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Entrepreneurship is one of the fundamental tools in the generation of economic activity and labor in the tourism
industry, with Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) playing a relevant role in the sector. Academic studies on
entrepreneurship have focused more on the keys to entrepreneurial success, rather than on the factors leading to
its abandonment. In the tourism sector, the lack of research on this matter is even more signiﬁcant. In response to
this gap in literature, this article aims to be a ﬁrst approach to the study of work addiction as an antecedent of
entrepreneurial abandonment. The main contribution of this study conﬁrms the relationship between the different constructs that relate work addiction to entrepreneurship withdrawal. Thus, hypotheses relating driveness
and lack of work enjoyment to the intention to quit entrepreneurship are supported. The hypothesis relating
work involvement with the intention to quit is not supported, however. A number of important implications
derive from this study. Among them, our results demonstrate that the relationship between workaholism and the
intention to quit entrepreneurship in the tourist SME sector is supported, and that work enjoyment can act as a
mediator strengthening the eﬀect of the driveness to work on the intention to quit.

1. Introduction
Hardly anyone doubts the importance of entrepreneurship on the
economic development of diﬀerent regions of the world (Acs et al.,
2018; Breitenecker et al., 2017; Ferreira et al., 2019). Its importance is
well accepted within the academic community, where entrepreneurship
is now one of its major ﬁelds of study (Busenitz et al., 2003; Ferreira
et al., 2019; Gartner, 2001). The main lines of study have typically
covered entrepreneurship success, focusing on topics such as training
(Amorós and Cristi, 2008; Fayolle and Gailly, 2015; Lee et al., 2005),
personal and demographic characteristics of the entrepreneur (Lee and
Lee, 2015; Mas-Tur et al., 2015; Sajilan et al., 2015; Palmer et al.,
2019), entrepreneurial orientation (Kallmuenzer et al., 2018; Peters
et al., 2010) and the relationship between entrepreneurship and aspects
such as innovation (Arshi and Burns, 2018), economic growth (Acs and
Szerb, 2007; Galindo and Méndez, 2014), job creation (Decker et al.,
2014) and development (Acs et al., 2008; Schumpeter, 1934).
In the academic world, entrepreneurial success is studied

exhaustively; however, failure has been relatively ignored (Heinze,
2013). In this sense, Blackburn and Kovalainen (2009) categorize this
phenomenon as a fertile area of research. Moreover, the reality of entrepreneurship should not be overlooked, which, in most cases, is far
from being a story of success and positive results. Thus, around half of
new companies fail during their ﬁrst two years of life (Cressy, 2006). A
study performed in Spain between 2010–2015 reveals that around 25%
of the companies created in that timeframe had dissolved within a year,
between 30% and 35% within two years, and almost half at three years
(INE, 2015).
One of the possible determinants for this entrepreneurial failure is
due to the entrepreneur. As stated by Palmer et al. (2019, pp.185), the
entrepreneur is critical to the survival and development of SMEs by
shaping their strategy, culture and actions. Some authors even consider
the companies to be extensions of their founders (Brüderl et al., 1992;
Brüderl and Preisendörfer, 1998; Chandler and Jansen, 1992; Van de
Ven et al., 1984).
As a consequence, the eﬀects of entrepreneur’s characteristics on
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ﬁrm performance have been greatly studied (Lee, 2019; Unger et al.,
2011; Van Ness and Seifert, 2016). One the one hand, the impact of the
demographic characteristics of the entrepreneur on performance have
been extensively analised (Sajilan et al., 2015), covering aspects such as
age (eg. Priede-Bergamini et al., 2019; Zhang and Acs, 2018) and
gender (eg. Artz, 2017; Hallak et al., 2015).
On the other hand, the psychology of the entrepreneur presents a
vast body of research because of how psychology aﬀects entrepreneurs’
behaviour and actions during the entrepreneurial process (Davidsson
and Wiklund, 2001; Omorede et al., 2015; Wiklund et al., 2011). The
ﬁve main ﬁelds of study in entrepreneur psychology are personality,
cognition, emotion, attitude and self (Omorede et al., 2015; Shaver,
2003), of which personality, cognition and attitude have seen the most
attention (Omorede et al., 2015).
Centering on the ﬁrst of these three ﬁelds of entrepreneur psychology, the entrepreneur’s personality traits’ eﬀect on performance is a
topic of great importance (Kerr et al., 2018; Zhao et al., 2010), due to its
ability to explain entrepreneur success in all its areas (economic, social,
personal and societal) (Gorgievski and Stephan, 2016). Originally, entrepreneur personality research focused on ﬁnding what personality
traits deﬁned an entrepreneur, and what eﬀect they had on performance (Omorede et al., 2015). In recent years, a big part of the research
on entrepreneur personality has revolved around the personality Big
Five (extroversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism and
openness to experience) (Omorede et al., 2015), ﬁrst proposed by
Goldberg (1990).
Following personality, cognition focuses on the knowledge structures used by entrepreneurs to analyze, judge or decide in relation to
business opportunities and venture creation (Mitchell et al., 2002).
According to Omorede et al. (2015), the three main areas of study in
this ﬁeld are entrepreneurial intentions (capacity to recognize opportunities), the deﬁnition of an entrepreneur (how are entrepreneurs
diﬀerent from non-entrepreneurs) and entrepreneur’s success. For example, following this line of study, entrepreneur’s self-eﬃcacy, the
belief of being capable of accomplishing a task, has been linked to increased performance (Hallak et al., 2015; McGee et al., 2009; Miao
et al., 2017), while risk-propensity is considered a key aspect of entrepreneurs (Block et al., 2015; Herranz et al., 2015) which helps them
face recognized business opportunities (Lago et al., 2018).
Finally, attitude research focuses on the determination of individual
intentions toward entrepreneurial behaviour, and the Theory of
Planned Behaviour, proposed by Ajzen (1991) is a central point in this
ﬁeld (Omorede et al., 2015). The Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen,
1991) explains how behavioural intentions are inﬂuenced by the perceived behavioural control (the expectations to have a positive outcome) to become a behaviour. In this area, many researchers focus on
the establishment of what attitudes act as a precursor to self-employment (eg. Kolvereid and Isaksen, 2006) and entrepreneurship (eg.
Wurthmann, 2014; Zhang et al., 2014).
On another level, in the words of Fu et al. (2019) and Rumelt
(1991), entrepreneurship is closely linked to every industry, which
greatly inﬂuences the strategies that should be followed. Tourism is no
exception to this, and it requires study because it is the principal sector
in the service industry, thanks to the number of people it employs and
its impact on the development of the regions, both from a social and
economic perspective (Ahmad, 2015).
As a ﬁeld of study, tourism entrepreneurship went from having a
few published articles in the 1970s and 1980s under the business economics category, to being a body of literature on its own, with studies
increasing in number and diversity (Carmichael and Morrison, 2011).
However, according to Solvoll et al. (2015, pp. 121), in their theoretical
review of the publications on tourism entrepreneurship, “until recently,
only a small proportion of the articles on tourism have been related to
entrepreneurship issues.”
Solvoll et al. (2015) state that, when studying entrepreneurship in
the case of tourism, some works follow a convergent approach, studying

