 3.17 3.83 

Mean based on 5-point Likert scale, N=92 
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Appendix J. E-Climate Item Mean Scores by County, continued 
 

COUNTY Entrepreneurial Climate Item 
Granville 

Mean 
Stokes 
Mean 

Transylvania 
Mean Union Mean 

E14 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
considering farms and ranches as part of the business community. 3.00 3.17 3.08 3.86 

E15 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
considering tourism as part of the business community. 2.75 3.00 3.83 2.57 

E16 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
helping new businesses get started. 2.75 2.67 2.67 3.43 

E17 
The county has natural resources that make this an enjoyable place to live 
or visit. 3.40 4.33 4.33 3.71 

E18 
The county has built resources that make this an enjoyable place to live or 
visit. 2.60 2.83 3.67 3.57 

E19 
The county has cultural resources that make this an enjoyable place to live 
or visit. 3.60 2.83 3.92 3.86 

E20 
There is lively pedestrian activity during the day in the downtowns of my 
county. 2.80 2.50 3.33 2.43 

E21 
People in this community support locally owned businesses by choosing to 
spend money with them whenever possible. 4.00 3.50 3.17 3.60 

E22 
My county recognizes and celebrates people who create and grow local 
businesses. 3.20 2.83 2.92 3.80 

E23 
Most people in the county support entrepreneurs when they fail and are 
trying again with a new business. 3.20 2.67 2.83 3.80 

E24 

People in my county understand that small business owners cannot discuss 
all of the aspects of their business and give that person enough "breathing 
room" to develop their venture. 3.00 2.50 3.25 3.80 

E25 
The overall pace of change in my county has been quick or intense in the 
last five years. 3.20 2.83 3.58 4.20 

Mean based on 5-point Likert scale, N=92 
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Appendix J. E-Climate Item Mean Scores by County, continued 
 

COUNTY Entrepreneurial Climate Item 
Granville 

Mean 
Stokes 
Mean 

Transylvania 
Mean Union Mean 

E26 My county is getting to be a bedroom community for another county. 3.75 3.83 2.75 3.80 

E27 
New residents to the county can easily integrate into the county's business 
community if they have good ideas and work ethic. 2.80 3.00 3.25 4.00 

E28 Ethnic diversity is accepted in this community. 3.00 3.17 3.00 3.60 

E29 
The poorer residents of the county can easily integrate into the county's 
business community if they have good ideas and work ethic. 2.80 2.83 2.50 3.00 

E30 
Lenders evaluate requests for business loans based on their merit and not 
on the gender of the person making the loan request. 2.60 2.50 3.00 3.40 

E31 
When assistance is needed to make a business decision or help with 
planning, there is someone to call on for guidance. 2.60 2.50 3.17 3.20 

E32 
Within my county, there are programs to encourage and support 
entrepreneurs to develop and grow. 3.00 2.50 2.92 3.60 

E33 
Within my county, there is opportunity for business or entrepreneurial 
training. 3.00 2.50 3.08 3.00 

E34 
Within my county, we have networking and mentoring opportunities for 
entrepreneurs and local business people. 3.25 2.67 2.92 3.00 

E35 Youth are provided opportunities to learn about starting a business. 3.00 2.83 2.75 3.40 

E36 

Higher education institutions in the region have programs or personnel 
committed to supporting business creation and to the needs of small 
businesses. 3.75 2.83 3.42 3.60 

Mean based on 5-point Likert scale, N=92 

 

 



 
Appendix K. Correlation Matrix of 36 Item E-Climate Scale 

 
 

