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Abstract: A food festival is a type of an environment in which various stakeholders function. The
main aim of the research is to indicate the elements and relations of the entrepreneurship ecosystem
of food festivals. Empirical data were collected at three food festivals in Poland in the summer of 2020
using the pen-and-paper interview method and semi-structured interviews. During the research, a
total of 58 interviews were conducted with vendors. A coding technique was used to process the
data. The themes included in the interviews concerned parts of the food festival entrepreneurship
model: capital, micro-environment, and macro-environment. The conducted research shows that the
core of the entrepreneurship ecosystem model of food festivals is dominated by the family capital.
For the vendor, the food festival acts as a platform connecting with the micro-environment and other
stakeholders. In the macro-environment of the food festival ecosystem, apart from the conditions of
support, there are also factors that limited the activity. The research is an attempt to fill the gaps in the
identification of specific features and elements of the entrepreneurial ecosystem of food festivals. The
research is an attempt to show how the entrepreneurship ecosystem model of food festivals works.
The observations require further in-depth research, e.g., in terms of the evolution of this ecosystem or
the dynamics of relationships.
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1. Introduction

Food festivals are defined as events focusing on food products. These are planned,
organized, and purposeful events. Due to their popularity and presence in almost all
human cultures, they gather many different stakeholder groups [1,2]. It is worth noting that
food festivals are perceived as tools for sustainable development. This concerns not only
the context of food and agricultural policy but also social sustainability [3] or sustainable
place development by increasing the attractiveness and competitiveness of these places [4].
In addition, food festivals give the opportunity to preserve the tradition, culture, and
identity of the area based on local products, creating jobs (counteracting depopulation), as
well as raising environmental awareness (small handicraft companies are characterized
by limited emissions). A food festival, as part of the local gastronomy, can contribute
to sustainable development by combining different activity areas, such as agricultural
production, integration, education, nature conservation, or tourism It also has implications
for agricultural food security [5–7].

Vendors are one of the characteristic stakeholder groups of food festivals. These are
usually food producers running small family businesses or farms. They manufacture their
products on a small scale, taking care of the quality of the ingredients and the recipe. The
food festival is a unique (often the only) opportunity for the vendor to meet directly with
customers and other vendors [3,5,8,9]. A vendor of a food festival is an entrepreneur
producing and selling food products, operating in a specific environment. There are also
other participants in this environment, and certain rules apply. Generally, in the literature,
such an environment in which an entrepreneur operates is called the entrepreneurship
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ecosystem. Due to the fact that entrepreneurial ecosystems are defined in many ways
with different elements [10], the literature indicates the need to study the entrepreneurship
model, taking into account a possibly comprehensive set of elements [11]. Entrepreneurial
ecosystems are inherently complex, and knowledge regarding the interactions between the
different components is still needed [10]. Questions regarding what actually constitutes an
entrepreneurial ecosystem and how that ecosystem is managed continue to emerge as new
and compelling issues [12].

It should be emphasized that the literature lacks a comprehensive approach to the
entrepreneurial ecosystem in relation to food festivals. The research relates mainly to
entrepreneurship and business in general on a specific territorial level, e.g., local or re-
gional [13–18], within which the festival can operate [19]. In contrast, individual types of
entrepreneurship have not been studied in detail, resulting in an overemphasis on general-
izations of entrepreneurship [20]. In terms of the entrepreneurial ecosystem of festivals,
including food festivals and food vendors, there are few examples of such research [21–23].
They refer mainly to the entrepreneurship itself and the vendors, ignoring the characteris-
tics of other elements of the entrepreneurship ecosystem of the food festival. However, as
reported by Mason and Brown [24], entrepreneurship ecosystems may be industry-specific
and differ in characteristics among industries. It is worth noting that Getz [25–27] points
to the need to conduct comprehensive research on festivals and events, treating the lack
of such an approach as a research gap. Food festivals have many characteristics, such
as the participation of food vendors, direct producer–consumer interactions, and com-
petitions and cooperation among vendors. These features influence the formation of the
entrepreneurial ecosystem.

The proposed research is an attempt to fill the research gap in terms of defining the
characteristic elements of the entrepreneurship ecosystem of the food festival and the
main relationships within the ecosystem. The contribution of the research includes the
development of knowledge about the entrepreneurial ecosystem of the food festival, as
well as the creation of a framework for further research, assuming that the entrepreneurial
ecosystem is a good frame to understand food festivals.

The following research questions arise in the scope of the listed research gaps:
Q1. What features and elements determine the specificity of the entrepreneurial

ecosystem of the food festival?
Q2. What is the importance of the elements of the entrepreneurial ecosystem of the

food festival for the vendors’ activity?
The main purpose of the research is to indicate the elements and relations of the

entrepreneurship ecosystem of food festivals.
The article is organized as follows: Section 2 contains a literature review. Section 3

includes a theoretical background, and Section 4 presents the study context. Section 5
describes materials and methods. Section 6 presents the research results. Section 7 includes
a discussion of the results, and Section 8 elaborates the study’s conclusions.

2. Entrepreneurship Ecosystem—Literature Review
2.1. The Concept of Entrepreneurial Ecosystems

The concept of entrepreneurial ecosystems refers to the concept of an ecosystem in
the understanding of natural sciences (generally defined as biotic elements, their physical
environment, and all possible interactions among them). It is emphasized, however,
that this analogy should not be taken too literally but rather as a metaphor [14,28–31].
Acs et al. [28] indicate that with regard to their genesis, entrepreneurial ecosystems are
based on ecological systemic thinking, focusing on the interdependence of actors in a
specific community in order to create new value.

Malecki [32] emphasizes that the concept of an entrepreneurial ecosystem is relatively
new and emerged from various sources. As a result, there is no universally accepted
definition of this term. However, the author points out that most definitions emphasize
the connection or interaction of elements, often through networks, creating shared cultural
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values that support entrepreneurial activities. A similar opinion is shared by Autio and
Levie [33], emphasizing that the lack of coherent theoretical foundations is reflected in the
diversity of definitions. Spigel and Harrison [34] also point to the lack of a solid theoretical
foundation for business ecosystems.

Colombo and Dagnino [29] indicate that there are two different points of view on the
evolution of entrepreneurial ecosystems: a bottom-up approach and a top-down approach.
The bottom-up approach assumes that ecosystems evolve over time, just like natural
ecosystems. The top-down approach suggests that ecosystems can even be created from
scratch or shaped. Such ecosystems are created and evolve less over time. A similar
observation was made by Cantner et al. [35]. The authors emphasize that the core of the
ecosystem, the source of creation and change, is the decision-making process. Both how
ideas are generated and used are important—either internally within established companies
or by setting up a new venture as a way to commercialize an idea.

2.2. The Definition and Characteristic of Entrepreneurial Ecosystems

According to O’Connor et al. [36], key to the definition of entrepreneurial ecosystems
are (entrepreneurial) agency and (human-made) context (the ecosystem), especially con-
straints invented by humans (e.g., rules and institutions). Indeed, these elements appear in
different definitions.

Isenberg [37] gives a simple definition, according to which the entrepreneurship
ecosystem consists of a set of individual elements—such as leadership, culture, capital
markets, and openminded customers—that combine in complex ways. A synthetic version
of the definition is also proposed by Bruns et al. [38]. According to the authors, the
entrepreneurial ecosystem is a multidimensional set of interacting factors that mitigate the
impact of entrepreneurial activity on economic growth.

Public support, including local government support, is also important [39]. Mason and
Brown [24] emphasize the importance of the local environment and the formal and informal
character of the relationship. The authors define the entrepreneurship ecosystem as a set
of interconnected entrepreneurial actors (both potential and existing), entrepreneurial
organizations, institutions, and entrepreneurial processes, which formally and informally
coalesce to connect, mediate, and govern the performance within the local entrepreneurial
environment. Audretsch and Belitski [40] also point to the formal and informal aspect of
the relationship in the ecosystem, defining the entrepreneurial ecosystem as “a complex
system of interactions between agents within various socioeconomic, institutional and
informational contexts which generate more new businesses and growth”.