concepts related to general entrepreneurship under the tourism sector
(like the lines of study mentioned above), while other works follow a
divergent strategy, where authors study tourism entrepreneurship as a
unique and distinct activity, focusing on its speciﬁcities. Under this
second approach, works cover topics such as the importance of place
and destination (Daskalopoulou and Petrou, 2009), the motivation for
starting a business in the tourism sector (Di Domenico and Miller, 2012)
and the importance of the tourism entrepreneur in destination management (Strobl and Peters, 2013).
Studying tourism entrepreneurship research as a whole, Fu et al.
(2019), in their study of 22 years of entrepreneurship research in hospitality and tourism, divide the research domains into four main topics:
the “person aspect,” “destination environment,” “ﬁrm growth,” and
“destination development.” Under this classiﬁcation, the person aspect
and destination environment domains are the most researched topics,
with 38% and 35% of the total works, respectively.
Entrepreneurial behavior has received increasing attention in
tourism research (Ahmad, 2015). This area of research focuses on such
aspects as the role an entrepreneur plays in destination development
(Strobl and Peters, 2013), where entrepreneurship is seen as a driver for
destination and tourism development (Peters and Kallmuenzer, 2018)
and small business entrepreneurs serve as “cultural brokers within host
communities” (Shaw, 2008, pp. 125).
Moreover, the typology of tourism entrepreneurs is another important topic, where tourism entrepreneurship is usually seen as a separate category, commonly referred to as lifestyle entrepreneurship
(Bredvold and Skålén, 2016). While a lifestyle entrepreneur is generally
considered to focus on balancing economic, family and social needs
(Jaafar et al., 2011), and make business decisions on a more subjective
basis than his general entrepreneur counterpart (Dewhurst and
Horobin, 1998), researchers have identiﬁed this type of entrepreneurship as heterogeneous, thus highlighting the need to give special attention to the speciﬁcities of the tourism entrepreneur (Thomas et al.,
2011).
Finally, another important topic of study in tourism entrepreneurial
behavior is the relevance of entrepreneurial orientation for ﬁrm performance (Peters and Kallmuenzer, 2018). Under this view, successful
entrepreneurial behavior consists of the interaction of three variables –
innovativeness, proactiveness and risk-taking (Covin and Slevin, 1989)
– with the internal eﬀect of ﬁrm factors, and the external eﬀect of
networks and environmental circumstances (Köseoglu et al., 2013;
Peters and Kallmuenzer, 2018).
The growing interest shown in the speciﬁc characteristics and motivations of tourism entrepreneurship (Peters and Kallmuenzer, 2018),
highlights the need for further development of research on the characteristics and motivations of the tourism entrepreneur as a crucial
factor in the success or failure of small businesses (Kallmuenzer and
Peters, 2018).
In light of the above, this article aims to bridge an existing gap in
the tourism literature on entrepreneurial failure, more speciﬁcally the
withdrawal from activities, as highlighted by DeTienne and Wennberg
(2016), through the study of the motivations behind the withdrawal
from entrepreneurial activities. More speciﬁcally, we examine how the
diﬀerent constructs elaborated by Spence and Robins (1992) conﬁrm
the inﬂuence of work addiction on the intention to quit.
In addition, the study will focus on the SME entrepreneur since, as
Hallak et al. (2015) state, these companies play a very relevant role on
the diﬀerent tourist destinations in job creation, economic and image
stimulus, and sustainable development of the destination. Moreover,
the economies of many countries include a large proportion of tourism
SMEs (Pikkemaat et al., 2018), thus increasing the relevance of our
study.
Furthermore, it is in this type of business, as stated above, where the
entrepreneur’s ﬁgure has the greatest inﬂuence over management and
results (Lee and Lee, 2015; Palmer et al., 2019; Wiklund et al., 2009).
This approach is unique, not only because of the issue it covers – the
2
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into an addiction to control and power in a compulsive search for approval and success. In this vein, Robinson (1997) aﬃrms it is a continuous, voluntary and compulsive work overcharge, in such a way that
the worker is incapable of regulating his work habits and ends up excluding other areas of interest and activity. Salanova et al. (2008, pp. 1)
deﬁne work addiction as “psychosocial damage characterized by excessive work, mainly due to an irresistible need or impulse to constantly
work.” Finally, it is interesting to note that Piotrowski and Vodanovich
(2006) state that the work addiction syndrome aﬀects the individual’s
satisfaction, both on his work and family environment. Therefore, those
who suﬀer from it can create negative eﬀects on their work performance (eg. Mudrack and Naughton, 2001; Porter, 1996; Spence and
Robbins, 1992).
As seen, deﬁnitions of workaholism are multiple and, in many cases,
present substantial diﬀerences. Moreover, there is no consensus when
categorizing this phenomenon. Some authors talk about addiction
(Porter, 2006), others categorize it as a syndrome (Aziz and Zickar,
2006) and, with not so negative connotations, some authors consider it
a behavioral pattern (Scottl et al., 1997).
Although addictions are generally viewed in an unfavorable light,
this is not the case with work-related addictions, which sometimes have
social and economic reinforcements (Moreno-Jiménez et al., 2005),
even though they can have negative consequences on the health and
productivity of those who suﬀer from it. While authors like Korn et al.
(1987); Naughton (1987) and Sprankle and Ebel (1987) refer to
workaholism as a positive behavior which may even beneﬁt the organization, according to Del Líbano et al. (2010) most authors treat this
phenomenon negatively, under the same consideration as any addiction
(eg. Gorgievski et al., 2010; Oates, 1981; Porter, 1996; Taris et al.,
2008).
Starting with the fact that, today, most scholars categorize workaholism as an addiction (Clark et al., 2016), numerous authors study this
phenomenon and create scales to measure it. The main scales used to
measure workaholism are the Workaholism Battery (Spence and
Robbins, 1992), the Work Addiction Risk Test (Robinson, 1989) and the
Dutch Workaholism Scale (Schaufeli et al., 2009).
The work by Spence and Robins (1992) has been, according to Ng
et al. (2007), one of the most cited models in the study of workaholism
and continues to be, nowadays, one of the main references on this
subject. The authors present three measurable variables: Driveness,
Work involvement and Work enjoyment, from which proﬁles can be
made to identify the diﬀerent worker typologies. Under this theory, the
workaholic is that person who presents a high grade of driveness and
work involvement, together with a low grade of work enjoyment.