E-climate 
Item E1 E2 E3 E4 E5 E6 E7 E8 E9 

E1 1.000 .306 .020 .142 .033 .204 .195 .197 .046 
E2 .306 1.000 .186 .195 .204 .224 .191 .182 .104 
E3 .020 .186 1.000 .434 .322 .258 .150 .134 -.027 
E4 .142 .195 .434 1.000 .352 .407 .329 .365 .287 
E5 .033 .204 .322 .352 1.000 .319 .320 .220 .263 
E6 .204 .224 .258 .407 .319 1.000 .509 .512 .364 
E7 .195 .191 .150 .329 .320 .509 1.000 .653 .458 
E8 .197 .182 .134 .365 .220 .512 .653 1.000 .481 
E9 .046 .104 -.027 .287 .263 .364 .458 .481 1.000 
E10 .180 .171 -.053 .339 .285 .475 .536 .510 .736 
E11 .245 .159 .327 .385 .260 .221 .091 .219 .231 
E12 .223 .141 .035 .378 .318 .467 .355 .365 .307 
E13 .303 .322 .195 .473 .320 .462 .412 .590 .347 
E14 .265 .211 -.044 .043 .133 .259 .422 .317 .235 
E15 -.210 .057 .307 .216 .268 .256 .256 .225 .284 
E16 .258 .116 .198 .372 .420 .476 .402 .489 .319 
E17 .055 .146 .067 .239 .368 .157 .300 .104 .369 
E18 -.091 .152 -.066 .165 .275 .334 .356 .358 .209 
E19 -.097 .156 -.016 .354 .233 .366 .360 .403 .366 
E20 -.103 .114 .067 .202 .088 .247 .184 .198 .185 
E21 .061 -.138 .060 .327 .161 -.002 .051 .092 .206 
E22 .207 .015 .205 .436 .322 .286 .260 .395 .348 
E23 -.005 -.261 .071 .404 .184 .148 .121 .254 .257 
E24 .121 -.033 .020 .268 .145 .271 .159 .187 .191 
E25 .052 -.130 .175 .286 .180 .133 .277 .202 .247 
E26 .321 .039 .042 -.022 -.093 -.186 -.078 -.331 -.372 
E27 .072 -.045 .258 .415 .368 .260 .183 .301 .366 
E28 .117 -.096 .308 .443 .322 .173 .254 .311 .211 
E29 .222 .114 .217 .314 .288 .320 .326 .448 .273 
E30 .269 .069 .186 .432 .213 .320 .503 .587 .452 
E31 .149 .113 .047 .287 .263 .428 .401 .197 .356 
E32 .205 .017 .201 .366 .278 .442 .233 .313 .323 
E33 .275 -.058 .120 .312 .195 .098 .279 .206 .236 
E34 .198 .014 .136 .317 .363 .232 .320 .318 .221 
E35 .194 -.037 .179 .335 .166 .249 .275 .360 .255 
E36 .189 -.055 .154 .414 .206 .204 .224 .253 .342 
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Appendix K. Correlation Matrix of 36 Item E-Climate Scale, continued 

 
 

