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Abstract: Given the high importance of the performance of rural homestays to the local economy,
this study aims to fill the gap in homestay performance research and make rural homestays more
competitive and sustainable after the coronavirus disease epidemic (COVID-19). Integrating a
consistent linguistic fuzzy preference relations-based analytic network process (CLFPR-based ANP)
and a fuzzy technique for order performance by similarity to ideal solution (TOPSIS), this study
constructs a comprehensive evaluation model of the performance of rural homestays and empirically
analyzes homestay performance in Zhejiang. The results show the following: (1) Among the criteria’s
weights by CLFPR-based ANP, homestay operation and management, service quality, and homestay
geist and community co-prosperity should be given much more attention; the importance of factors
regarding the environment and building of rural homestays is gradually weakening. (2) In light
of ranking alternatives based on performance evaluation by fuzzy TOPSIS, the homestay with the
optimal performance has been found, which practitioners can use as a benchmark. Therefore, the
priorities of these criteria further deepen the understanding of the performance of rural homestays
and underline the development direction for practitioners. Simultaneously, in terms of feasibility
and reliability, the integrated approach comprises a beneficial attempt and becomes an effective
evaluation tool for practitioners to improve effectiveness.

Keywords: rural homestay; performance evaluation; CLFPR-based ANP; fuzzy TOPSIS; MCDM

1. Introduction

Community-based tourism (CBT) is broadly conceived as an effective alternative and
sustainable tourism solution [1], and it is always promoted as a way of developing com-
munities, especially in rural areas with inadequate facilities and services. Therefore, CBT
plays a vital role in poverty alleviation, because it contributes to community development,
supporting community sustainability [2]. In other words, CBT initiatives have been ex-
pected to sustainably direct community development. Moreover, accommodation services
through community homestays are regarded as the major component of CBT products [3].

Tourism businesses are divided into simple and complex activities. The former in-
cludes businesses that provide only one type of tourism product (accommodation), and
the latter is composed of such enterprises that provide more than one type of tourism
product (accommodation with catering or other activities) [4]. As an attractive, sustain-
able rural tourism product [5], homestay belongs to the former. Small accommodation
businesses offer few bedrooms and beds, have few employees, use minimal capital [6],
and have low efficiency [7]. However, these businesses dominate the rural hospitality
industry, producing simple or complex tourist products and services in order to be sus-
tainable and competitive [8]. They play an important role in rural revitalization, poverty
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diminution, and employment, and they also improve the economic decline in rural areas [9].
Consequently, the sustainability of small accommodation businesses in rural areas affects
the region’s development [8]. Moreover, because a causal relationship exists between
economic performance and sustainability in the short term and long term for all low and
high firms [10], rural homestay’s performance is highly important for local, regional, and
national economies [11].

Given that most tourism and hospitality businesses are considered micro-, small-,
and medium-sized enterprises (MSMEs) [12], there are characteristics that render them
vulnerable to the negative impacts of external shocks and limit their ability to respond to
crises [13]. The COVID-19 pandemic has significantly influenced many sectors of the global
economy [14] and brought the deepest historical crisis to the world tourism sector [15].
Hotels, airlines, cruise ships, and tourist operators have suffered an unprecedented number
of cancellations and a large volume of economic losses [16]. Moreover, owing to various
restrictions on epidemic prevention in many countries, the flow of tourists in the Asia
Pacific region has decreased by 96% [17]. Therefore, although businesses with limited
resources and small profit margins, such as homestay businesses, face more difficulties
in recovering [18], small- and medium-sized enterprises are also a key to recovery from
economic crises [19].

Through a systematic review of rural homestay literature worldwide in 2010–2021 by
CiteSpace, Qiu and Lin (2022) found that although the topics, methods, and contents of the
research in rural homestays tend to be consistent, a difference exists in research focuses [20].
Rural homestay research focuses mainly on four directions: industrial development re-
search, stakeholder research, product and market research, and space construction research.
Furthermore, the overall development trend of rural homestays is shifting from the macro
market and development environment to improving and upgrading the homestay itself.
Consequently, combined with the current economic situation, improving performance and
promoting sustainable development have become the main directions of rural homestays.

To contribute to the study gap, this study attempts to reveal the priorities of perfor-
mance criteria and their influence on the performance of rural homestay businesses using
a consistent linguistic fuzzy preference relation-based analytic network process (CLFPR-
based ANP) and a fuzzy technique for order performance by similarity to ideal solution
(TOPSIS). Specifically, this study intends to answer the research questions (RQ) below:

RQ 1. What are the priorities of these criteria in the performance evaluation of the
rural homestay business?

RQ 2. What measures could be implemented for post-pandemic recovery according to
the priorities of performance criteria?

RQ 3. What effect do performance criteria have on the performance of rural homestay
businesses?

The structure of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 elaborates on the extant
literature on performance evaluations of rural homestay business and multi-criteria decision
making (MCDM). Section 3 formulates the study design, especially detailing the study
methods. Section 4 explains the application of the proposed method. Section 5 conducts
the discussion. Section 6 concludes with limitations and suggestions.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Performance of Homestays

The success or failure of a business’s performance usually refers to survival, which
represents a simplified view of success [21]. Moreover, small business success is very much
linked to small business performance [22]. However, separating the concept of success from
performance is difficult, mainly because success can be defined in terms of a certain element
of performance [23]. As a result, a similar explanation defines success as a specific aspect of
performance [22]. Additionally, the homestays’ actual performance is still vague because
of the lack of research in Malaysia, which can qualify homestays as tools for sustainable
development [24]. The same situation also emerges in other areas.



Sustainability 2023, 15, 538 3 of 24

From the angle of the systematic and holistic performance of homestay operation,
some scholars chiefly concentrate on the construction of a performance system of homestay
business. Chou (2022) developed an objective and systematic evaluation model for homes-
tay selection in Taiwan by fuzzy multiple-criteria decision-making (FMCDM) methods [25].
Given the selection of optimal homestay from the alternatives, the system approximates the
performance evaluation system. Peng et al. (2022) established a performance evaluation
framework that combined the prior research results with an expert interview through
MCDM techniques in China. A total of five aspects and 31 criteria of the performance eval-
uation framework involved financial and non-financial criteria [26]. Thanvisitthpon (2021)
built a performance system by a statistical analysis of Thailand’s sustainable homestay
business, incorporating six dimensions and 31 indicators [27]. A conceptual framework
of homestay tourism entrepreneurs’ success was developed by Devadas and Jayasooriya
(2019) [28] on the basis of qualitative grounded theory. The performance system was
designed by Hu et al. (2012) in Taiwan; it contains five aspects of the surroundings of
the building and the features of service quality, homestay facilities, homestay operation
and management, and homestay geist and community co-prosperity [29]. However, a
significant flaw in these performance systems is that financial criteria are not included,
aside from that in Peng et al. (2022) [26].

From the perspective of the systematic evaluation of homestay performance, business
performance evaluations of homestays have not received much attention from scholars.
Hu et al. (2012) applied the analytic network process (ANP) with fuzzy theory to evaluate
the performance of homestays in Taiwan and revealed that overall, homestay performance
has reached a satisfactory level by customer groups. However, the subjective criteria
of homestay performance dominated the research, and financial criteria were largely
ignored. Similarly, performance has usually been measured from a financial perspective,
and efficiency is one of the most frequently applied measures. Peng et al. (2022) studied
the business efficiency of homestays in Hangzhou by a three-stage data envelopment
analysis (DEA) model. They found that the whole industry is still non-DEA effective,
which is due to the low efficiency of the industry’s pure technical efficiency and scale
efficiency [30]. Dimitriadou et al., (2021) applied a two-stage DEA model to examine
the efficiency of small accommodation businesses in non-coastal areas in Greece. They
concluded that small accommodation businesses with abundant tourism resources are
inefficient, an evaluation that is influenced by business size, operating days, and variety
of activities (simple/complex) [8]. However, the focus of efficiency measurement is on
financial criteria.

In addition to these, some studies have also highlighted the interrelationships among
relevant variables and homestay performance. Supian et al. (2022) found that environ-
mental factors and market orientation interactively impact the homestay performance rela-
tionship by a Partial Least Square Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) approach [31].
Applying correlation and regression analysis, Tang et al. (2022) investigated the relation-
ship between customer integration, information sharing, and supply chain performance
in China’s community-based homestays [32]. Dawayana et al. (2021) investigated the
ways in which homestay capabilities can improve the performance of homestays based on
the Resource-Based View (RBV) theory [33]. Pham et al. (2021) clarified the relationship
between green performance of homestays and customer loyalty with the mediating role of
relationship quality and found that the higher tourists perceive the homestay’s green perfor-
mance to be, the tighter the relationship quality they have towards the homestays, which in
turns stimulates their loyalty behavior [34]. Phunnarong (2021) declared that the success of
homestays depends on good homestay management and arrangement, the arrangement of
learning activities, and a reasonable price for tourism and homestay services [35]. Yong and
Hassan (2019) examined the relation between social media marketing and entrepreneurial
success by a quantitative approach and asserted that entrepreneurial success can be en-
hanced through the use of social media marketing in homestay businesses [36]. Yong (2019)
found that community participation imposes a positive relationship on entrepreneurial
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success in the homestay business by structural equation modeling (SEM) [37]. Sawat-
suk et al. (2018) revealed that the utmost crucial success factors are the sincere intention
and perseverance of the head of the village to improve the quality of life of the people [38].
Ismail et al. (2016) stated that homestay providers should focus on customers’ needs and
requirements [39]. Kayat et al. (2016) pointed out that homestay operators perceive leader-
ship as a more predominant factor than community support in ensuring the performance of
their homestays [40]. Ramli et al. (2015) noted that leadership enhancement and improving
ability as well as capacity can improve homestay business performance [41]. However,
these studies only explore the impact of variables on homestay performance, but they
cannot effectively evaluate or even compare homestay performance.

To sum up, studies on the business performance of rural homestays are relatively scant,
especially systematic and holistic studies. Performance measurement can demonstrate
the difference between the past and the present and lay a foundation for subsequent
management [42]. Therefore, this study focus deserves much more attention.

