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Abstract  This exploratory study develops an under-
standing of how the hitherto under-investigated psy-
chological dimension of place affects entrepreneurs’ 
well-being. The analysis focuses on eudaimonic well-
being, which describes individuals’ psychological 
functioning and fulfillment of their best potentials and 
is relatively underexplored compared to hedonic well-
being (happiness). Based on prior work in environ-
mental psychology, the study proposes that entrepre-
neurs’ sense of place—their psychological bond with 
the local setting of their entrepreneurial activities—is 
an important component influencing their well-being. 
The empirical analysis of two waves of original sur-
vey data from entrepreneurs located in an urban and a 
rural region of Finland shows that the sense of place 
is positively associated with several dimensions of 
eudaimonic well-being. This study extends the lit-
erature by shifting the focus from place as a passive 
container for entrepreneurs’ activities to its role as an 
active source of entrepreneurial well-being.

Plain English Summary  Psychological connection 
with the local region influences entrepreneurs’ well-
being.  This study investigates how sense of place—
the psychological connection with the local place of 
residence—influences entrepreneurs’ well-being. The 
analysis considers seven different manifestations of 
well-being including happiness and different ways of 
reaching one’s full potential as a human being. The 
empirical study comprises two waves of survey data 
from entrepreneurs located in an urban and a rural 
region of Finland. The results show that a strong psy-
chological bond with the local area is positively asso-
ciated with autonomy (making one’s own choices free 
of external influence) and personal growth. Interest-
ingly, also a very weak psychological bond with the 
local region was positively associated with personal 
growth. The study provides implications for further 
research on how the place where entrepreneurs oper-
ate influences their well-being.

Keywords  Sense of place · Eudaimonia · Well-
being · Entrepreneurship · Rural · Urban

JEL classification  D91 · I31 · M13 · R10

1  Introduction

Recent research has raised well-being as an impor-
tant feature of entrepreneurship: in addition to being 
an important outcome in its own right, a high level 
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of well-being can enable entrepreneurs to persevere in 
the pursuit of their business goals and through that, 
generate positive societal contributions (Boudreaux 
et  al., 2022; Stephan, 2018). Prior research distin-
guishes between hedonic and eudaimonic forms of 
well-being (Ryff, 1989, 2019; Wiklund et al., 2019). 
Whereas the hedonic approach to well-being focuses 
on people’s cognitive and affective evaluations of 
their whole life experience (“life satisfaction” or 
“happiness”) (Diener, 1984), eudaimonic well-being 
addresses an individual’s psychological function-
ing as a means to achieving their full potential as a 
human being (Ryff, 1989).

While many studies examine hedonic well-being 
in entrepreneurial contexts (e.g., Gish et  al., 2022; 
Kautonen et al., 2017; Obschonka et al., 2018; Sevä 
et  al., 2016; Weber et  al., 2022), eudaimonic well-
being is the subject of fewer studies (e.g., Hahn 
et al., 2012; Nikolaev et al., 2020; Shir & Ryff, 2022; 
Stephan et  al., 2020) and hence less well under-
stood. Furthering our understanding of eudaimonic 
well-being and its determinants is important because 
entrepreneurs and their performance benefit from 
an optimal psychological functioning. The positive 
energy and vitality that eudaimonic well-being pro-
vides (Stephan et  al., 2020) enable entrepreneurial 
proactivity (Hahn et  al., 2012) and persistence in 
the face of uncertainty (Frese, 2009; McMullen & 
Shepherd, 2006), which positively influence entre-
preneurs’ performance in operating their businesses 
(Ryan & Deci, 2008).

This article delves into how the psychologi-
cal qualities of the local context, referred to as the 
“sense of place,” shape the eudaimonic well-being 
of entrepreneurs. Unlike employees in established 
organizations, entrepreneurs, who serve as both own-
ers and managers of their businesses, have a more 
direct and profound connection to the local environ-
ment in which they operate (Stephan et  al., 2022; 
Welter, 2011). The essence of entrepreneurship lies 
in a distinct mindset—a fusion of cognitions, emo-
tions, and behaviors that distinguishes entrepreneurs 
from individuals in other professions (Kuratko et al., 
2021). Consequently, sense of place assumes height-
ened importance within the entrepreneurial context. 
It becomes an integral aspect of entrepreneurs’ daily 
activities, decision-making processes, and interac-
tions (Anderson et  al., 2019), exerting significant 
influence over their entrepreneurial mindset and 

subsequent outcomes, including their overall well-
being (Welter & Gartner, 2016).

Even though there is an established stream of 
research in environmental psychology and human 
geography suggesting a positive link between the psy-
chological dimension of place and well-being (e.g., 
Gilleard et al., 2007; Scannell & Gifford, 2017; Twig-
ger-Ross & Uzzell, 1996), entrepreneurship research 
on the role of place has thus far focused on its insti-
tutional, symbolic and geographic aspects (Abreu 
et al., 2019; Kibler et al., 2014; Kimmitt et al., 2023; 
Korsgaard et al., 2020; Welter & Baker, 2021). More-
over, to our knowledge, only one prior study (Ste-
phan et al., 2020) has considered the role of regional 
context for eudaimonic processes and well-being in 
entrepreneurship. Our study addresses this gap in our 
understanding of the determinants of entrepreneurial 
well-being by proposing a positive link between the 
entrepreneurs’ psychological sense of place and dif-
ferent dimensions of their eudaimonic well-being. 
Our theorizing is founded on Ryff’s (1989) six-
dimensional conceptualization of eudaimonic well-
being and Jorgensen and Stedman’s (2001) concept 
of sense of place, which refers to the meanings that 
individuals associate with their local setting and the 
extent to which those meanings influence their sense 
of self.

While prior research gives us the confidence to 
assume a positive association between sense of place 
and well-being, the evidence is not sufficiently devel-
oped to allow the formulation of specific hypoth-
eses about how sense of place relates to each of the 
six dimensions of eudaimonic well-being. For this 
reason, we followed the recommendations of Wenn-
berg and Anderson (2020, p. 2) and conducted an 
exploratory study, which the authors describe as 
being particularly useful for investigating “new, 
misunderstood, and underexplored research areas.” 
Our quantitative analysis uses two waves of origi-
nal survey data comprising 382 entrepreneurs from 
one rural region (South Ostrobothnia) and one urban 
region (the metropolitan Capital Region) in Finland. 
We find evidence for a positive relationship between 
sense of place and several dimensions of eudaimonic 
well-being.

Our study contributes to the entrepreneurship 
literature by putting forward sense of place as an 
important yet under-appreciated antecedent of entre-
preneurs’ eudaimonic well-being. In addition to 
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theorizing sense of place in the context of entrepre-
neurship, our study provides first empirical evidence 
of its multifaceted well-being effects and outlines 
several avenues for future research upon which our 
understanding of place and well-being in entrepre-
neurship could be advanced.

2 � Literature review and research proposition

2.1 � Entrepreneurs’ eudaimonic well‑being

Philosophers have advanced different perspectives on 
what constitutes well-being, and how one or another 
element of human functioning can be regarded as an 
aspect of it. Consequently, scholars have proposed 
theoretical perspectives on well-being that are founded 
on different ontological and ethical assumptions about 
human nature and what it means to have a good life 
(Deci & Ryan, 2000; Diener, 1984; Ryff, 1989). The 
most prominent of these are the hedonic and eudai-
monic approaches to well-being (Ryan & Deci, 2001).

Much of prior scholarly work on well-being across 
different disciplines, including entrepreneurship (for an 
overview, see Stephan, 2018), has followed the hedonic 
perspective, which focuses on individuals’ subjective 
evaluations of the degree to which they experience a 
general sense of wellness (Deci & Ryan, 2008). This 
subjective experience of pleasure— “the belief that 
one is getting the important things one wants, as well 
as certain pleasant affects that normally go along with 
this belief” (Kraut, 1979, p. 178)—corresponds to the 
notion of hedonia (Deci & Ryan, 2008), which regards 
happiness as enjoyment, satisfaction, and absence 
of discomfort (Huta & Waterman, 2014). Typically, 
hedonic well-being is operationalized as the experience 
of a high level of positive affect, a low level of negative 
affect, and a high degree of satisfaction with one’s life 
(Diener, 2000).1 Assessed in this way, hedonic well-
being is frequently treated synonymously with “hap-
piness” (e.g., Rijnks et  al., 2019). Thus, maximizing 

one’s well-being is the equivalent of maximizing one’s 
feelings of happiness (Ryan & Deci, 2001). Using this 
approach, studies aiming to explain entrepreneurs’ life 
satisfaction have considered aspects such as entrepre-
neurial career patterns (Koch et  al., 2021), entrepre-
neurs’ prosocial motivation (Kibler et  al., 2019), and 
characteristics of the location where entrepreneurs 
live (Abreu et  al., 2019) as antecedents of hedonic 
well-being.

The eudaimonic approach, in turn, suggests that 
well-being consists of more than just happiness, and 
that being happy does not necessarily mean that an 
individual is psychologically well (Deci & Ryan, 
2008). Compared to hedonic well-being—which 
focuses on happiness as an overall mental state 
(Diener, 1984) involving the whole life experience—
eudaimonic well-being concerns human potential 
(Ryan & Deci, 2001) and the components of what it 
means to be a fully functioning individual (Ryff & 
Singer, 2008). Accordingly, the core of eudaimonic 
well-being (Ryff, 1989, 2019) is the concept of psy-
chological functioning, which includes an individ-
ual’s behavior, social skills, emotions, and overall 
mental health that enable her or him to achieve their 
goals and engage with life in a purposeful manner 
(Nikolaev et al., 2020; Preedy & Watson, 2010; Ryff, 
1989, 2019). In line with this perspective, well-being 
comprises self-actualization (Erikson, 1959; Maslow, 
1968), self-determination (Ryan & Deci, 2000), indi-
viduation (Wiklund et al., 2019), personal fulfilment 
and expressiveness (Waterman, 2011) as indicators of 
a fully functioning life (Ryff & Singer, 2008).

While prior entrepreneurship studies have largely 
focused on hedonic well-being, scholars have increas-
ingly emphasized the need to further our understand-
ing of the determinants of eudaimonic well-being 
among entrepreneurs. In fact, entrepreneurship has 
been argued to offer great potential for eudaimonic 
well-being (Ryff, 2019; Shir & Ryff, 2022; Wiklund 
et al., 2019) because it provides individuals an oppor-
tunity to engage in intrinsically motivating work that 
allows them to authentically express and realize the 
self (Stephan et  al., 2020). The meaningfulness of 
entrepreneurial work can be energizing and vitalizing 
(Ryan & Deci, 2001), which in turn benefits entrepre-
neurs’ persistence, innovativeness, and performance 
(Hahn et al., 2012; Stephan et al., 2020).

Specifically, the few empirical studies thus far sug-
gest that (i) some eudaimonic aspects of entrepreneurs’ 

1  Hedonic well-being is often referred to as ‘subjective’ or 
‘emotional’ well-being, and it comprises positive and negative 
affect as more immediate indicators of happiness, and more 
long-term, cognitive assessments of life satisfaction. These dif-
ferences in temporal frames have served as a basis for the use 
of life satisfaction as a proxy for hedonic well-being in studies 
of subjective well-being (Keyes et al., 2002).
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well-being related to psychological functioning (e.g., 
autonomy, meaning and purpose, self-acceptance) are 
“a critical pathway” to hedonic well-being (Nikolaev 
et  al., 2020, p. 558); (ii) eudaimonic benefits (e.g., 
meaningfulness at work and subjective vitality) emerge 
from entrepreneurship as a volitional career choice (Ste-
phan et  al., 2020) and they are influenced by the sat-
isfaction of entrepreneurs’ basic psychological needs 
(Shir et  al., 2019); and (iii) eudaimonic well-being 
results from a complex combination of individuals’ per-
sonality, temperament, and the nature of their entrepre-
neurial experiences (Gish et al., 2022). Moreover, Ste-
phan et al. (2020) provide the first insight into the role 
of context by showing that (iv) the societal legitimacy 
of entrepreneurship in a country operates as an enabler 
of entrepreneurs’ eudaimonic well-being. By unraveling 
the influence of this contextual element on entrepre-
neurs’ meaningfulness at work and subjective vitality 
(as the process and outcome of eudaimonia, respec-
tively), the work of Stephan et al. (2020) moves away 
from traditional perspectives of context as a “container” 
of entrepreneurship. Instead, the authors emphasize 
the role of context as an active force that shapes entre-
preneurs’ activities, processes, and goal achievement. 
Thus, their work suggests that place can be an active 
influence on entrepreneurs’ eudaimonic well-being. We 
expand upon this idea by examining in detail whether 
and how the local regional context influences entrepre-
neurs’ eudaimonic well-being. In particular, we follow 
recent well-being scholarship in entrepreneurship (Ryff, 
2019; Shir & Ryff, 2022) and adopt Ryff’s (1989) com-
prehensive conceptualization of eudaimonic well-being 
to add richness to our understanding of how context 
shapes entrepreneurial well-being.