E-climate 
Item E10 E11 E12 E13 E14 E15 E16 E17 E18 

E1 .180 .245 .223 .303 .265 -.210 .258 .055 -.091 
E2 .171 .159 .141 .322 .211 .057 .116 .146 .152 
E3 -.053 .327 .035 .195 -.044 .307 .198 .067 -.066 
E4 .339 .385 .378 .473 .043 .216 .372 .239 .165 
E5 .285 .260 .318 .320 .133 .268 .420 .368 .275 
E6 .475 .221 .467 .462 .259 .256 .476 .157 .334 
E7 .536 .091 .355 .412 .422 .256 .402 .300 .356 
E8 .510 .219 .365 .590 .317 .225 .489 .104 .358 
E9 .736 .231 .307 .347 .235 .284 .319 .369 .209 
E10 1.000 .264 .297 .362 .308 .284 .371 .349 .251 
E11 .264 1.000 .324 .395 .047 .233 .406 .062 -.043 
E12 .297 .324 1.000 .681 .398 .109 .548 .223 .314 
E13 .362 .395 .681 1.000 .556 .111 .584 .206 .338 
E14 .308 .047 .398 .556 1.000 .017 .305 .154 .237 
E15 .284 .233 .109 .111 .017 1.000 .293 .476 .238 
E16 .371 .406 .548 .584 .305 .293 1.000 .146 .301 
E17 .349 .062 .223 .206 .154 .476 .146 1.000 .369 
E18 .251 -.043 .314 .338 .237 .238 .301 .369 1.000 
E19 .397 .032 .385 .451 .349 .233 .289 .330 .590 
E20 .260 .247 .327 .368 .211 .391 .442 .278 .467 
E21 .175 .198 .152 .270 .167 .115 .416 .068 .097 
E22 .351 .317 .474 .499 .234 .214 .569 .150 .271 
E23 .214 .216 .249 .345 .088 .061 .481 .038 .361 
E24 .212 .186 .275 .314 .256 .135 .362 .088 .278 
E25 .245 .171 .183 .266 .175 .136 .417 .293 .154 
E26 -.217 -.001 -.074 -.132 -.016 -.153 -.068 -.093 -.261 
E27 .231 .365 .291 .393 .076 .286 .614 .213 .275 
E28 .071 .285 .315 .405 .101 .173 .529 .145 .246 
E29 .105 .335 .358 .453 .213 .318 .565 .150 .402 
E30 .408 .245 .369 .510 .357 .327 .599 .295 .281 
E31 .406 .167 .472 .377 .231 .364 .502 .394 .339 
E32 .337 .402 .428 .463 .159 .245 .600 .156 .210 
E33 .274 .271 .262 .212 .079 .253 .476 .156 -.073 
E34 .292 .370 .376 .370 .085 .244 .599 .276 .198 
E35 .229 .213 .358 .410 .156 .231 .535 .224 .167 
E36 .412 .336 .339 .271 .067 .344 .558 .231 -.028 
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Appendix K. Correlation Matrix of 36 Item E-Climate Scale, continued 

 
 

E-climate 
Item E19 E20 E21 E22 E23 E24 E25 E26 E27 

E1 -.097 -.103 .061 .207 -.005 .121 .052 .321 .072 
E2 .156 .114 -.138 .015 -.261 -.033 -.130 .039 -.045 
E3 -.016 .067 .060 .205 .071 .020 .175 .042 .258 
E4 .354 .202 .327 .436 .404 .268 .286 -.022 .415 
E5 .233 .088 .161 .322 .184 .145 .180 -.093 .368 
E6 .366 .247 -.002 .286 .148 .271 .133 -.186 .260 
E7 .360 .184 .051 .260 .121 .159 .277 -.078 .183 
E8 .403 .198 .092 .395 .254 .187 .202 -.331 .301 
E9 .366 .185 .206 .348 .257 .191 .247 -.372 .366 
E10 .397 .260 .175 .351 .214 .212 .245 -.217 .231 
E11 .032 .247 .198 .317 .216 .186 .171 -.001 .365 
E12 .385 .327 .152 .474 .249 .275 .183 -.074 .291 
E13 .451 .368 .270 .499 .345 .314 .266 -.132 .393 
E14 .349 .211 .167 .234 .088 .256 .175 -.016 .076 
E15 .233 .391 .115 .214 .061 .135 .136 -.153 .286 
E16 .289 .442 .416 .569 .481 .362 .417 -.068 .614 
E17 .330 .278 .068 .150 .038 .088 .293 -.093 .213 
E18 .590 .467 .097 .271 .361 .278 .154 -.261 .275 
E19 1.000 .454 .227 .438 .373 .325 .195 -.329 .171 
E20 .454 1.000 .285 .349 .350 .294 .229 -.204 .186 
E21 .227 .285 1.000 .628 .620 .369 .494 .055 .516 
E22 .438 .349 .628 1.000 .660 .460 .411 -.045 .568 
E23 .373 .350 .620 .660 1.000 .570 .383 -.115 .631 
E24 .325 .294 .369 .460 .570 1.000 .275 -.111 .419 
E25 .195 .229 .494 .411 .383 .275 1.000 .069 .443 
E26 -.329 -.204 .055 -.045 -.115 -.111 .069 1.000 -.076 
E27 .171 .186 .516 .568 .631 .419 .443 -.076 1.000 
E28 .276 .202 .517 .530 .556 .338 .500 -.065 .647 
E29 .270 .338 .382 .511 .449 .302 .234 -.067 .483 
E30 .401 .382 .358 .554 .425 .315 .410 -.138 .498 
E31 .360 .335 .240 .445 .319 .438 .362 .054 .364 
E32 .317 .394 .435 .651 .510 .521 .427 -.055 .498 
E33 .044 .230 .395 .541 .341 .297 .472 .110 .256 
E34 .203 .383 .425 .557 .480 .472 .409 .014 .420 
E35 .282 .212 .339 .536 .468 .357 .364 -.046 .450 
E36 .294 .313 .445 .544 .462 .362 .456 -.102 .414 
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Appendix K. Correlation Matrix of 36 Item E-Climate Scale, continued 
 