relationship between work addiction and the abandonment of entrepreneur activity – but also because of the area in which it occurs,
SMEs in the tourism sector.
In this sense, we argue that the study of psychological factors affecting the entrepreneur can make a contribution to the understanding
of entrepreneurial behavior, in the withdrawal from activities to be
more precise, in tourism SMEs.
Moreover, the present article highlights the importance of an area of
growing recognition in entrepreneurship research, the research on entrepreneur’s mental health and well-being (Levasseur et al., 2019;
Stephan, 2018; van der Zwan et al., 2018). Studies on entrepreneur’s
mental health and well-being cover topics such as the higher levels of
stress entrepreneurs suﬀer as opposed to employees, the eﬀects of these
higher stress levels and how diﬀerent types of entrepreneur show different states of mental health and well-being (Stephan, 2018).
It’s important to mention that the current article is of interest to
diﬀerent stakeholders in the tourism sector. First, for entrepreneurs,
since it analyzes a determinant of failure for entrepreneur initiatives.
Second, for the tourist destination, since the problems of these companies can translate into worse service given and, consequently, a deterioration of the destination’s image. Third, it is important for public
administrations in a double way. On the one hand, because of the huge
amount of money invested in promoting business creation; on the other,
because of the eﬀects of entrepreneur failure in terms of economic
deterioration, sector image and job destruction. Fourth, and ﬁnally, it’s
critical to note the eﬀect of the abandonment of the entrepreneur on
their providers and/or clients.
2. Theoretical review
2.1. Workaholism
According to Clark et al. (2016), work addiction, also known as
workaholism, is a topic of great academic interest with an important
increase in its study since year 2000. These authors, in their metaanalysis of publications on workaholism, aﬃrm that, in spite of the
mentioned increase in studies in this area, the topic is still surrounded
by confusion regarding its deﬁnition, conceptualization and measurement.
In this sense, there is no agreed-upon deﬁnition on the work addiction, or workaholism concept (Clark et al., 2016; Harpaz and Snir,
2003; Moreno-Jiménez et al., 2005; Robinson, 2000), despite a substantial number of publications on this phenomenon (eg. Brett and
Stroh, 2003; Burke, 2000; Harpaz and Snir, 2003). Oates (1971), the
author known for giving birth to the workaholism term, deﬁnes it as
“the compulsion or uncontrollable need to work incessantly” (Oates,
1971, pp. 11). According to said author, it is a type of behavior observed in the worker’s conduct, similar to alcoholism due to its compulsive and uncontrollable character. At the same time, it can become a
risk for the personal health, happiness, interpersonal relations and social capacities of the individual.
In the same vein, Schaufeli et al. (2008, pp. 204) consider it “the
tendency to compulsively work too hard.” According to MorenoJiménez et al. (2005), workaholism, or work addiction, manifests when
work hours increase considerably, occupying most of the individual’s
time, who then acquires a compulsive dedication and seems to deﬁne
himself based exclusively on work, being unable to enjoy other aspects
of life. Cherrington (1980) deﬁnes it as an irrational predilection towards excessive working that characterizes people who are unable to
ﬁnd occupations other than their job. Spence and Robbins (1992)
consider it to be a high predilection towards work due to internal
pressures and a low capacity to enjoy work. Similarly, Snir and Harpaz
(2004, pp. 522) typify it as “an individual’s steady and considerable
allocation of time to work related activities and thoughts, which does
not derive from external necessities.” Killinger (1991) deﬁnes work
addiction as the gradual loss of emotional stability which transforms

2.2. Driveness
“The cognitive dimension of workaholism reﬂects those intellectual
processes that propel workaholics to work excessively. We suggest that
the core cognitive element characterizing workaholism is an obsession
with working” (Ng et al., 2007, pp. 115).
The ﬁrst variable in the workaholism triad is driveness. Spence and
Robbins (1992, pp. 161) deﬁne this property as that which “compels a
person to work, not because of pleasure or external demands, but because of inner pressures which make the person guilty or distressed
when not working.” This factor is key in the deﬁnition of workaholism
since it describes its behavior as an addiction.
Furthermore, Schaufeli et al. (2008) talk about a strong, irresistible
inner drive which pushes individuals to work compulsively. This obsessive character is one of the reasons why workaholism resembles alcoholism. These authors state that, typically, the workaholic works way
more than necessary or expected, not to obtain some reward or ﬁght for
his career, but because of an inner compulsion, need or drive. In this
sense, a person with a high driveness to work will feel a need to work,
thus having a high work involvement. This motivation to reach high
work rates because of inner impulses rather than rational motivations
3
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Despite the importance given to this factor by Spence and Robins
(1992) when deﬁning workaholism, it has received criticism due to it
being an intrinsic part of workaholism’s deﬁnition. In this vein,
Mudrack (2006) argues that a workaholic can enjoy work or not, thus
work enjoyment is not a basic element of workaholism. In contrast to
this opinion, Kanai and Wakabayashi (2004) aﬃrm that faced with
adversities the lack of enjoyment is strengthened, generating problems
derived from workaholism.

(ﬁnancial or career related) diﬀerentiates a workaholic from a work
enthusiast (Schaufeli et al., 2009).
Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed:
H1. An entrepreneur’s driveness to work has a positive eﬀect on his work
involvement.
This obsessive conduct towards work can also aﬀect its enjoyment.
Ng et al. (2007) add that the workaholic does not expect joy in work,
they, instead, enjoys the act of working. This focus placed on the act,
rather than the nature of work, can push the person to persist with work
they are unable to enjoy. A similar approach is followed by Spence and
Robins (1992), who consider that in a workaholic there is a relation
between the compulsion to work and a low degree of work enjoyment.
In addition, authors like Burke and MacDermid (1999), in their study of
the relationship between these three variables through the analysis of
managers, determined that those managers who felt a deeper driveness
were less satisﬁed with their job and career.
Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed:

2.5. Intention to quit
Once the variables are deﬁned and the relationships between them
proposed, in order to address the central objective of this work the
eﬀect of each of these variables on the intention to quit was studied.
As a starting point, the work of Burke and MacDermid (1999) studies the relationships between the three variables, as well as their eﬀect
on four other variables: career satisfaction, career prospects, job satisfaction and intent to quit. Results show work enjoyment as the only
variable with a direct (negative) relationship with the intention to quit.
Nevertheless, both driveness and work involvement show signiﬁcant
correlations with career satisfaction, career prospects, job satisfaction
and work enjoyment, which are indeed signiﬁcant to the intention to
quit.
In the case of driveness to work, Burke (2006) states that those
people with high work involvement, motivated by high work enjoyment instead of high driveness to work, present higher satisfaction with
both work and life, have better physical and emotional stability and
show less intention to quit. From this statement we can conclude that
driveness is a clear determinant when predicting the intention to quit.
Based on the previous arguments, we present the following hypothesis:

H2. An entrepreneur’s driveness to work has a positive eﬀect on his lack of
work enjoyment.
2.3. Work involvement
“The individual who is highly work-involved characteristically devotes himself or herself wholeheartedly to productive projects and
prefers to make constructive uses of time” (Spence and Robins, 1992,
pp. 162). This factor relates to the work charge and the way the individual approaches work, aﬀecting not only his speciﬁc job but
sometimes his whole life.
Jans (1982) deﬁnes work involvement as a three-dimensional concept involving the person’s orientation towards work (personality), the
identiﬁcation with the job (motivation) and the identiﬁcation with the
career (performance to self-esteem relationship).
In the workaholism context, a person with a high driveness to work
will probably have a high work involvement, but a person with a high
work involvement doesn’t necessarily need to have a high driveness to
work. Schaufeli et al. (2009) diﬀerentiate between two proﬁles which
could be confused: real workaholism and the work enthusiast. They
both present a high grade of work involvement but, while the workaholic has high driveness and low work enjoyment, the work enthusiast
has low driveness and high work enjoyment. The key to this diﬀerence
lies in the motivation to work.
Burke (2006) adds that, compared to the true workaholic, the work
enthusiast presents lower levels of stress, is more satisﬁed with his
work, career and leisure time, has less psychosomatic problems and has
a smaller likelihood of quitting.
Nevertheless, in relation to the eﬀects of work involvement,
Salanova et al. (2008) state that this excessive work charge damages the
person, who does not feel well and sees how stress and psychological
discomfort increase. This situation can also have an eﬀect on the social,
performance and domestic environments.
Based on the previous arguments, the following hypothesis is proposed:

The study of work involvement is a completely diﬀerent case. The
principle of the deﬁnition of workaholism revolves around one concept:
a very high workload motivated by an addiction to work (Ng et al.,
2007). When studying a high workload on its own, without the inner
motive to work concept, the worker might not necessarily present
problems deriving from an intention to quit. In this respect, Ng et al.
(2007) clarify that, in the case of a workaholic, excessive work hours
are a manifestation of the addiction, while a person without such addiction will have a real motivation to work in excess (organizational
motives, ﬁnancial needs, etc.).
Lastly, theories covering work engagement make an important
contribution in this regard. Work engagement is a positive, fulﬁlling,
work-related state of mind, characterized by vigor, dedication and engagement, where an individual feels united to his work (Schaufeli et al.,
2002). According to these authors, unlike workaholism, an engaged
individual will not present an addiction and, although working too
hard, will also know how to enjoy free time and maintain healthy
parameters regarding work and rest.
With regard to the above mentioned, the following hypothesis is
established:

H3. An entrepreneur’s work involvement has a positive eﬀect on his lack of
work enjoyment.

H5. An entrepreneur’s work involvement has a negative eﬀect on his
intention to quit.

H4. An entrepreneur’s driveness to work has a positive eﬀect on his intention
to quit.

Finally, in the case of work enjoyment, there is consensus around its
positive eﬀect on the individual and his resistance to adversities, as
previously stated. In the study of the eﬀects of work enjoyment as a
motivation to work in the speciﬁc case of company managers, Graves
et al. (2012) prove this factor to be critical for the eﬀectiveness, performance and satisfaction of a manager.
Nevertheless, Mudrack (2006) raises a doubt over this factor being
representative in the triad being studied here, commenting that its
presence or absence are not a necessary condition to categorize an

2.4. Work enjoyment
“Enjoyment of work is the degree to which individuals work because they ﬁnd the work itself intrinsically interesting or pleasurable.”
(Graves et al., 2012, pp. 1660). According to these authors, work enjoyment reduces work’s psychological damage, increases career satisfaction, performance and the degree to which the subject will ﬁght
for his objectives.
4
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Bonebright et al. (2000) deﬁne the excessive work shown by
workaholics (work involvement) as an uncontrollable urge to work
(driveness), even though no, or very little, satisfaction is obtained.
This high work involvement will then cause heightened stress and
discomfort, while altering the work enjoyment and social environment
(Porter, 1996; Salanova et al., 2008).
Finally, as Kanai and Wakabayashi (2004) explain, this lack of work
enjoyment will strengthen the eﬀect of work involvement on the intention to quit. This way, we propose that work involvement and work
enjoyment should mediate the eﬀect of driveness on the intention to
quit.

individual as a workaholic.
In light of the above, we propose the following hypothesis:
H6. An entrepreneur’s lack of work enjoyment has a positive eﬀect on his
intention to quit.

2.6. Mediating eﬀects
Highly driven individuals feel an irresistible force pushing them to
work in a compulsive manner, thus achieving a high work involvement
(Bakker et al., 2008; Bonebright et al., 2000; Schaufeli et al., 2008)
Meanwhile, an excessive work charge (work involvement) creates a
situation of psychological discomfort and alters how the individual
perceives stress, not only aﬀecting the social environment, working
enjoyment and performance, but also altering the outside of work environment (Porter, 1996; Salanova et al., 2008).
Therefore, we predict that the work involvement of an entrepreneur
will mediate the eﬀect of driveness on the lack of work enjoyment.

H11. An entrepreneur’s work involvement and lack of work enjoyment
mediate the eﬀect of his driveness on his intention to quit.
3. Methodology and model proposal
3.1. Sample and process
In order to apply the concept of new company, and according to
Reynolds et al. (2005), the present study considers a company as newly
created when it is between three and 42 months of age. To determine
the total population, the SABI database (Bureau Van Dijk – ﬁnancial
company information and business intelligence for companies in Spain
and Portugal) was consulted, obtaining a total of 909 SMEs. The fact
that only companies located in tourist destination municipalities in
Gran Canaria were considered, ensured that all of them worked under
the same economic and tax framework. The total number of surveyed
entrepreneurs was 231, which represents a sample error of 5,6%. The
selection of these companies was randomly made. Surveys were personally conducted by surveyors who moved to the location of the
companies. In all cases, the respondent was both the founder and
manager of the company. Among the respondent population, 52% were
men and 48% women. Moreover, it should be noted that 28% of the
respondents had never before created a company and 31% had a university certiﬁcation.

H7. An entrepreneur’s work involvement mediates the eﬀect of his driveness
on his lack of work enjoyment.
Workaholics have an obsession towards work, coming from an inner
compulsion (driveness) or need to work they cannot resist (Clark et al.,
2016; Oates, 1971), which derives from high work involvement.
As a result, according to Porter (1996), from a company’s standpoint, when individuals present excessive work patterns, showing high
work involvement, the possibility of burnout increases, as well as the
turnover rates. In this way, higher work involvement leads to an increased propensity to quit work.
As such, we propose that work involvement will mediate the impact
of driveness on the intention to quit:
H8. An entrepreneur’s work involvement mediates the eﬀect of his driveness
on his intention to quit.
The driveness to work makes the workaholic feel guilty when not
working, reducing life satisfaction (Clark et al., 2016). This same
driveness makes the workaholic less able to recover from work stress
due to the continuous pressure they put on themselves to work, even
relating workaholism to poor mental health (van Wijhe et al., 2013). In
studies on burnout, this constant pressure is related to emotional exhaustion, often considered a component of burnout (Moyer et al.,
2017). As a whole, these eﬀects of driveness can contribute to a lack of
well-being and work enjoyment.
At the same time, a high work involvement, evidenced by excessive
working hours, presents negative consequences to the individual such
as increased stress levels, a decline in performance and an increase in
work-related health issues and accidents, all contributing to lowering
work enjoyment (Porter, 1996; Salanova et al., 2008).
Meanwhile, Kanai and Wakabayashi (2004), in their study of the
eﬀects of the Japanese crisis of 1991 over workaholism, propose work
enjoyment as an element capable of strengthening the eﬀect of the remaining aspects causing workaholism.
Under this theory by Kanai and Wakabayashi (2004), with high and
constant driveness and work involvement, a decrease in work enjoyment, such as the one generated by the economic crisis in 1991 studied
by the authors, will strengthen the total eﬀect over workaholism and,
consequently, the intention to quit. Therefore, driveness and work involvement should aﬀect the intention to quit through the mediation of
work enjoyment.
Thus, the following mediating hypotheses are provided:

3.2. Measurement
For this research, the method used to obtain the data necessary to
fulﬁll its objectives was a survey, of which the basic observation instrument was a questionnaire (Sierra Bravo, 1991).
In order to evaluate the intention to quit the entrepreneurial activity, an adaptation of part of the questionnaire proposed by Liñán and
Chen (2009) was used, speciﬁcally the part evaluating the intention to
become an entrepreneur. On the other hand, according to MorenoJiménez et al. (2005), the main instruments used to measure work
addiction are: a. The Workaholic Adjective Checklist (Haymon, 1993),
consisting of 72 items related to ﬁve factors (anxiety, obsessive compulsive, mania, intolerance and self-doubt), b. The Work Addiction Risk
Test (Robinson, 1999), composed of 25 items compiled into ﬁve dimensions (compulsive tendencies, control, self-absorption/impaired
communication, inability to delegate and self-worth), and c. The
Workaholism Battery (Spence and Robbins, 1992), using 25 items encompassed in three dimensions (driveness to work, work involvement
and work enjoyment). In this research, the workaholism inventory was
used, that is, the Work Addiction Risk Test (WART) (Robinson, 1999).
In order to determine the work addiction dimensions applied in this
research, factor analysis was performed for every item in the WART
scale (Robinson, 1999). From this analysis, four factors were obtained,
of which one, consisting of only one item, represented a very low
proportion of the variance. The remaining three factors contained
variables corresponding to the three constructs proposed by Spence and
Robbins (1992), driveness, work involvement and work enjoyment, so
these factors were used.
The questionnaire was pre-tested with seven entrepreneurs which

H9. An entrepreneur’s lack of work enjoyment mediates the eﬀect of his
driveness on his intention to quit.
H10. An entrepreneur’s lack of work enjoyment mediates the eﬀect of his
work involvement on his intention to quit.
5
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as seen in Table 2, all these criteria are met. This way, the minimum
value obtained on the Cronbach’s alpha test is 0.872, the composite
reliability is 0.874 and AVE is 0.536. Therefore, we can conclude that
the reﬂexive constructs are reliable. To measure the discriminant validity, the square root of AVE (located in the diagonal of the matrix in
Table 2) was compared to correlations between the constructs (the
elements located outside the diagonal) (Chin, 1998; Roldán and
Sánchez-Franco, 2012). We can observe that, on average, every construct relates more strongly with its own medium than with other
constructs. In addition, a chi-squared test was performed (Zait & Bertea,
2011), showing all our constructs were signiﬁcantly diﬀerent. Furthermore, the evaluation of the Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio of Correlations (HTMT) was used (Henseler et al., 2015). This criterion is
stricter than the others. This measure establishes the proportion of
heterotrait-monotrait correlations, with conﬁrmed discriminant validity when values are under 0.90 (Hair et al., 2016). The highest obtained value in our sample is 0.631, so there are no discriminant validity problems.

allowed them to point out what questions they could not understand or
thought could lead to confusion. After the pre-test was completed,
several questions were reworded to make their understanding easier by
those completing the questionnaire.
4. Data analysis
With the ﬁeld work’s conclusion, the obtained data set was coded
and tabulated. For this, the statistical program SPSS (Statistical Package
for Social Sciences) for Windows version 25 was used. Covariancebased structural equation analysis was also used to study the data. The
R Lavaan package was used for this purpose (Rosseel, 2012).
An important problem to solve in this kind of research is common
method variance. Regarding this, in order to reduce the existence of this
problem, questions were written introducing semantic diﬀerences, in
addition to writing and coding some questions in negative form
(Podsakoﬀ et al., 2003). On the other hand, various empirical procedures were used in the present work in order to determine if the
common method variance problem could compromise the interpretation of the obtained results. Using the work of Martinez-Martinez et al.
(2019), the following procedures were employed: Harman’s single
factor test and the conﬁrmatory factor-analytic approach to the Harman
single factor test.
Regarding Harman’s single factor test and, as suggested by
Podsakoﬀ and Organ (1986), the items related to both the independent
and dependent variable were included in the factor analysis. Factors
found with an eigen value above 1 explain a variance between 4,9%
(the lowest) and 15,3% (the highest), adding up to a total explained
variance of 66.83. Since none of the factors individually explains over
50%, the data can be accepted as valid with no existence, according to
the test, of common method bias (Podsakoﬀ and Organ, 1986).
Next, as a more sophisticated evaluation, the conﬁrmatory factoranalytic approach to the Harman single-factor test was applied (Chang
et al., 2010). The one-factor model yielded a Satorra-Bentler χ2
(324) = 2155.067; χ2/d.f = 6.651; CFI = 0.499; RMSEA = 0.177,
compared with the Satorra-Bentler χ2 (318) = 558.913; χ2/
d.f = 1.757; CFI = 0.935; RMSEA = 0.064). According to MartinezMartinez et al. (2019), a worse single-factor model ﬁt suggests that the
common method bias does not compromise the interpretation of the
results.
In order to examine the causal relation between the constructs, a
two-stage procedure was followed, as suggested by Hair et al. (2010);
Leong et al. (2013) and Wang et al. (2014). The ﬁrst stage consists of an
exploratory factor analysis of utility to reﬁne and determine the dimensional character of the scale (Cabrera-Suárez et al., 2014). The
second stage is a conﬁrmatory factor analysis to evaluate the validity of
the constructs (Chan and Chong, 2012; So et al., 2013).
To evaluate the convergent validity, the estimated load for every
indicator was examined in its corresponding construct. For said validity
to exist, the load should be high and the t-values statistically signiﬁcant
(Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). In the proposed model, this is conﬁrmed, thus achieving an acceptable convergent validity. Therefore,
the results of the conﬁrmatory factor analysis show that the relation
between every item and its corresponding construct is statistically signiﬁcant, with loads that in almost every case are over 0.7 (all p-values
≤0.001), which implies the existence of convergent validity (see
Table 1). Only one of the items, belonging to the construct “Work involvement,” had a lower value, 0.652 to be exact. Since it remains a
high value, the model was kept.
Moreover, it is necessary to determine the convergent validity of the
constructs. According to Hair et al. (2016) and Roldán and SánchezFranco (2012), this validity must be checked using Cronbach’s alpha
test, Fornell and Larcker’s composite reliability index (Fornell and
Larcker, 1981) and the average variance extracted (AVE). For the ﬁrst
two cases, the point of reference is 0.7, and for the third it’s 0.5 (Hair
et al., 2016; Roldán and Sánchez-Franco, 2012). In the model of study,