2.2. MCDM Techniques

As a powerful technique for decision making, MCDM usually assists in obtaining the
best choice for a complex decision-making situation. In addition, fuzzy theory involving
subjective judgments from an expert panel and enhancing the precision of the decision-
making process has been integrated into MCDM. Furthermore, MCDM methods are used
in performance measurement, and the results obtained can be used to rank, choose, and
classify alternatives [43]. Thus, MCDM is an alternative method employed in performance
evaluation [44]. Meanwhile, the tourism and hospitality industries successfully use multi-
criteria analysis for managerial decision making [45].

By comparison with the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP), ANP considers the internal
relationships among criteria through a network structure [46]. Nevertheless, the number
of judgments in a pairwise comparison matrix relies on the number of criteria, that is, the
number of comparisons increases as the number of criteria and the relationships between
criteria increase. A consistency concern arises if the number of criteria goes beyond
three [47]. Consequently, the experts’ judgments will most likely be inconsistent. Therefore,
Herrera-Viedma et al. (2004) proposed the consistent fuzzy preference relation (CFPR)
method, which utilizes an additive transitivity property to establish pairwise comparison
preference decision matrices [48]. Simultaneously, it greatly reduces the heavy burden of
calculation by pairwise comparisons and skips the consistency verification. Moreover, the
consistent linguistic fuzzy preference relation (CLFPR) constructs fuzzy preference relation

matrices using fuzzy linguistic assessment variables α̃ = α̃k
ij = (αL

ij , α
M
ij , αR

ij ) in a triangular
fuzzy number [49].

TOPSIS is one of the most commonly applied methods to solve multi-attribute decision-
making (MADM) problems [50]. TOPSIS is often taken to obtain performance scores for
each candidate, as it ranks alternatives based on the shortest distance from the positive ideal
solution (PIS) and the farthest distance from the negative ideal solution (NIS) [51]. Then,
Chen (2000) proposed a method to combine TOPSIS with fuzzy theory [52]. Fuzzy TOPSIS
is applied to ranking alternatives as an accommodating positive factor that maximizes the
benefits and a negative factor that minimizes the benefits of all alternatives, making the
evaluation more realistic [53]. Consequently, as TOPSIS represents rational human choice
and offers simple calculations [54], among many methods, TOPSIS is used extensively
in different research areas [55]. The third important domain of TOPSIS applications is
business and marketing management, which covers organizational performance, financial
measurement, investment projects, customer satisfaction, and competitive advantages [56].

Given the interdependent criteria, this study applies CLFPR-based ANP to generate
the weights for the selection criteria and fuzzy TOPSIS to rank the alternatives.
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3. Method and Materials
3.1. Research Design

In a nutshell, the study contains three main phases: (1) selecting an optimal homestay
performance evaluation system, (2) calculating the weights of each criterion by CLFPR-
based ANP, and (3) filtering out the optimal homestay among the alternatives from a
performance perspective by fuzzy TOPSIS.

3.2. The Evaluation System

One of the most important steps in performance evaluation is the establishment of
indicators [57]. To judge whether sustainability positively or negatively impacts firm
performance, financial and non-financial performance should be measured over the long
run [58]. As a result, considering the systematic and holistic performance of homestay
operations, this study adopts the homestay performance evaluation framework constructed
by Peng et al. (2022) [26], as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Evaluation framework of homestay business performance.

Aspect Criterion

Surroundings of the building
and features (A)

Utilizing plenty of natural light (A1)
Using non-toxic paint (A2)

Maintaining the land’s vitality and good condition in the
process of design and construction (A3)

Incorporating the local heritage and landscape elements into
design (A4)

Beautification and uniqueness of the interior design (A5)
Greenization and uniqueness of the garden design (A6)

Room themes and features (A7)
Homestay features (A8)

Overall ambience forming (A9)

Service quality (B)

Service attitude (B1)
Information service (B2)

Catering service and quality (B3)
Room tidiness (B4)
Room coziness (B5)
Room privacy (B6)

Safety (B7)
Overall tidiness and hygiene (B8)

Homestay facilities (C)
Parking space (C1)
Safety facilities (C2)
Room settings (C3)

Homestay operation and
management (D)

Overnight visitors (D1)
Operating income (D2)

Actual room nights rented (D3)
Room occupancy rate (D4)
Average room price (D5)

Internet-based operation capability (D6)

Homestay geist and community
co-prosperity (E)

Degree of interaction between hosts and lodgers (E1)
Arranging local experiential activities and food (E2)

Contribution to the living quality of local community (E3)
Initiating preserving actions toward local resources (E4)
Promoting and preserving local cultural resources (E5)

3.3. Integrated Approach

The composition of the integrated approach is as follows:
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3.3.1. CLFPR-Based ANP

The sequences for ANP are as follows: (1) establishing a decision-making model
framework, (2) pairing a comparison matrix and calculating eigenvectors, and (3) forming
a supermatrix [59,60].

For a set of criteria and a set of alternatives, preference relations enable experts to give
values, which represent degrees of preference between criteria or alternatives. Commonly
used preference relations include multiplicative and fuzzy preference relations [61].

Multiplicative preference relations: a multiplicative preference relationship based
on a set of values about X attributes is represented by a matrix A: A ⊂ X ∗ X, A =

(
aij
)
,

where aij is the preference value of the paired comparison of attribute xi to xj. Saaty (1980)
suggested that a_ij should be measured on a scale of 1 to 9 [62]. Thus, aij = 1 means that
there is indifference between xi and xj, and aij = 9 indicates that xi is maximally more
important than xj. When aij and aji are reciprocal to each other and multiplied by 1, it
becomes a multiplicative preference relation [62]; that is, aij∗aji = 1, ∀i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

Fuzzy preference relations: a fuzzy preference value matrix P on a set of X attributes is
a fuzzy set on the product set X∗X with the membership function as µp : X ∗ X→ [0, 1] . The
preference relation is represented by the n∗n matrix P =

(
pij
)
, where pij = µp

(
xi, xj

)
, ∀i, j ∈

{1, . . . , n}. Herein, pij is the preference value of paired comparison about the xi and xj. If
pij =

1
2 means that no difference exists between xi and xj, pij = 1 means xi is better than xj,

pij = 0 means xj is definitely better than xi, and pij >
1
2 means xi is relatively better than xj.

Notably, if the sum of pij and pji in the preference matrix P is equal to 1, it becomes a fuzzy
preference relationship [63]; that is, pij + pji = 1, ∀i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

To solve the inconsistency in the traditional decision matrices, Herrera-Viedma et al.
(2004) proposed consistent fuzzy preference relations to construct the decision matrices of
pairwise comparisons based on additive transitivity. Some important propositions about
CFPR are given below:

Proposition 1. Suppose a set of alternatives X = {x1, x2, . . . , xn, n ≥ 2} that is related to a
reciprocal multiplicative preference relationship A =

(
aij
)

for aij ∈
[

1
9 , 9

]
. Then, the corresponding

reciprocal fuzzy preference relationship =
(

pij
)

with pij ∈ [0, 1]; associated with A, it is given
as P = g(A). A formula for converting multiplicative preference relations into fuzzy preference
relations is shown in Equation (1):

pij = g
(
aij
)
=

1
2
(
1 + log9 aij

)
(1)

where, if aij∈
[

1
n , n

]
, logn aij is used.

Proposition 2. According to a reciprocal fuzzy preference relation, P =
(

pij
)
, the following

statements are equivalent:

pij + pjk + pki =
3
2

, ∀i, j, k (2)

pij + pjk + pki =
3
2

, ∀i < j < k (3)

pi(i+1) + p(i+1)(i+2) + . . . + p(j−1)j + pji =
j− i + 1

2
, ∀i < j (4)

The formula can be deduced as follows:

pji =
j− i + 1

2
− pi(i+1) − p(i+1)(i+2) − . . .− p(j−1)j (5)

N-1 preference comparison values {a12, a23, . . . , a(n−1)n} with attribute
X = {x1, x2, . . . , xn, n ≥ 2} can be converted by Equation (3) into n-1 preference relation
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values {p12, p23, . . . , p(n−1)n}, and further fuzzy preference relationship values of the other
elements in the decision matrix are obtained by Equations (4) and (5):

B = {pij, i < j ∧ pij /∈ {p12, p23, . . . , p(n−1)n}}

However, not all elements in the decision matrix are on [0, 1] but will be in the interval
f : [−c, 1 + c]. Thus, a transformation function is needed to obtain a consistent complementary
fuzzy preference relation P′, P′ = f (P) and maintain its complementarity and consistency.

f (x) =
x + c

1 + 2c
(6)

Among them, a = |min{B ∪ {p12, p23, . . . , p(n−1)n}}|. From the above Equation (6), the
consistent fuzzy preference relationship P′ can be obtained.

Therefore, this study employs additive transitivity in the consistent linguistic fuzzy
preference relations (CLFPR). The calculation process includes the following steps:

Step 1: Constructing fuzzy judgment matrix Ak

The fuzzy judgment matrix Ak is a pairwise comparison matrix among each criterion
and alternative. Linguistic terms can often represent fuzzy judgments, and many methods
are used for converting linguistic terms into fuzzy numbers. For example, Wang and
Chen (2008) used the fuzzy number between [9̃−1, 9̃] and its corresponding linguistic
variable as the importance of each criterion in the decision maker’s rating in the fuzzy
preference relation method [64]. However, the evaluation scale can also be established by
the evaluators themselves. Given that subjective differences exist exactly in the division
of linguistic variables for each evaluator, the utilization of the established fuzzy number
scale can easily confine the evaluator’s judgment and cannot truly reflect the evaluator’s
subjective judgment. The study establishes the evaluation scale by evaluators.

Assume that the criteria are X1, X2, X3...Xn, pairwise comparisons are made for n
criteria in sequence, and n-1 preference values need to be compared. The “×” in the matrix
means that no preference information is required. Suppose αk refers to the preference value
of the kth decision maker for the pairwise comparison of Xi and Xj. Vague information can

be represented by linguistic variables, where α̃k
ij = (αL

ij , α
M
ij , αR

ij ), α
L
ij is the left number of

the triangular fuzzy linguistic preference relation value, αM
ij is the middle number, and αR

ij

is the right number. Thus, fuzzy judgment matrix Ãk = (α̃k
ij)n∗n is shown below:

Ãk =


1, 1, 1
×
×

. . .
×

aL
12, aM

12, aR
12

1, 1, 1
×

. . .
×

×
aL

23, aM
23, aR

23
1, 1, 1
. . .
×

×
×

aL
34, aM

34, aR
34

. . .
×

. . .