A regional and supporting reference is contained in the Spigel [41] definition, ac-
cording to which entrepreneurial ecosystems are a combination of social, political, and
cultural elements within a region that support the development and growth of innovative
startups and encourage nascent entrepreneurs and other actors to take the risks of starting,
funding, and otherwise assisting high-risk ventures. Similarly, Stam and Spigel [30] refer
to the territorial and supporting aspects, defining entrepreneurial ecosystems as a set of
interdependent entities and factors coordinated in such a way as to enable productive
entrepreneurship in a given territory. According to Spigel and Harrison [34], the concept of
entrepreneurial ecosystems plays a protective role as the conceptual umbrella for the bene-
fits and resources produced by a cohesive, typically regional, community of entrepreneurs
and their supporters that help new high growth ventures form, survive, and expand.
Daniel et al. [42] perceive the entrepreneurial ecosystem as a unique, diverse, complex
phenomenon, both rooted in place and dependent on context and relative perspectives.

Undoubtedly, the presented definitions show that the entrepreneurship ecosystem
is a phenomenon composed of many stakeholders, among whom there are relations and
actions take place in a specific socio-economic environment. Therefore, the basis for the
functioning of the entrepreneurship ecosystem lies in the relations among the stakeholders.
Entrepreneurship ecosystem stakeholders are any entity that has an interest, actually or
potentially, in supporting and encouraging more entrepreneurship in a specific geographic
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region [43]. Mason and Brown [24] indicate key actors in entrepreneurial ecosystems: en-
trepreneurial actors (entrepreneurs), entrepreneurial resource providers (financial providers
and networks), and entrepreneurial connectors (associations, communities, and centers).

The goals and activities of various stakeholders and entities in the entrepreneurial
ecosystem differ, but they can also coincide to a large extent [33,43]. Simatupang et al. [43]
emphasize the need to focus on sustainable and desirable results of the functioning en-
trepreneurial ecosystem. In this approach, the entrepreneurial ecosystem plays a sustainable
role by balancing the activities and relations among stakeholders.

As emphasized by Stam and Spigel [30], entrepreneurial ecosystems are, by nature,
a geographic perspective. This means that ecosystems focus on the cultures, institutions,
and networks that form within a region over time rather than the emergence in global
markets. The spatial nature of entrepreneurship ecosystems is also indicated by Schäfer [44].
According to the author, a perspective that loosens the relationship between entrepreneurial
ecosystems and administrative areas should be considered. Entrepreneurial ecosystems
are geographically limited but not limited to a specific geographic scale (e.g., city or
region). These ecosystems may be industry-specific or may evolve from one industry to
several industries [24]. Thus, entrepreneurial ecosystems differ in terms of participants,
ventures, business models, supporting organizations, and cohesion around shared values
and activities [45].

Cavallo et al. [14] relate one of the main advantages of the ecosystem concept. The
use of this concept makes it clear that the previous linear model (e.g., value chain) has
become obsolete because it does not address the multifaceted complexity of doing business.
Brown and Mason [46] confirm that entrepreneurial ecosystems are a very diverse, multi-
stakeholder phenomenon that require political intervention. So far, it has not been possible
to fully understand the complexity of this phenomenon, either on the scientific or political
level. Roundy [47] emphasizes that the complexity of entrepreneurship ecosystems results
from the fact that such a system is both created by the activities of individual entrepreneurs
and shapes the activities of these individual entities.

Szerb et al. [48] indicate that the entrepreneurial ecosystems approach includes envi-
ronmental, ecosystem, and performance metrics. Audretsch et al. [49] indicate the need to
include in the entrepreneurship ecosystem supporting regulatory institutional solutions
and government programs, informal networks, and entrepreneurial culture. According
to the authors, an environment with regulatory institutions reduces unproductive en-
trepreneurship. Fuentelsaz et al. [50] also emphasize the importance of institutions for the
functioning of the entrepreneurship ecosystem but point to the differentiation of support
for entrepreneurship depending on the stage of the enterprise’s life cycle.

According to Ratten [51], entrepreneurial ecosystems are based primarily on the
self-organization of members around the pursuit of entrepreneurship. Furthermore, the
more stakeholders involved, the more sustainably the ecosystem works. In addition,
in the field of sustainability, the concept of sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems is
available in the literature on the subject. Such ecosystems function to support innovation
and the creation of new companies, where sustainable development is the link between
entrepreneurial activities [44]. As pointed out by Volkman et al. [52], this concept requires
more research attention.

2.3. The Model of Entrepreneurial Ecosystems

Even though the entrepreneurial ecosystem is a conceptual model or strategy [53],
Alvedalena and Boschma [54] note the lack of a clear analytical framework in the literature,
whereas according to de Villiers Scheeperset al. [55], a frameworks is relatively simple
to use and helps to identify some gaps. However, according to Hayter et al. [56], most
research focuses on the individual, university, and company levels of the entrepreneurial
ecosystem. This results in a lack of reference to vertical links between phenomena at the
micro level and results at the macro level.
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However, it should be emphasized that various models of the entrepreneurial ecosys-
tem can be found in the literature. Stam [57] distinguishes among the elements of the
entrepreneurial ecosystem: framework conditions (formal institution, culture, physical
infrastructure, and demand) and systemic conditions (networks, leadership, finance, tal-
ent, knowledge, and support services/intermediate services). Stam [58] also proposed
measures of such an entrepreneurial ecosystem, along with possible sources of data. It
is worth explaining that framework conditions include social and physical conditions
that enable or limit interpersonal interactions. Systemic conditions are the core of the
entrepreneurial ecosystem. The individual components and their interrelationships are
critical to the success of an ecosystem [30].

Suresh and Ramraj [11] presented the entrepreneurial ecosystem as a model of sup-
port, including the following elements: moral support (provided by loved ones and the
community), financial support, network support (including the activities of organizations
associating entrepreneurs, as well as online social networking sites), government support,
technological support (provided by incubation centers or educational institutions), market
support (created by market opportunities), social support (awards from trade associations
and acceptance of venture failure), and environmental support (availability of natural
resources and climatic conditions).

Stam and van de Ven [59] indicate the essential concepts of entrepreneurial ecosystem:
institutions and resources. Each concept contains different elements. Institutions contain
formal institutions, culture, and networks. Resources cover physical infrastructure, finance,
leadership, talent, knowledge, and demand. Stam and van de Ven [59] emphasize the
importance of new value creation as a result of the entrepreneurial ecosystem, which
consists of intermediate services and productive entrepreneurship. This is a reference to
earlier studies by Stam and Spigel [30], in which entrepreneurial activity is the result of the
entrepreneurial ecosystem. It is the process by which individuals create opportunities for
innovation. This innovation ultimately leads to the creation of new value in society; thus, it
is the ultimate outcome of the entrepreneurial ecosystem, whereas entrepreneurial activity
is more of an indirect outcome of the system.

Isenberg [60] proposed a comprehensive model approach to the entrepreneurship
ecosystem, distinguishing six domains of this entrepreneurship: politics, finance, culture,
support, human capital, and markets. Each domain contains subgroups consisting of
elements. Policy refers to leadership and government. The policy should create institu-
tional foundations and support for entrepreneurship. Finance includes primarily broadly
understood financial capital from various sources needed to run a business. In the field of
entrepreneurship culture, Isenberg [60] distinguishes success stories and societal norms
describing good practices and features. Entrepreneurship support includes infrastructure,
support professions, and non-governmental institutions. Human capital refers to both
labor and educational institutions, emphasizing the necessary skills already at the level
of education. Markets include networks and early customers, connecting both with other
entrepreneurs and customers. Maroufkhani et al. [61] extended the Isenberg model [60] by
adding two more domains, namely industrial dynamics (customer preferences, competitive
situation, and technology) and crowdsourcing (crowdsourcing routine tasks, crowdsourc-
ing complex tasks, and crowdsourcing creative tasks).