Ryff’s (1989) conceptual framework of eudaimonic 
well-being identifies six psychological processes that 
jointly capture the breadth of being fully functional 
and well. These processes include (i) autonomy (i.e., 
individuals who experience high levels of autonomy 
are self-determining and independent); (ii) environ-
mental mastery (i.e., an individual’s sense of being 
able to manage the surrounding environment and also 
to change the current environmental context if nec-
essary); (iii) personal growth (i.e., self-realization, 
achievement of personal potential, and the desire to 
continue developing one’s potential to grow as a per-
son); (iv) positive relations with others (i.e., individu-
als having warm, satisfying and trusting ties to others 
whose welfare they care about); (v) purpose in life 

(i.e., having aims and objectives for living that are 
pursued with a sense of directedness); and (vi) self-
acceptance (i.e., having positive attitudes toward one-
self while at the same time acknowledging one’s bad 
qualities). Using this framework, psychologists have 
shown that the hedonic and eudaimonic dimensions 
of well-being are empirically distinct (e.g., Keyes 
et al., 2002; Waterman et al., 2013).

2.2 � Sense of place and well‑being

Place as the geographic location and regional insti-
tutional and economic setting for entrepreneurial 
activity has long been of interest for entrepreneur-
ship scholars (Audretsch et  al., 2017; Kibler et  al., 
2014; Korsgaard et al., 2020; Welter & Baker, 2021). 
Research on place in entrepreneurship has investigated 
how regional socio-economic conditions shape start-
up activity and venture development (Bird & Wenn-
berg, 2014) and how, in turn, entrepreneurs impact 
place by contributing to regional economic devel-
opment (Korsgaard & Anderson, 2011; Lang et  al., 
2014). Furthermore, recent research has examined the 
relationship between place and well-being by focusing 
on how entrepreneurs improve the well-being of indi-
viduals in local communities in the face of adversity 
(Farny et al., 2019a, b; Kimmitt et al., 2020; Williams 
& Shepherd, 2016a, b). However, we do not yet know 
much about the psychological benefits place affords to 
entrepreneurs themselves. For this purpose, we turn 
to the concept of sense of place adopted from envi-
ronmental psychology. Its focus on the psychological 
dimension of the place itself distinguishes the con-
cept from the other psychological place-related vari-
ables used in entrepreneurship literature, which typi-
cally aggregate psychological measures, such as the 
Big Five personality traits, from the individual to the 
regional level (Obschonka et al., 2013).

We follow the seminal work of Jorgensen and 
Stedman (2001) and refer to sense of place as an 
overarching construct that comprises the three sub-
dimensions of place dependence, place identity, and 
place attachment. Those authors’ work was based 
on attitude theory (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), view-
ing attitude as a response to an exogenous event, 
object, or stimulus and spatial settings as attitude 
objects. Attitudes are defined as having cognitive 
(thoughts), affective (feelings), and conative (behav-
ioral intentions and commitments but not actual 
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behaviors) components, which the authors argue 
closely correspond to the concepts of place identity, 
place attachment, and place dependence, respec-
tively. Thus, for Jorgensen and Stedman (2001), 
place identity comprises the beliefs, knowledge 
structures, precepts, and thoughts related to a spa-
tial setting; place attachment refers to the emotional 
connection between the individual and the place; 
and place dependence denotes the perceived advan-
tage of one place relative to other places for provid-
ing the resources that the person needs to pursue 
their desired goals. While much of the research on 
sense of place (and related constructs) has focused 
on describing its multidimensional nature, fewer 
studies have addressed the consequences of bonds 
between individuals and places. We follow Scannell 
and Gifford (2017) and ask what psychological ben-
efits sense of place affords entrepreneurs.

Prior studies report on positive associations 
between psychological place constructs and psycho-
logical benefits. For example, Gilleard et al. (2007) 
demonstrated a positive association between place 
attachment and quality of life; Rollero and De Pic-
coli (2010) showed a positive correlation between 
place attachment and social well-being; Theodori 
(2001) demonstrated how attachment to the com-
munity is positively associated with individual well-
being; and Twigger-Ross and Uzzell (1996) found 
attachment to the local area being related to positive 
self-esteem. However, Scannell and Gifford (2017) 
note that these studies are limited in terms of being 
restricted to a specific type of benefit and/or place. 
Their own study extends prior research through 
a content analysis of how 97 Canadian residents 
described places to which they felt particularly 
attached. The authors identified thirteen different 
benefits for place attachment, ranging from physi-
cal comfort and connection with nature to feelings 
of belongingness, stress relief, and personal growth. 
Building on these findings, the authors call for fur-
ther research to use quantitative measurements of 
multiple psychological benefits and examine how 
these are influenced by the psychological qualities 
of a place.

The present study responds to this call by look-
ing into the relationship between sense of place and 
different dimensions of entrepreneurs’ eudaimonic 
well-being. Compared to waged employees, entre-
preneurs are more directly influenced by their local 

context (Stephan et  al., 2022; Welter, 2011). For 
waged employees, the employer organization moder-
ates the influence of the local context through its own 
norms and social dynamics, which blurs the direct 
impact of sense of place on their well-being. On the 
other hand, entrepreneurs are directly exposed to the 
local context (i.e., both their physical and social-sym-
bolic surrounding setting, e.g., social relationships, 
stakeholders, and formal/informal institutions), which 
actively shapes their choices, processes, and experi-
ences (Kimmitt et al., 2023; Welter & Gartner, 2016). 
Moreover, since entrepreneurship is a self-determined 
choice aimed to pursue core values and aspirations 
(Shir & Ryff, 2022), it requires entrepreneurs to draw 
heavily on the local context for material and imma-
terial resources. In doing so, the specific cognitions, 
affect, and behavior that entrepreneurs possess and 
deploy as part of their distinctive entrepreneurial 
mindset (Kuratko et al., 2021) becomes instrumental 
to their role enactment and outcomes thereof. In this 
connection, given that entrepreneurs are embedded 
in their local context (Welter, 2011), their sense of 
place becomes an influential element to their mind-
set. Thus, the local context for entrepreneurs is more 
than just a “container” for their activities: it plays an 
active role for their goal achievement and subsequent 
well-being.

2.3 � Research propositions

The fact that entrepreneurship happens in places 
makes it both socially and spatially embedded (Jack 
& Anderson, 2002; Stuetzer et  al., 2016). Conse-
quently, the identity that individuals build as entrepre-
neurs is influenced and enacted in a place where they 
are socially situated and where they belong (Ander-
son et  al., 2019). Place both shapes and constrains 
the opportunities for constructing an “ideal entrepre-
neurial self” (Gill & Larson, 2014, p. 535). Hence, 
the place where the entrepreneurial activity unfolds 
helps define the entrepreneur’s identity in relation to 
the physical and socio-cultural setting through emo-
tions, beliefs, interests, goals, values, and skills rel-
evant to that milieu (Cartel et  al., 2022; Obschonka 
et  al., 2018). Moreover, such a setting also contrib-
utes by adding meanings to the entrepreneur’s self-
identity (Obschonka & Stuetzer, 2017), and to the 
entrepreneurial activity itself (Korsgaard & Ander-
son, 2011). This is where the ideas of place identity, 
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place attachment, and place dependence come into 
play as determinants of entrepreneurs’ eudaimonic 
well-being.

First, when individuals perceive that their values 
match those held by the community in a place, it is 
likely that they will regard themselves as belonging 
to that community (Cartel et  al., 2022), and conse-
quently experience high levels of place identity. For 
entrepreneurs, sharing community values and actively 
internalizing the community’s socio-cultural norms 
translates in the development of a place-based social 
identity (Roth & Steffens, 2014). This social identity, 
in turn, influences entrepreneurs’ choices and behav-
iors (Lang et al., 2014) and facilitates entrepreneurs’ 
pursuit of their lifestyles and goals (Audretsch et al., 
2021a). Hence, for an entrepreneur, a high degree 
of identification with a place translates in entrepre-
neurial activities that are infused with the meanings 
and values of that place (Kimmitt et al., 2023). This 
enables the legitimacy of such activities (Kibler et al., 
2014) and the entrepreneur’s ability to thrive in that 
setting, thus positively influencing their eudaimonic 
well-being.

Second, individuals who experience high levels of 
place attachment tend to be more involved with their 
community (Farny et al., 2019b; Kibler et al., 2014), 
which facilitates their access to local tacit knowledge 
(Hans & Koster, 2018). Location-specific tacit knowl-
edge involves awareness of the historical, natural, cul-
tural, and social elements of a place (Korsgaard et al., 
2020). Since this knowledge is implicit and difficult 
to imitate, it provides entrepreneurs a valuable source 
of new ideas and competitiveness for their businesses, 
which, in turn, increases their ability to thrive by mak-
ing effective use of opportunities in their environment 
(Audretsch et al., 2021b). In addition, entrepreneurs’ 
attachment to a place and its community can motivate 
their pro-social behavior (Farny et al., 2019a), which 
can lead them to feel better about themselves (Hitlin, 
2007). In consequence, we suggest that high levels of 
place attachment positively influence entrepreneurs’ 
eudaimonic well-being.

Third, place dependence reflects the significance of 
a place in providing the conditions and resources that 
support entrepreneurs’ activity (Lang et  al., 2014). 
Entrepreneurs are place dependent to the extent that 
they perceive a particular place as providing them 
with unique opportunities for the generation of mate-
rial and personal benefits, self-realization, and the 

pursuit of a desired lifestyle (Obschonka et al., 2020). 
Apart from opportunities and physical resources to 
pursue them, places provide social and psychological 
relationships that serve as social capital for entrepre-
neurs (Boudreaux et  al., 2022), which facilitates the 
involvement of local stakeholders and networks in 
the realization of entrepreneurial goals (Lang & Fink, 
2019). Therefore, the higher the level of an entrepre-
neur’s place dependence, the more the place allows 
the achievement of the entrepreneur’s goals and pur-
suits, which promotes their eudaimonic well-being.

In this context, we argue that entrepreneurs who 
have positive experiences with the physical, socio-
cultural, and psychological aspects of a place are 
more likely to perceive themselves as fully function-
ing individuals and enjoy a higher level of eudai-
monic well-being. However, prior literature lacks 
sufficient clarity on how a sense of place specifi-
cally influences the different dimensions of eudai-
monic well-being. For example, an exceptionally 
strong sense of place may reflect an entrepreneur’s 
over-embeddedness in a region, potentially leading 
to drawbacks such as a heavy dependence on a single 
local partner with whom the entrepreneur has social 
ties, carrying the associated risk of relationship dis-
ruptions (Czernek-Marszałek, 2020). Therefore, in 
line with the exploratory nature of our study (Wenn-
berg & Anderson, 2020), we refrain from formulating 
specific hypotheses for each dimension. Instead, we 
adopt the following general proposition to guide our 
exploratory analysis of the relationship between sense 
of place and the various dimensions of entrepreneurs’ 
eudaimonic well-being.

Proposition 1: Sense of place as experienced by 
entrepreneurs with respect to the local environ-
ment in which their activity is embedded is posi-
tively associated with their eudaimonic well-
being.

Furthermore, while we postulate a positive rela-
tionship between sense of place and eudaimonic well-
being, the subjective nature of this relationship gives 
us ground for expecting sense of place to be more 
strongly associated to entrepreneurs’ eudaimonic than 
hedonic well-being. Prior literature suggests that life 
satisfaction or happiness is typically associated with 
material sources of pleasure, which are external to 
the individual (Boudreaux et al., 2022). Such hedonic 
elements may include material assets (e.g., wealth or 
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income; Rijnks et al., 2019), working conditions (De 
Clercq et  al., 2021), and physical qualities of places 
such as landscape (Lewicka, 2011), distance to one’s 
workplace, pollution levels, and safety (Stephan, 
2018; Weber et al., 2022). By contrast, sense of place 
captures the personally meaningful intangible aspects 
of place, which are grounded in how individuals 
subjectively experience a place and the bonds they 
develop with it over time (Baker & Welter, 2020). 
Because eudaimonia deals with what is personally 
meaningful in an individual’s life, we argue that the 
immaterial aspects of a place captured in the con-
cept of sense of place matter more for entrepreneurs’ 
eudaimonic than their hedonic well-being. Accord-
ingly, we propose:

Proposition 2: Sense of place as experienced by 
entrepreneurs with respect to the local environ-
ment in which their activity is embedded is more 
strongly associated with their eudaimonic com-
pared to their hedonic well-being.