4.1. Test of the hypotheses
Before analyzing the proposed hypotheses, the structural model was
veriﬁed with some accuracy of ﬁt measures. Thus, we used robust
maximum likelihood estimators to ﬁt the measurement model (Satorra
and Bentler, 2001; Satorra, 2003). As seen in Table 3, they all passed
the recommended thresholds (CFI = 0.940; TLI = 0.929; RMSEA =
0.056; SRMR = 0.044). Thus, we can conﬁrm that the ﬁt of the
structural model is adequate.
On the path analysis, the importance of a path is determined based
on its p-value. Results show that the 24.4% of the intent to quit variance
is explained by the variables of the model. In addition, the R2 of the
excess of work is 34,7% and, in the case of the lack of enjoyment, it’s
44,2%. Furthermore, as seen in Fig. 1 and Table 4, all the hypotheses
proposing direct relations are supported, except for the one relating
driveness with the intention to quit. Thus, the following hypotheses are
accepted: 1. the lack of enjoyment of the entrepreneur has a positive
eﬀect on the intention to abandon the entrepreneurial activity
(β = 0.558, p < 0.001); 2. The work involvement (β = 0.208,
p = 0.030) and the driveness (β = 0.521, p < 0.001) have a positive
relation with the lack of work enjoyment of the entrepreneur; 3.
Driveness of the entrepreneur has a positive relationship with work
involvement (β = 0.589, p < 0.001); 4. The hypothesis directly relating driveness (β = -0.047, p = 0.647) and work involvement (β =
-0.089, p = 0.299) with the intention to quit cannot be accepted. It
should be noted that, in addition to evaluating the Z-value, a percentile
bootstrap at 95% conﬁdence interval (5000 re-samples) was made,
obtaining the same results over the relationships.
To test the mediation hypotheses, bootstrapping procedure was
applied (using 5000 re-samples) to determine at 95% the conﬁdence
intervals with corrected bias around these eﬀects (Hille et al., 2015). As
shown in Table 5, these hypotheses are supported:
a The hypothesis considering that work involvement has a mediating
eﬀect between driveness and the lack of work enjoyment
(β = 0.122, p = 0.049, [0.022;0.307]). It should be noted that the
direct eﬀect was already signiﬁcant, so it’s a partial mediation.
b The hypothesis stating the lack of work enjoyment has a mediating
eﬀect between work involvement and driveness (β = 0.116,
p = 0.040, [0.028;0.379]). In this case, the direct eﬀect between
work involvement and the intention to quit was not signiﬁcant, so
we can aﬃrm the mediation is total. Nevertheless, it must be taken
into account that the total eﬀect is not signiﬁcant.
c The hypothesis placing the lack of entrepreneur work enjoyment as
a mediating variable between driveness and the intention to quit
entrepreneurship (β = 0.291, p = 0.002, [0.186;0.689]). This must
be considered as a complete mediation since the direct eﬀect
6
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Table 1
Conﬁrmatory analyses.
Construct/Indicator
Work involvement*
I prefer to do most things myself rather than ask for help.
I get impatient when I have to wait for someone else or when something takes too long, such as long, slow-moving lines.
I seem to be in a hurry and racing against the clock.
I get irritated when I am interrupted while in the middle of something.
I stay busy and keep many irons in the ﬁre.
I overly commit myself by biting oﬀ more than I can chew.
Lack of work enjoyment*
I feel guilty when I am not working on something.
It is important that I see the concrete results of what I do.
I am more interested in the ﬁnal result of my work than in the process.
Things do not seem to move fast enough or get done fast enough for me.
I lose my temper when things don’t go my way or work out to suit me.
Intention to quit**
My objective is to stop being an entrepreneur in the short-term.
I have seriously considered to stop being an entrepreneur.
I have the ﬁrm intention to stop being an entrepreneur.
I am willing to do anything needed to stop being an entrepreneur.
I will do an eﬀort to be able to abandon the entrepreneurship as soon as possible.
Driveness*
I spend a lot of time mentally planning and thinking about future events while tuning out the here and now.
I ﬁnd myself continuing to work after my coworkers have called it quits.
I get angry when people don’t meet my standards of perfection.
I get upset when I am in situations where I cannot be in control.
I put myself under pressure with self-imposed deadlines when I work.
It is hard for me to relax when I am not working.
I spend more time working than on socializing with friends, on hobbies, or on leisure activities.
I dive into projects to get a head start before all phases have been ﬁnalized.
I get upset with myself for making even the smallest mistake.
I put more thought, time and energy into my work than I do into my relationships with friends or loved ones.
I forget, ignore, or minimize birthdays, reunions, anniversaries, or holidays.

Standardized loading

Z- Value

p-value

0.752
0.781
0.790
0.652
0.722
0.702

11.672
11.822
9.641
10.743
10.421

≤0.001
≤0.001
≤0.001
≤0.001
≤0.001

0.751
0.705
0.736
0.825
0.798

10.540
11.025
12.442
12.034

≤0.001
≤0.001
≤0.001
≤0.001

0.922
0.901
0.951
0.959
0.911

23.267
27.891
28.731
24.074

≤0.001
≤0.001
≤0.001
≤0.001

0.743
0.773
0.754
0.736
0.787
0.707
0.702
0.758
0.751
0.787
0.735

11.964
11.636
11.339
12.209
10.843
10.759
11.707
11.596
12.199
11.324

≤0.001
≤0.001
≤0.001
≤0.001
≤0.001
≤0.001
≤0.001
≤0.001
≤0.001
≤0.001

Note: *Adapted from Robinson (1999); **Adapted from Liñán and Chen (2009).
Table 2
Reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity: correlation coeﬃcients and Chi-square diﬀerence test.
Cronbach’s alpha

Composite reliability

AVE

Construct

Driveness

0.932
0.872

0.933
0.874

0.559
0.536

Driveness
Work involvement

0.875

0.875

0.585

Lack of work enjoyment

0.969

0.969

0.863

Intention to quit

0.748
0.589***
(76.065***)
#0.606#
0.643***
(93.752***)
#0.631#
0.260***
(14.57***)
#0.264#

Work involvement

Lack of work enjoyment

Intention to quit

0.732

0.514***
(51.362***)
#0.521#
0.171*
(5.653*)
#0.189#

0.765

0.483***
(50.526***)
#0.469#

0.929

Note: n = 230; ***p < = 0.001; **p < = 0.01; square root of AVE (in bold) is shown on the diagonal; Oﬀ-diagonal elements are the correlation coeﬃcients; values
in brackets show the chi-square diﬀerence statistics with df = 1; values in # show the ratio of heterotrait–monotrait correlations.