. . .

. . .
. . .
. . .

×
×
×

aL
(n−1)n, aM

(n−1)n, aR
(n−1)n

1, 1, 1


Step 2: Converting to fuzzy preference relation matrix p̃k

ij

According to Equation (1), the fuzzy preference relation matrix ( p̃k
ij)n∗n(k = 1, 2, 3, 4, . . . , m)

is obtained by converting α̃k
ij into pk

ij, where p̃k
ij =

(
pL

ij, pM
ij , pR

ij

)
, pL

ij is the left number of

the triangular fuzzy linguistic preference relations, pM
ij is the middle number, and pR

ij is the
right number.
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Ãk ⇒ P̃k

=


0.5, 0.5, 0.5

1− pL
12, 1− pM

ij , 1− pR
12

×
. . .
×

pL
12, pM

12, pR
12

0.5, 0.5, 0.5
1− pR

23, 1− pM
23, 1− pL

23
. . .
×

×
pL

23, pM
23, pR

23
0.5, 0.5, 0.5

. . .
×

×
×

pL
34, pM

34, pR
34

. . .
×

. . .

. . .

. . .
. . .
. . .

×
×
×

pL
(n−1)n, pM

(n−1)n, pR
(n−1)n

0.5, 0.5, 0.5


Each p̃k

ij value represented by “×” in the judgment matrix can be calculated by Equa-
tions (7)–(10) to obtain a complete fuzzy linguistic preference relation matrix.

pL
ij + pR

ji = 1, pM
ij + pM

ji = 1, pR
ij + pL

ji = 1, ∀i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n) (7)

pL
ji =

j− i + 1
2

− pR
i(i+1) − pR

(i+1)(i+2) . . .− pR
j(j−i) (8)

pM
ji =

j− i + 1
2

− pM
i(i+1) − pM

(i+1)(i+2) . . .− pM
j(j−i) (9)

pR
ji =

j− i + 1
2

− pL
i(i+1) − pL

(i+1)(i+2) . . .− pL
j(j−i) (10)

Through the following conversion Equations (11)–(13), each fuzzy preference relation
value is clustered between the interval [0, 1], where c is the minimum e of the triangular
fuzzy preference relationship value in the fuzzy preference relation matrix to maintain the
additive reciprocal consistency in the method.

f(xL) =
xL + c
1 + 2c

, (11)

f(xM) =
xM + c
1 + 2c

, c ∈ [−c, 1 + c] (12)

f(xR) =
xR + c
1 + 2c

, c ∈ [−c, 1 + c] (13)

Step 3: Calculating the weight of the fuzzy preference relation

In calculating the fuzzy relative weight of each criterion of group decision, the arith-
metic average is widely used to integrate evaluators’ opinions [65]. This study adopts the
arithmetic average to obtain the relative weight of the fuzzy preference relation. Equa-
tion (14) integrates the fuzzy preference relation values of m evaluators, and Equation (15)
obtains the average of p̃i, that is, the average value of the fuzzy preference relation of the
ith criterion.

p̃i =
∑m

k=1 p̃k
ij

m
, ∀i, j (14)

p̃i =
∑n

i=1 p̃ij

n
, (15)

Then, the fuzzy preference relation weight W̃i of the ith criterion is calculated by
Equation (16), and the fuzzy preference relation weight is defuzzified by Equation (17).

W̃i =
p̃i

∑n
i p̃i

(16)

Wi =
1
3

(
wL

i , wM
i , wR

i

)
(17)

Step 4: Synthesizing weight to construct weighted matrix
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In the matrix, wij represents the ni∗nj weight matrix of the criteria, and w
jnj
ini

represents
the defuzzification value obtained by the fuzzy preference relation. Moreover, wi is the
criteria weight calculated by the fuzzy preference relation without the interaction. Finally,

the weight Wi under the influence of the factor interaction is multiplication of w
jnj
ini

and wi,
as shown in Equation (18):

wij =



wj1
i1 wj2

i1 · · · w
jnj
i1

wj1
i2 wj2

i2 · · · w
jnj
i2

wj1
i3 wj2

i3 · · · w
jnj
i3

...
...

. . .
...

wj1
ini

wj2
ini
· · · w

jnj
ini



wi =


wi1

wi2
wi3

...
win


Wi = wij ∗ wi

(18)

Step 5: Obtaining the weight of each criterion

The weight Wi is normalized by the following Equation (19) to obtain the weight
W′

i =
(

β
′
1, β

′
2, . . . , β

′
n
)
, where

β
′
i =

βi

∑n
i βi

, i = 1, 2, . . . , n (19)

The weight W′
i consists of the supermatrix according to the proper position. Thus,

the weighted supermatrix can be multiplied by the limiting power until each row has
converged to a constant value, each row number being the criterion’s weight.

3.3.2. Fuzzy TOPSIS

The procedure consists of the following steps:

Step 1: Establishing a normalized fuzzy evaluation matrix

The experts score the performance of all alternatives on each criterion by semantic
variables, wherein m alternatives (Ai, i = 1, . . . , m) and n criteria

(
Cj, j = 1, . . . , n

)
.

When the evaluation of all alternatives by the experts is completed, all scores for the
criteria of the alternatives are integrated by the geometric mean. Thus, the following fuzzy
evaluation matrix is obtained:

X̃ =
(
xij
)
=


x̃11 x̃12 · · · x̃1n
x̃21 x̃22 · · · x̃2n

...
. . .

...
x̃m1 x̃m2 · · · x̃mn

 ∀i, j

where x̃ij =
(
aij, bij, cij

)
is a triangular fuzzy number, which represents the fuzzy eval-

uation value of the ith alternative on the jth criterion. As a result, the normalized fuzzy
performance matrix defines as R̃ =

[
r̃ij
]

m∗n according to Equations (20) and (21).

r̃ij =

(
aij

c+j
,

bij

c+j
,

cij

c+j

)
, j ∈ B (20)
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r̃ij =

(
c−j
cij

,
c−j
bij

,
c−j
aij

)
, j ∈ C (21)

c+j = max
i

cij i f j ∈ B

c−j = min
i

cij i f j ∈ C

Among them, B and C represent the set of benefit criteria and the set of cost criteria,
respectively, and r̃ij ∈ [0, 1].

Step 2: Constructing weighted normalized fuzzy evaluation matrix

Ṽ =
[
ṽij
]

m∗n, i = 1, 2, . . . , m, j = 1, 2, . . . , n,

where
ṽij = r̃ij × W̃j (22)

and ṽij ∈ [0, 1], W̃j is the fuzzy weight value of the jth criterion.

Step 3: Determining fuzzy positive and negative ideal solutions

The fuzzy positive ideal solution A+ and the fuzzy negative ideal solution A− can be
defined as

A+ =
(

ṽ+1 , ṽ+2 , . . . , ṽ+n
)
=
(

1̃, 1̃, . . . , 1̃
)

A− =
(

ṽ−1 , ṽ−2 , . . . , ṽ−n
)
=
(

0̃, 0̃, . . . , 0̃
)

where ṽ+j = max
{

ṽij
}

, ṽ−j = min
{

ṽij
}

.

Step 4: Calculating the distances between each alternative and the positive and negative
ideal solutions

d+i =
n

∑
j=1

d
(

ṽ+ij , ṽ+j
)

, i = 1, 2, . . . , m (23)

d−i =
n

∑
j=1

d
(

ṽ−ij , ṽ−j
)

, i = 1, 2, . . . , m (24)

where d represents the distance between two fuzzy numbers. Assume that the two triangu-
lar fuzzy numbers are Ã = (a1, a2, a3), B̃ = (b1, b2, b3); then, the distance between them
is calculated by Equation (25) as follows:

dÃ, B̃ =

√[
(a1 − b1)

2 + (a2 − b2)
2 + (a3 − b3)

2
]
/3 (25)

Step 5: Calculating the closeness coefficient (CC) of the alternative Ai

CCi =
d−i

d+i + d−i
, i = 1, 2, . . . , m (26)

Step 6: Determining the optimal about ranking of the alternatives

All alternatives are ranked according to the closeness coefficient. The alternative with
the largest closeness coefficient is the ideal alternative.

4. Empirical Analysis
4.1. Interrelationship and Measurement Scale

Through the extensive and in-depth discussion from the expert panel, the interre-
lationship among aspects and criteria needs to be constructed in advance according to
the dependence and self-feedback among aspects and criteria about homestay business
performance, as illustrated in Appendix A Table A1.
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On the evaluation scale to measure importance, ANP traditionally utilizes a nine-
point evaluation scale. Saaty (1980) concluded that the basic scale of human judgment
is a five-point scale [62]. He et al. (1995) found that the weight difference generated by
a nine-point scale and a five-point scale does not exist significantly when studying the
transformation feasibility of the two scales [66]. Thus, this study adopts the five fuzzy
linguistic variables defined by Hu and Xiao (2012) [67], which are “equally important,”
“slightly important,” “important,” “extremely important,” and “absolutely important.” As
the evaluation scale of a comparison among aspects and criteria, the five fuzzy linguistic
variables respectively correspond to five triangular fuzzy numbers, that is, (1, 1, 1), (1, a,
b), (a, b, c), (b, c, 9), (c, 9, 9). The values of a, b, and c influence the value range of the
fuzzy numbers for the evaluation scale of “slightly important,” “important,” “extremely
important,” and “absolutely important.” Moreover, different respondents have different
subjective evaluations of the importance of pairwise comparison. Consequently, the values
of a, b, and c must be determined by respondents. Meanwhile, the study’s consistent
fuzzy preference relationship leads to the interval [0.5, 1] as the range of preference value.
Thus, by the conversion equation y = 0.005x + 0.5, the evaluation level of x filled by the
respondents between [0, 100] can be converted into an evaluation level of y between [0.5, 1].

By averaging the three values of x assigned by four respondents, the comprehensive
values of the dividing point are 27.5, 52.5, and 77.5, respectively. Furthermore, by the
conversion equation, the values of a, b, and c are, in turn, calculated as 0.64, 0.76, and 0.89.
Therefore, the fuzzy numbers corresponding to the evaluation scale are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Fuzzy numbers of judgment scale about ANP.