 

E-climate 
Item E28 E29 E30 E31 E32 E33 E34 E35 E36 

E1 .117 .222 .269 .149 .205 .275 .198 .194 .189 
E2 -.096 .114 .069 .113 .017 -.058 .014 -.037 -.055 
E3 .308 .217 .186 .047 .201 .120 .136 .179 .154 
E4 .443 .314 .432 .287 .366 .312 .317 .335 .414 
E5 .322 .288 .213 .263 .278 .195 .363 .166 .206 
E6 .173 .320 .320 .428 .442 .098 .232 .249 .204 
E7 .254 .326 .503 .401 .233 .279 .320 .275 .224 
E8 .311 .448 .587 .197 .313 .206 .318 .360 .253 
E9 .211 .273 .452 .356 .323 .236 .221 .255 .342 
E10 .071 .105 .408 .406 .337 .274 .292 .229 .412 
E11 .285 .335 .245 .167 .402 .271 .370 .213 .336 
E12 .315 .358 .369 .472 .428 .262 .376 .358 .339 
E13 .405 .453 .510 .377 .463 .212 .370 .410 .271 
E14 .101 .213 .357 .231 .159 .079 .085 .156 .067 
E15 .173 .318 .327 .364 .245 .253 .244 .231 .344 
E16 .529 .565 .599 .502 .600 .476 .599 .535 .558 
E17 .145 .150 .295 .394 .156 .156 .276 .224 .231 
E18 .246 .402 .281 .339 .210 -.073 .198 .167 -.028 
E19 .276 .270 .401 .360 .317 .044 .203 .282 .294 
E20 .202 .338 .382 .335 .394 .230 .383 .212 .313 
E21 .517 .382 .358 .240 .435 .395 .425 .339 .445 
E22 .530 .511 .554 .445 .651 .541 .557 .536 .544 
E23 .556 .449 .425 .319 .510 .341 .480 .468 .462 
E24 .338 .302 .315 .438 .521 .297 .472 .357 .362 
E25 .500 .234 .410 .362 .427 .472 .409 .364 .456 
E26 -.065 -.067 -.138 .054 -.055 .110 .014 -.046 -.102 
E27 .647 .483 .498 .364 .498 .256 .420 .450 .414 
E28 1.000 .595 .544 .420 .538 .334 .475 .534 .357 
E29 .595 1.000 .518 .372 .406 .308 .427 .543 .257 
E30 .544 .518 1.000 .458 .460 .358 .438 .479 .427 
E31 .420 .372 .458 1.000 .733 .486 .608 .536 .442 
E32 .538 .406 .460 .733 1.000 .556 .724 .534 .561 
E33 .334 .308 .358 .486 .556 1.000 .737 .528 .740 
E34 .475 .427 .438 .608 .724 .737 1.000 .606 .670 
E35 .534 .543 .479 .536 .534 .528 .606 1.000 .573 
E36 .357 .257 .427 .442 .561 .740 .670 .573 1.000 
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Appendix L. Communality of 36 Item E-Climate Scale for Initial Factor Analysis 
 
 