Due to the complex nature of the entrepreneurial ecosystem, Wurth et al. [62] propose
a transdisciplinary research program of entrepreneurial ecosystems divided into four
research streams (context, structure, micro-foundations, and complex systems) and four
cross sectional themes (methodologies and measurements, theory, critical research, and
transdisciplinary research).

3. Theoretical Background

Referring to the literature review, a definition of the entrepreneurship ecosystem of
food festivals was formulated. It is a phenomenon composed of many stakeholders of
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food festivals, among whom there are relations, and the actions take place in a specific
socio-economic environment.

Inspired by the Isenberg model [60], the entrepreneurship ecosystem of food festivals
vendors model was developed (Figure 1). The proposed model was divided into three
dimensions: capital, micro-environment, and macro-environment. Capital is the core of
the vendor’s entrepreneurial ecosystem. Capital includes the conditions of the enterprise
resulting from its features, properties, and resources. Economic capital has been separated,
which consists of financial, product, and raw material resources, as well as production
infrastructure necessary for the production process. The human capital covering the
vendor’s knowledge, skills, and education, as well as connections with the labor market,
were taken into account. Social capital is also an important sphere. In the case of food
festivals, culinary traditions are particularly important, often used by vendors and food
producers. Another aspect of social capital included in the model is partnership, creating
a cooperation network. This increases the possibilities of achieving common goals and
mutual support. It is worth adding that the capital dimension is directly related to the
micro-environment. Part of the capital comes from the micro-environment. Economic
capital in the micro-environment may take the form of external capital or raw materials
produced by external suppliers. Human capital is associated with the micro-environment,
among others, through sources of knowledge and skills other than their own. Social capital
is related to the micro-environment mainly through the relationships that build up or do
not build trust and cooperation.

Sustainability 2023, 15, x FOR PEER REVIEW 6 of 19 
 

four cross sectional themes (methodologies and measurements, theory, critical research, 
and transdisciplinary research). 

3. Theoretical Background 
Referring to the literature review, a definition of the entrepreneurship ecosystem of 

food festivals was formulated. It is a phenomenon composed of many stakeholders of food 
festivals, among whom there are relations, and the actions take place in a specific socio-
economic environment. 

Inspired by the Isenberg model [60], the entrepreneurship ecosystem of food festivals 
vendors model was developed (Figure 1). The proposed model was divided into three 
dimensions: capital, micro-environment, and macro-environment. Capital is the core of 
the vendor’s entrepreneurial ecosystem. Capital includes the conditions of the enterprise 
resulting from its features, properties, and resources. Economic capital has been sepa-
rated, which consists of financial, product, and raw material resources, as well as produc-
tion infrastructure necessary for the production process. The human capital covering the 
vendor’s knowledge, skills, and education, as well as connections with the labor market, 
were taken into account. Social capital is also an important sphere. In the case of food 
festivals, culinary traditions are particularly important, often used by vendors and food 
producers. Another aspect of social capital included in the model is partnership, creating 
a cooperation network. This increases the possibilities of achieving common goals and 
mutual support. It is worth adding that the capital dimension is directly related to the 
micro-environment. Part of the capital comes from the micro-environment. Economic cap-
ital in the micro-environment may take the form of external capital or raw materials pro-
duced by external suppliers. Human capital is associated with the micro-environment, 
among others, through sources of knowledge and skills other than their own. Social capi-
tal is related to the micro-environment mainly through the relationships that build up or 
do not build trust and cooperation. 

 
Figure 1. The entrepreneurship ecosystem model of food festivals—vendors approach. Source: Au-
thors’ own elaboration. 

The structure and nature of the core is affected by the way that vendors conduct busi-
ness. These are mainly small- and medium-sized enterprises, especially family businesses. 
In the case of family businesses, the activity is often related to the creation and 

Figure 1. The entrepreneurship ecosystem model of food festivals—vendors approach. Source:
Authors’ own elaboration.

The structure and nature of the core is affected by the way that vendors conduct busi-
ness. These are mainly small- and medium-sized enterprises, especially family businesses.
In the case of family businesses, the activity is often related to the creation and preservation
of values other than financial profits. Family-centered goals are important, non-financial
goals, such as personal control, positive family image, sense of belonging. This contributes
to the use of one’s own family capital—both in terms of finances and labor resources, as well
as tradition [63–65]. Generally, family capital is defined as total owning—family resources
composed of human, social, and financial capital [66]. Hence, the first research proposition:

P1. The core of the entrepreneurship ecosystem model of food festivals is dominated
by family capital (Figure 2).
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The micro-environment of a food festival vendor is created by other stakeholders.
Among others, these are customers entering into a purchase–sale relationship with the
vendors. The micro-environment also includes other vendors—food producers who create
competition but also provide opportunities for cooperation. The festival’s organizers and
other stakeholders also function in the micro-environment. The relations taking place in
the micro-environment are direct. Their important feature is also the possibility of shaping
them by the vendor. The micro-environment has the character of a closer environment, not
because of the physical distance but because of the functional connections and the direct
nature of the relationship.

The vendor has contact with other stakeholders, e.g., thanks to participation in the
food festival. This gives an opportunity to meet a large group of people interested in
culinary, both vendors and visitors/customers, as well as other stakeholders (organizers
or sponsors). Thanks to this, food festivals give vendors the opportunity not only to sell
products but also to exchange knowledge and experience [2,3,5,8]. Referring to the above
points, the second research proposition was formulated:

P2. The food festival serves as a platform for connecting the vendor with the micro-
environment (Figure 2).

The external dimension of the vendor’s ecosystem is created by the macro-environment,
the further environment. This is due to the indirect nature of the relations, as well as the
vendor’s inability to shape these relations. In the macro-environment, policy and regula-
tions, institutions, and support, as well as the general socio-economic situation, should
be distinguished. These are conditions beyond the control of the vendor but which affect
the possibility of running a business. In order to be active, the vendor must adapt to the
macro-environment.

The literature emphasizes the importance of formal institutions and regulations in the
functioning of the ecosystem. Their main role is to define the basic conditions of economic
activity, but they also affect the way entrepreneurship is run [11,30,47,50,59,60]. Institutions
in crisis situations are particularly important. The event industry, of which food festivals
are a part, needs institutional support, more so, as it is particularly susceptible to the impact
of external factors, such as unforeseen crisis situations. This is due to their nature—they
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gather a large group of people who interact directly. For visitors, they are primarily a form
of spending free time, not a necessity; hence, in crisis situations, it is easy to resign from
participating in the festival [67–69]. Taking into account the above statements, as well as
the fact that the current times are unstable, the third research proposition was formulated:

P3. In the macro-environment of the food festival ecosystem, apart from the conditions
of support, there are also factors that limit/hinder activities (Figure 2).

4. Study Context

Due to the diversity of food festivals in Poland, three different festivals were selected.
The selection took into account the criterion of size, place of organization, duration, and
subject matter. Diversity supports the comprehensiveness of the approach and helps to
find answers to research questions. Therefore, the research was carried out at the Festival
of Edible Flowers in Dobrzyca, the Festival of Good Taste in Poznań, and the Festival
of Pomeranian Taste in Gdańsk. It should be emphasized that the research was carried
out in 2020, during the COVID-19 pandemic, which made data collection difficult due to
restrictions on participants and the number of vendors at selected festivals.