Linguistic Variable Code Fuzzy Number

Equally important M 0.5, 0.5, 0.5
Slightly important FH 0.5, 0.64, 0.76

Important H 0.64, 0.76, 0.89
Extremely important VH 0.76, 0.89, 1
Absolutely important AH 0.89, 1, 1

4.2. Weight Analysis by CLFPR-Based ANP

A pairwise comparison matrix was constructed according to the relationships among
aspects and criteria about homestay performance and fuzzy numbers of the evaluation
scale. Taking the matrix of aspects as an example, the solution process of aspects’ weights
is shown below.

G A B C D E

A 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 0.5, 0.5, 0.5
B 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 0.76, 0.89, 1
C 0.5, 0.5, 0.5
D 0.89, 1, 1 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 0.64, 0.76, 0.89
E 0.5, 0.5, 0.5

Further calculation is obtained according to Equation (7),

G A B C D E

A 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 0.5, 0.5, 0.5
B 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 0.76, 0.89, 1
C 0,0.11,0.24 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 0, 0, 0.11
D 0.89, 1, 1 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 0.64, 0.76, 0.89
E 0.11, 0.24, 0.36 0.5, 0.5, 0.5
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p̃31 is calculated according to Equations (8)–(9),

p̃31 = (pl
31, pm

31 pu
31) = (1.5− pu

12 − pu
23, 1.5− pm

12 − pm
23, 1.5− pl

12 − pl
23)

= (1.5− 0.5− 1, 1.5− 0.89− 0.5, 1.5− 0.75− 0.5) = (0, 0.11, 0.24)

Thus, p̃42 = (0.39, 0.61, 0.74), p̃53 = (0.5, 0.74, 0.86), p̃41 = (0.39, 0.61, 0.74), p̃51 =
(0, 0.35, 0.6), p̃52 = (0, 0.35, 0.6). Similarly, p̃13, p̃14, p̃15, p̃24, p̃25, p̃35 can be calculated
in the same way. Table 3 demonstrates the fuzzy preference relationship matrix of aspects.

Table 3. Fuzzy preference relationship matrix of aspects.

G A B C D E

A 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 0.76, 0.89, 1 0.26, 0.39, 0.61 0.4, 0.65, 1
B 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 0.76, 0.89, 1 0.26, 0.39, 061 0.4, 0.65, 1
C 0, 0.11, 0.24 0, 0.11, 0.24 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 0, 0, 0.11 0.24, 0.36, 0.5
D 0.39, 0.61, 0.74 0.39, 0.61, 0.74 0.89, 1, 1 0.5, 0.5, 0.5 0.64, 0.76, 0.89
E 0, 0.35, 0.6 0, 0.35, 0.6 0.5, 0.74, 0.86 0.11, 0.24, 0.36 0.5, 0.5, 0.5

Finally, according to Equations (13)–(16), the relative weight vectors of the aspects
under the target were obtained as (0.24, 0.24, 0.09, 0.27, 0.17).

When the four respondents completed the evaluation of the criteria, all evaluations
were integrated by the geometric mean method. Then, on the basis of the fuzzy preference
relationship matrix of the criteria, the relative weight vectors of the criteria under non-
interactive influence were calculated, that is, an unweighted matrix as shown in Appendix A
Table A1. As a consequence, the weight vectors of each criterion under the interactive
influence were obtained by multiplying the relative weight vectors of each criterion under
the non-interactive influence and the relative weight vectors of each aspect, and the weight
vectors of each criterion were arranged in sequence to construct the weighted supermatrix
of criteria as shown in Appendix A Table A2.

Finally, the weighted supermatrix is multiplied until the number in each column
is equal, indicating that all columns in the matrix have the same vector, and each row
converges on a constant value to obtain the stable probability. At this point, this matrix is a
limiting supermatrix (Saaty, 1996). Hence, in the limiting supermatrix, the number in each
column corresponds to the weight of each criterion. As shown in Appendix A Table A3,
the performance criteria’s weights of homestay were as follows: A1 (0.001), A2 (0.006),
A3 (0.001), A4 (0.008), A5 (0.008), A6 (0.003), A7 (0.030), A8 (0.042), A9 (0.035), B1 (0.123),
B2 (0.013), B3 (0.006), B4 (0.018), B5 (0.026), B6 (0.010), B7 (0.014), B8 (0.038), C1 (0.000),
C2 (0.011), C3 (0.048), D1 (0.071), D2 (0.070), D3 (0.044), D4 (0.055), D5 (0.039), D6 (0.051),
E1 (0.099), E2 (0.007), E3 (0.060), E4 (0.035), and E5 (0.029). Service attitude (B1, 0.123),
degree of interaction between hosts and lodgers (E1, 0.099), overnight tourists (D1, 0.071),
operating income (D2, 0.070), and contribution to the living quality of local community
(E3, 0.060) ranked as the top five criteria. The bottom five criteria included parking space
(C1, 0.000), utilizing plenty of natural light (A1, 0.001), maintaining the land’s vitality and
good condition in the process of design and construction (A3, 0.001), greenization and
uniqueness of the garden design (A6, 0.003), catering service and quality (B3, 0.006), and
using non-toxic paint (A2, 0.006).

With that, according to the weight sum of the criteria under each aspect, the ranking of
five aspects was: homestay operation and management (D; 0.329), service quality (B; 0.248),
homestay geist and community co-prosperity (E; 0.229), surroundings of the building and
features (A; 0.135), and homestay facilities (C; 0.059).

4.3. Alternative Ranking by Fuzzy TOPSIS

The study applied five fuzzy linguistic variables as the evaluation scale for perfor-
mance evaluation criteria of the alternative (homestay), which are “very low,” “low,”
“medium,” “high,” and “very high.” However, due to the influence of subjective assess-
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ment, each respondent in practice defines the evaluation interval of linguistic variables
differently. Thus, the fuzzy linguistic values of the evaluation scale of criterion were set by
the respondent. First, each linguistic variable constructs a set through the values given by
all respondents, ranging from 1 to 10. Second, the triangular fuzzy number can be set as a
linguistic variable according to Equation (27):

Lk = (lk, mk, uk) (27)

where Lk is the triangular fuzzy number of the Kth linguistic variable, lk is the minimum in
the set of evaluation values given by respondents, that is, the left bound of triangular fuzzy
numbers, mk is the geometric mean in a certain evaluation value set given by respondents,
whose membership degree equals to 1, and uk is the maximum in a set of evaluation values
given by respondents, namely, the right bound of the triangular fuzzy number. Therefore,
five respondents gave clear values for the five-level evaluation scales in the interval of
[1, 10], and the triangular fuzzy numbers of the five linguistic variables were calculated as
shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Triangular fuzzy number of five linguistic scale.

Linguistic Variable Code Triangular Fuzzy Number

Very low VL 1.00, 1.31, 2.00
Low L 2.00, 3.31, 4.00

Medium M 4.00, 5.04, 6.00
High H 6.00, 6.87, 8.00

Very high VH 8.00, 9.14, 10.00

Five respondents were asked to evaluate the performance indicators of the alternatives.
Given that Zhejiang has been becoming a benchmarking area for homestay development in
China [26], five rural homestays from various regions in Zhejiang were chosen, including
Moganshan, Qiandaohu, Xiangshan, Wenling, and Songyang. These rural homestays have
been in operation for more than 5 years and have received higher online reviews from
tourists on third-party platforms.

By the geometric mean method to integrate the evaluation of each indicator from
respondents, the fuzzy evaluation values of each indicator about different alternatives
constituted the fuzzy evaluation matrix of the indicators. Then, the fuzzy evaluation matrix
of the indicators was normalized using Equations (20) and (21). Furthermore, the weighted
normalized fuzzy evaluation matrix of the alternative was obtained by multiplying the
normalized fuzzy evaluation matrix of the indicator by the weights of corresponding
indicators. Subsequently, the positive and negative ideal solutions for each indicator were
calculated by defuzzifying the weighted normalized fuzzy evaluation matrix. The distances
between each indicator and the positive and negative ideal solutions were calculated using
Equations (22)–(24), resulting in the distance matrix shown in Table 5.

According to the above results, the distances of the alternative on the positive and
negative ideal solutions, as well as the closeness coefficient of each alternative, were
calculated using Equation (26), as shown in Table 6.
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Table 5. Distance matrix of the indicator and the positive/negative ideal solution.