E-climate Item Initial Extraction 
E1 1.000 .685 
E2 1.000 .591 
E3 1.000 .681 
E4 1.000 .609 
E5 1.000 .610 
E6 1.000 .700 
E7 1.000 .737 
E8 1.000 .827 
E9 1.000 .748 
E10 1.000 .832 
E11 1.000 .666 
E12 1.000 .591 
E13 1.000 .777 
E14 1.000 .653 
E15 1.000 .754 
E16 1.000 .697 
E17 1.000 .746 
E18 1.000 .774 
E19 1.000 .676 
E20 1.000 .802 
E21 1.000 .763 
E22 1.000 .708 
E23 1.000 .815 
E24 1.000 .559 
E25 1.000 .600 
E26 1.000 .685 
E27 1.000 .705 
E28 1.000 .764 
E29 1.000 .716 
E30 1.000 .723 
E31 1.000 .807 
E32 1.000 .782 
E33 1.000 .807 
E34 1.000 .783 
E35 1.000 .647 
E36 1.000 .789 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Appendix M. Total Variance Explained and Eigenvalues for 36 Item E-Climate Scale  

for Initial Factor Analysis 
 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 11.837 32.882 32.882 11.837 32.882 32.882
2 3.219 8.941 41.823 3.219 8.941 41.823
3 2.215 6.152 47.975 2.215 6.152 47.975
4 1.853 5.147 53.122 1.853 5.147 53.122
5 1.800 4.999 58.121 1.800 4.999 58.121
6 1.465 4.070 62.191 1.465 4.070 62.191
7 1.264 3.510 65.702 1.264 3.510 65.702
8 1.128 3.133 68.834 1.128 3.133 68.834
9 1.028 2.856 71.690 1.028 2.856 71.690
10 .923 2.563 74.252     
11 .839 2.331 76.583     
12 .818 2.272 78.856     
13 .742 2.061 80.917     
14 .697 1.937 82.854     
15 .640 1.777 84.630     
16 .597 1.659 86.289     
17 .523 1.452 87.742     
18 .466 1.294 89.036     
19 .455 1.264 90.300     
20 .413 1.147 91.447     
21 .387 1.075 92.522     
22 .372 1.034 93.555     
23 .336 .933 94.488     
24 .275 .765 95.253     
25 .255 .708 95.961     
26 .221 .613 96.574     
27 .214 .595 97.169     
28 .175 .487 97.656     
29 .160 .444 98.100     
30 .140 .389 98.490     
31 .129 .359 98.848     
32 .118 .329 99.177     
33 .111 .308 99.485     
34 .076 .210 99.694     
35 .060 .167 99.861     
36 .050 .139 100.000     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 



Appendix N. Factor Loadings including E-Climate Item Text for 36 Item E-Climate Scale Restricted to Seven Factors 
 

Entrepreneurial Climate Item Component 
Real estate is available and affordable for small businesses to rent or purchase in 
my county. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Highway access and road maintenance is adequate in my county. .033 .252 .025 -.256 .087 .727 -.120 

High-speed internet access is available and reliable. -.324 -.049 .046 .167 .396 .470 .126 

Trusted professional services such as accounting, legal, and tax advice are readily 
available in or within driving distance of my community. .184 -.026 -.072 -.134 .772 -.037 .153 

Good business ideas in my community can attract the necessary financial capital to 
get them going. .342 .180 .267 .068 .538 .092 .061 

County government is responsive to the needs of those starting a new business. .187 .065 .147 .131 .481 .087 .353 

County government uses outside funding, such as grants, to improve the 
community as a place to live and work. -.014 .144 .439 .337 .391 .295 .044 

County government officials think beyond county borders by collaborating with 
others in the region. .154 .048 .573 .067 .096 .422 .381 

The non-profit organizations that serve our county are effective in enhancing 
economic vitality.   .264 -.003 .694 .164 .227 .301 -.020 

The non-profit organizations that serve our county are effective in enhancing quality 
of life.   .150 .192 .794 .076 .038 -.009 .170 