The Edible Flower Festival is organized every year in the summer. This festival takes
place in a rural area and is organized by a family business that runs themed gardens and
a gardening shop on a daily basis. The theme gardens are a well-known attraction in the
area, and the company also organizes other events. The Edible Flower Festival is a small
event organized in a rural area and associated with these areas. It promotes an alternative
food trend, i.e., flowers, so it can be described as a monothematic food festival. It attracts
primarily local and regional vendors, such as farmers, beekeepers, gardeners, and herbalists.
These are mainly small food producers. They offer unique, high-quality products. This is a
factor that attracts not only the local population but also tourists spending their holidays at
the seaside (The festival is located a short distance from the Baltic Sea.) It is worth noting
that the Festival is quite short—it is a weekend event with approximately 30 vendors.

The second festival selected for the study was the Festival of Good Taste in Poznań. It
is a large festival organized in a large and popular city. The festival is not thematic, but
its leitmotif is good, high-quality food. This festival combines culinary traditions with a
modern approach to nutrition. Thus, it is a typical food festival with a variety of culinary
themes. The vendors include both local and regional food producers and importers of
food products from abroad. The Festival of Good Taste is well known to tourists—both
Polish and foreign. Every year it attracts many visitors and many vendors. This festival
can be found in tourist guides, as well as on the list of the ten most popular food festivals
in Poland. The festival lasts four days, including the weekend. The festival is visited by
approximately 50 vendors.

The third selected event is the Festival of Pomeranian Taste organized as part of the
St. Dominic’s Fair in Gdańsk. The St. Dominic’s Fair is a well-known and respected
event—both in Poland and abroad. It is the largest event of this type in Poland. It brings
together many vendors from various industries, including food vendors. Therefore, the
Fair is thematically diverse, but it also includes culinary offerings. The Festival of Pomera-
nian Taste is represented by regional producers of high-quality food, associated with the
European Network of Regional Culinary Heritage. Therefore, the products on offer are
dominated by those made on the basis of traditional recipes from regional ingredients. The
range of offerings is quite wide and includes honey, dairy products, meats, fish, bread, fruit
and vegetable preserves, oils, and alcohols. Due to the high quality of the products, they are
popular among the visitors. The St. Dominic’s Fair, including the Festival of Pomeranian
Taste, lasts three weeks. The number of visitors at the Fair is huge, and the Festival of
Pomeranian Taste has approximately 20 vendors.
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5. Materials and Methods

The study adopted the qualitative approach based on the research design presented in
the Figure 2. We tested the proposals for the culinary festival entrepreneurial ecosystem
presented in Section 3:

P1. The core of the entrepreneurship ecosystem model of food festivals is dominated
by family capital.

P2. The food festival serves as a platform for connecting the vendor with the micro-
environment.

P3. In the macro-environment of the food festival ecosystem, apart from the conditions
of support, there are also factors that limit/hinder activities.

Data were collected at three food festivals in Poland, in the summer (July–August)
of 2020. The research took the form of semi-structured interviews [70]. Interviews were
conducted with vendors. Questions and themes concerned individual elements of the en-
trepreneurship model of a food event: capital, micro-environment, and macro-environment.
Model themes were addressed as open-ended questions, and the answers were noted. The
interviews were not recorded due to the cultural and legal conditions prevailing in Poland
in this respect. Each interview lasted approximately 30–40 min. This is a time-consuming
method, but it allows one to create a fairly comprehensive picture of the situation. The
research was conducted using the pen-and-paper interview method, which means that
the researchers asked questions in person and recorded them on paper [71]. A group
of researchers spent two days at each festival. The research team included three people
directly related to the research and prepared from the substantive and technical side to
conduct this research. This is an experienced group that has previously conducted this type
of research. These are people professionally connected with science, as well as with the
field of events.

In terms of sample selection, non-probability purposive sampling was used. This is a
tool quite often used in the social sciences. Purposive sampling was selected, from among
others, due to the qualitative nature of the research, the purpose of which is to deepen
the understanding of the entrepreneurship ecosystem of the food festival. In addition,
the conducted research is of a pilot nature, focusing on the initial diagnosis. Moreover,
it is difficult to clearly estimate the number of local food producers participating in food
festivals in Poland [72].

For these reasons, non-probability purposive sampling was used, consisting of the
conscious selection of respondents due to their specific characteristics [73]. The research
takes into account the following characteristics of the respondents: (1) a vendor at a food
festival; (2) food producer; and (3) food produced on a small scale using local products.
Fast food sellers as well as sellers offering non-food products were excluded from the
study. Using these criteria, 58 full semi-structured interviews were obtained. According
to the literature, there are no limits to how many respondents should constitute a sample
in purposive sampling. In addition, despite the inherent bias, purposive sampling can
provide reliable and robust data [72,74].

In order to determine whether the tested sample can be considered sufficient, the
saturation of the data was checked [74]. The method proposed by Guest et al. [75] was
used. According to this method, a base size from the first 4 interviews is determined, and
individual new information is related to this value. The required information saturation
threshold is 5%. According to the data in Table 1, the base size from the first 4 interviews
produced 21 codes (out of 42 possible). Then, dividing the number of new codes in this
series (4) by the number of unique codes in the base set yielded 19% new information.
The last interview, characterized by the value of saturation with new information above
the required 5%, was interview 19; in other cases, the values are below the required 5%
threshold. This means that using base size 4, the threshold of 5% new information was
reached with 19 interviews.
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Table 1. Saturation assessment at base size 4 and run length 2.

Interview Number New Themes per IDI New Themes in Run % Change over Base

1 14
2 4
3 2
4 1 21
5 2
6 1 3 14.3
7 2 3 14.3
8 1 3 14.3
9 1 2 9.5
10 1 2 9.5
11 1 2 9.5
12 1 2 9.5
13 1 2 9.5
14 2 3 14.3
15 0 2 9.5
16 2 2 9.5
17 1 3 14.3
18 1 2 9.5
19 1 2 9.5

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

Due to the adopted research method, which is a semi-structured interview, qualitative
data were obtained [76]. A coding technique was used to process the data [77], which
made it possible to transform qualitative data into measurable data. The analysis was
carried out in a deductive way. Interviews were conducted on the basis of parts of the
theoretical model and related themes. The codes were specified separately for each taken
up topic. Then, on the basis of the frequency of occurrence of the codes, the dominant
category was established. Due to the qualitative nature of the study, the coding results were
presented using code frequency in tables [77]. In terms of data presentation, an approach
characteristic of qualitative research was used, where the results are presented under each
main topic, additionally illustrated with literal quotations [78,79].

During the research, a total of 58 semi-structured interviews with food vendors were
conducted. Due to the products offered by the vendors, several groups can be distinguished:
honey and bee products, dairy products, alcohols, sweets, tinned food, bread and other
baked goods, and cold cuts. The respondents were dominated by beekeepers, farmers, and
small local food producers. Family businesses dominated; hence, a significant (25.8%) share
of companies had been operating for more than 20 years. The average age of companies
run by vendors was 17.7 years.

6. Results

Taking into account the economic capital (Table 2), the respondents were asked about
production and the resource base. The interviews with vendors show that the majority
(almost 90%) produce on their own the products they sell, based on their own production
infrastructure. The surveyed vendors emphasized that with this type of production and
scale, the infrastructure does not have to be developed and usually equipment that is
located, for example, on a farm is sufficient. In terms of the raw material base, the respon-
dents use mainly their own crops (62%). In addition to their own crops, raw materials from
the local (29%), regional (19%), and national (17%) markets are used for production. It
is worth noting that the domestic market comes from commonly used and standardized
raw materials, for example, flour. Usually, the most unusual and non-standard ingredients
come from the vendor’s own production. Good quality raw materials, such as baking eggs,
are often imported from the local and regional markets. The respondents emphasized that
their own crops or own breeding guarantees the highest quality, proven raw materials,
which affects the quality and unique nature of the products. Such an arrangement makes it
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possible to sell one’s own agricultural production at favorable prices. It is a particularly
important source of income for small family farms. As one of the farmers said:

Table 2. Capital in the opinion of the respondents.