Distance MS1 MS2 MS3 MS4 MS5

Indicator D+ D− D+ D− D+ D− D+ D− D+ D−

A1 0.00016 0.000082 0.00021 0.000034 0.00000 0.000241 0.00024 0.000000 0.00001 0.000235
A2 0.00107 0.000772 0.00136 0.000459 0.00000 0.001815 0.00182 0.000000 0.00012 0.001701
A3 0.00018 0.000151 0.00033 0.000000 0.00000 0.000330 0.00027 0.000065 0.00002 0.000311
A4 0.00172 0.000640 0.00191 0.000416 0.00000 0.002325 0.00233 0.000000 0.00050 0.001831
A5 0.00218 0.000000 0.00190 0.000349 0.00089 0.001314 0.00069 0.001497 0.00000 0.002184
A6 0.00027 0.000545 0.00080 0.000000 0.00012 0.000678 0.00014 0.000657 0.00000 0.000802
A7 0.00685 0.001219 0.00754 0.000000 0.00000 0.007538 0.00180 0.005745 0.00212 0.005441
A8 0.01031 0.000000 0.00463 0.005783 0.00107 0.009322 0.00000 0.010305 0.00000 0.010305
A9 0.00122 0.007980 0.00893 0.000000 0.00292 0.006010 0.00000 0.008926 0.00201 0.006924
B1 0.02256 0.000000 0.01019 0.012592 0.01019 0.012592 0.00000 0.022563 0.00000 0.022563
B2 0.00215 0.000415 0.00219 0.000000 0.00000 0.002189 0.00011 0.002097 0.00151 0.000706
B3 0.00080 0.000465 0.00123 0.000000 0.00102 0.000217 0.00000 0.001234 0.00033 0.000901
B4 0.00323 0.001313 0.00446 0.000000 0.00219 0.002276 0.00000 0.004465 0.00000 0.004465
B5 0.00239 0.002159 0.00438 0.000000 0.00000 0.004380 0.00022 0.004196 0.00165 0.002747
B6 0.00297 0.000269 0.00301 0.000000 0.00085 0.002162 0.00000 0.003009 0.00193 0.001084
B7 0.00195 0.001139 0.00302 0.000000 0.00179 0.001232 0.00000 0.003018 0.00270 0.000328
B8 0.01018 0.000000 0.00617 0.004184 0.00312 0.007116 0.00173 0.008473 0.00000 0.010180
C1 0.00003 0.000085 0.00007 0.000045 0.00000 0.000118 0.00002 0.000101 0.00012 0.000000
C2 0.00182 0.001499 0.00326 0.000000 0.00000 0.003257 0.00058 0.002685 0.00160 0.001663
C3 0.01254 0.000000 0.00781 0.004904 0.00374 0.008872 0.00000 0.012537 0.00677 0.005823
D1 0.00000 0.011356 0.01136 0.000000 0.00270 0.009193 0.00166 0.010133 0.00166 0.010133
D2 0.01324 0.005163 0.01806 0.000000 0.00000 0.018057 0.00446 0.013623 0.01354 0.004535
D3 0.00141 0.009304 0.01039 0.000000 0.00118 0.009257 0.00000 0.010391 0.00733 0.003065
D4 0.00819 0.009895 0.01790 0.000000 0.00372 0.014225 0.00000 0.017895 0.00963 0.008271
D5 0.00091 0.008182 0.00814 0.000000 0.00000 0.008140 0.00030 0.007897 0.00579 0.002363
D6 0.00819 0.001534 0.00834 0.000000 0.00189 0.006461 0.00000 0.008342 0.00723 0.001158
E1 0.01882 0.000000 0.01778 0.002387 0.00000 0.018823 0.00526 0.013605 0.01055 0.008333
E2 0.00094 0.000129 0.00000 0.000967 0.00030 0.000664 0.00035 0.000619 0.00097 0.000000
E3 0.01140 0.014007 0.02525 0.000000 0.00000 0.025254 0.00318 0.022105 0.01166 0.013610
E4 0.00425 0.008459 0.01353 0.000000 0.00000 0.013914 0.00028 0.013583 0.00515 0.008556
E5 0.00868 0.004187 0.01279 0.000000 0.00000 0.012789 0.00156 0.011249 0.00823 0.004563

Table 6. Distance and CCi of the alternative.

Alternative MS1 MS2 MS3 MS4 MS5

Distance to positive ideal solution 0.161 0.217 0.0377 0.0270 0.1034
Distance to negative ideal solution 0.091 0.032 0.211 0.221 0.145

CC i 0.362 0.129 0.848 0.891 0.584
Rank 4 5 2 1 3

Figure 1 shows that the closer the distance to the positive ideal solution, the higher
the performance of the alternatives. The order of the alternatives was MS4, MS3, MS5,
MS1, and MS2. The farther away the negative ideal solution is, the better the performance
of the alternatives. The order of the alternatives was MS4, MS3, MS5, MS1, and MS2. To
sum up, the greater the closeness coefficient is, the more superior the performance of the
alternatives. The order of the alternatives was MS4, MS3, MS5, MS1, and MS2.
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5. Discussion

The study evaluated the business performance of rural homestays using CLFPR-
based ANP and fuzzy TOPSIS to calculate the weights of evaluation criteria and rank the
alternatives in the Chinese context. In light of the analysis results, the research questions
were effectively answered.

A high factor loading indicates that the criterion is attached considerable importance
and thereby plays a crucial role in the success and sustainability of local homestay busi-
nesses [27]. With high global weight, service attitude (B1, 0.123), degree of interaction
between hosts and lodgers (E1, 0.099), overnight tourists (D1, 0.071), operating income
(D2, 0.070), and contribution to the living quality of local community (E3, 0.060) had the
top priority. Conversely, parking space (C1, 0.000), utilizing plenty of natural light (A1,
0.001), maintaining the land’s vitality and good condition in the process of design and
construction (A3, 0.001), greenization and uniqueness of the garden design (A6, 0.003),
catering service and quality (B3, 0.006), and using non-toxic paint (A2, 0.006) were among
low-ranking criteria. With regard to the key aspects, the panel took homestay operation and
management (D; 0.329) most seriously, while service quality (B; 0.248) remained second,
followed by homestay geist and community co-prosperity (E; 0.229) and surroundings
of the building and features (A; 0.135). Homestay facilities (C; 0.059) was ranked last.
Subsequently, according to the experts’ evaluation, the alternatives were ordered by close-
ness coefficient calculated by fuzzy TOPSIS, that is, the larger the closeness coefficient, the
better the performance of the alternatives. The alternative MS4 took the top spot, and MS3
remained second, followed successively by MS5, MS1, and MS2.

In line with extant literature, Janjua et al. (2021) confirmed that environmental sus-
tainability was not adequately addressed, as scholars placed a greater emphasis on the
social and economic pillars of sustainability [68]. Given the empirical findings, the degree
of interaction between hosts and lodgers (E1) and the contribution to the living quality
of the local community (E3) may be grouped into a social pillar, and the economic pillar
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involves operating income (D2) and overnight tourists (D1). Homestay service can be
evaluated from the perspective of tourists [69], and service attitude (B1) has traditionally
been always regarded as the most significant service quality criterion. The importance of
service quality as a key performance criterion for tourism-related products is growing [39].
Hence, regarding the weakening of the weight of environmental and building factors, this
means that the concept of homestay operation in China has therefore been changing, from
focusing on the surrounding environment and interior decoration of the homestay product
in the early days to consumer orientation and routine operation at present. Finally, the
alternative can be thoroughly evaluated as the benchmark homestay by the optimal perfor-
mance. Excellent service quality, significant financial growth, and harmonious community
engagement are all necessary for this.

6. Conclusions

The present study filters out the optimal homestay from a performance perspective
by combining CLFPR-based ANP and fuzzy TOPSIS in the Chinese context. Specifically,
CLFPR-based ANP helped to obtain the priorities of each criterion. Subsequently, fuzzy
TOPSIS ranked the alternatives by overall performance. The performance evaluation
system suggested by Peng et al. (2022) is more appropriate from the perspective of a
systematic and comprehensive performance of homestay operation. An actual performance
evaluation of homestays has not yet been carried out; thus, their study merely highlighted
the ways in which the many performance criteria of homestays interact with one another.
Therefore, this study's uniqueness is an expansion on the earlier study. Moreover, the study
assesses and analyzes the overall performance of the alternatives rather than just describing
the ways in which the criteria relate to performance within the homestay. Additionally, in
contrast to efficiency research, this study considers both financial and non-financial criteria.

The theoretical contributions of this study are as follows. First, this study is conducive
to advancing further homestay research. Currently, homestay basic theory, homestay devel-
opment, homestay management, tourism development of homestays, and tourist behavior
at homestays have been research hotspots of homestays in China [70], but little attention
has been paid to the research on homestay performance, including the operating efficiency
of homestay businesses. Therefore, the study makes a worthwhile effort to evaluate the per-
formance of the rural homestay business. Second, the MCDM combination of (fuzzy) AHP
and (fuzzy) TOPSIS has also gained popularity, in which (fuzzy) AHP is used to determine
the criteria weights, and (fuzzy) TOPSIS is used to rank the alternatives [71]. However,
CLFPR-based ANP not only focuses on the internal network relationship of criteria but
also provides evaluation consistency and prevents calculation complexity. Simultaneously,
although decision-making scenarios faced by individuals are usually ambiguous, the ap-
plication of fuzzy set theory can result in appropriate and high-quality decisions in a
scenario [50]. Fuzzy TOPSIS produces satisfactory results for the alternatives regarding
rationality and discriminatory ability [72]. Therefore, the results highlight the integration of
the ANP and the fuzzy TOPSIS as a precise tool and offer efficient multi-attribute decision
making for assessing the homestay’s performance in an uncertain environment. Third, the
analysis’ findings are in line with pertinent study conclusions in which a business’s size,
management practices, and product characteristics, as well as the entrepreneur’s person-
ality or the entrepreneur’s knowledge are likely determinants of performance [73]. Thus,
these results substantively underpin the conclusion that performance (business efficiency)
is closely related to sustainability and competitiveness [74].

The significant implications of the study are summarized below. First, facing COVID-
19 and the current economic downturn, this study offers a way out of difficulties for the
sustainable development of the rural homestay business. The priorities of service quality
and homestay geist and community co-prosperity strongly imply customer orientation
in the operation of homestay businesses, and they are viewed as competitive advantages
in the market, particularly in rural tourism [75]. Tourist satisfaction is ensured when all
operations are customer-oriented [76]. The better the profitability, the higher the sustain-
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ability practiced by the company [77]. Thus, firms that want long-term advantages consider
sustainability as part of their core strategy [78]. Second, because overnight tourists and
operating income somewhat directly represent the success of rural homestay businesses,
the financial criteria of rural homestays should receive ongoing attention. Third, because
the principle of sustainable development emphasizes the community approach [79], the
sustainable development of homestays should be incorporated into the community’s sus-
tainable development through homestay geist and community co-prosperity. Likewise,
corporate social and business activities complement each other and are compatible and,
thus, should be embedded in business strategy [80].

This study also has some limitations. First, future work can apply different multi-
criteria techniques to lessen the load of calculation and compare the findings, such as the
best–worst method (BWM) and VIKOR. Second, to test the rationality of the ranking of
the alternatives, future research could conduct a comparative analysis of the findings of
methods for ranking alternatives. Third, a deeper discussion is worth advancing further in
future studies.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Unweighted supermatrix.