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes new business 
attraction. -.016 .329 .778 .101 .019 .131 .182 

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes supporting 
existing businesses. .090 .377 .117 .023 .620 .064 -.200 

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes working 
equally with both town and county businesses. .131 .302 .206 .429 .213 .441 -.040 

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes considering 
farms and ranches as part of the business community. .292 .141 .310 .397 .322 .533 -.083 
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Appendix N. Factor Loadings including E-Climate Item Text for 36 Item E-Climate Scale Restricted to Seven Factors, continued 

 
Entrepreneurial Climate Item Component 

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes considering 
tourism as part of the business community. .629 .126 -.019 .255 .276 -.164 .070 

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes helping new 
businesses get started. .017 .236 .178 .219 .361 -.281 .564 

The county has natural resources that make this an enjoyable place to live or visit. .448 .421 .220 .255 .319 .285 .034 

The county has built resources that make this an enjoyable place to live or visit. .024 .146 .178 .188 .056 .029 .777 

The county has cultural resources that make this an enjoyable place to live or visit. .239 -.162 .142 .735 -.022 .113 .323 

There is lively pedestrian activity during the day in the downtowns of my county. .210 .037 .372 .656 -.033 .073 .170 

People in this community support locally owned businesses by choosing to spend 
money with them whenever possible. .101 .322 .049 .669 .102 -.052 .147 

My county recognizes and celebrates people who create and grow local 
businesses. .710 .309 -4.93E-

005 .061 -.045 -.039 -.035 

Most people in the county support entrepreneurs when they fail and are trying 
again with a new business. .597 .437 .189 .242 .160 .143 -.047 

People in my county understand that small business owners cannot discuss all of 
the aspects of their business and give that person enough "breathing room" to 
develop their venture. 

.747 .281 .107 .315 -.005 -.121 -.175 

The overall pace of change in my county has been quick or intense in the last five 
years. .369 .405 .046 .416 -.039 .068 -.123 

My county is getting to be a bedroom community for another county. .582 .304 .119 -.097 -.052 .058 .325 

New residents to the county can easily integrate into the county's business 
community if they have good ideas and work ethic. .018 .120 -.549 -.387 -.046 .412 .146 
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Appendix N. Factor Loadings including E-Climate Item Text for 36 Item E-Climate Scale Restricted to Seven Factors, continued 

 
Entrepreneurial Climate Item Component 

Ethnic diversity is accepted in this community. .709 .176 .149 .106 .323 -.039 .066 

The poorer residents of the county can easily integrate into the county's business 
community if they have good ideas and work ethic. .792 .137 .016 .094 .270 .082 .109 

Lenders evaluate requests for business loans based on their merit and not on the 
gender of the person making the loan request. .552 .104 .058 .284 .325 .248 .097 

When assistance is needed to make a business decision or help with planning, 
there is someone to call on for guidance. .525 .198 .413 .135 .138 .272 .202 

Within my county, there are programs to encourage and support entrepreneurs to 
develop and grow. .191 .591 .087 .329 .029 .243 .388 

Within my county, there is opportunity for business or entrepreneurial training. .360 .677 .098 .290 .211 .121 -.003 

Within my county, we have networking and mentoring opportunities for 
entrepreneurs and local business people. .274 .800 .091 -.173 .040 .095 .146 

Youth are provided opportunities to learn about starting a business. .343 .746 .038 .156 .148 .110 .151 

Higher education institutions in the region have programs or personnel committed 
to supporting business creation and to the needs of small businesses. .484 .474 .117 .100 .109 .158 .116 

There is lively pedestrian activity during the day in the downtowns of my county. .294 .768 .269 -.019 .118 -.078 .068 
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Appendix O. Communalities for 36 Item E-Climate Scale Restricted to Seven Factors 