Model Element Theme The Most Common Answers/Codes %

Economic capital

Production Self-Manufactured Products 89.7

Resource base

Own crops 62.1
Local market 29.3

Regional market 19.0
National market 17.2

Human capital

Sources of knowledge and
skills about products

Own knowledge, passed on in the family 79.3
Old and traditional recipes 36.2

Workshops and training 31.0

Human resources
Permanent employment 91.4

Family members employment 44.8
Seasonal employment 19.0

Social capital

Non-business relations
Sharing passions and interests with others 65.5

Private contacts with other vendors 39.7
Private contacts with organizers 13.8

Relationship with local and
regional culinary traditions

The recipe of the offered products referring
to local or regional traditions 82.8

Promoting culture and traditions about
products and dishes 65.5

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

“Agriculture is my passion and family tradition, and participation in festivals is my
source of income and the opportunity to sell what I produce myself”.

Sources of knowledge and skills harmonize with the raw material base. In this regard,
producers also use their own potential as well as knowledge passed down from generation
to generation (79%). The respondents also declared that they use old recipes (36%) as
well as workshops and trainings to improve their skills in the production of products
(31%). Continuing family traditions, using old, traditional recipes and enriching them with
their own ideas proves the creativity of the respondents and fits with the trend of healthy
eating, without preservatives, based on simple ingredients. Interestingly, some respondents
experiment with new flavors or additions to their products, and others stay true to strictly
developed recipes. Both tendencies have their supporters on the buyers’ side.

Labor resources include mainly their own work, but more than 90% of respondents
also have permanent employees. It is also worth noting that 45% of vendors employ family
members. This means that vendors willingly use family work resources, explaining that
such employees are better attached to the business, as well as being emotionally involved in
the development of the company. The vendors also add that family workers usually do not
need to be trained because they have been involved in the family business for a long time.
They also enjoy more confidence. Less than 20% of vendors employ seasonal workers.

With regard to social capital, the research focused on non-business relations and
references to local and regional culinary traditions. Respondents admitted that, in terms
of non-business relations, the most important factor for them is the opportunity to share
their passion with other people. In this regard, acquiring potential customers is not the
most important aspect. For some respondents, the conducted production and vendor
activity is not only a business but also a way of life. Usually, they successfully combine
business with passion, and their experience and knowledge make them more credible to
potential customers. They are happy to share their passion with everyone who wants to
listen and try:

“It does not matter whether someone buys or not, the most important thing is the
interest and the audience. If I am credible, customers will hear about me”.
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Some respondents maintain non-business contacts with other vendors (almost 40%).
Most often, they share a common area of residence, they know each other as neighbors.
This acquaintance often turns into help, e.g., they organize a journey together and a stand
at the festival. Only 14% of respondents declared that they maintain non-business relations
with the organizers. In this respect, business contacts related to festivals prevail.

An important element of social capital is the relationship with culture, traditions, and
customs. Almost 83% of respondents declared that the recipes of the offered products refer
to local or regional traditions. As already indicated, most of the knowledge regarding
the products comes from family accounts or old traditional recipes. The respondents are
aware that they are the link between customers and culinary traditions. Thus, 65.5% of
respondents declared their willingness to disseminate culture and traditions regarding
the products and dishes. This is an important aspect of food festivals—on the one hand,
participants/viewers have the opportunity to try and buy traditional food, and on the other
hand, vendors can present dishes or products that have been with their families for a long
time and are associated with local traditions.

In terms of the micro-environment (Table 3), business relationships with other fes-
tival vendors focus on competition, collaboration, and customers. The analysis of the
phenomenon of competition among vendors at the food festival provided interesting ob-
servations. Most of the respondents claim that their products are unrivaled—due to the
originality of the recipe, quality of ingredients, and production. However, as the interviews
show, the competitors observe each other, they know their assortment and prices, and
often also their weaknesses and strengths. For 43% of respondents, the festival provides an
opportunity to learn about the offerings of others. One-third of the respondents indicated
the possibility of establishing contacts with competitors. Concerns about competition were
declared by 28% of respondents. More than half of the respondents cooperate with other
vendors, and the effect of this cooperation is primarily the expansion of the offerings and
increased sales, as well as the exchange of experiences. The respondents also cooperate
with the organizers outside the festivals (65.5%). These are typically business contacts.
The vendors treat the festivals as a place where cooperation can also be established with
farmers and other suppliers of resources (34.5%), as well as with intermediaries (17%).

Table 3. Micro-environment in the opinion of the respondents.

Model Element Theme The Most Common Answers/Codes %

Organizers Cooperation with the organizers Business contacts at the festival and also outside
the festival 65.5

Other vendors

Other vendors as competition at the
festival

The opportunity to see the offerings of
other vendors 43.1

Possibility of establishing contacts
with competitors 31.0

Concerns about competition 27.6

Cooperation with other vendors
Collaboration in progress 51.7

The effect of cooperation—extending the offerings
and increasing sales 34.5

The effect of cooperation—exchange of experiences 22.4

Customers

Sales range
National 53.4
Regional 27.6

Local 19.0

Contact with customers at the festival
Selling products 82.8

Possibility to obtain opinions about products 81.0
Possibility of acquiring new customers 63.8

Contact with customers outside the
festival

Own stationary store 51.7
Products tastings 51.7
Own online store 34.5

Workshops 34.5

Other stakeholders
Possibility of establishing cooperation

with other groups at the festival
With farmers and other resources suppliers 41.4

With intermediaries 17.2

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
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Customers are an important element of the micro-environment. Thanks to them,
vendors gain income and can carry out their activities. For vendors, the festival is a place
to sell products, and this is the main goal for the majority of respondents (83%), as well as
the opportunity to obtain product opinions (81%). Some respondents further emphasized
the possibility of acquiring new customers (64%). This is due to the fact that some of the
vendors have a group of regular customers who also buy their products outside the festivals.
This is possible through the vendor’s own store, with almost 52% of respondents having
their own stationary store, and 34.5% online. More than half of the respondents described
the range of product sales as national, 28% as regional, and 19% as local. Relations with
customers also help to establish tastings (51.7%) and workshops (34.5%) organized by the
vendors. It is worth adding that one of the factors attracting buyers to the food festivals is
the increase in nutritional awareness. Products made of high-quality ingredients are sought
as an alternative to the market offer. According to one of the vendors:

“People today want to eat well, not just eat a lot”.
It is worth emphasizing that the interviews conducted show that participants of food

festivals create their unique social capital. Relationships are built, often informal, going
beyond the time and place of the festival.

With regard to the macro-environment (Table 4), respondents were asked about dif-
ficulties in business activity, the use of support for entrepreneurs, and the impact of the
COVID-19 pandemic on their activities. Among the difficulties resulting from regulations
and policies, as well as from legal and administrative conditions, the respondents most
often mentioned the complicated legal framework for running a business in Poland (41%).
According to the respondents, these regulations should be simpler and easier to understand
for entrepreneurs, so that they can focus on their activities and not on administrative and
legal problems.

Table 4. Macro-environment in the opinion of the respondents.

Model Element Theme The Most Common Answers/Codes %

Policy and regulations Business difficulties
Complicated legal framework 41.4

Frequent changes in regulations 32.8
Excessive taxation 27.6

Institutions and support Using support for
entrepreneurs

Fairly good integration of business with
supporting institutions 58.6

Possibility of using aid programs for SMEs 53.4
Excessive bureaucracy 29.3

Socio-economic situation
Impact of the COVID-19

pandemic
Decrease/no sales of products at the festival 62.1

No impact on sales outside the festival 37.9

According to the respondents, excessive complexity of regulations may even become
a barrier to economic activity, especially while also adding another difficulty indicated by
the vendors—frequent changes to the regulations (33%). This variability makes it necessary
to constantly observe the regulations, as well as search for their interpretation. This is often
connected with the necessity to take advantage of a specialist’s advice (also for a fee). One
of the respondents clearly emphasized:

“I am not a lawyer, I am a farmer, I know the land, but not the rules”.
Many other opinions were similar. The respondents are experts in their field, but not

necessarily in the field of law.
Another business limitation is excessive taxation. In the opinion of the respondents, it

often results in insufficient funds remaining in their disposable budget. They must calculate
the project well to make it economically viable. Producers perceive it as a significant
limitation to the possibilities of their activity in the financial sense.