Additionally, our exploratory analysis is guided by 
the proposition that sense of place matters to eudai-
monic well-being more in rural compared to urban 
locations. We argue that this is likely to be the case 
because, firstly, rural areas (compared to urban set-
tings) provide a “distance-protection” (Hans & 
Koster, 2018, p. 1036) to firms operating there, which 
allows them to develop and maintain their identities 
without being influenced by what others do. This 
characteristic makes rural environments more sup-
portive of entrepreneurs’ volitional control over their 
business and their behaviors, allowing them to be 
concordant with their values and sense of self (Deci 
& Ryan, 2000). Second, entrepreneurs in rural areas 
may face less uncertainty and complexity (Audretsch 
et  al., 2021a, b) compared to urban entrepreneurs. 
Given their typical focus on the local market and 
demands of their local community (Lang et al., 2014), 
rural entrepreneurs face less competition and a lower 
level of market dynamism, which results in a more 
stable and predictable business environment (Hans & 
Koster, 2018). Such conditions likely strengthen rural 
entrepreneurs’ sense of mastery regarding their sur-
rounding environment. Third, social ties and familiar-
ity among the residents of a rural area—which shapes 
rural entrepreneurs’ bonds with the beneficiaries of 
their work (Freire-Gibb & Nielsen, 2014)—are likely 
to influence rural entrepreneurs’ sense of purpose by 

providing meaning to their entrepreneurial activities, 
for instance, based on the impact that such activities 
have on the rural community (Korsgaard & Ander-
son, 2011). In consequence, such bonding as a source 
of identity and attachment is more influential for rural 
(as opposed to urban) entrepreneurs in shaping their 
sense of purpose and meaningfulness in life through 
the work that they do (Stephan et al., 2020). Based on 
these arguments, we offer the following proposition 
to further guide our exploratory analysis:

Proposition 3: Sense of place as experienced by 
entrepreneurs with respect to the local environ-
ment in which their activity is embedded is more 
strongly associated with their eudaimonic well-
being in rural compared to urban environments.

3 � Data and methods

3.1 � Data collection

Our analysis uses two waves of original survey data 
on sole founders and founding team members (hence-
forth collectively referred to as founders) that at the 
time of the survey (2019) held an ownership stake 
in a firm that had been operational ten years or less. 
Because our research focuses on place, we selected 
two different regions as foci for the study. The Capi-
tal Region is a metropolitan area comprising the cities 
of Helsinki, Espoo, Kauniainen and Vantaa. It is the 
economic powerhouse of Finland, a dynamic start-
up environment (Startup Genome, 2020), and home 
to 1.4 million people or 25% of the whole country’s 
population. South Ostrobothnia in the west of the 
country is a predominantly rural area centered around 
the city of Seinäjoki. The region has 190,000 inhab-
itants, which constitutes 3.4% of the Finnish popula-
tion. We chose South Ostrobothnia not only because 
of the contrast between a rural and a metropolitan 
region, but also because South Ostrobothnia prides 
itself as being entrepreneurial (Havusela, 1999). We 
reasoned that contrasting the cultural pride of being 
entrepreneurial in a rural location with the dynamic 
business environment of a metropolitan area would 
provide an interesting context for studying sense of 
place and entrepreneurs’ eudaimonic well-being.

The data were collected in cooperation with a pro-
fessional research agency. We identified the sample 
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using the comprehensive business register maintained 
by the company Fonecta. Using random sampling, we 
purchased the register details including financial state-
ment data of 2500 companies in the Capital Region 
and 1983 firms in South Ostrobothnia. The reason for 
the discrepancy is that we bought the maximum avail-
able in South Ostrobothnia and added a few hundred 
additional registry entries in the Capital Region, antici-
pating respondent recruitment to be somewhat more 
difficult there than in South Ostrobothnia.

In wave 1, the research agency conducted com-
puter-aided telephone interviews (CATI) with a ran-
dom sample of founders in each region. The average 
interview duration was less than ten minutes, and 
the interview covered all variables used in the study 
except for the well-being measures. We instructed the 
agency to keep making phone calls until a minimum 
sample of 200 is reached in each region. The mini-
mum regional sample size was determined, within 
the limitations of our research budget, as being suf-
ficiently large to allow some attrition between waves 
1 and 2 while still resulting in a final sample size that 
allows reliable analyses. In the end, 239 founders in 
the Capital Region and 225 in South Ostrobothnia 
participated in wave 1.

Wave 2 was conducted two weeks after the initial 
interviews with those participants who gave permis-
sion for a follow-up interview. We decided on a short 
interval between the two waves to minimize attrition. 
Moreover, having a long-time interval was not neces-
sary because the purpose of the two-wave design was 
to reduce common method bias, instead of capturing 
temporal effects. The wave-2 survey instrument only 
included the well-being measures and the average 
interview lasted less than five minutes. We received 
187 responses in the Capital Region and 195 in South 
Ostrobothnia (response rates 78% and 87%, respec-
tively). Finally, we merged the financial statement 
data received from Fonecta to the survey data.

We controlled for nonresponse bias using the 
archival method (Rogelberg & Stanton, 2007), which 
involved comparing the age (years) and size (dummy 
for less than 5 versus 5 or more employees) of the 464 
firms that participated in wave 1 with the remaining 
4,019 that were included in the sample frame but did 
not participate in the study. The tests did not show any 
significant differences between these groups (t = 1.04, 
p = 0.30 for firm age and χ2

1df
=0.99, p = 0.32 for firm 

size). In addition, we examined potential attrition bias 

between waves 1 and 2 by comparing the means of 
all our independent variables between the 382 found-
ers who participated in both waves and those 82 who 
only participated in wave 1. Using the p < 0.05 guide-
line, we did not find any statistically significant differ-
ences between the participants and non-participants.

3.2 � Measures

All primary measures were assessed on five-point rat-
ing scales, anchored with (1) fully disagree and (5) 
fully agree. The original English survey items were 
translated to Finnish and subsequently back-translated 
into English following the commonly used back-
translation procedure (Brislin, 1990).

Well‑being  We chose three items to measure each 
of the six dimensions of eudaimonic well-being from 
Ryff et  al.’s (2007) original repository of 42 items. 
We used our best judgment to select items that cap-
tured the essence of each scale. We decided on three 
items per dimension in order to arrive at a short scale 
that could be administered efficiently in a CATI sur-
vey (see Table 1 for a full list of items). To contrast 
eudaimonic well-being with the more commonly 
used hedonic well-being, the wave-2 survey instru-
ment included life satisfaction operationalized with 
the commonly used question (e.g., Abreu et al., 2019; 
Fritsch et al., 2019): “Generally speaking, how satis-
fied are you with your life?” We used a scale from 1 
to 10 to measure this item.

Sense of place  Our survey instrument included 
two items for place dependence and four items each 
for place identity and place attachment, adapted 
from Jorgensen and Stedman (2006), Raymond et al. 
(2010), and Lewicka (2008). The respondents were 
instructed to evaluate the items with respect to the 
Capital Region or South Ostrobothnia depending on 
in which of these regions they were based.

Other variables  Other variables in the analysis 
include the respondents’ demographic characteristics 
(i.e., woman/man, age in years, and higher education 
degree); whether they are based in the Capital Region 
or South Ostrobothnia; the size (4 employees or less 
/ 5 or more employees) and age of their firms (young 
firms existing less than 4  years, and mature firms 4 
or more years; Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 
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2019); whether the firm’s business is service-only or 
includes physical products; and the distance between 
their home and workplace in minutes.

3.3 � Empirical strategy: explorative quantitative 
analysis

The purpose of the analysis was to explore the rela-
tionship between entrepreneurs’ sense of place and the 
different dimensions of their eudaimonic well-being 
in different regional contexts. The empirical strategy 
adopted is explorative quantitative analysis (Wennberg 
& Anderson, 2020). This involves using multiple sta-
tistical techniques, some of which include significance 
tests. However, because the objective of the analysis 

was to explore the above relationships guided by our 
three broadly-formulated propositions, rather than to 
test specific hypotheses, we advise readers to interpret 
the statistics as indicative and not as tests of causality.

Our analysis consisted of five steps. First, 
because both principal constructs were operational-
ized with measurement instruments adapted from 
other research domains and had not previously been 
applied in the entrepreneurship context, we started 
the analysis by subjecting the multi-item scales to 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Using the CFA 
results, we computed index scores for use in the sub-
sequent analysis. Second, we examined the descrip-
tive statistics and compared the means and preva-
lence of the variables between the two regions. Third, 

Table 1   Eudaimonic well-being: confirmatory factor analysis (six-factor solution)

n = 382. Maximum likelihood estimation. All coefficients are statistically significant at the p < 0.001 level

Item Coefficient SE

Autonomy
  AUT1. I am not afraid to voice my opinions, even when they are in opposition to the opinions of most people 0.48 0.06
  AUT2. My decisions are not usually influenced by what everyone else is doing 0.48 0.06
  AUT3. I have confidence in my opinions, even if they are contrary to the general consensus 0.59 0.06

Environmental mastery
  ENV1. In general, I feel I am in charge of the situation in which I live 0.65 0.04
  ENV2. I am quite good at managing the many responsibilities of my daily life 0.48 0.05
  ENV3. I have been able to build a home and a lifestyle for myself that is much to my liking 0.62 0.04

Personal growth
  GROW1. I think it is important to have new experiences that challenge how you think about yourself and the 

world
0.53 0.05

  GROW2. I have the sense that I have developed a lot as a person over time 0.70 0.04
  GROW3. For me, life has been a continuous process of learning, changing, and growth 0.69 0.04

Purpose in life
  PURP1. I have a sense of direction and purpose in life 0.75 0.04
  PURP2. I enjoy making plans for the future and working to make them a reality 0.52 0.05
  PURP3. Some people wander aimlessly through life, but I am not one of them 0.53 0.05

Self-acceptance
  ACCEPT1. When I look at the story of my life, I am pleased with how things have turned out 0.66 0.04
  ACCEPT2. In general, I feel confident and positive about myself 0.77 0.03
  ACCEPT3. I like most aspects of my personality 0.54 0.04

Positive relations with others (reverse-coded)
  POSREL1. I often feel lonely because I have few close friends with whom to share my concerns 0.84 0.02
  POSREL2. Maintaining close relationships has been difficult and frustrating for me 0.94 0.01
  POSREL3. I have not experienced many warm and trusting relationships with others 0.83 0.02

Comparative fit index 0.927
Root mean squared error of approximation 0.057
Standardized root mean squared residual 0.050
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we explored the bivariate correlations between sense 
of place and the different dimensions of eudaimonic 
and hedonic well-being for the two regions included 
in the analysis. Fourth, we examined the same rela-
tionships by means of regression analysis that adjusts 
the correlations for the effects of potential confound-
ers. Fifth, we performed several additional group 
comparisons to ensure a comprehensive exploration 
of the data.

4 � Findings

4.1 � Confirmatory factor analysis

The first step of our data exploration was to examine 
the factor structure of the 18 items intended to meas-
ure eudaimonic well-being and the 10 items designed 
to measure sense of place. Because the measures for 
the two constructs were administered in different 
waves, we ran a separate analysis for each of them. 
Since the theoretical structures of the factor mod-
els were known beforehand, we chose confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA) as the appropriate analytic 
technique.

4.1.1 � Eudaimonic well‑being

Table  1 shows the factor loadings, their standard 
errors, and the conventional fit indices for a confirma-
tory factor analysis (CFA) where the items designed 
to measure the six dimensions of eudaimonic well-
being load on their intended factors. The fit indices 
suggest a good fit between the model and the data 
(CFI = 0.927; RMSEA = 0.057; SRMR = 0.050; Hu 
& Bentler, 1999). We estimated several model speci-
fications with different factor structures (the items 
belonging to two or more theoretical constructs load-
ing on a single factor while the other items load on 
their intended factors) but found the six-factor solu-
tion to provide the best fit with the data. This suggests 
that the sets of three items measure different con-
structs as intended.