Item G A B C D E A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 A8 A9 B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 B7 B8 C1 C2 C3 D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 E1 E2 E3 E4 E5

G 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A 0.24 0.26 0 0 0 0.27 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
B 0.24 0.23 0.45 0.42 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
C 0.09 0.12 0 0.33 0.15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
D 0.27 0.22 0.35 0.25 0.34 0.33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
E 0.17 0.18 0.2 0 0.22 0.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

A1 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.04 0 0.03 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A2 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.03 0 0.02 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A3 0 0.06 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.11 0
A4 0 0.13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.03 0.04 0.02 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.14 0.17
A5 0 0.12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.10 0 0 0.04 0.04 0.02 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.17
A6 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.22 0.08 0 0 0 0.03 0.02 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.11 0
A7 0 0.12 0 0 0 0 0.20 0.45 0 0.09 0.21 0 0 0.04 0.03 0 0.08 0 0.5 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0.12 0 0 0 0 0.09 0 0 0 0 0 0
A8 0 0.14 0 0 0 0 0.44 0.31 0.48 0.14 0.34 0.31 0.06 0 0.04 0.19 0.08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.06 0 0 0 0 0.15 0 0.15 0 0 0 0
A9 0 0.13 0 0 0 0 0.36 0.24 0.30 0.11 0.45 0.19 0.05 0.06 0 0.14 0.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.19 0 0 0 0
B1 0 0 0.14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.07 0 0 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.06 0.50 0.49 0.48 0 0 0.33 0 0 0 0
B2 0 0 0.09 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.04 0 0 0 0 0.32 0 0 0 0 0
B3 0 0 0.11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.33 0 0 0
B4 0 0 0.14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.10 0 0 0.11 0.06 0 0 0 0.06 0 0 0 0 0 0
B5 0 0 0.15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.10 0 0 0.14 0.07 0 0 0 0.11 0 0 0 0 0 0
B6 0 0 0.11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.09 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.05 0 0 0.08 0 0 0 0 0.09 0 0 0 0 0 0
B7 0 0 0.14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.03 0.07 0 0.07 0 0 0 0.33 0 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
B8 0 0 0.12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.05 0.13 0 0.13 0 0.5 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
C1 0 0 0 0.23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
C2 0 0 0 0.32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.06 0 0 0 0.17 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
C3 0 0 0 0.45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.24 0.19 0.20 0 0.09 0 0 0 0.17 0 0.25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.24 0 0 0 0 0 0
D1 0 0 0 0 0.14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.09 0 0.12 0 0 0.15 0 0.05 0.46 0.23 0.09 0 0 0.12 0.14 0.04 0.08 0.11 0 0.14 0.09 0.09
D2 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.05 0 0.10 0 0 0 0 0.03 0 0 0.07 0.04 0 0.07 0.08 0.05 0.06 0 0.33 0.17 0.11 0.11
D3 0 0 0 0 0.14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.08 0 0.06 0 0 0.09 0 0.05 0.27 0.14 0.05 0.07 0 0 0 0.04 0.07 0.06 0 0.09 0.06 0.06
D4 0 0 0 0 0.16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.08 0 0.06 0 0 0.09 0 0.05 0.27 0.14 0.05 0.07 0 0.11 0 0.04 0.07 0.06 0 0.09 0.06 0.06
D5 0 0 0 0 0.16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.06 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.06 0 0 0.07 0.07 0 0.09 0.13 0 0.06 0 0 0 0 0
D6 0 0 0 0 0.21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.09 0 0.13 0.17 0.07 0 0.11 0 0 0 0
E1 0 0 0 0 0 0.25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.06 0.20 0.33 0.13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.33 0 0 0 0 0.11 0 0 0 0 0
E2 0 0 0 0 0 0.12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.03 0 0 0.07 0.33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.11 0 0
E3 0 0 0 0 0 0.24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.16 0 0 0 0 0.20 0 0 0 0.09 0 0.33 0 0.33 0.34
E4 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0.24 0 0.50 0 0.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.09 0 0 0 0 0.15 0 0 0 0.07 0 0 0.20 0 0
E5 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0.24 0 0 0 0.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.15 0 0 0 0.07 0 0 0.20 0 0
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Table A2. Weighted supermatrix.

Item A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 A8 A9 B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 B7 B8 C1 C2 C3 D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 E1 E2 E3 E4 E5

A1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
A2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
A3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00
A4 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.10
A5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10
A6 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00
A7 0.18 0.42 0.00 0.06 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
A8 0.46 0.34 0.52 0.12 0.37 0.25 0.04 0.00 0.03 0.12 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
A9 0.36 0.24 0.31 0.08 0.45 0.14 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.09 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
B1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.49 0.45 0.44 0.00 0.00 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
B2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
B3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00
B4 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
B5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
B6 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
B7 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
B8 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.11 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.61 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
C1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
C2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
C3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.28 0.22 0.21 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
D1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.06 0.06 0.09 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.05 0.44 0.22 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.12 0.04 0.08 0.11 0.00 0.13 0.10 0.09
D2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.05 0.00 0.09 0.10 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.41 0.23 0.17 0.16
D3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.05 0.26 0.13 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.07 0.06 0.00 0.09 0.06 0.06
D4 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.30 0.15 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.05 0.08 0.07 0.00 0.10 0.07 0.07
D5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.06 0.00 0.09 0.13 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
D6 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.16 0.21 0.10 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
E1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.26 0.42 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
E2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00
E3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.43 0.42
E4 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.61 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.00
E5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.00
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Table A3. Limiting supermatrix.

Item A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 A8 A9 B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 B7 B8 C1 C2 C3 D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 E1 E2 E3 E4 E5

A1 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
A2 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006
A3 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
A4 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008
A5 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008
A6 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003
A7 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030
A8 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042
A9 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035
B1 0.123 0.123 0.123 0.124 0.123 0.124 0.123 0.123 0.123 0.123 0.123 0.124 0.123 0.123 0.123 0.123 0.123 0.123 0.123 0.123 0.123 0.124 0.123 0.123 0.123 0.124 0.123 0.124 0.124 0.124 0.124
B2 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013
B3 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006
B4 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018
B5 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.026
B6 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010
B7 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.015 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014
B8 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038 0.038
C1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
C2 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011
C3 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048 0.048
D1 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071
D2 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.069 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070 0.070
D3 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.044
D4 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055
D5 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039 0.039
D6 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051
E1 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099 0.099
E2 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.007
E3 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.060
E4 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.035
E5 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029 0.029



Sustainability 2023, 15, 538 21 of 24

References
1. Novelli, M.; Klatte, N.; Dolezal, C. The ASEAN community-based tourism standards: Looking beyond certification. Tour. Plan.

Dev. 2017, 14, 260–281. [CrossRef]
2. Lee, T.H.; Jan, F.H. Can community-based tourism contribute to sustainable development? Evidence from residents’ perceptions

of the sustainability. Tour. Manag. 2019, 70, 368–380. [CrossRef]
3. Goodwin, H.; Santilli, R. Community-Based Tourism: A Success? Working paper; The International Centre for Responsible Tourism,

Leeds Metropolitan University: Leeds, UK, 2009; p. 26.
4. Igoumenakis, N. Tourist Economy; Interbooks: Athens, Greece, 2007.
5. Walter, P.; Regmi, K.D.; Khanal, P.R. Host learning in community-based ecotourism in Nepal: The case of Sirubari and Ghalegaun

Homestays. Tour. Manag. Perspect. 2018, 26, 49–58. [CrossRef]
6. Lai, P.-H.; Morrison-Saunders, A.; Grimstad, S. Operating small tourism firms in rural destinations: A social representations

approach to examining how small tourism firms cope with non-tourism induced changes. Tour. Manag. 2017, 58, 164–174.
[CrossRef]

7. Arru, B.; Furesi, R.; Madau, F.A.; Pulina, P. Recreational Services Provision and Farm Diversification: A Technical Efficiency
Analysis on Italian Agritourism. Agriculture 2019, 9, 42. [CrossRef]

8. Dimitriadou, E.; Bournaris, T.; Stavrinoudis, T.; Iakovidou, O. The Efficiency Score of Small Accommodation Businesses in
Non-Coastal Rural Areas in Greece. Sustainability 2021, 13, 11005. [CrossRef]

9. Parte, L.; Alberca, P. Business Performance and Sustainability in Cultural and Rural Tourism Destinations. Mathematics 2021, 9,
892. [CrossRef]

10. Chang, D.; Kuo, L.L. The Effects of Sustainability Development on Firms’ Financial Performance-An Empirical Approach. Sustain.
Dev. 2008, 16, 365–380. [CrossRef]

11. Karampela, S.; Kizos, T. Agritourism and local development: Evidence from two case studies in Greece. Int. J. Tour. Res. 2018, 20,
566–577. [CrossRef]

12. Thukral, E. COVID-19: Small and medium enterprises challenges and responses with creativity, innovation, and entrepreneurship.
Strateg. Change 2021, 30, 153–158. [CrossRef]

13. Pham, L.D.Q.; Coles, T.; Ritchie, B.W.; Wang, J. Building business resilience to external shocks: Conceptualising the role of social
networks to small tourism and hospitality businesses. J. Hosp. Tour. Manag. 2021, 48, 210–219. [CrossRef]

14. Bartik, A.W.; Bertrand, M.; Cullen, Z.; Glaeser, E.L.; Luca, M.; Stanton, C. The impact of COVID-19 on small business outcomes
and expectations. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2020, 117, 17656–17666. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. UNWTO World Tourism Barometer. 2020. Available online: https://www.e-unwto.org/doi/abs/10.18111/wtobarometereng.20
20.18.1.2 (accessed on 12 June 2020).

16. Alonso, A.D.; Kok, S.K.; Bressan, A.; O’Shea, M.; Sakellarios, N.; Koresis, A.; Solis, M.A.B.; Santoni, L.J. COVID-19, aftermath,
impacts, and hospitality firms: An international perspective. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 2020, 91, 102654. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. UNWTO. Tourist Arrivals Down 87% in January 2021 as UNWTO Calls for Stronger Coordination to Restart Tourism. Available
online: https://www.unwto.org/news/touristarrivals-down-87-in-january-2021-as-unwto-calls-for-stronger-coordination-
torestart-tourism (accessed on 12 June 2022).

18. Gossling, S.; Scott, D.; Hall, C.M. Pandemics, tourism and global change: A rapid assessment of COVID-19. J. Sustain. Tour. 2021,
29, 1–20. [CrossRef]

19. Mura, L.; Kljucnikov, A. Small Businesses in Rural Tourism and Agrotourism: Study from Slovakia. Econ. Sociol. 2018, 11, 286–300.
[CrossRef]

20. Qiu, W.W.; Lin, Y.J. Comparative analysis of the research progress of Homestays at home and abroad–Based on CiteSpace. Soc.
Sci. 2022, 7, 46–52.