 
E-climate 

Item Initial Extraction 
E1 1.000 .682
E2 1.000 .531
E3 1.000 .679
E4 1.000 .527
E5 1.000 .442
E6 1.000 .569
E7 1.000 .691
E8 1.000 .721
E9 1.000 .726
E10 1.000 .775
E11 1.000 .593
E12 1.000 .577
E13 1.000 .754
E14 1.000 .585
E15 1.000 .663
E16 1.000 .677
E17 1.000 .696
E18 1.000 .761
E19 1.000 .651
E20 1.000 .598
E21 1.000 .609
E22 1.000 .689
E23 1.000 .793
E24 1.000 .496
E25 1.000 .566
E26 1.000 .658
E27 1.000 .678
E28 1.000 .747
E29 1.000 .576
E30 1.000 .638
E31 1.000 .713
E32 1.000 .741
E33 1.000 .785
E34 1.000 .758
E35 1.000 .533
E36 1.000 .774

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 



 
 

Appendix P. Comparison of Survey Instrument Categories of E-Climate Items with Sub-scale Loadings 
 
 

Factor Analysis 
Subscale  Entrepreneurial Climate Item Survey Instrument Category

Real estate is available and affordable for small businesses to rent or 
purchase in my county. 1 

Physical and Business 
Infrastructure 

Economic Development 
Support 

2 Highway access and road maintenance is adequate in my county. 
Physical and Business 
Infrastructure 

Economic Development 
Support 

3 High-speed internet access is available and reliable. 
Physical and Business 
Infrastructure Business Services  

4 
Trusted professional services such as accounting, legal, and tax advice are 
readily available in or within driving distance of my community. 

Physical and Business 
Infrastructure Business Services  

5 
Good business ideas in my community can attract the necessary financial 
capital to get them going. 

Physical and Business 
Infrastructure Business Services  

6 
County government is responsive to the needs of those starting a new 
business. Institutional Capacity Institutional Support 

7 
County government uses outside funding, such as grants, to improve the 
community as a place to live and work. Institutional Capacity Institutional Support 

8 
County government officials think beyond county borders by collaborating 
with others in the region. Institutional Capacity Institutional Support 

9 
The non-profit organizations that serve our county are effective in enhancing 
economic vitality.   Institutional Capacity Institutional Support 

10 
The non-profit organizations that serve our county are effective in enhancing 
quality of life.   Institutional Capacity Institutional Support 
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Appendix P. Comparison of Survey Instrument Categories of E-Climate Items with Sub-scale Loadings, continued 
 

 Entrepreneurial Climate Item Survey Instrument Category
Factor Analysis 

Subscale 

The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes new 
business attraction 11 Institutional Capacity Business Services  

12 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
supporting existing businesses Institutional Capacity 

Economic Development 
Support 

13 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
working equally with both town and county businesses Institutional Capacity 

Economic Development 
Support 

14 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
considering farms and ranches as part of the business community Institutional Capacity 

Economic Development 
Support 

15 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
considering tourism as part of the business community Institutional Capacity 

Natural Resource-
Tourism Business 
Support 

16 
The focus of my community's economic development efforts includes 
helping new businesses get started Institutional Capacity  

17 
The county has natural resources that make this an enjoyable place to live 
or visit. Quality of Life 

Natural Resource-
Tourism Business 
Support 

18 

Quality of Life 

 Quality of Life Amenities 
The county has built resources that make this an enjoyable place to live or 
visit. 

19 
The county has cultural resources that make this an enjoyable place to live 
or visit. Quality of Life  Quality of Life Amenities 

20 
There is lively pedestrian activity during the day in the downtowns of my 
county. Quality of Life  Quality of Life Amenities 

21 
People in this community support locally owned businesses by choosing to 
spend money with them whenever possible. Community Culture Community Culture 
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Appendix P. Comparison of Survey Instrument Categories of E-Climate Items  

with Sub-scale Loadings, continued 
 

 
Factor Analysis 

Subscale Entrepreneurial Climate Item Survey Instrument Category

My county recognizes and celebrates people who create and grow local 
businesses. 22 Community Culture Community Culture 

23 
Most people in the county support entrepreneurs when they fail and are 
trying again with a new business. Community Culture Community Culture 