For the purposes of our exploratory analysis, we 
adopted a guideline value of 0.5 for acceptable factor 
loadings as a compromise between the recommended 
strong loading of 0.7 and the lowest acceptable load-
ing of 0.4 in prior literature (Kremelberg, 2014; 
Lambert & Newman, 2023). Using this criterion, 

the factor loadings of autonomy were problematic 
(Table  1). We also examined its Cronbach alpha 
score, which was 0.5 and therefore well below the 
usual recommended minimum value of 0.7 (Cho & 
Kim, 2015). Thus, it was clear that autonomy would 
not work as a multi-item index. Instead, we decided 
to treat autonomy as a single-item ordinal variable 
using AUT2 (“My decisions are not usually influ-
enced by what everyone else is doing”), which argu-
ably captures the essence of autonomy better than 
the other two items and thus, has the highest level 
of face value. We combined the lowest two catego-
ries of AUT2 into one due to a very low frequency 
of observations in the lowest category of autonomy. 
The result is thus a four-step ordinal variable with 
low values indicating that the individual’s decisions 
are considerably influenced by other people and high 
values standing for high levels of autonomous deci-
sion-making free of third-party influence.

Furthermore, we had to drop the second item in 
the environmental mastery scale (ENV2). We re-esti-
mated the CFA model by excluding autonomy com-
pletely and dropping the second environmental mas-
tery item. The fit of this model specification with the 
data is satisfactory (CFI = 0.949; RMSEA = 0.059; 
SRMR = 0.046). The final two-item index for envi-
ronmental mastery has a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.60, 
which is low. While we deemed it acceptable for the 
present exploratory study, we also caution readers to 
interpret results pertaining to this variable with care 
and advise future studies to consider other measures 
or further items to improve this scale. In the follow-
ing analysis, high values of environmental mastery 
indicate that the individual feels comfortable and 
in charge with their life situation, while low values 
stand for lower levels of such comfort.

The factor loadings for the remaining four eudai-
monic well-being scales were satisfactory, especially 
considering that the scales consist of three clearly dif-
ferent items. Thus, we chose to retain all three items 
for each of these scales. However, we note that only 
the scale for positive relations with others has high 
factor loadings, whereas the other scales show more 
variation in consistency. Therefore, we advise future 
studies to re-consider the items used to measure these 
constructs. Adding more items would help improve 
the scales and give the researchers more leeway in 
choosing the final set of items used to measure each 
construct.
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The index for personal growth has a Cronbach’s 
alpha of 0.67. High scores on the scale indicate that 
the individual believes in the value of new experi-
ences and continuous learning for personal develop-
ment, and that they have developed significantly as 
a person over time. Low values denote low levels of 
such beliefs and less confidence in having developed 
as a person over time. The index for purpose in life 
has an alpha of 0.64. High values stand for the indi-
vidual having a purposeful future orientation in life, 
while low values suggest that the individual places 
more value on the present than planning for future 
achievements. The index for self-acceptance has an 
alpha of 0.68. High values indicate that the person 
has positive feelings about themself and how their 
life has turned out. Low values suggest a more criti-
cal view of oneself and less satisfaction with the life 
course. Finally, the index for positive relations with 
others has an alpha of 0.90. The items on the original 
scale were negatively formulated. In order to make 
them comparable with the other scales, we reverse-
coded the items. Thus, high values on the final scale 
used in the analysis stand for the individual having 
many close and trusting relationships in life and them 
feeling confident in maintaining such relationships. 
Low values point to the individual having few close 
relationships and finding it difficult to nurture them.

For sense of place, we started the CFA process 
by estimating a model in which the items proposed 
to measure attachment, identity, and dependence 
load on their intended factors. Since the modifica-
tion indices pointed to significant cross-loadings, 
we tried a specification in which the items intended 
to measure place attachment and identity load on 
one factor, while the two dependence items load 
on another one. The problem with cross-loadings 
persisted. Hence, we ended up with a model spec-
ification in which all sense of place items load on 
a single factor (Table 2). The fit of the model with 
the data is satisfactory with all three fit indices 
meeting or being very close to the recommended 
threshold values (CFI = 0.980; RMSEA = 0.074; 
SRMR = 0.027). Thus, in this analysis, sense of 
place is a unidimensional construct that comprises 
all ten items belonging to place dependence, attach-
ment, and identity. The Cronbach’s alpha coeffi-
cient for the scale is 0.94. High values on this scale 
indicate that the individual feels that the region in 
which they live and work means a lot to them, that 
they feel the region as being part of their identity, 
and that it offers great opportunities for their self-
realization. Low values suggest that the individual is 
relatively indifferent about their local area for their 
identity and self-realization.

Table 2   Sense of place: confirmatory factor analysis (one-factor solution)

n = 382. Maximum likelihood estimation. All coefficients are statistically significant at the p < 0.001 level. ATTACH = place attach-
ment; ID = place identity; DEP = place dependence. The respondents were presented the items according to their region of residence

Item Coefficient SE

ATTACH1. I like the Capital Region/South Ostrobothnia 0.62 0.03
ATTACH2. I am proud of the Capital Region/South Ostrobothnia 0.78 0.02
ATTACH3. The Capital Region/South Ostrobothnia means a lot to me 0.87 0.02
ATTACH4. I feel attached to the Capital Region/South Ostrobothnia 0.82 0.02
ID1. The fact that I live in the Capital Region/South Ostrobothnia says a lot of who I am 0.81 0.02
ID2. I strongly identify with the Capital Region/South Ostrobothnia 0.89 0.01
ID3. I feel like the Capital Region/South Ostrobothnia is part of me 0.86 0.02
ID4. The Capital Region/South Ostrobothnia is part of my identity 0.89 0.01
DEP1. The Capital Region/South Ostrobothnia is the best place to do the things that I enjoy most 0.63 0.03
DEP2. No other place offers such opportunities to do the things that I enjoy most than the Capital 

Region/South Ostrobothnia
0.58 0.04

Comparative fit index 0.980
Root mean squared error of approximation 0.074
Standardized root mean squared residual 0.027
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4.2 � Descriptive statistics

Table  3 provides the descriptive statistics on all 
variables included in the analysis broken down by 
region. The difference columns report the inde-
pendent samples t-test scores for continuous and 
chi-squared test scores for categorical variables. It 
is worth noting that founders in South Ostrobothnia 
evaluate their sense of place and level of autonomy 
higher than their counterparts in the Capital Region.

4.3 � Correlations

Next, we examined the correlations between the 
well-being variables and sense of place (Table  4). 
We found that sense of place correlates positively 
and significantly with autonomy, environmental mas-
tery, and personal growth. The correlations with the 
remaining well-being dimensions are positive, but 
not significant at the conventional p < 0.05 level. 
Regional differences in the correlations are notable: 

Table 3   Descriptive statistics

The difference column reports the absolute value of the independent samples t-test for the difference in group means for continuous 
and the chi-squared test (degrees of freedom) for categorical variables. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 (two-tailed test with 380 
degrees of freedom for t). Logarithmic transformation used for the t-test for time from home to work

South Ostrobothnia Capital Region Difference

Min Max Mean / % SD Mean / % SD t / chi2 (df)

Eudaimonic well-being
Autonomy 1 4 29.04 (3)***
Low 7% 12%
Medium 23% 35%
Medium high 34% 40%
High 36% 13%
Environmental mastery 1 5 4.29 0.66 4.27 0.65 0.37
Personal growth 3 5 4.45 0.52 4.46 0.52 0.19
Purpose in life 2 5 4.24 0.62 4.17 0.65 1.00
Self-acceptance 2.33 5 4.14 0.55 4.16 0.54 0.45
Positive relations with others 1.67 5 4.13 0.86 4.15 0.84 0.25
Life satisfaction 3 10 8.25 1.07 8.44 0.91 1.89
Sense of place 1.4 5 4.06 0.82 3.56 0.86 5.73***
Region (1 = Capital Region) 0 1 - -
Woman (versus man) 0 1 28% 35% 2.22 (1)
Entrepreneur’s age 14.68 (3)**
under 35 0 1 16% 16%
35–44 0 1 23% 41%
45–55 0 1 33% 23%
over 55 0 1 28% 20%
Higher education degree (1 = yes) 0 1 34% 74% 59.71 (1)***
Mature firm (versus young firm) 0 1 69% 72% 0.39 (1)
Five or more employees (versus less than 5) 0 1 8% 12% 1.81 (1)
Services only (versus products and services) 0 1 60% 72% 6.32 (1)*
Time from home to work (minutes) 0 90 11.14 16.53 17.61 16.31 4.45***
Respondents 195 187
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all significant correlations between sense of place and 
the well-being variables are only applicable to the 
South Ostrobothnian sub-sample.

4.4 � Main analysis

Next, we estimated regression models for each dimen-
sion of well-being to examine their relationship with 
sense of place while adjusting the relationships for 
potential confounders. We estimated an ordered logit 
model for autonomy (which was measured with a sin-
gle ordinal variable) and ordinary-least-squares (OLS) 
regression models for the remaining dimensions of 
well-being. In an extensive graphical analysis of the 
associations between the dependent and independent 
variables (available from the authors upon request), 
we identified potential curvilinear effects pertaining 
to the relationships between sense of place and the 
well-being dimensions personal growth and positive 
relations with others. Following the spirit of explora-
tive analysis, we included sense of place in a quad-
ratic specification in all models to ensure that we do 
not miss possible curvilinearity in any relationship. In 
order to facilitate interpretation, we mean-centered the 
variable before creating the squared term such that the 
linear term in the regression output can be interpreted 
as the effect of sense of place when the variable is at 
its mean (Brambor et  al., 2006). For each dimension 
of well-being, we estimated two model specifications: 
1) unconditional effects and 2) the effect of sense of 
place conditional on the region (operationalized with 

interaction terms). Before estimating the final models, 
we ran a series of diagnostics to ensure that the results 
are not biased due to multicollinearity, heteroskedastic-
ity, outliers, or influential observations.

Table 5 displays the results of all 14 model speci-
fications. The results indicate that sense of place has 
a positive and statistically significant (p < 0.05) rela-
tionship with autonomy and personal growth, and the 
Cohen’s f2 effect sizes are small in both cases (0.02 and 
0.04, respectively). The effects of sense of place on 
environmental mastery and purpose in life are almost 
significant (p < 0.10), while there are no significant 
associations between sense of place and the remain-
ing dimensions of well-being. Two further findings are 
worth noting. First, the regional differences in the rela-
tionships between sense of place and the well-being 
dimensions are not significant, despite the zero-order 
correlations pointing to such differences. Most likely, 
the differences between the correlation and regression 
results are explained by the control variables. Second, 
the squared term for sense of place is significant in the 
model pertaining to personal growth. This suggests that 
the relationship between sense of place and personal 
growth is curvilinear. Hence, we plotted the linear pre-
diction of personal growth and the marginal effect of 
sense of place for the full range of values for sense of 
place in our data at 0.1 intervals (Brambor et al., 2006). 
Figure 1 shows a clear U-shaped relationship such that 
personal growth is at its lowest when sense of place is 
close to its mean, while it is higher when sense of place 
is either high or low.

Table 4   Correlations by region

SO = South Ostrobothnia (n = 195); CR = Capital Region (n = 187). Spearman’s rho correlation coefficients reported to accommodate 
correlations between ordinal variables. * p < 0.05 (two-tailed)

Autonomy Environmental 
mastery

Personal 
growth

Purpose in 
life

Self-accept-
ance

Positive rela-
tions

Life satis-
faction

SO CR SO CR SO CR SO CR SO CR SO CR SO CR

Eudaimonic well-being
Autonomy 1 1
Environmental mastery 0.29* 0.32* 1 1
Personal growth 0.19* 0.12 0.26* 0.19* 1 1
Purpose in life 0.07 0.20* 0.44* 0.39* 0.30* 0.39* 1 1
Self-acceptance 0.25* 0.23* 0.55* 0.47* 0.44* 0.40* 0.40* 0.45* 1 1
Positive relations with others 0.11 0.04 0.33* 0.32* 0.26* 0.18* 0.20* 0.26* 0.35* 0.35* 1 1
Life satisfaction 0.06 0.20* 0.59* 0.44* 0.14* 0.21* 0.45* 0.39* 0.45* 0.43* 0.29* 0.30* 1 1
Sense of place 0.18* 0.04 0.14* 0.12 0.21* 0.04 0.13 0.07 0.09 0.13 0.04 0.01 0.07 0.14
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4.5 � Additional analyses

We explored our data further by interacting sense of 
place with several variables that capture different facets 
of entrepreneurship, which have been previously argued 
to influence entrepreneurs’ resource embeddedness 
and spatial bonding/bridging (Müller & Korsgaard, 
2018). First, we compared entrepreneurs with mature 
(4 + years) companies with those operating young (less 
than 4 years) ventures. This is because we expect entre-
preneurs running mature firms to be more embedded in 
the region through their business than those who have 
recently started their ventures. Second, we compared 
entrepreneurs operating very small firms (less than five 
employees) with those who have five or more employ-
ees because we expect entrepreneurs with larger firms 
to be more bound to the region and less mobile, on 
average, than those who have very small firms. Third, 
we compared entrepreneurs who only offer services 
to those who also deal with physical products. Our 
assumption is that firms dealing with physical products 
are more bound to their geographic location compared 
to service-only firms. Fourth, we ran a series of cluster 
analyses on the three dimensions of entrepreneurial role 
identity (Cardon et  al., 2013): inventor, founder, and 
developer. The most meaningful solution from the clus-
ter analysis suggests two categories: those who are high 
on the inventor identity dimension, or simultaneously 
on the inventor and founder dimensions, and those who 
score similarly on all three dimensions (the cluster anal-
ysis did not suggest “pure” founder or developer types). 
Thus, we contrast those who are clearly more focused 
on creating something new with those whose entrepre-
neurial role identities comprise equal focus on novelty 
and development of the current business.