21. Solymossy, E. Entrepreneurial Dimensions: The Relationship of Individual, Venture and Environmental Factors To Success.
Entrep. Theory Pract. 1998, 24, 79. Available online: https://www.academia.edu/2576147/Entrepreneurial_dimensions_the_
relationship_of_individual_venture_and_environmental_factors_to_success (accessed on 17 June 2022).

22. Brush, C.G.; Vanderwerf, P.A. A comparison of methods and sources for obtaining estimates of new venture performance. J. Bus.
Ventur. 1992, 7, 157–170. [CrossRef]

23. Simpson, M.; Padmore, J.; Newman, N. Towards a new model of success and performance in SMEs. Int. J. Entrep. Behav. Res.
2012, 18, 264–285. [CrossRef]

24. Kayat, K.; Zainuddin, N.F.A. Community-based Tourism Initiative in Rural Malaysia: Is It a Success? Int. Rev. Manag. Mark. 2016,
6, 11–13. Available online: https://econjournals.com/index.php/irmm/article/view/3262 (accessed on 13 June 2022).

25. Chou, T.Y. A Hybrid FMCDM Approach for the Evaluation and Selection of Homestays. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19,
8688. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Peng, L.Y.; Lu, J.; Luo, J.J.; Wang, Y.X. A Combination of FDM, DEMATEL, and DANP for Disclosing the Interrelationship of
Influencing Factors in Rural Homestay Business: Empirical Evidence from China. Sustainability 2022, 14, 10341. [CrossRef]

27. Thanvisitthpon, N. Statistically validated component-and indicator-level requirements for sustainable Thai homestay businesses.
Sustainability 2021, 13, 936. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1080/21568316.2016.1243146
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2018.09.003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2018.02.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.10.017
http://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture9020042
http://doi.org/10.3390/su131911005
http://doi.org/10.3390/math9080892
http://doi.org/10.1002/sd.351
http://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2206
http://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2399
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2021.06.012
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2006991117
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32651281
https://www.e-unwto.org/doi/abs/10.18111/wtobarometereng.2020.18.1.2
https://www.e-unwto.org/doi/abs/10.18111/wtobarometereng.2020.18.1.2
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102654
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32863526
https://www.unwto.org/news/touristarrivals-down-87-in-january-2021-as-unwto-calls-for-stronger-coordination-torestart-tourism
https://www.unwto.org/news/touristarrivals-down-87-in-january-2021-as-unwto-calls-for-stronger-coordination-torestart-tourism
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1758708
http://doi.org/10.14254/2071-789X.2018/11-3/17
https://www.academia.edu/2576147/Entrepreneurial_dimensions_the_relationship_of_individual_venture_and_environmental_factors_to_success
https://www.academia.edu/2576147/Entrepreneurial_dimensions_the_relationship_of_individual_venture_and_environmental_factors_to_success
http://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(92)90010-O
http://doi.org/10.1108/13552551211227675
https://econjournals.com/index.php/irmm/article/view/3262
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19148688
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35886540
http://doi.org/10.3390/su141610341
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13020936


Sustainability 2023, 15, 538 22 of 24

28. Devadas, U.M.; Jayasooriya, S.S.W. Entrepreneurs’ success in the small and medium scale homestay tourism business in Sri
Lanka. Int. J. Entrep. 2021, 25, 1–17. Available online: https://www.abacademies.org/articles/entrepreneurs-success-in-the-
small-and-medium-scale-homestay-tourism-business-in-sri-lanka-11181.html (accessed on 13 June 2022).

29. Hu, Y.C.; Wang, J.H.; Wang, R.Y. Evaluating the performance of Taiwan homestay using analytic network process. Math. Probl.
Eng. 2012, 2012, 827193. [CrossRef]

30. Peng, L.Y.; Luo, J.J.; Xiao, H.G.; Bu, N.P.; Long, Y.M. A Study onthe operating efficiency of homestay industry using the three-stage
DEA model—A case of Hangzhou. Tour. Forum 2022, 15, 69–82. [CrossRef]

31. Supian, K.; Yunus, I.F.M.; Ahmad, A.; Ishak, B. Linking entrepreneurial and market orientation to the homestay perfor-mance:
The moderating role of environmental factors. Selangor Bus. Rev. 2022, 7, 56–70. Available online: http://sbr.journals.unisel.edu.
my/ojs/index.php/sbr (accessed on 6 June 2022).

32. Tang, Y.M.; Chau, K.Y.; Lp, Y.K.; Ji, J.X. Empirical research on the impact of customer integration and information sharing on
supply chain performance in community-based homestays in China. Enterp. Inf. Syst. 2022, 2, 1–26. [CrossRef]

33. Dawayana, C.R.; Jrb, S.L.S.; Tanakinjalc, G.H.; Bonifaced, B.; Nasipe, S. The Effects of Homestay Capabilities on Homestay
Performance in Sabah. J. Responsible Tour. Manag. 2021, 2, 72–92. [CrossRef]

34. Pham, A.T.; Nguyen, T.K.; Vu, V.A.; Pham, C.H.; Le, T.T.; Le, T.V.A.; Nguyen, T.H.N.; Hoang, K.L. How green performance
stimulates tourist loyalty? Examining the role of relationship quality in Vietnam. GeoJ. Tour. Geosites 2021, 34, 202–208. [CrossRef]

35. Phunnarong, S. Factors affecting the success of community-based tourism (CBT) in homestay form. J. Community Dev. Res. 2021,
14, 14–27. [CrossRef]

36. Yong, K.; Hassan, R.A. The relationships between social media marketing and entrepreneurial success: A conceptual
study on homestay business in Sabah, Malaysia. Rev. Integr. Bus. Econ. Res. 2019, 8, 25–33. Available online:
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-Relationships-Between-Social-Media-Marketing-A-Yong-Sabah/a0f7666ae4
1c9b0298542496a91ed3363b008c45 (accessed on 3 June 2022).

37. Yong, K. A conceptual framework of community participation and entrepreneurial success towards the homestay business in
Sabah, Malaysia. Acad. Entrep. J. 2019, 25, 1–6. Available online: https://repofeb.undip.ac.id/id/eprint/173 (accessed on 3 June
2022).

38. Sawatsuk, B.; Darmawijaya, I.G.; Ratchusanti, S.; Phaokrueng, A. Factor determining the sustainable success of community-based
tourism: Evidence of good corporate governance of Mae Kam Pong Homestay, Thailand. Int. J. Bus. Econ. Aff. 2018, 3, 13–20.
[CrossRef]

39. Ismail, M.N.I.; Hanafiah, M.H.; Aminuddin, N.; Mustafa, N. Community-based homestay service quality, visitor satisfaction, and
behavioral intention. Procedia Soc. Behav. Sci. 2016, 222, 398–405. [CrossRef]

40. Kayat, K.; Zainuddin, N.F.A.; Ramli, R.; Kasim, M.M. The perceived role of leadership and community support in the per-
formance of community-based rural homestay programme in Malaysia. Int. Rev. Manag. Mark. 2016, 6, 145–149. Available online:
https://www.econjournals.com/index.php/irmm/article/view/3222 (accessed on 3 June 2022).

41. Ramli, R.; Kasim, M.M.; Ramli, R.; Kayat, K.; Razak, R.A. Ranking the Criteria for Sustainability of Community-Based Rural
Homestay Programmes from the Perspective of the Operators. In Proceedings of the 2nd Innovation and Analytics Conference
and Exhibition IACE, Kedah, Malaysia, 29 September–1 October 2015; p. 030025. [CrossRef]

42. Stadtler, H.; Kilger, C.; Meyr, H. Supply Chain Management and Advanced Planning: Concepts, Models, Software, and Case Studies; Part
of the Springer Texts in Business and Economics; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2015.

43. Ersoy, N. Performance Measurement in Retail Sector By Using A Multi-Criteria Decision Making Methods. Ege Acad. Rev. 2017,
17, 539–551. [CrossRef]

44. Çakır, S.; Perçin, S. Çok Kriterli Karar Verme Teknikleriyle Lojistik Firmalarında Performans Ölçümü. Ege Acad. Rev. 2013, 13,
449–459. Available online: https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/559959 (accessed on 3 June 2022). [CrossRef]

45. Mardani, A.; Jusoh, A.; Zavadskas, E.K.; Kazemilari, M.; Ungku, N.U.A.; Khalifah, Z. Application of Multiple Criteria Decision
Making Techniques in Tourism and Hospitality Industry: A Systematic Review. Transform. Bus. Econ. 2016, 15, 192–213. Available
online: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/301226935_Application_of_Multiple_Criteria_Decision_Making_Techniques_
in_Tourism_and_Hospitality_Industry_a_Systematic_Review (accessed on 3 June 2022).