In terms of support for entrepreneurs, the respondents emphasized that the integration
of business with supporting institutions is quite good (59%) and that there are many
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possibilities of using such support (53%), but the main limitation is excessive bureaucracy
(29%). Some respondents confirmed that they had used or still use various forms of
support for small- and medium-sized enterprises. It is an important development factor
for them. However, those respondents who did not use the support are aware that such a
possibility exists.

Vendors were also asked about the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on their business.
The answers were varied. Overall, 62% of respondents recorded a drop in sales at festivals—
mainly due to the reduction and cancellation of many events during this period. It is worth
adding that 38% of producers did not notice a drop in sales outside the festivals. Some
even saw an increase—especially producers of oils and honey. Some of these products are
associated with increasing immunity and health. Pandemic restrictions were felt relatively
less by vendors whose business is based on activities outside the festivals (e.g., farmers)
and much stronger for vendors whose activities are based mainly on the sale of products
during festivals.

7. Discussion

According to the views of Mason and Brown [24], the entrepreneurial ecosystem
can be industry-specific. The article presents an ecosystem approach to a segment of
the event industry—food festivals. The specificity of such an entrepreneurship ecosys-
tem results from the characteristics of food festivals—specific capital forming the core of
the ecosystem, stakeholder groups (organizers, vendors, and visitors) functioning in the
micro-environment, as well as external conditions creating the macro-environment. A
characteristic feature of the entrepreneurship ecosystem model of food festivals is also
cohesion around common values and activities related to food, culinary heritage, which is
in line with the views on entrepreneurship ecosystems [45]. The proposed entrepreneurship
ecosystem model of food festivals was inspired by the research of Isenberg [60]. However,
it takes into account the specificity of food festivals. Filling the research gap regarding
the lack of defining the characteristic elements of the entrepreneurship ecosystem of the
food festival, it was determined that such an ecosystem consists of three parts: capital,
micro-environment, and macro-environment. The parts influence each other, causing rela-
tions among them and within them. This approach only goes beyond the entrepreneurial
approach presented by Kwiatkowski et al. [21] and Hjalager and Kwiatkowski [22].

The research shows that vendors/food producers largely use their own capital (P1
confirmed). This applies to both economic and human capital. The activity is usually
carried out on the basis of self-manufactured products using their own raw material base
(own crops). A significant portion of vendors/producers employ family members or use
family help. In most of the production, they also use their own knowledge—passed down
in the family from generation to generation. Therefore, the basis of this type of activity
is family capital, which is consistent with the results of research by Berrone et al. [63],
Hauck [64], and Hasan [65].

According to our findings, for the vendors/producers, the food festival acts as a
platform connecting with the micro-environment (P2 confirmed). For the surveyed vendors,
the possibility of establishing business contacts with the organizers at the festivals and
maintaining them also outside the festivals resulted in being particularly important. In
addition, vendors emphasize that thanks to participation in the festivals, they can become
acquainted with the offerings of others, as well as establish contacts and cooperation with
other vendors, including competitors. In addition to the possibility of selling their products,
vendors can form an opinion about their products from the target group. Therefore, food
festivals offer many opportunities for vendors, which is in line with the results of other
studies [2,3,5,8].

The entrepreneurship ecosystem model of food festivals is not a typical support model
presented by Suresh and Ramraj [11]. According to our findings, in the macro-environment
of the food festival ecosystem, apart from the conditions of support, there are also factors
hindering activity (P3 confirmed). Most of the respondents benefit from institutional and
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government support addressed to small- and medium-sized enterprises, which confirms the
results of research on the importance of formal institutions [11,30,47,50,59,60]. It is worth
emphasizing, however, that apart from institutional support, the respondents pointed to for-
mal difficulties in running a business. The complicated legal framework, frequent changes
in regulations, as well as excessive taxation, are pointed out. In addition, the vendors
emphasize that their activities are largely influenced by external conditions, independent
of them. Most of them negatively felt the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, which is
consistent with the research conducted by Janiszewska et al. [67], Dragin-Jensen et al. [69],
and Kwiatkowski et al. [67]. The vendors emphasize the significant role of institutional and
government support in such crisis situations.

It is worth emphasizing the observed influence of the food festival on sustainable
development. The festivals connect various stakeholder groups by building relationships
among them. These relationships often last much longer than the festival, contributing
to building social sustainability. Our observations in this regard are consistent with the
results of De Jong, Varley [3]. According to our observations, the vendors of food festivals
support local tradition and culture, e.g., by using traditional recipes and producing local
products. Thus, they combine the economic and social planes of sustainable development.
The conducted research confirms the findings of Baldy [6]. In addition, the entrepreneurial
ecosystem of the food festival refers to sustainability by its very definition. Combining
different elements, different stakeholders, and different factors, it plays a sustainable role.
Thus, it is a type of sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem, which refers to the research of
Simatupang et al. [43].

The limitations of the presented research result from two main reasons. Firstly, the
research was conducted on a limited number of food festivals and vendors, which was
caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. Secondly, the issue of entrepreneurship ecosystems is
complex and its empirical research requires the use of simplifications. Research is limited
to vendors and specific elements of the entrepreneurial ecosystem of food festivals.

The entrepreneurship ecosystem model of food festivals requires further research. Due
to the holistic approach, additional analyses would be required for individual elements
and other stakeholder groups of such an ecosystem. Another direction for further research
should be the evolution of the entrepreneurship ecosystem of food festivals. The ecosystem
is a dynamic phenomenon—both due to the multitude of stakeholders and factors and
due to changes over time, e.g., as a result of the impact of external factors. It is also worth
considering a broader approach to the sustainable entrepreneurship ecosystem of food
festivals in future research.

8. Conclusions

The conducted research indicates the considerable complexity of the entrepreneurship
ecosystem model of food festivals and the need for further research. The article attempts to
identify the main elements of this ecosystem and the main relationships within it. This is an
approach from the point of view of the food vendor/producer. The core of the ecosystem
was distinguished, consisting of the capital of the food vendor/producer (economic, human,
and social), the micro-environment, including the festival’s stakeholders, and the macro-
environment, taking into account policy and regulations, institutions and support, and the
socio-economic situation.

The conducted research shows that the core of the entrepreneurship ecosystem model
of food festivals is dominated by the equity of the food vendor/producer, referring to both
economic and human capital. In addition, for the vendor/producer, the food festival acts
as a platform connecting with the micro-environment. At the same time, a food festival
is often the only opportunity for the vendor to have direct contact with customers or
other vendors, including competitors. Despite the fact that one of the main roles of the
entrepreneurship ecosystem is to support this entrepreneurship, in the macro-environment
of the food festival ecosystem, apart from the conditions of support, there are also factors
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that hinder the activity. These factors result not only from the general socio-economic
situation but also from the regulations applicable to vendors.