Table  6 shows the results of these analyses. The 
only significant interaction pertains to firm size in 
Model 6d: having five or more employees is positively 
associated with the effect of sense of place on posi-
tive relations with others. For further interpretation, 
we plotted the linear prediction and marginal effects. 
Figure 2 shows that sense of place has a positive and 
significant effect on positive relations with others only 
when the entrepreneur operates a firm with five or 
more employees, and their level of sense of place is 
medium or high. However, only 20 entrepreneurs in 
our sample meet these criteria. Therefore, we advise 
the reader to interpret this finding with caution.
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5 � Discussion and future research directions

This study generates the first empirical insights into 
how entrepreneurs’ sense of place relates to their 
eudaimonic well-being. While previous research on 
well-being in entrepreneurship has emphasized the 
effects of personality traits (Obschonka & Stuetzer, 
2017), emotions (Patzelt & Shepherd, 2011), cop-
ing strategies (Uy et al., 2013), stressors (Patel et al., 
2019), and institutions (Fritsch et al., 2019), the role 
of place (as subjectively experienced by entrepre-
neurs) has been largely overlooked. Considering the 
cognitive, emotional, and self-expressive aspects of 
an individual’s sense of place (Cartel et  al., 2022; 
Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001; Twigger-Ross & Uzzell, 
1996) in tandem with the enactment of an entrepre-
neurial mindset (Kuratko et  al., 2021), our study 
demonstrates how the immaterial aspects of the local 
setting can influence the non-pecuniary rewards that 
entrepreneurs experience in their work.

Our quantitative exploratory analysis, conducted 
using two waves of original survey data, provides 
insights into the yet underexplored relationship between 
sense of place and entrepreneurs’ eudaimonic well-
being (Table  7). Even within the broader context of 
research in environmental psychology, our analysis 
shows novel and robust evidence of a positive asso-
ciation between sense of place and two dimensions of 
eudaimonic well-being: autonomy and personal growth. 

Notably, we identify a previously unrecognized curvi-
linear relationship between sense of place and personal 
growth, complementing the prevailing linear under-
standing of how sense of place impacts well-being. 
While the effect sizes in both cases are small, this is not 
uncommon in entrepreneurship (Connelly et al., 2010), 
where scholars have noted that small effect sizes “can 
have substantial consequences” (Stephan et al., 2022, p. 
38) when it comes to meaningful aspects of individuals’ 
life, such as well-being. In that respect, small effects 
become especially relevant, since they can imply cumu-
lative consequences in the longer term (Connelly et al., 
2010). Furthermore, our analysis reveals weakly signifi-
cant positive associations between sense of place and 
the well-being dimensions of environmental mastery 
and purpose in life. Interestingly, contrary to our initial 
expectations, we did not observe discernible differences 
in any of these relationships between urban and rural 
settings. Additionally, we did not find a positive cor-
relation between sense of place and hedonic well-being 
(life satisfaction).

Thus, we found some support for Proposition 1 
(positive association between sense of place and some 
dimensions of eudaimonic wellbeing) and Proposition 
2 (sense of place matters more for eudaimonic than 
hedonic well-being), while the results did not support 
Proposition 3 (no differences between urban and rural 
environments). Next, we discuss our two substantial 
findings in the context of existing entrepreneurship 

A  Predictive margins B  Marginal effects

Fig. 1   Effect of sense of place on personal growth. Panel A: 
Predictive margins. Panel B: Marginal effects. The marginal 
effect of sense of place is negative and significant (p < 0.05) 
when sense of place (mean-centered) is less than -0.12 (n = 66, 

17% of total sample). It is not significant when sense of place 
(mean-centered) is between -0.10 and 0.50 (n = 79, 21% of 
total sample). It becomes positive and significant for levels 
greater than 0.50 (n = 237, 62% of total sample)
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literature, while drawing additional insights from 
research in environmental psychology and human geog-
raphy. Subsequently, we provide a brief overview of the 
results comprising weakly significant or null effects, 
followed by recommendations for future research.

5.1 � Sense of place and autonomy

Our results show a significant positive linear associa-
tion between sense of place and autonomy. It is well 
known that entrepreneurship grants individuals the free-
dom to align their values and identities with the actions 
they take within the context in which they are embed-
ded (Jack & Anderson, 2002; Shir & Ryff, 2022). As 
such, different attributes of the contexts in which entre-
preneurs are embedded may matter differently for dif-
ferent types of entrepreneurs (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; 
Müller & Korsgaard, 2018). Subsequently, when pursu-
ing their values and aspirations, entrepreneurs choose 
which qualities of their context to draw and act upon 
to sustain their role engagement and enactment. In this 
context, sense of place becomes a relevant influence for 
both rural and urban entrepreneurs’ autonomy because 
in both cases the respective regional context provides 
specific immaterial resources that support entrepre-
neurs’ control over their lives through their entrepre-
neurial work engagement. For instance, rural entre-
preneurs may appreciate the remoteness of their local 
setting because it protects them from the isomorphism 
and dynamism (e.g., time-related pressures) character-
izing firms in urban settings, which, in turn, allows rural 
entrepreneurs to develop and run their businesses “as 
they please,” thus authentically expressing themselves 
through entrepreneurship. On the other hand, urban 
entrepreneurs facing the hectic life in the city may find 
running their own business to provide them with more 
flexibility in terms of when and where to work, com-
pared to waged work, which grants them a stronger 
sense of control over their time and their lives. This can 
manifest in a feeling of being the owner of one’s time or 
having the autonomy to decide “when to do what.”

5.2 � Sense of place and personal growth

Our analysis finds a U-shaped relationship between 
sense of place and personal growth: entrepreneurs’ 
personal growth exhibits higher values when sense 
of place is either low or high compared to when it 
is close to its mean. Regarding the first type of Ta
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association—low sense of place and high personal 
growth—we suggest that a low level of sense of 
place may reflect individuals’ emotional detachment 
from their place of residence. Not experiencing high 
levels of sense of place may be beneficial to entre-
preneurs’ motivation to seek new experiences and 
develop themselves and their potentials either in their 
current place of residence or elsewhere. It is well 
known that entrepreneurs have a high sensation-seek-
ing tendency (Nicolaou et al., 2008) and that they are 
driven by a desire for self-enhancement (Boudreaux 

et  al., 2022). Furthermore, entrepreneurship allows 
the fulfilment of personal needs such as competence 
and autonomy (Nikolaev et  al., 2020). Low emo-
tional attachment to a place might encourage sensa-
tion seeking and ways of growth for entrepreneurial 
individuals accustomed to, and unexcited by already 
known places and experiences (Obschonka & Stu-
etzer, 2017).

For the second type of association—a com-
bination of high sense of place and high personal 
growth—our explanation builds on the argument 

A  Predictive margins B  Marginal effects

Fig. 2   Effect of sense of place on positive relations with oth-
ers for entrepreneurs managing firms with less than five versus 
those managing firms with five or more employees. Panel A: 
Predictive margins. Panel B: Marginal effects. The marginal 
effect of sense of place is positive and significant (p < 0.05) 

only for entrepreneurs managing firms with 5 or more employ-
ees and only when sense of place (mean-centered) is greater 
than -0.4 (n = 20, 54% of entrepreneurs with 5 or more employ-
ees and 5% of total sample). It is not significant otherwise

Table 7   Summary of 
findings: Relationship 
between sense of place and 
dimensions of well-being

Dimension of well-being Principal findings

Autonomy Significant (p < 0.05) positive linear relationship
Environmental mastery Weakly significant (p < 0.10) positive linear relationship
Personal growth Significant (p < 0.01) U-shaped relationship. The level 

of personal growth is high when sense of place is 
either low or high

Purpose in life Weakly significant (p < 0.10) positive linear relationship
Self-acceptance No significant relationship
Positive relations with others Conditionally significant (p < 0.05) positive relation-

ship: the significant relationship applies only to entre-
preneurs whose level of sense of place is medium or 
high and who manage firms with 5 or more employ-
ees. This group comprises only 5% of the total sample 
(n = 20) and hence, the finding is not robust

Life satisfaction No significant relationship
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that places provide entrepreneurs the necessary 
resources for goal pursuit (Weber et al., 2022) and 
conditions that support their sense of self and life-
style (Boudreaux et al., 2022). For instance, a strong 
sense of place could be related to a strong sense of 
safety, trust, or social embeddedness (McKeever 
et  al., 2014) which smoothen paths for developing 
oneself as a person and as an entrepreneur. Hence, 
the higher the entrepreneur’s place dependence—
i.e., their perception that the place supports their 
goal attainment and preferred ways of living and 
being—the more likely it is that they will feel able 
to grow and foster their personal development by 
making use of their skills and abilities in that place. 
Thus, we do not observe any evidence suggesting 
that a heightened sense of place results in potential 
drawbacks from being excessively entrenched in a 
region, as prior research might suggest (Czernek-
Marszałek, 2020).

As regards the third pattern observed in our anal-
ysis—a combination of a medium level of sense of 
place (i.e., individuals who are neutral about the 
place) and low personal growth—we postulate that 
it might reflect a situation in which entrepreneurs 
are “place-captive” (i.e., held back in a place). As 
such, these entrepreneurs might be place depend-
ent (i.e., the place is instrumental to their busi-
ness operations), but they do not feel attached to or 
identify with the place. Alternatively, they might 
feel attached to the place, while being unable to 
fully exert their potentials for creativity there, for 
instance, by being a radical in a conservative cul-
ture (Freire-Gibb & Nielsen, 2014). This is likely 
to affect their personal growth negatively since 
they might feel somehow forced or resigned to stay 
in their current place of operation, unable to move 
elsewhere in pursuit of opportunities that match 
their personal values, interests, and self-expression. 
Another plausible explanation is that these individ-
uals may be guided by values oriented toward loss 
avoidance and protective behavior (Obschonka & 
Stuetzer, 2017) which prevents them from attaining 
higher levels of personal growth. As such, entrepre-
neurs may find themselves in a situation in which 
they attain a satisfactory level of well-being, but 
they are neither keen on further improvements, nor 
willing to take the risk of moving to another place in 
search of better conditions.

5.3 � Weakly significant and null results

Our analysis suggests a possible positive relationship 
between sense of place and two further eudaimonic 
well-being dimensions: environmental mastery and 
purpose in life. These relationships are only weakly 
statistically significant (p < 0.10), which is why we 
caution against strong interpretations of these find-
ings. At the same time, we emphasize the impor-
tance of exploring these relationships further. Sense 
of place likely affects entrepreneurs’ environmental 
mastery based on place-related qualities that could 
somehow match entrepreneurs’ cognitions (e.g., pref-
erences for risk, ambiguity, or market dynamism; 
Kuratko et  al., 2021). For instance, urban entrepre-
neurs—who are likely attracted by the hustle and bus-
tle of big cities—might be prone to seek and enjoy 
dynamic and complex environments (Audretsch et al., 
2021a, b), whereas rural entrepreneurs—who likely 
enjoy a less hectic lifestyle—might feel at comfort in 
more stable and predictable environments that do not 
put their sense of mastery at risk. On the other hand, 
sense of place is likely to influence entrepreneurs’ 
purpose in life by allowing the pursuit of personally 
meaningful opportunities or the enactment and reali-
zation of their ‘entrepreneurial heart’ (Cardon et al., 
2012). In that sense, places can be a source of cultur-
ally meaningful values (Kuratko et al., 2021), which 
shape entrepreneurs’ motivations to engage in and 
promote local- or global-level causes through their 
entrepreneurial actions (e.g., fight against climate 
change, hunger, or poverty; Lang et  al., 2014). For 
investigating this further, it is important to distinguish 
between purely commercially-oriented and socially-
motivated entrepreneurship.