46. Tavana, M.; Yazdani, M.; Di Caprio, D. An application of an integrated ANP–QFD framework for sustainable supplier selection.
Int. J. Logist. Res. Appl. 2017, 27, 254–275. [CrossRef]

47. Maiolo, M.; Pantusa, D. Infrastructure Vulnerability Index of drinking water systems to terrorist attacks. Cogent Eng. 2018, 5,
1456710. [CrossRef]

48. Herrera-Viedma, E.; Herrera, E.; Chiclana, F.; Luque, M. Some issues on consistency of fuzzy preference relations. Eur. J. Oper.
Res. 2004, 154, 98–109. [CrossRef]

49. Ridzuan, S.A.B.M.; Mohamad, D. Consistent linguistic fuzzy preference relation with multi-granular uncertain linguistic
information for solving decision making problems. Advances in Industrial and Applied Mathematics. AIP Conf. Proc. 2016, 1750,
030027. [CrossRef]

50. Lim, Y.R.; Ariffin, A.S.; Ali, M.; Chang, K.-L. A Hybrid MCDM Model for Live-Streamer Selection via the Fuzzy Delphi Method,
AHP, and TOPSIS. Appl. Sci. 2021, 11, 9322. [CrossRef]

https://www.abacademies.org/articles/entrepreneurs-success-in-the-small-and-medium-scale-homestay-tourism-business-in-sri-lanka-11181.html
https://www.abacademies.org/articles/entrepreneurs-success-in-the-small-and-medium-scale-homestay-tourism-business-in-sri-lanka-11181.html
http://doi.org/10.1155/2012/827193
http://doi.org/10.15962/j.cnki.tourismforum.202204039
http://sbr.journals.unisel.edu.my/ojs/index.php/sbr
http://sbr.journals.unisel.edu.my/ojs/index.php/sbr
http://doi.org/10.1080/17517575.2022.2037161
http://doi.org/10.47263/JRTM.01-02-06
http://doi.org/10.30892/gtg.34127-638
http://doi.org/10.14456/jcdr-hs.2021.32
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-Relationships-Between-Social-Media-Marketing-A-Yong-Sabah/a0f7666ae41c9b0298542496a91ed3363b008c45
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-Relationships-Between-Social-Media-Marketing-A-Yong-Sabah/a0f7666ae41c9b0298542496a91ed3363b008c45
https://repofeb.undip.ac.id/id/eprint/173
http://doi.org/10.24088/ijbea-2018-31002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2016.05.192
https://www.econjournals.com/index.php/irmm/article/view/3222
http://doi.org/10.1063/1.4937044
http://doi.org/10.21121/eab.2017431302
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/559959
http://doi.org/10.21121/eab.2013418079
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/301226935_Application_of_Multiple_Criteria_Decision_Making_Techniques_in_Tourism_and_Hospitality_Industry_a_Systematic_Review
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/301226935_Application_of_Multiple_Criteria_Decision_Making_Techniques_in_Tourism_and_Hospitality_Industry_a_Systematic_Review
http://doi.org/10.1080/13675567.2016.1219702
http://doi.org/10.1080/23311916.2018.1456710
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0377-2217(02)00725-7
http://doi.org/10.1063/1.4954563
http://doi.org/10.3390/app11199322


Sustainability 2023, 15, 538 23 of 24

51. Avazpour, R.; Ebrahimi, E.; Fathi, M.R. A 360 Degree Feedback Model for Performance Appraisal Based on Fuzzy AHP and
TOPSIS. Int. J. Econ. Manag. Soc. Sci. 2013, 2, 969–976. Available online: https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/A-360-Degree-
Feedback-Model-for-Performance-Based-Avazpour-Ebrahimi/1b833ff2333e689ba88a3f5302764f2b76db7287 (accessed on 3 June
2022).

52. Chen, C.T. Extensions of the TOPSIS for group decision-making under fuzzy environment. Fuzzy Sets Syst. 2000, 114, 1–9.
[CrossRef]

53. Rahmati, A.; Noorbehbahani, F. A new hybrid method based on fuzzy AHP and fuzzy TOPSIS for employee performance
evaluation. In Proceedings of the 2017 IEEE 4th International Conference on Knowledge-Based Engineering and Innovation
(KBEI), Tehran, Iran, 22 December 2017. [CrossRef]

54. Borawaka, A. Multiple-criteria decision analysis using TOPSIS method for interval data in research into the level of information
society development. Folia Oeconomica Stetin. 2014, 13, 63–76. [CrossRef]

55. Kolios, A.; Mytilinou, V.; Lozano-Minguez, E.; Salonitis, K. A comparative study of Multiple-Criteria Decision-Making methods
under stochastic inputs. Energies 2016, 9, 566. [CrossRef]

56. Behzadian, M.; Khanmohammadi Otaghsara, S.; Yazdani, M.; Ignatius, J. A state-of the-art survey of TOPSIS applications. Expert
Syst. Appl. 2012, 39, 13051–13069. [CrossRef]

57. Drucker, P.F. Managing the Non-Profit Organization: Practices and Principles; Routledge: London, UK, 1990.
58. Goyal, P.; Rahman, Z.; Kazmi, A.A. Corporate sustainability performance and firm performance research: Literature review and

future research agenda. Manag. Decis. 2013, 51, 361–379. [CrossRef]
59. Saaty, T.L. The Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) for Decision Making and the Analytic Network Process (ANP) for Decision Making with

Dependence and Feedback; Creative Decisions Foundation: Pittsburgh, PA, USA, 2003.
60. Deng, Z.Y. Program Evaluation-Methods and Applications, 2nd ed.; Operational Planning and Management Research Center:

Keelung, Taiwan, 2004.
61. Chiclana, F.; Herrera, F.; Herrera-Viedma, E. Integrating three representation models in fuzzy multipurpose decision making

based on fuzzy preference relations. Fuzzy Sets Syst. 1998, 97, 33–48. [CrossRef]
62. Saaty, T.L. The Analytic Hierarchy Process; McGraw-Hill: New York, NY, USA, 1980.
63. Fodor, J.; Roubens, M. Fuzzy Preference Modelling and Multicriteria Decision Support; Kluwer: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 1994.
64. Wang, T.C.; Chen, Y.H. Applying fuzzy linguistic preference relations to the improvement of consistency of fuzzy AHP. Inf. Sci.

2008, 178, 3755–3765. [CrossRef]
65. Wu, W.W.; Lee, Y.T. Selecting knowledge management strategies by using the analytic network process. Expert Syst. Appl. 2007,

32, 841–847. [CrossRef]
66. He, J.Z.; Lan, X.P.; Liu, R.Z. Multi-criteria decision-making–A study on the scale of the analytical hierarchy program method. J.

Manag. Sci. 1995, 12, 127–152. Available online: https://jom.management.org.tw/search_detail.php?gid=611 (accessed on 3 June
2022).

67. Hu, Y.C.; Hsiao, Y.C. Key factors of pricing in technology transfer: A case study of domestic sputtering targets. J. Manag. Syst.
2012, 19, 527–560. Available online: https://ir.nctu.edu.tw/bitstream/11536/107874/1/10239863-01903-216.pdf (accessed on 3
June 2022).

68. Janjua, Z.A.; Krishnapillai, G.; Rahman, M. A systematic literature review of rural homestays and sustainability in tourism. SAGE
Open 2021, 11, 1–17. [CrossRef]

69. Ma, H.; Huang, S.; Wang, M.; Chan, C.; Lin, X. Evaluating tourist experience of rural homestays in coastal areas by importance–
performance analysis: A case study of homestay in Dapeng new district, Shenzhen, China. Sustainability 2022, 14, 6447. [CrossRef]

70. Wang, M.Y.; Wu, Z.J.; Hou, Y.X. A literature review of homestay accommodation based on bibliometrics. Tour. Res. 2019, 11,
58–73.

71. Rezaei, J. A systematic review of multi-criteria decision-making applications in reverse logistics. Transp. Res. Procedia 2015, 10,
766–776. [CrossRef]

72. Zhang, H.; Gu, C.L.; Gu, L.W.; Zhang, Y. The evaluation of tourism destination competitiveness by TOPSIS & information
entropy–A case in the Yangtze River Delta of China. Tour. Manag. 2011, 32, 443–451. [CrossRef]

73. Van Raaij, E.M.; Stoelhorst, J.W. The Implementation of a Market Orientation. A Review and Integration of the Contributions to
Date. Eur. J. Mark. 2008, 42, 1265–1293. [CrossRef]

74. Alberca, P.; Parte, L. Efficiency in the Holiday and Other Short-Stay Accommodation Industry. Sustainability 2020, 12, 9493.
[CrossRef]

75. De Nisco, A.; Riviezzo, A.; Napolitano, M.R. An importance-performance analysis of tourist satisfaction at destination level:
Evidence from Campania (Italy). Eur. J. Tour. Res. 2015, 10, 64–75. [CrossRef]

76. Teodoro, A.; Dinis, I.; Simões, O.; Gomes, G. Success factors for small rural tourism units: An exploratory study in the Portuguese
region of Serra da Estrela. Eur. J. Tour. Res. 2017, 17, 136–148. [CrossRef]

77. Wagner, M. The role of corporate sustainability performance for economic performance: A firm-level analysis of moderation
effects. Ecol. Econ. 2010, 69, 1553–1560. [CrossRef]

78. Chabowski, B.B.; Mena, J.A.; Gonzalez-Padron, T.T. The structure of sustainability research in marketing, 1958–2008: A basis for
future research opportunities. J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 2011, 39, 55–70. [CrossRef]

https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/A-360-Degree-Feedback-Model-for-Performance-Based-Avazpour-Ebrahimi/1b833ff2333e689ba88a3f5302764f2b76db7287
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/A-360-Degree-Feedback-Model-for-Performance-Based-Avazpour-Ebrahimi/1b833ff2333e689ba88a3f5302764f2b76db7287
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0165-0114(97)00377-1
http://doi.org/10.1109/KBEI.2017.8324965
http://doi.org/10.2478/foli-2013-0015
http://doi.org/10.3390/en9070566
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2012.05.056
http://doi.org/10.1108/00251741311301867
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0165-0114(96)00339-9
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ins.2008.05.028
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2006.01.029
https://jom.management.org.tw/search_detail.php?gid=611
https://ir.nctu.edu.tw/bitstream/11536/107874/1/10239863-01903-216.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1177/21582440211007117
http://doi.org/10.3390/su14116447
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.trpro.2015.09.030
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2010.02.007
http://doi.org/10.1108/03090560810903673
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12229493
http://doi.org/10.54055/ejtr.v10i.179
http://doi.org/10.54055/ejtr.v17i.298
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2010.02.017
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-010-0212-7


Sustainability 2023, 15, 538 24 of 24

79. Phuong, N.T.M.; Song, N.V.; Quang, T.X. Factors Affecting Community-Based Tourism Development and Environmental
Protection: Practical Study in Vietnam. J. Environ. Prot. 2020, 11, 124–151. [CrossRef]

80. Kartadjumena, E.; Rodgers, W. Executive Compensation, Sustainability, Climate, Environmental Concerns, and Company
Financial Performance: Evidence from Indonesian Commercial Banks. Sustainability 2019, 11, 1673. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

http://doi.org/10.4236/jep.2020.112009
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11061673

	Introduction 
	Literature Review 
	Performance of Homestays 
	MCDM Techniques 

	Method and Materials 
	Research Design 
	The Evaluation System 
	Integrated Approach 
	CLFPR-Based ANP 
	Fuzzy TOPSIS 


	Empirical Analysis 
	Interrelationship and Measurement Scale 
	Weight Analysis by CLFPR-Based ANP 
	Alternative Ranking by Fuzzy TOPSIS 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	References