The presented research is only an attempt to show how the entrepreneurship ecosys-
tem model of food festivals works. They in no way exhaust the topics covered. The
presented observations require further in-depth research, e.g., in terms of the evolution of
this ecosystem or the dynamics of relationships.
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and vendors at food festivals. J. Policy Res. Tour. Leis. Events 2021, 1–20. [CrossRef]
22. Hjalager, A.-M.; Kwiatkowski, G. Entrepreneurial implications, prospects and dilemmas in rural festivals. J. Rural Stud. 2018, 63,

217–228. [CrossRef]
23. Swamy, R.; Singh, A. Creating a Supportive Entrepreneurial Ecosystem for Street Vendors: The Case of the National Association

of Street Vendors of India (NASVI). In Entrepreneurial, Innovative and Sustainable Ecosystems. Applying Quality of Life Research;
Leitão, J., Alves, H., Krueger, N., Park, J., Eds.; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2018; pp. 151–172. [CrossRef]

24. Mason, C.; Brown, R. Entrepreneurial Ecosystems and Growth Oriented Entrepreneurship. Background paper prepared for the
workshop organised by the OECD LEED Programme and the Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs on, The Hague, Netherlands, 7th
November 2013. Available online: https://www.oecd.org/cfe/leed/entrepreneurial-ecosystems.pdf (accessed on 7 November
2022).

25. Getz, D. Event tourism: Definition, evolution, and research. Tour. Manag. 2008, 29, 403–428. [CrossRef]
26. Getz, D. The nature and scope of festival studies. Int. J. Manag. Res. 2010, 5, 1–47.
27. Getz, D.; Page, S.J. Progress and prospects for event tourism research. Tour Manag. 2016, 52, 593–631. [CrossRef]
28. Acs, Z.J.; Stam, E.; Audretsch, D.B.; O’Connor, A. The lineages of the entrepreneurial ecosystem approach. Small Bus. Econ. 2017,

49, 1–10. [CrossRef]
29. Colombo, M.G.; Dagnino, G.B. The governance of entrepreneurial ecosystems. Small Bus. Econ. 2019, 52, 419–428. [CrossRef]
30. Stam, E.; Spigel, B. Entrepreneurial ecosystems. In The SAGE Handbook of Small Business and Entrepreneurship; Blackburn, R., De

Clercq, D., Heinonen, J., Wang, Z., Eds.; SAGE: London, UK, 2018. [CrossRef]
31. Kuckertz, A. Let’s take the entrepreneurial ecosystem metaphor seriously! J. Bus. Ventur. Insights 2019, 11, e00124. [CrossRef]
32. Malecki, E.J. Entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial ecosystems. Geogr. Compass 2018, 12, e12359. [CrossRef]
33. Autio, E.; Levie, J. Management of Entrepreneurial Ecosystems. In The Wiley Handbook of Entrepreneurship; Ahmetoglu, G.,

Chamorro-Premuzic, T., Klinger, B., Karcisky, T., Eds.; John Wiley & Sons: Chichester, UK, 2017; pp. 423–449. [CrossRef]
34. Spigel, B.; Harrison, R. Toward a process theory of entrepreneurial ecosystems. Strateg. Entrepreneurship J. 2018, 12, 151–168.

[CrossRef]
35. Cantner, U.; Cunningham, J.A.; Lehmann, E.E.; Menter, M. Entrepreneurial ecosystems: A dynamic lifecycle model. Small Bus.

Econ. 2021, 57, 407–423. [CrossRef]
36. O’Connor, A.; Stam, E.; Sussan, F.; Audretsch, D.B. Entrepreneurial Ecosystems: The Foundations of Place-based Renewal. In

Entrepreneurial Ecosystems Place-Based Transformations and Transitions; O’Connor, A., Stam, E., Sussan, F., Audretsch, D.B., Eds.;
International Studies in Entrepreneurship Series; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2018; Volume 38, pp. 1–22. [CrossRef]

37. Isenberg, D.J. How to start an entrepreneurial revolution. Harv. Bus. Rev. 2010, 88, 41–50.
38. Bruns, K.; Bosma, N.; Sanders, M.; Schramm, M. Searching for the existence of entrepreneurial ecosystems: A regional cross-section

growth regression approach. Small Bus. Econ. 2017, 49, 31–54. [CrossRef]
39. Gabinete, G.; Tanan, C.; Tutor, J.A.; Escantilla-Lebuna, M.L. Public Service Delivery Assessment Using the Citizen Satisfaction

Index System in Western Visayas, Philippines. Pak. J. Life Soc. Sci. 2022, 20, 36–44.
40. Audretsch, D.B.; Belitski, M. Entrepreneurial ecosystems in cities: Establishing the framework conditions. J. Technol. Transf. 2017,

42, 1030–1051. [CrossRef]
41. Spigel, B. The relational organization of entrepreneurial ecosystems. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2017, 41, 49–72. [CrossRef]
42. Daniel, L.; Medlin, C.J.; O’Connor, A.; Statsenko, L.; Vnuk, R.; Hancock, G. Deconstructing the Entrepreneurial Ecosystem

Concept. In Entrepreneurial Ecosystems Place-Based Transformations and Transitions; O’Connor, A., Stam, E., Sussan, F., Audretsch,
D.B., Eds.; International Studies in Entrepreneurship Series; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2018; Volume 38, pp. 1–22. [CrossRef]

43. Simatupang, T.M.; Schwab, A.; Lantu, D.C. Introduction: Building Sustainable Entrepreneurship Ecosystems. Int. J. Entrep. Small
Bus. 2015, 26, 389–398. [CrossRef]

44. Schäfer, S. Spatialities of entrepreneurial ecosystems. Geogr. Compass 2021, 15, e12591.
45. Roundy, P.; Brockman, B.; Bradshaw, M. The resilience of entrepreneurial ecosystems. J. Bus. Ventur. Insights 2017, 8, 99–104.

[CrossRef]
46. Brown, R.; Mason, C. Looking inside the spiky bits: A critical review and conceptualisation of entrepreneurial ecosystems. Small

Bus. Econ. 2017, 49, 11–30. [CrossRef]
47. Roundy, P.T. Social entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial ecosystems: Complementary or disjointed phenomena? Int. J. Soc. Econ.

2017, 44, 1–18. [CrossRef]
48. Szerb, L.; Lafuente, E.; Horváth, K.; Páger, B. The relevance of quantity and quality entrepreneurship for regional performance:

The moderating role of the entrepreneurial ecosystem. Reg. Stud. 2019, 53, 1308–1320. [CrossRef]
49. Audretsch, D.B.; Belitski, M.; Cherkas, N. Entrepreneurial ecosystems in cities: The role of institutions. PLoS ONE 2021, 16,

e0247609. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-019-00271-5
http://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12231
http://doi.org/10.1002/tie.22164
http://doi.org/10.1080/19407963.2021.1999967
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2017.02.019
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-71014-3_8
https://www.oecd.org/cfe/leed/entrepreneurial-ecosystems.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2007.07.017
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2015.03.007
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-017-9864-8
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-017-9952-9
http://doi.org/10.4135/9781473984080.n21
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2019.e00124
http://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.12359
http://doi.org/10.1002/9781118970812.ch19
http://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1268
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-020-00316-0
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-63531-6_1
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-017-9866-6
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-016-9473-8
http://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12167
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-63531-6_2
http://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3161598
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2017.08.002
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-017-9865-7
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJSE-02-2016-0045
http://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2018.1510481
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0247609


Sustainability 2023, 15, 906 18 of 19

50. Fuentelsaz, L.; Maícas, J.P.; Mata, P. Institutional Dynamism in Entrepreneurial Ecosystems. In Entrepreneurial Ecosystems
Place-Based Transformations and Transitions; O’Connor, A., Stam, E., Sussan, F., Audretsch, D.B., Eds.; International Studies in
Entrepreneurship Series; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2018; Volume 38, pp. 45–65. [CrossRef]

51. Ratten, V. Coronavirus and international business: An entrepreneurialecosystem perspective. Thunderbird Int. Bus. Rev. 2020, 62,
629–634. [CrossRef]

52. Volkmann, C.; Fichter, K.; Klofsten, M.; Audretsch, D.B. Sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems: An emerging field of research.
Small Bus. Econ. 2021, 56, 1047–1055. [CrossRef]

53. Mazzarol, T. Growing and Sustaining Entrepreneurial Ecosystems: What They Are and the Role of Government Policy; White Paper
WP01; Small Enterprise Association of Australia and New Zealand (SEAANZ): Sydney, Australia, 2014.