We also found a positive and significant asso-
ciation between sense of place and positive relations 
with others. However, since this finding applies only 
to a specific small segment of the sample (20 entre-
preneurs with medium-to-high levels of sense of 
place and who run firms with five or more employ-
ees), we do not consider this a robust finding yet. 
Instead, we encourage future research endeavors to 
investigate this relationship in more detail. This is a 
relevant area to explore further because existing lit-
erature conceives places as sources of social relation-
ships, which influence individuals’ well-being (e.g., 
Cartel et al., 2022; McKeever et al., 2014).
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Finally, the regression analysis did not show sig-
nificant associations between sense of place and 
self-acceptance or life satisfaction. It seems reason-
able to question why sense of place would directly 
influence self-acceptance, since the latter deals more 
with an individual’s intrinsic characteristics, self-
esteem, or even how (un)fortunate they have been in 
life. On the other hand, the non-finding concerning 
hedonic well-being (life satisfaction) is somewhat 
surprising because prior research on place and well-
being has suggested that community ties, local roots, 
and strong emotional bonds with one’s home place 
are important sources of happiness (Dahl & Soren-
son, 2012; Lewicka, 2011). Relatedly, studies draw-
ing on the person-environment fit theory (Edwards, 
1996) have reported positive associations between 
entrepreneurs’ subjective (hedonic) well-being and 
the institutional environment (Brieger et  al., 2020), 
work values (Oren, 2012; Riedo et al., 2019; Vörös, 
2022), and the person-work fit (i.e., the ability to 
meet one’s work demands; Hmieleski & Shep-
pard, 2019). However, it is important to note that 
the conceptualizations of “environment” in those 
studies differ from our core construct of “sense of 
place,” which renders the comparison of findings 
problematic. One explanation for the non-finding 
in our study is the different nature of hedonic and 
eudaimonic well-being. While hedonic well-being 
is more contingent on material goods and other 
tangible sources of satisfaction (Boudreaux et  al., 
2022), eudaimonic well-being relies on the subjec-
tive or immaterial aspects of an individual’s circum-
stances as a means to achieving more fundamental 
human goals (Sen, 1980). This distinction and how 
it shapes the effect of context on well-being warrants 
further attention in future studies.

5.4 � Future research directions

Our study opens several avenues for future research 
based on the concept of sense of place as the subjec-
tive dimension of the regional context in entrepre-
neurship. There are opportunities for theory devel-
opment regarding the relationship between sense of 
place and entrepreneurs’ well-being by drawing on 
identity theories, particularly the eudaimonic iden-
tity theory (EIT; Waterman, 1984, 2004, 2011). 
Here, places become integral to self-definitions as 
they provide the resources and meanings individuals 

draw upon to construct and develop their identi-
ties (Anderson et  al., 2019; Obschonka & Stuetzer, 
2017).

Expanding on the notion of place as a key psy-
chological determinant of entrepreneurs’ well-being, 
we encourage future studies to explore the impact 
of bonding and bridging social capital (Korsgaard 
et al., 2020) on the relationship between a sense of 
place and eudaimonic well-being. Bonding social 
capital characterizes closed local communities, 
while bridging social capital is fostered by open and 
diverse places (Lewicka, 2011). Previous research 
has suggested the advantages of having both types 
of social capital and the importance of a supportive 
environment for entrepreneurs and their well-being 
(Stephan et  al., 2020, 2022). However, do these 
characteristics hold the same relevance for urban 
and rural entrepreneurs? Future research could 
refine the concept of “ideal places” for entrepre-
neurship by developing measures that offer insights 
into the intangible or symbolic qualities of places as 
sources of attachment and identification (Kimmitt 
et al., 2023; Welter & Baker, 2021) and their influ-
ence on entrepreneurs’ eudaimonic well-being.

Moreover, future studies could investigate the 
effects of social cohesion and social (over) embed-
dedness on entrepreneurs’ well-being. While social 
capital has numerous advantages for entrepreneurs, 
tightly-knit local communities may also be insular 
(Lang et  al., 2014) and resistant to new ideas and 
resources from outside the community. Similarly, 
when entrepreneurs become excessively entrenched 
in and dependent on a single region, they may 
become less receptive to resources (such as informa-
tion, innovation, capital, etc.) and entities from dif-
ferent regional contexts. This can lead to a dearth 
of entrepreneurial diversity, limiting the diffusion 
and utilization of new ideas and contributing to a 
lack of fresh and innovative perspectives (Czernek-
Marszałek, 2020). Additionally, if entrepreneurs 
lose their legitimacy and support by introducing dis-
ruptive ideas from outside, it may jeopardize their 
attachment to the place at the expense of their eudai-
monic well-being.

Furthermore, we see an opportunity for future 
research to focus on exploring the sense of place and 
personal growth in immigrant entrepreneurs (Sevä 
et al., 2016). This research could delve into how indi-
viduals define, motivate, and adapt across roles and 
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places, and how places shape entrepreneurs’ identi-
ties as they navigate new settings. By considering the 
sense of place in relation to migration, future stud-
ies could shed light on how feelings of alienation 
(i.e., negative attitudes toward one’s current place; 
Lewicka, 2011) can drive changes in local norms and 
cultures through entrepreneurial activities, potentially 
contributing to entrepreneurs’ personal growth.

We also encourage future studies to scrutinize 
the robustness of our findings, as well as the pos-
sibility of reverse causality. Here, we urge either 
the development or refinement of the instruments 
used in our data collection, particularly the scales 
employed to measure eudaimonic well-being, which 
exhibited less-than-ideal psychometric properties. 
One potential approach is to incorporate more items 
from Ryff et al.’s (2007) repository for each dimen-
sion of eudaimonic well-being, providing researchers 
with greater flexibility in selecting items for the final 
scales. These items could also be adapted to better 
suit the entrepreneurial context than the currently 
broadly formulated items. Furthermore, we advocate 
the adoption of longitudinal perspectives in future 
studies of entrepreneurial well-being. Such stud-
ies could investigate how the relationship between 
sense of place and entrepreneurs’ eudaimonic well-
being evolves across different stages of the entrepre-
neurial process (Shir & Ryff, 2022), and perhaps also 
among different types of entrepreneurs (Müller & 
Korsgaard, 2018).

Lastly, we would like to acknowledge that the links 
we have identified between sense of place and eudai-
monic well-being dimensions may be influenced by 
distinct contextual factors. For instance, the cultural 
significance placed on comprehensive well-being 
and happiness in Finland (Martela et al., 2020) could 
play a pivotal role in explaining our findings. Further-
more, the apparent consistency we observed in the 
association between sense of place and well-being 
across urban and rural Finnish settings may obscure 
nuanced differences that are more pronounced in cul-
turally diverse environments. Against this backdrop, 
we call for future research to further elucidate how 
the interplay between an entrepreneur’s sense of place 
and eudaimonic well-being manifests in diverse geo-
graphical and cultural contexts, each of which may 
also offer varying levels of legitimacy and institu-
tional support for entrepreneurs (Kibler et  al., 2014; 
Kimmitt et al., 2023).

6 � Conclusion

This study investigated the association between entre-
preneurs’ sense of place and various dimensions of 
their eudaimonic well-being. Employing a sample of 
entrepreneurs from both urban and rural regions in 
Finland, our analysis revealed that, regardless of the 
regional context, sense of place actively contributes to 
the enhancement of certain aspects of entrepreneurial 
eudaimonic well-being. By delving into these rela-
tionships, our study serves as a foundation for future 
research to further refine and broaden our understand-
ing of the significance of the psychological attributes 
of place in elucidating entrepreneurs’ well-being.

Funding  Open Access funding provided by Aalto University.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Com-
mons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits 
use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any 
medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the 
original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Crea-
tive Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The 
images or other third party material in this article are included 
in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not 
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your 
intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds 
the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly 
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit 
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Abreu, M., Oner, O., Brouwer, A., & van Leeuwen, E. (2019). 
Well-being effects of self-employment: A spatial inquiry. 
Journal of Business Venturing, 34, 589–607. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​jbusv​ent.​2018.​11.​001

Anderson, A. R., Warren, L., & Bensemann, J. (2019). Identity, 
enactment, and entrepreneurship engagement in a declin-
ing place. Journal of Small Business Management, 57(4), 
1559–1577. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​jsbm.​12406

Audretsch, D., Obschonka, M., Gosling, S., & Potter, J. (2017). 
A new perspective on entrepreneurial regions: Linking 
cultural identity with latent and manifest entrepreneur-
ship. Small Business Economics, 48, 681–697. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11187-​016-​9787-9

Audretsch, D. B., Belitski, M., & Korosteleva, J. (2021a). Cul-
tural diversity and knowledge in explaining entrepreneur-
ship in European cities. Small Business Economics, 56, 
593–611. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11187-​019-​00191-4

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12406
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-016-9787-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-016-9787-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-019-00191-4


	 T. Kautonen et al.

1 3
Vol:. (1234567890)

Audretsch, D., Lehmann, E., & Seitz, N. (2021b). Amenities, sub-
cultures, and entrepreneurship. Small Business Economics, 
56, 571–591. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11187-​019-​00190-5

Baker, T., & Welter, F. (2020). Contextualizing entrepreneur-
ship theory. Routledge.

Bird, M., & Wennberg, K. (2014). Regional influences on the 
prevalence of family vs. non-family start-ups. Journal 
of Business Venturing, 29, 421–436. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​jbusv​ent.​2013.​06.​004

Boudreaux, C. J., Elert, N., Henrekson, M., & Lucas, D. 
(2022). Entrepreneurial accessibility, eudaimonic well-
being, and inequality. Small Business Economics, 59, 
1061–1079. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11187-​021-​00569-3

Brambor, T., Clark, W. R., & Golder, M. (2006). Understand-
ing interaction models: Improving empirical analyses. 
Political Analysis, 14, 63–82. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​
pan/​mpi014

Brieger, S. A., De Clercq, D., Hessels, J., & Pfeifer, C. (2020). 
Greater fit and a greater gap: How environmental sup-
port for entrepreneurship increases the life satisfaction 
gap between entrepreneurs and employees. International 
Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 26(4), 
561–594. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​IJEBR-​03-​2019-​0185

Brislin, R. W. (1990). Applied cross-cultural psychology: An 
introduction. In R. W. Brislin (Ed.), Applied cross-cul-
tural psychology (pp. 9–33). Sage.

Cardon, M. S., Foo, M. D., Shepherd, D., & Wiklund, J. 
(2012). Exploring the heart: Entrepreneurial emotion is a 
hot topic. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36(1), 
1–10. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1540-​6520.​2011.​00501.x

Cardon, M. S., Gregoire, D. A., Stevens, C. E., & Patel, P. C. 
(2013). Measuring entrepreneurial passion: Conceptual 
foundations and scale validation. Journal of Business 
Venturing, 28(3), 373–396. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​
jbusv​ent.​2012.​03.​003

Cartel, M., Kibler, E., & Dacin, M. T. (2022). Unpacking 
“sense of place” and “place-making” in organization 
studies: A toolkit for place-sensitive research. The Jour-
nal of Applied Behavioral Science, 58(2), 350–363. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00218​86322​10903​05

Cho, E., & Kim, S. (2015). Cronbach’s coefficient alpha: Well 
known but poorly understood. Organizational Research 
Methods, 18(2), 207–230. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10944​
28114​555994

Connelly, B. L., Ireland, R. D., Reutzel, C. R., & Coombs, J. E. 
(2010). The power and effects of entrepreneurship research. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34(1), 131–149. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1540-​6520.​2009.​00316.x

Czernek-Marszałek, K. (2020). The overembeddedness impact 
on tourism cooperation. Annals of Tourism Research, 
81(102852). https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​annals.​2019.​102852

Dahl, M. S., & Sorenson, O. (2012). Home sweet home: 
Entrepreneurs’ location choices and the performance of 
their ventures. Management Science, 58(6), 1059–1071. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1287/​mnsc.​1110.​1476

De Clercq, D., Brieger, S. A., & Welzel, C. (2021). Leveraging 
the macro-level environment to balance work and life: 
An analysis of female entrepreneurs’ job satisfaction. 
Small Business Economics, 56, 1361–1384. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1007/​s11187-​019-​00287-x

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). The ‘what’ and ‘why’ of 
goal pursuits: Human needs and the self-determination of 
behavior. Psychological Inquiry, 11(4), 227–268. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1207/​S1532​7965P​LI1104_​01

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2008). Hedonia, eudaimonia, and 
well-being: An introduction. Journal of Happiness Studies, 
9, 1–11. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10902-​006-​9018-1

Diener, E. (1984). Subjective well-being. Psychological Bulletin, 
95, 542–575. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0033-​2909.​95.3.​542

Diener, E. (2000). Subjective well-being: The science of happi-
ness, and a proposal for a national index. American Psy-
chologist, 55, 34–43. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0003-​066X.​
55.1.​34

Edwards, J. R. (1996). An examination of competing versions 
of the person-environment fit approach to stress. Acad-
emy of Management Journal, 39(2), 292–339. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​5465/​256782

Erikson, E. H. (1959). Identity and the Life Cycle. International 
University Press.