higher risk propensity (Block et al., 2015; Herranz et al., 2015), which
helps them traverse the bridge between opportunity recognition and the
business venture (Lago et al., 2018). These psychological features may
push entrepreneurs to show high work dedication (Barrick and Mount,
1991; Zhao and Seibert, 2006) in order to make their company succeed
in an uncertain environment. In addition, the division between company and entrepreneur is sometimes indistinguishable (Brüderl and
Preisendörfer, 1998; Chandler and Jansen, 1992), accentuating any
problems.
Moreover, when future entrepreneurs receive training, hard work,
persistence and low risk aversion are usually perceived as essential
personal characteristics, which intensiﬁes the problem of entrepreneurs
working to excess.
The tourism sector is one of the world’s principal industries and, in
the case of many countries, a crucial asset in their economy, an important job generator and a development driver (WEF, 2018). On the
other hand, nowadays, almost noone doubts the role of

between driveness and the intention to quit was not signiﬁcant.
On the other hand, the hypothesis placing work involvement mediating between driveness and the intention to quit was not supported.
Regarding the existence of multiple mediation, with two mediating
variables, work involvement and the lack of work enjoyment, between
driveness and the intention to quit, although not supported according to
the p-value (0.063), the bootstrap test does show the result as signiﬁcant. Despite this, the eﬀect is quite small.

5. Conclusions, limitations and future lines of research
Becoming an entrepreneur is a tough task, full of obstacles, which in
many cases are faced alone or with the help of only a few people. For
this reason, entrepreneurs are persistent by nature and have low risk
aversion (Kan and Tsai, 2006; Kihlstrom and Laﬀont, 1979). Compared
to the general population, entrepreneurs are considered to have a
7
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Centering attention on the proposed hypotheses, it should be noted
that all those related to a direct relationship have been accepted, except
for those linking driveness and work involvement with the intention to
quit. These results are consistent with those of Burke and MacDermid
(1999).
Nevertheless, when counting the indirect eﬀects, the total eﬀect of
driveness over the intention to quit is signiﬁcant. Thus, one of the most
important results of this research is the acceptance of the lack of work
enjoyment variable totally mediating the relationship between driveness and the intention to quit entrepreneurship. In line with Kanai and
Wakabayashi (2004), we have found that work enjoyment can act as a
mediator, strengthening the eﬀect of the driveness to work on the intention to quit.
Therefore, the existence of a link between entrepreneur driveness,
work involvement and, in addition, the lack of work enjoyment is
proven. This result aligns with the postulates of Schaufeli et al. (2008).
On the other hand, it should be noted that the fact that the relation
between work involvement and the intention to quit entrepreneurship
is not supported can be attributed to an important part of the entrepreneur work involvement coming from other factors such as the
engagement of the individual with the company (Schaufeli et al., 2008).
A way to combat workaholism and mediate its eﬀects could be the
enhancement of certain intangible assets of the ﬁrm. It should be
highlighted that intangible resources are important determinants of
business competitiveness (Hormiga et al., 2011a; Teece, 2000). In the
case of new businesses, Lichtenstein and Brush (2001) report intangible
assets to be even more important than their tangible counterparts. Intellectual capital is generally divided into three categories: human capital, structural capital and relational capital (Bødker and Andersen,
2005; Hormiga et al., 2011b; Marr and Roos, 2005; Sánchez-Medina
et al., 2007; Sydler et al., 2014). Below we oﬀer examples of how an
asset from each of these categories may help reduce this problem.
First, as an example of how human capital may help with workaholism, proper training could be a key to preventing workaholism.
Entrepreneur training programs, one of the ways in which the public
sector intervenes in entrepreneurship (Butler et al., 2016), typically
center on ﬁnancial and enterprise management. However, knowing the
relationship between the constructs forming workaholism and the intention to abandon entrepreneurship in the tourism sector, training
could be designed to aid entrepreneurs, real or potential, face the effects of workaholism, and make them aware of its impact on enterprise
failure.
Second, an intangible asset from the structural capital category
which may help alleviate the eﬀects of workaholism is, for example,
planning. On this matter, Van Zyl and Lotz (2008) explain that most

Table 3
Measures of the model ﬁt.
Number of observations 230
Estimator

Maximum
likelihood

Robust

Minimum Function Test Statistic
Degrees of freedom
P-value (Chi-square)
Scaling correction factor or the Satorra-Bentler
correction

704.437
318
≤0.001

558.913
318
≤0.001
1.260

5058.206
351
≤0.001
Maximum
likelihood

4455.870
351
≤0.001
Robust

User model versus baseline model
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)a
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI)b

0.918
0.909

0.935
0.928

RMSEAc
SRMRd

0.073
0.060

0.064
0.060

Model test baseline model
Minimum Function Test Statistic
Degrees of freedom
P-value

a
b
c
d

Recommended value >
Recommended value >
Recommended value <
Recommended value <

= 0.90 [53].
= 0.90 [53].
= 0.08 [54].
= 0.1 [54].

entrepreneurship as a tool capable of generating jobs and development
in the regions. The great importance of SMEs in this sector is no novelty
either. Moreover, the central role the entrepreneur plays in the initial
stages of a business should be highlighted, especially for SMEs. Thus,
entrepreneurs must make a great personal and material eﬀort for their
companies to achieve success. In the initial stages of businesses, entrepreneurs invest not only their money, but also a large number of
work hours and personal sacriﬁce. Evidently, this can drive them to
workaholism, which can end up damaging their health, indirectly
harming the performance of their business.
This article aims to make a contribution to the literature on entrepreneurship in the tourism sector by analyzing psychological factors
of the entrepreneur as a source of failure in the enterprise initiative.
This is done through the study of the relationship between the diﬀerent
constructs which, according to Spence and Robins (1992), form work
addiction, and the intention to quit. In this way, this article sheds light
on the determinants of failure in an activity, entrepreneurship, that is
highly relevant in the tourism sector. Based on the literature review,
this article is the ﬁrst study of this relationship.

Fig. 1. Structural model.
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Table 4
Results of path analysis.
Direct Eﬀect

Estimate

Standard error

Z-value

p-Value

Percentile Bootstrap
95% conﬁdence interval

Remarks

Driveness →
Work involvement (a)
Work involvement →
Lack of work enjoyment (e)
Driveness →
Lack of work enjoyment (b)
Driveness →
Intention to quit (c)
Work involvement →
Intention to quit (d)
Lack of work enjoyment →
Intention to quit (f)

0.589***

0.073

7.106

≤0.001

[0.377; 0.664]Sig

Supported

0.208*

0.127

2.172

0.030

[0.027; 0.526]Sig

Supported

0.521***

0.135

4.538

≤0.001

[0.348; 0.877]Sig

Supported

−0.047

ns

0.153

0.421

0.647

[-0.365; 0.236]NoSig

Not Supported

−0.089

ns

0.133

1.039

0.299

[-0.400; 0.123]NoSig

Not Supported

0.129

5.097

≤0.001

[0.404; 0.908]Sig

Supported

0.558***

Signiﬁcance level: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; * p < 0.05;
Sig: Signiﬁcant; NoSig: not signiﬁcant.

ns

not signiﬁcant.