54. Alvedalena, J.; Boschma, R. A critical review of entrepreneurial ecosystems research: Towards a future research agenda. Eur. Plan.
Stud. 2017, 25, 887–903. [CrossRef]

55. de Villiers Scheepers, M.; Mealy, E.; Clements, M.; Lawrence, A. Regional Entrepreneurship Ecosystems Support: South East
Queensland as Case Study. In Entrepreneurial Ecosystems Place-Based Transformations and Transitions, International Studies in
Entrepreneurship Series, O’Connor, A., Stam, E., Sussan, F., Audretsch, D.B., Eds.; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2018; Volume 38, pp.
101–130. [CrossRef]

56. Hayter, C.S.; Nelson, A.J.; Zayed, S.; O’Connor, A.C. Conceptualizing academic entrepreneurship ecosystems: A review, analysis
and extension of the literature. J Technol. Transf. 2018, 43, 1039–1082. [CrossRef]

57. Stam, E. Entrepreneurial ecosystems and regional policy: A sympathetic critique. Eur. Plan. Stud. 2015, 23, 1759–1769. [CrossRef]
58. Stam, E. Measuring entrepreneurial ecosystems. In Entrepreneurial Ecosystems Place-Based Transformations and Transitions; O’Connor,

A., Stam, E., Sussan, F., Audretsch, D.B., Eds.; International Studies in Entrepreneurship Series; Springer: Cham, Switzerland,
2018; Volume 38, pp. 173–197. [CrossRef]

59. Stam, E.; van de Ven, A. Entrepreneurial ecosystem elements. Small Bus. Econ. 2021, 56, 809–832. [CrossRef]
60. Isenberg, D. The Entrepreneurship Ecosystem Strategy as a New Paradigm for Economy Policy: Principles for Cultivating Entrepreneurship,

Babson Entrepreneurship Ecosystem Project; Babson College: Babson Park, MA, USA, 2011.
61. Maroufkhani, P.; Wagner, R.; Wan Khairuzzaman, W.I. Entrepreneurial ecosystems: A systematic review. J. Enterp. Communities

People Places Glob. Econ. 2018, 12, 545–564. [CrossRef]
62. Wurth, B.; Stam, E.; Spigel, B. Toward an Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Research Program. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2022, 46, 729–778.

[CrossRef]
63. Berrone, P.; Cruz, C.; Gomez-Mejia, L.R. Socioemotional Wealth in Family Firms: Theoretical Dimensions, Assessment Approaches,

and Agenda for Future Research. Fam. Bus. Rev. 2012, 25, 258–279. [CrossRef]
64. Hauck, J.; Suess-Reyes, J.; Beck, S.; Prügl, R.; Frank, H. Measuring socioemotional wealth in family-owned and -managed firms:

A validation and short form of the FIBER Scale. J. Fam. Bus. Strateg. 2016, 7, 133–148. [CrossRef]
65. Hasan, M.; Musa, C.I.; Arismunandar, T.; Tahir, T..; Azisr, M. Entrepreneurship Education, Family Capital, and Family Business

Performance in Makassar, South Sulawesi, Indonesia. Int. J. Sci. Dev. Res. 2019, 4, 269–272.
66. Danes, S.M.; Stafford, K.; Haynes, G.; Amarapurkar, S.S. Family Capital of Family Firms: Bridging Human, Social, and Financial

Capital. Fam. Bus. Rev. 2009, 22, 199–215. [CrossRef]
67. Janiszewska, D.; Hannevik Lien, V.; Kloskowski, D.; Ossowska, L.; Dragin-Jensen, C.; Strzelecka, M.; Kwiatkowski, G. Effects of

COVID-19 Infection Control Measures on the Festival and Event Sector in Poland and Norway. Sustainability 2021, 13, 13265.
[CrossRef]

68. Dragin-Jensen, C.; Kwiatkowski, G.; Hannevik Lien, V.; Ossowska, L.; Janiszewska, D.; Kloskowski, D.; Strzelecka, M. Event
innovation in times of uncertainty. J. Event Festiv. Manag. 2022, 13, 1–19. [CrossRef]

69. Kwiatkowski, G.; Ossowska, L.; Strzelecka, M.; Dragin-Jensen, V.; Lien, V.H.; Kloskowski, D.; Janiszewska, D. Building the
resilient event sector in times of uncertainty. Event Manag. 2022. [CrossRef]

70. Magaldi, D.; Berler, M. Semi-structured Interviews. In Encyclopedia of Personality and Individual Differences; Zeigler-Hill, V.,
Shackelford, T.K., Eds.; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2020. [CrossRef]

71. Smith, T.W.; Kim, J.A. Review of Survey Data-Collection Modes: With a Focus on Computerizations. Sociol. Theory Method 2015,
30, 185–200.

72. Tongco, M.C.D. Purposive Sampling as a Tool for Informant Selection. Ethnobot. Res. Appl. 2007, 5, 147–158. [CrossRef]
73. Etikan, I.; Musa, S.A.; Alkassim, R.S. Comparison of Convenience Sampling and Purposive Sampling. Am. J. Theor. Appl. Stat.

2016, 5, 1–4. [CrossRef]
74. Fusch, P.; Ness, L.R. Are We There Yet? Data Saturation in Qualitative Research. Qual. Rep. 2015, 20, 1408–1416.
75. Guest, G.; Namey, E.; Chen, M. A simple method to assess and report thematic saturation in qualitative research. PLoS ONE 2020,

15, e0232076. [CrossRef]
76. Bearman, M. Eliciting rich data: A practical approach to writing semi-structured interview schedules. Focus Health Prof. Educ.-A

Multidiscip. J. 2019, 20, 1–11. [CrossRef]
77. Saldana, J. The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers; Sage: Los Angeles, CA, USA; London, UK; New Delhi, India; Singapore;

Washington, DC, USA, 2013; p. 13.

http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-63531-6_3
http://doi.org/10.1002/tie.22161
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-019-00253-7
http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2017.1299694
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-63531-6_7
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-018-9657-5
http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2015.1061484
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-63531-6_9
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-019-00270-6
http://doi.org/10.1108/JEC-03-2017-0025
http://doi.org/10.1177/1042258721998948
http://doi.org/10.1177/0894486511435355
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2016.08.001
http://doi.org/10.1177/0894486509333424
http://doi.org/10.3390/su132313265
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJEFM-07-2021-0063
http://doi.org/10.3727/152599522X16419948695071
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-24612-3_857
http://doi.org/10.17348/era.5.0.147-158
http://doi.org/10.11648/j.ajtas.20160501.11
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0232076
http://doi.org/10.11157/fohpe.v20i3.387


Sustainability 2023, 15, 906 19 of 19

78. Auer-Srnka, K.; Koeszegi, S. From Words to Numbers: How to Transform Qualitative Data into Meaningful Quantitative Results.
Schmalenbach Bus. Rev. 2007, 59, 29–57. [CrossRef]

79. Burnard, P.; Gill, P.; Stewart, K.; Treasure, E.; Chadwick, B. Analysing and presenting qualitative data. Br. Dent. J. 2008, 204,
429–432. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

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/10.1007/BF03396741
http://doi.org/10.1038/sj.bdj.2008.292
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18438371

	Introduction 
	Entrepreneurship Ecosystem—Literature Review 
	The Concept of Entrepreneurial Ecosystems 
	The Definition and Characteristic of Entrepreneurial Ecosystems 
	The Model of Entrepreneurial Ecosystems 

	Theoretical Background 
	Study Context 
	Materials and Methods 
	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