Farny, S., Kibler, E., & Down, S. (2019a). Collective emotions 
in institutional creation work. Academy of Management 
Journal, 62(3), 765–799. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5465/​amj.​2016.​
0711

Farny, S., Kibler, E., Hai, S., & Landoni, P. (2019b). Volunteer 
retention in prosocial venturing: The role of emotional 
connectivity. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 43, 
1094–1123. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10422​58718​769055

Fauchart, E., & Gruber, M. (2011). Darwinians, communitar-
ians, and missionaries: The role of founder identity in 
entrepreneurship. Academy of Management Journal, 
54(5), 935–957. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5465/​amj.​2009.​0211

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, Attitude, Intention 
and Behavior: An Introduction to Theory and Research. 
Addison-Wesley.

Freire-Gibb, L. C., & Nielsen, K. (2014). Entrepreneurship 
within urban and rural areas: Creative people and social 
networks. Regional Studies, 48(1), 139–153. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1080/​00343​404.​2013.​808322

Frese, M. (2009). Toward a psychology of entrepreneurship: 
An action theory perspective. Now Publishers Inc.

Fritsch, M., Sorgner, A., & Wyrwich, M. (2019). Self-employ-
ment and well-being across institutional contexts. Jour-
nal of Business Venturing, 34, 105946. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​jbusv​ent.​2019.​105946

Gill, R., & Larson, G. S. (2014). Making the ideal (local) entre-
preneur: Place and the regional development of high-tech 
entrepreneurial identity. Human Relations, 67(5), 519–
542. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00187​26713​496829

Gilleard, C., Hyde, M., & Higgs, P. (2007). The impact of age, 
place, aging in place, and attachment to place on the well-
being of the over 50s in England. Research on Aging, 29, 
590–605. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​01640​27507​305730

Gish, J. J., Guedes, M. J., Silva, B., & Patel, P. (2022). Latent 
profiles of personality, temperament, and eudaimonic 
well-being: Comparing life satisfaction and health out-
comes among entrepreneurs and employees. Journal of 
Business Venturing Insights, 17, e00293. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​jbvi.​2021.​e00293

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor. (2019). GEM 2018/2019 
Global Report. GEM.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-019-00190-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2013.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2013.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-021-00569-3
https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpi014
https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpi014
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-03-2019-0185
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2011.00501.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2012.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2012.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/00218863221090305
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428114555994
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428114555994
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00316.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2019.102852
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1110.1476
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-019-00287-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-019-00287-x
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1104_01
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1104_01
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-006-9018-1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.34
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.34
https://doi.org/10.5465/256782
https://doi.org/10.5465/256782
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.0711
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.0711
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258718769055
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.0211
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2013.808322
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2013.808322
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.105946
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.105946
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726713496829
https://doi.org/10.1177/0164027507305730
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2021.e00293
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2021.e00293


Unpacking the relationship between sense of place and entrepreneurs’ well‑being﻿	

1 3
Vol.: (0123456789)

Hahn, V. C., Frese, M., Binnewies, C., & Schmitt, A. (2012). 
Happy and proactive? The role of hedonic and eudai-
monic well-being in business owners’ personal initia-
tive. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36, 97–114. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1540-​6520.​2011.​00490.x

Hans, L., & Koster, S. (2018). Urbanization and start-up rates 
in different geographies: Belgium, the Netherlands, and 
Sweden. Small Business Economics, 51, 1033–1054. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11187-​017-​9967-2

Havusela, R. (1999). Kulttuuri: Yrittäjyyden kehto. Universitas 
Wasaensis.

Hitlin, S. (2007). Doing good, feeling good: Values and the self’s 
moral center. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 2(4), 
249–259. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​17439​76070​15523​52

Hmieleski, K. M., & Sheppard, L. D. (2019). The Yin and 
Yang of entrepreneurship: Gender differences in the 
importance of communal and agentic characteristics for 
entrepreneurs’ subjective well-being and performance. 
Journal of Business Venturing, 34(4), 709–730. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jbusv​ent.​2018.​06.​006

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes 
in covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria 
versus new alternatives. Structured Equation Modeling, 
6, 1–55. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​10705​51990​95401​18

Huta, V., & Waterman, A. S. (2014). Eudaimonia and its dis-
tinction from hedonia: Developing a classification and 
terminology for understanding conceptual and opera-
tional definitions. Journal of Happiness Studies, 15(6), 
1425–1456. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10902-​013-​9485-0

Jack, S. L., & Anderson, A. R. (2002). The effects of embed-
dedness on the entrepreneurial process. Journal of Busi-
ness Venturing, 17, 467–487. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​
S0883-​9026(01)​00076-3

Jorgensen, B., & Stedman, R. (2001). Sense of place as an atti-
tude: Lakeshore owners’ attitudes toward their proper-
ties. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 21, 233–248. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1006/​jevp.​2001.​0226

Jorgensen, B., & Stedman, R. (2006). A comparative analysis 
of predictors of sense of place dimensions: Attachment 
to, dependence on, and identification with lakeshore 
properties. Journal of Environmental Management, 79, 
316–327. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jenvm​an.​2005.​08.​003

Kautonen, T., Kibler, E., & Minniti, M. (2017). Late-career 
entrepreneurship, income and quality of life. Journal of 
Business Venturing, 32(3), 318–333. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​jbusv​ent.​2017.​02.​005

Keyes, C., Shmotkin, D., & Ryff, C. (2002). Optimizing well-
being: The empirical encounter of two traditions. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(6), 1007–1022. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037//​0022-​3514.​82.6.​1007

Kibler, E., Kautonen, T., & Fink, M. (2014). Regional social legit-
imacy of entrepreneurship: Implications for entrepreneurial 
intention and start-up behavior. Regional Studies, 48, 995–
1015. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00343​404.​2013.​851373

Kibler, E., Wincent, J., Kautonen, T., Cacciotti, G., & Obs-
chonka, M. (2019). Can prosocial motivation harm entre-
preneurs’ subjective well-being? Journal of Business 
Venturing, 34, 608–624. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jbusv​
ent.​2018.​10.​003

Kimmitt, J., Muñoz, P., & Newbery, R. (2020). Poverty and the 
varieties of entrepreneurship in the pursuit of prosperity. 

Journal of Business Venturing, 35, 105939. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​jbusv​ent.​2019.​05.​003

Kimmitt, J., Kibler, E., Schildt, H., & Oinas, P. (2023). Place in 
entrepreneurial storytelling: A study of cultural entrepre-
neurship in a deprived context. Journal of Management 
Studies. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​joms.​12912

Koch, M., Park, S., & Zahra, S. A. (2021). Career patterns in 
self-employment and career success. Journal of Business 
Venturing, 36(1), 105998. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jbusv​
ent.​2019.​105998

Korsgaard, S., & Anderson, A. R. (2011). Enacting entrepreneur-
ship as social value creation. International Small Business 
Journal, 29(2), 135–151. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​02662​
42610​391936

Korsgaard, S., Hunt, R. A., Townsend, D. M., & Ingstrup, M. 
B. (2020). COVID-19 and the importance of space in 
entrepreneurship research and policy. International Small 
Business Journal, 38(8), 697–710. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1177/​02662​42620​963942

Kraut, R. (1979). Two conceptions of happiness. The Philosophi-
cal Review, 88(2), 167–197. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​21845​05

Kremelberg, D. (2014). Factor Analysis. In: Practical Statistics: 
A Quick and Easy Guide to IBM® SPSS® Statistics, 
STATA, and Other Statistical Software (pp. 287–314). 
Thousand Oaks: SAGE. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4135/​97814​
83385​655

Kuratko, D., Fisher, G., & Audretsch, D. (2021). Unraveling the 
entrepreneurial mindset. Small Business Economics, 57, 
1681–1691. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11187-​020-​00372-6

Lambert, L. S., & Newman, D. A. (2023). Construct develop-
ment and validation in three practical steps: Recommen-
dations for reviewers, editors, and authors. Organiza-
tional Research Methods, 26(4), 574–607. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1177/​10944​28122​11153​74

Lang, R., & Fink, M. (2019). Rural social entrepreneurship: 
The role of social capital within and across institutional 
levels. Journal of Rural Studies, 70, 155–168. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​jrurs​tud.​2018.​03.​012

Lang, R., Fink, M., & Kibler, E. (2014). Understanding place-
based entrepreneurship in rural Central Europe: A com-
parative institutional analysis. International Small Busi-
ness Journal, 32, 204–227. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​
02662​42613​488614

Lewicka, M. (2008). Place attachment, place identity, and place 
memory: Restoring the forgotten city past. Journal of Envi-
ronmental Psychology, 28, 209–231. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​jenvp.​2008.​02.​001

Lewicka, M. (2011). Place attachment: How far have we come 
in the last 40 years? Journal of Environmental Psychol-
ogy, 31, 207–230. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jenvp.​2010.​
10.​001

Martela, F., Greve, B., Rothstein, B., & Saari, J. (2020). The Nordic 
exceptionalism: What explains why the Nordic Countries are 
constantly among the happiest in the world. J. F. Helliwell, 
R. Layard, J. D. Sachs, J. E. De Neve, (Eds.), World Happi-
ness Report 128–145. Sustainable Development Solutions 
Network.

Maslow, A. H. (1968). Toward a psychology of being. Van 
Nostrand.

McKeever, E., Anderson, A., & Jack, S. (2014). Entrepre-
neurship and mutuality: Social capital in processes and 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2011.00490.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-017-9967-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760701552352
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9485-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(01)00076-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(01)00076-3
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.2001.0226
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2005.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2017.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2017.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.82.6.1007
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2013.851373
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12912
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.105998
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.105998
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242610391936
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242610391936
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242620963942
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242620963942
https://doi.org/10.2307/2184505
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781483385655
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781483385655
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-020-00372-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/10944281221115374
https://doi.org/10.1177/10944281221115374
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242613488614
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242613488614
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2008.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2008.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2010.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2010.10.001


	 T. Kautonen et al.

1 3
Vol:. (1234567890)

practices. Entrepreneurship and Regional Develop-
ment, 26(5–6), 453–477. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​08985​
626.​2014.​939536

McMullen, J. S., & Shepherd, D. A. (2006). Entrepreneurial 
action and the role of uncertainty in the theory of the entre-
preneur. Academy of Management Review, 31, 132–152. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​5465/​amr.​2006.​19379​628

Müller, S., & Korsgaard, S. (2018). Resources and bridging: The 
role of spatial context in rural entrepreneurship. Entrepre-
neurship & Regional Development, 30(1–2), 224–255. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​08985​626.​2017.​14020​92

Nicolaou, N., Shane, S., Cherkas, L., & Spector, T. D. (2008). The 
influence of sensation seeking in the heritability of entre-
preneurship. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 2, 7–21. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​sej.​37

Nikolaev, B., Boudreaux, C. J., & Wood, M. (2020). Entrepre-
neurship and subjective well-being: The mediating role 
of psychological functioning. Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice, 44, 557–586. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​
10422​58719​830314

Obschonka, M., & Stuetzer, M. (2017). Integrating psychologi-
cal approaches to entrepreneurship: The Entrepreneurial 
Personality System (EPS). Small Business Economics, 
49, 203–231. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11187-​016-​9821-y

Obschonka, M., Schmitt-Rodermund, E., Silbereisen, R. K., Gos-
ling, S. D., & Potter, J. (2013). The regional distribution and 
correlates of an entrepreneurship-prone personality profile 
in the United States, Germany, and the United Kingdom: 
A socioecological perspective. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 105, 104–122. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​
a0032​275

Obschonka, M., Stuetzer, M., Rentfrow, P. J., Shaw-Taylor, L., 
Satchell, M., Silbereisen, R. K., Potter, J., & Gosling, S. 
D. (2018). In the shadow of coal: How large-scale indus-
tries contributed to present-day regional differences in 
personality and well-being. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 115(5), 903–927. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1037/​pspp0​000175

Obschonka, M., Lee, N., Rodríguez-Pose, A., Eichstaedt, J. C., & 
Ebert, T. (2020). Big data methods, social media, and the 
psychology of entrepreneurial regions: Capturing cross-
county personality traits and their impact on entrepreneur-
ship in the USA. Small Business Economics, 55, 567–588. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11187-​019-​00204-2

Oren, L. (2012). Job stress and coping: Self-employed ver-
sus organizationally employed professionals. Stress and 
Health, 28(2), 163–170. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​smi.​1418

Patel, P. C., Wolfe, M. T., & Williams, T. A. (2019). Self-
employment and allostatic load. Journal of Business Ven-
turing, 34(4), 731–751. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jbusv​
ent.​2018.​05.​004

Patzelt, H., & Shepherd, D. A. (2011). Negative emotions of an 
entrepreneurial career: Self-employment and regulatory 
coping behaviors. Journal of Business Venturing, 26, 
226–238. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jbusv​ent.​2009.​08.​002

Preedy, V. R., & Watson, R. R. (2010). Psychological function-
ing. In V. R. Preedy & R. R. Watson (Eds.), Handbook of 
disease burdens and quality of life measures. New York: 
Springer.