24 

People in my county understand that small business owners cannot discuss 
all of the aspects of their business and give that person enough "breathing 
room" to develop their venture. Community Culture  

25 
The overall pace of change in my county has been quick or intense in the 
last five years. Community Culture Community Culture 

26 My county is getting to be a bedroom community for another county. Community Culture  

27 
New residents to the county can easily integrate into the county's business 
community if they have good ideas and work ethic. Community Culture Community Culture 

28 Ethnic diversity is accepted in this community. Community Culture Community Culture 

29 
The poorer residents of the county can easily integrate into the county's 
business community if they have good ideas and work ethic. Community Culture Community Culture 

30 
Lenders evaluate requests for business loans based on their merit and not 
on the gender of the person making the loan request. Community Culture Community Culture 
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Appendix P. Comparison of Survey Instrument Categories of E-Climate Items  

with Sub-scale Loadings, continued 
 

Factor Analysis 
Subscale  Entrepreneurial Climate Item Survey Instrument Category

When assistance is needed to make a business decision or help with 
planning, there is someone to call on for guidance. 31 Training and Assistance Training and Assistance 

32 
Within my county, there are programs to encourage and support 
entrepreneurs to develop and grow. Training and Assistance Training and Assistance 

33 
Within my county, there is opportunity for business or entrepreneurial 
training. Training and Assistance Training and Assistance 

34 
Within my county, we have networking and mentoring opportunities for 
entrepreneurs and local business people. Training and Assistance Training and Assistance 

35 Youth are provided opportunities to learn about starting a business. Training and Assistance Training and Assistance 

36 

Higher education institutions in the region have programs or personnel 
committed to supporting business creation and to the needs of small 
businesses. Training and Assistance Training and Assistance 
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Appendix Q. E-climate, regional assets indicators, entrepreneurial breadth and depth, and  
small establishment data for nine North Carolina counties 

 
Variable Ashe Carteret Chatham Davidson Gaston Granville Stokes Transylvania Union 

Community Culture 3.36 3.59 3.20 2.90 2.75 3.10 2.92 3.03 3.68 

Training & Assistance 2.80 3.54 3.08 3.10 2.52 2.57 2.64 3.04 3.30 

Institutional Support 3.10 3.24 2.98 3.13 2.91 3.16 2.67 3.37 2.97 

Quality of Life Amenities 3.43 3.25 3.42 3.09 3.10 3.00 2.72 3.64 3.29 

Business Services 3.50 3.95 2.88 3.72 3.50 3.35 3.54 3.23 3.68 

ED- Infrastructure Support 2.26 2.72 3.11 3.34 3.09 2.80 3.20 2.85 3.31 

Natural Res.-Tourism Business Support 3.91 4.20 3.63 3.82 3.43 2.80 3.67 4.08 3.14 

Infrastructure 1.6 2.5 8.3 9.8 12.3 5.1 4.2 1.1 8.9 

Human Amenities 34 37 35 30 30 27 31 36 27 

Creative Workers 14 21 25 17 18 17 15 18 24 

Median Home Value $86,800 $106,400 $113,300 $91,700 $86,600 $88,100 $84,000 $106,900 $123,300 

Entr. Breadth 30% 27% 52% 31% 20% 14% 33% 30% 18% 

Entr. Depth: Income $11,793 $15,307 $9,481 $11,118 $22,298 $11,897 $10,378 $12,893 $21,428 

Entr. Depth: Revenue Capture 33% 39% 27% 30% 59% 39% 32% 37% 51% 

Number of Business w/ <5 employees 336 1,132 667 1,664 1,893 445 388 424 2,090 

Breadth = 2003 nonfarm proprietor employment/ 2003 nonfarm employment, BEA 
Income= 2003 nonfarm proprietor income/2003 nonfarm proprietor employment, BEA 
Value Added = 2002 nonfarm proprietor income, BEA /2002 non-employer receipts, Census 
Establishment data from North Carolina Rural Development Center 
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