Thus, workaholism should be placed among other psychological
factors considered to have an eﬀect on entrepreneur failure such as the
lack of conﬁdence and risk-aversion, which are considered to inhibit
entrepreneurial behavior, acting as barriers to entrepreneurship
(Asiedu and Nduro, 2015; Cacciotti et al., 2016).
On the other hand, the most relevant practical implication lies in
entrepreneurs and the institutions promoting entrepreneurship in different regions. This is important, because if entrepreneurs are aware of
this relationship, they can try to establish mechanisms to prevent or
mediate workaholism.
First, the knowledge of the eﬀects of workaholism on entrepreneurship can help entrepreneurs prevent such issues by self-assessing and, if needed, seeking professional help. By making entrepreneurs conscious of the relationship between workaholism and
entrepreneurial exit, we can reduce the number of cases of failed entrepreneurship. In this way, the whole economy beneﬁts from this
study.
Second, entrepreneur performance is sensitive to the institutional
context (Estrin et al., 2016). However, the public sector’s intervention
into entrepreneurship typically centers on upgrading institutions, reducing ﬁnancial frictions and barriers to the entrepreneur, and enhancing entrepreneurship, generally through programs aimed at enterprise promotion (Butler et al., 2016). Knowing the impact of
workaholism on entrepreneur exit, private sector intervention should
cover exit strategic planning, contributing to a greater chance of success
in a business exit.
In addition, a continuation of this line of work on the relationship
between workaholism and entrepreneur exit, further integrating other
disciplines like sociology and psychology, will give better insight on
workaholism as a whole, potentially creating better tools and practices
to prevent, identify and treat workaholism.

entrepreneurs don’t plan a business exit, ignoring it until a crisis or an
unexpected event makes it imminent. Having a planned exit reduces the
uncertainties and, consequently, the pressure over the entrepreneur.
Moreover, planning the withdrawal from an economic activity increases the chance of a successful exit.
Third, in the case of relational capital, cooperation with competitors, commonly called coopetition, may help reduce or prevent
workaholism. In this sense, coopetition between agents in one sector
allows for a generalized increase in competitive advantage or even the
creation of an inimitable advantage (Cortese et al., 2018), which will
generally translate into greater success and better eﬃciency of the
companies in this sector, reducing the need to work long hours. Since
success and rewards are commonly related to an increase in work enjoyment (Locke and Latham, 1990; Wrzesniewski et al., 1997), this
coopetition could serve as a way to combat the lack of work enjoyment,
one of the factors causing workaholism according to Spence and
Robbins (1992).
Regarding the theoretical implications, in essence, our results demonstrate that the relationship between workaholism and the intention
to quit entrepreneurship in the tourist SME sector is supported. This
makes a contribution to the research ﬁeld of entrepreneur exit. As
highlighted by DeTienne and Wennberg (2016), the factors explaining
why an entrepreneur might leave successful ventures remain a research
ﬁeld where we have limited understanding.
Following the recommendation of Kallmuenzer and Peters (2018),
this study has shed some light over the eﬀect of ﬁrms’ entrepreneurial
characteristics and motivations as decisive factors for business failure.
Through the identiﬁcation of workaholism, a psychological characteristic of the entrepreneur, as a key aspect for business failure, the importance of the study of the tourism entrepreneur’s personality and
psychological characteristics have been further corroborated.

Table 5
Mediation analysis.
Indirect Eﬀect

Estimate

Std. Error

Z-value

p-Value

a*e
e*f
b*f
a*d
a*e*f
Total Eﬀect

0.122*
0.116*
0.291**
−0.052 ns
0.068 ns
Estimate

0.073
0.088
0.127
0.073
0.051
Std. Error

1.970
2.049
3.154
0.993
1.857
Z-value

0.049
0.040
0.002
0.321
0.063
p-Value

Driveness - > Intention to quit
Work involvement - > Intention to quit
Driveness - > Lack of work enjoyment

0.260**
0.027 ns
0.643***

0.116
0.150
0.115

3.096
0.284
6.574

0.002
0.777
≤0.001

Signiﬁcance level: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; * p < 0.05;
Sig: Signiﬁcant; NoSig: not signiﬁcant.

ns

not signiﬁcant.
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Percentile Bootstrap
95% conﬁdence interval
[0.022;0.307] Sig
[0.028;0.379] Sig
[0.186;0.689] Sig
[-0.212;0.075] NoSig
[0.014;0.207] Sig
Percentile Bootstrap
95% conﬁdence interval
[0.134;0.590] Sig
[-0.239;0.351] NoSig
[0.546;0.999] Sig
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Regarding the limitations of the present work, it should be noted
that a transversal methodology was used, thus increasing the chance of
the study containing bias due to the use of only one method/data
source. In addition, this study is limited by centering on one economic
sector, working in one speciﬁc tourism destination.
Regarding future lines of investigation, we consider the main line
should try to include other factors in this model, both internal and
external to the company, that can increase or moderate workaholism on
entrepreneurs. Also, regarding the population of the study, it would be
interesting to expand to diﬀerent tourism destinations, sectors and even
company sizes (this study focused on SMEs). This would allow for
comparison, identifying diﬀerent trends derived from cultural diﬀerences, for example.
As stated by Bredvold and Skålén (2016); Morrison (2006) and
Thomas et al. (2011), the tourism entrepreneur is generally considered
a lifestyle entrepreneur. This is because of a divergence from the traditional entrepreneur in terms of goals, decision-making and risk-taking
(Bredvold and Skålén, 2016). Based on this speciﬁc nature of the
tourism entrepreneur, it would be interesting to study this phenomenon
in smaller sections of the tourism industry. For example, Crawford and
Naar (2016) found Bed & Breakfast entrepreneurs to be more conscious
about their business exit and even show a better planning of the exit,
which drove them to consider Bed & Breakfast entrepreneurship as a
transition to retirement.
In addition, an interesting line of research which should be further
developed is the study of various entrepreneur proﬁles, continuing research on the experiences of entrepreneurs (DeTienne and Cardon,
2012; Lee and Lee, 2015; Wennberg et al., 2010), covering aspects such
as work experience, education, industry or previous entrepreneurship
experience. This way, by segmenting the results of research like this
under these experience variables, a more complete knowledge of the
exact factors leading to tourism entrepreneur withdrawal could be attained.
Finally, it would be beneﬁcial to conduct research on motivating
behavior among entrepreneurs relative to workaholism to see if it differs between those who have created their company because they felt a
calling or out of necessity.
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