Raymond, C. M., Brown, G., & Weber, D. (2010). The meas-
urement of place attachment: Personal, community, and 

environmental connections. Journal of Environmental 
Psychology, 30(4), 422–434. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​
jenvp.​2010.​08.​002

Riedo, V., Kraiczy, N. D., & Hack, A. (2019). Applying person-
environment fit theory to identify personality differences 
between prospective social and commercial entrepreneurs: 
An explorative study. Journal of Small Business Manage-
ment, 57(3), 989–1007. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​jsbm.​12377

Rijnks, R. H., Koster, S., & McCann, P. (2019). The neigh-
bour’s effect on well-being: How local relative income 
differentials affect resident’s subjective well-being. Tijd-
schrift Voor Economische En Sociale Geografie, 110(5), 
605–621. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​tesg.​12384

Rogelberg, S. G., & Stanton, J. M. (2007). Introduction: Under-
standing and dealing with organizational survey nonre-
sponse. Organizational Research Methods, 10(2), 195–
209. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10944​28106​294693

Rollero, C., & De Piccoli, N. (2010). Place attachment, identi-
fication and environment perception: An empirical study. 
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 30, 198–205. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jenvp.​2009.​12.​003

Roth, J., & Steffens, M. C. (2014). When I Becomes We. Social 
Psychology, 45(4), 253–264. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1027/​1864-​
9335/​a0001​69

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory 
and the facilitation of intrinsic motivation, social devel-
opment, and well-being. American Psychologist, 55, 
68–78. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0003-​066X.​55.1.​68

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2001). On happiness and human 
potentials: A review of research on hedonic and eudai-
monic well-being. Annual Review of Psychology, 52, 
141–166. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1146/​annur​ev.​psych.​52.1.​141

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2008). From Ego Depletion to 
Vitality, Theory and Findings Concerning the Facilita-
tion of Energy Available to the Self. Social and Person-
ality Psychology Compass, 2(2), 702–717. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1111/j.​1751-​9004.​2008.​00098.x

Ryff, C. D. (1989). Happiness is everything, or is it? Explora-
tions on the meaning of psychological well-being. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 57, 1069–1081.

Ryff, C. D. (2019). Entrepreneurship and eudaimonic well-
being: Five venues for new science. Journal of Business 
Venturing, 34, 646–663. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jbusv​
ent.​2018.​09.​003

Ryff, C. D., & Singer, B. (2008). Know thyself and become 
what you are: A eudaimonic approach to psychological 
well-being. Journal of Happiness Studies, 9(1), 13–39. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10902-​006-​9019-0

Ryff, C. D., Almeida, D. M., Ayanian, J. S., Carr, D. S., Cleary, 
P. D., Coe, C., et al. (2007). National Survey of Midlife 
Development in the United States (MIDUS II), 2004–
2006: Documentation of the Psychosocial Constructs 
and Composite Variables in MIDUS II Project 1. Inter-
university Consortium for Political and Social Research.

Scannell, L., & Gifford, R. (2017). Place attachment enhances 
psychological need satisfaction. Environment and Behavior, 
49, 359–389. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00139​16516​637648

Sen, A. (1980). Equality of what? In S. McMurrin (Ed.), The 
Tanner lectures on human values (pp. 195–220). Univer-
sity of Utah Press.

https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2014.939536
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2014.939536
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.19379628
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2017.1402092
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.37
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258719830314
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258719830314
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-016-9821-y
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032275
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032275
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000175
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000175
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-019-00204-2
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.1418
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2010.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2010.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12377
https://doi.org/10.1111/tesg.12384
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428106294693
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000169
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000169
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.141
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2008.00098.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2008.00098.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-006-9019-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916516637648


Unpacking the relationship between sense of place and entrepreneurs’ well‑being﻿	

1 3
Vol.: (0123456789)

Sevä, I. J., Vinberg, S., Nordenmark, M., & Strandh, M. 
(2016). Subjective well-being among the self-employed 
in Europe: Macroeconomy, gender and immigrant status. 
Small Business Economics, 46, 239–253. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1007/​s11187-​015-​9682-9

Shir, N., & Ryff, C. D. (2022). Entrepreneurship, self-organi-
zation, and eudaimonic well-being: A dynamic approach. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 46(6), 1658–
1684. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10422​58721​10137​98

Shir, N., Nikolaev, B. N., & Wincent, J. (2019). Entrepreneurship 
and well-being: The role of psychological autonomy, compe-
tence, and relatedness. Journal of Business Venturing, 34(5), 
105875. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jbusv​ent.​2018.​05.​002

Startup Genome. (2020). The global startup ecosystem report 
2020. https://​start​upgen​ome.​com/​artic​le/​ranki​ngs-​top-​100-​
emerg​ing. Accessed 20 Nov 2023.

Stephan, U. (2018). Entrepreneurs’ mental health and well-being: 
A review and research agenda. Academy of Management 
Perspectives, 32(3), 290–322. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5465/​amp.​
2017.​0001

Stephan, U., Rauch, A., & Hatak, I. (2022). Happy Entrepre-
neurs? Everywhere? A Meta-Analysis of Entrepreneur-
ship and Wellbeing. Entrepreneurship Theory and Prac-
tice. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10422​58721​10727​99.

Stephan, U., Tavares, S., Carvalho, H., Ramalho, J., Santos, S., 
& van Veldhoven, M. (2020). Self-Employment and Eudai-
monic Well-being: Energized by Meaning, Enabled by 
Societal Legitimacy. Journal of Business Venturing, 35, 
106047. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jbusv​ent.​2020.​106047

Stuetzer, M., Obschonka, M., Audretsch, D. B., Wyrwich, M., 
Rentfrow, P. J., Coombes, M., Shaw-Taylot, L., & Satch-
ell, M. (2016). Industry structure, entrepreneurship, and 
culture: An empirical analysis using historical coalfields. 
European Economic Review, 86, 52–72. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​euroe​corev.​2015.​08.​012

Theodori, G. L. (2001). Examining the effects of community 
satisfaction and attachment on individual well-being. 
Rural Sociology, 66, 618–628. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​
1549-​0831.​2001.​tb000​87.x

Twigger-Ross, C., & Uzzell, D. (1996). Place and identity pro-
cesses. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 16, 205–
220. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1006/​jevp.​1996.​0017

Uy, M. A., Foo, M. D., & Song, Z. (2013). Joint effects of 
prior start-up experience and coping strategies on entre-
preneurs’ psychological well-being. Journal of Business 
Venturing, 28(5), 583–597. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​
jbusv​ent.​2012.​04.​003

Vörös, Z. (2022). The role of work values in the subjective 
quality-of-life of employees and self-employed adults. 
Economics and Sociology, 15(2), 138–152. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​14254/​2071-​789X.​2022/​15-2/9

Waterman, A. S. (1984). Identity formation: Discovery or crea-
tion? The Journal of Early Adolescence, 4(4), 329–341. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​02724​31684​044004

Waterman, A. S. (2004). Finding someone to be: Studies on 
the role of intrinsic motivation in identity formation. 
Identity, 4(3), 209–228. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1207/​s1532​
706xi​d0403_1

Waterman, A. S. (2011). Eudaimonic identity theory: Identity as 
self-discovery. Structures and processIn S. J. Schwartz, K. 
Luyckx, & V. L. Vignoles (Eds.), Handbook of identity the-
ory and research (Vol. 1, pp. 357–379). Springer.

Waterman, A. S., Schwartz, S., Hardy, S., et  al. (2013). Good 
choices, poor choices: Relationship between the quality 
of identity commitments and psychosocial functioning. 
Emerging Adulthood, 1(3), 163–174. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1177/​21676​96813​484004

Weber, C., Fasse, A., Haugh, H., & Grote, U. (2022). Varieties 
of necessity entrepreneurship – New insights from Sub 
Saharan Africa. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
in press.https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10422​58722​11117​37

Welter, F. (2011). Contextualizing entrepreneurship—concep-
tual challenges and ways forward. Entrepreneurship The-
ory and Practice, 35(1), 165–184.

Welter, F., & Baker, T. (2021). Moving contexts onto new 
roads: Clues from other disciplines. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice, 45(5), 1154–1175. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1177/​10422​58720​930996

Welter, F., & Gartner, W. (2016). A Research Agenda for Entre-
preneurship and Context. Edward Elgar.

Wennberg, K., & Anderson, B. (2020). Editorial: Enhancing 
the exploration and communication of quantitative entre-
preneurship research. Journal of Business Venturing, 35, 
105938. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jbusv​ent.​2019.​05.​002

Wiklund, J., Nikolaev, B., Shir, N., Foo, M. D., & Bradley, S. 
(2019). Entrepreneurship and well-being: Past, present, 
and future. Journal of Business Venturing, 34, 579–588. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jbusv​ent.​2019.​01.​002

Williams, T., & Shepherd, D. A. (2016a). Building resilience 
of providing sustenance: Different paths of emergent 
ventures in the aftermath of the Haiti earthquake. Acad-
emy of Management Journal, 59(6), 2069–2102. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​5465/​amj.​2015.​0682

Williams, T., & Shepherd, D. A. (2016b). Victim entrepreneurs doing 
well by doing good: Venture creation and well-being in the 
aftermath of a resource shock. Journal of Business Venturing, 
31, 365–387. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jbusv​ent.​2016.​04.​002

Publisher’s Note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard 
to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional 
affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-015-9682-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-015-9682-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/10422587211013798
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.05.002
https://startupgenome.com/article/rankings-top-100-emerging
https://startupgenome.com/article/rankings-top-100-emerging
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2017.0001
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2017.0001
https://doi.org/10.1177/10422587211072799
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2020.106047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2015.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2015.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1549-0831.2001.tb00087.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1549-0831.2001.tb00087.x
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1996.0017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2012.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2012.04.003
https://doi.org/10.14254/2071-789X.2022/15-2/9
https://doi.org/10.14254/2071-789X.2022/15-2/9
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431684044004
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532706xid0403_1
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532706xid0403_1
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696813484004
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696813484004
https://doi.org/10.1177/10422587221111737
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258720930996
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258720930996
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.01.002
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.0682
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.0682
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2016.04.002

	Unpacking the relationship between sense of place and entrepreneurs’ well-being
	Recommended Citation

	Unpacking the relationship between sense of place and entrepreneurs’ well-being
	Abstract 
	Plain English Summary 
	1 Introduction
	2 Literature review and research proposition
	2.1 Entrepreneurs’ eudaimonic well-being
	2.2 Sense of place and well-being
	2.3 Research propositions

	3 Data and methods
	3.1 Data collection
	3.2 Measures
	3.3 Empirical strategy: explorative quantitative analysis

	4 Findings
	4.1 Confirmatory factor analysis
	4.1.1 Eudaimonic well-being

	4.2 Descriptive statistics
	4.3 Correlations
	4.4 Main analysis
	4.5 Additional analyses

	5 Discussion and future research directions
	5.1 Sense of place and autonomy
	5.2 Sense of place and personal growth
	5.3 Weakly significant and null results
	5.4 Future research directions

	6 Conclusion
	References


