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Abstract

The rising challenges of urban life have led to a surge in migration from cities to rural
areas. This research aimed to investigate the potential for migration to rural areas and for
rural tourism entrepreneurship among individuals working in Istanbul’s tourism sector,
one of Türkiye’s major cities. Using a qualitative approach, data were gathered from
105 participants through a semi-structured questionnaire. In addition, thematic analysis
examined how push–pull–mooring factors, entrepreneurial ecosystem, entrepreneurial
capital, perceived opportunities, and barriers influenced participants’ decisions regarding
urban-to-rural migration and rural tourism entrepreneurship. The findings indicate that
motivations were mainly driven by opportunity- and lifestyle-focused perspectives rather
than necessity. The study highlights urban identity as an anchor and offers a valuable
theoretical contribution that sets this research apart from purely economic analyses. As
a result, tourism professionals with entrepreneurial capital (human, cultural, economic,
social, and symbolic) present a significant opportunity for rural revitalization and tourism
development in the areas to which they relocate.

Keywords: tourism entrepreneurship; rural tourism; urban–rural migration; rural
development; Istanbul

1. Introduction
Policymakers and researchers take the role of entrepreneurship in economic devel-

opment seriously [1]. In addition to entrepreneurship, migration is a powerful driver
of regional economic change, not only by boosting the workforce but also by encour-
aging entrepreneurship [2]. Given the current importance of the topic, the number of
studies examining urban–rural migration has increased in recent years [3]. Prominent
concepts include urban–rural migration, reverse migration, return migration, and lifestyle
migration. Additionally, the idea of counterurbanization has been employed [3,4]. Some
studies address migration and entrepreneurship together, focusing on the revitalization of
rural areas [4,5]. In addition, studies support revitalizing rural areas and focus on urban–
rural migration. For example, Wu et al. [6] examined reverse migration, integration, and
tourism entrepreneurship. Santos [7] addressed the challenges of return migration and rural
tourism development. Roy [8] examined migrant entrepreneurship. Return entrepreneur-
ship has been extensively discussed in the literature [5,9–11]. Since entrepreneurship
processes may also differ due to these conceptual differences, R. Galvão et al. [9] com-
pared entrepreneurship motivations, challenges, and support sources across migrant types
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(migrants vs. returnees). Studies examining tourism entrepreneurship within the context
of urban–rural migration are limited, focusing primarily on international migration [7,9].
Therefore, this study addresses rural tourism entrepreneurship, urban–rural migration,
and internal migration. The pull–push–mooring model [1,12], entrepreneurial capital [13],
and the entrepreneurial ecosystem [14,15] are used to understand urban–rural migration
and tourism entrepreneurship. Human, cultural, economic, social, and symbolic capi-
tals are used in understanding urban–rural migration and rural entrepreneurship [5,7].
Xiong et al. [16] considered Bourdieu’s concepts of economic, social, and cultural capital in
their examinations of reverse migration and entrepreneurship. Also, R. Galvão et al. [9]
considered social capital and migrant entrepreneurship together. Wang et al. [17] used the
concept of the entrepreneurial ecosystem. The Pull–Push–Mooring model [1,12], developed
initially from Lee’s [15] push–pull model, is valuable because it suggests that factors can
influence migration decisions at both the migrant’s place of origin and destination, and that
mooring factors complicate the process. While some studies link migration to rural revital-
ization [5,6] or examine the challenges of return migration [7], research that combines these
elements remains fragmented. Specifically, studies of tourism entrepreneurship within
the context of migration are limited and predominantly focus on international migration
rather than domestic migration [7,9]. This study bridges that gap by integrating theories
from the Pull–Push–Mooring model [1,12], the entrepreneurial ecosystem [14,15], and
entrepreneurial capital [13] to explain the conditions that support or hinder urban–rural
migration and rural tourism entrepreneurship.

Entrepreneurial potential of migrants is critical across various industries, particularly
in service sectors such as accommodation, food and beverage, and transportation [18].
Entrepreneurship, migration, and the service sector are crucial to revitalizing underdevel-
oped regions by creating employment and entrepreneurial opportunities. As migration
increases, rural tourism becomes a key development strategy for rural areas far from ur-
ban centers [19]. The increasing global interest and need for nature, the development of
sustainable travel awareness, and government support are revitalizing the rural economy,
and the international rural tourism industry is expected to reach $67.8 billion by 2035 [20].
Improvements for rural tourism support rural development [21]. Rural tourism supports
the Sustainable Development Goals in terms of its benefits, such as increasing employment,
preventing excessive migration from cities, and reducing poverty in rural areas [22]. In
addition, the use and restoration of historical rural buildings for tourism can support rural
tourism and sustainability while also helping reduce rural–urban migration. Cultural and
natural heritage is preserved, and there are positive economic and social impacts [21].

Additionally, it can be a helpful tool for reducing the density of crowded cities. Rural-
to-urban migration has been a significant phenomenon in Türkiye for many years. Accord-
ing to the Turkish Statistical Institute [23], significant internal migration patterns are being
observed in Türkiye. A total of 2,682,673 people migrated between provinces in 2024, and
Istanbul received the most migrants, with 395,485 [23]. To reduce population density in
Istanbul, efforts have been made to promote urban-to-rural migration over time. Current
policies and practices are being implemented to support rural migration. The importance of
rural–urban migration is emphasized in Türkiye’s 12th Development Plan (2024–2028) [24].
Since Istanbul is one of the most prominent cities in Türkiye for urban–rural migration [25],
this research aims to understand the views of individuals working in Istanbul’s tourism
sector on migration to rural areas and on entrepreneurship in rural tourism. In reverse
migration entrepreneurship, an individual’s familiarity with the industry influences en-
trepreneurial decisions and business success [26], so the focus was on individuals working
in the tourism sector. The research questions that provide an understanding of the subject
are as follows:
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RQ1: What kind of experience does living in Istanbul offer individuals, and how does
this experience influence their perception of migrating to rural areas?

RQ2: How do people perceive rural life? What are their expectations and prejudices
about living in rural areas?

RQ3: What are the individual interests, tendencies, and potential business ideas for
establishing a tourism enterprise in rural areas?

RQ4: What opportunities and challenges exist for rural tourism entrepreneurs, and
what types of support do they need?

RQ5: What level of knowledge, skills, resources, and support do individuals possess
or need to establish rural tourism enterprises?

The study employed a qualitative method, and data were collected using semi-
structured forms. The data were analyzed thematically, examining in depth the push–
pull–mooring factors, entrepreneurial ecosystem, capital, perceived opportunities, and
entrepreneurial barriers that influence individuals’ decisions regarding urban and rural ar-
eas. This research offers a current perspective on the literature by addressing rural tourism
entrepreneurship, urban–rural migration, and internal migration. While previous studies
have examined international migration and macro-level rural development, there is limited
research on domestic reverse migration and its links to rural tourism entrepreneurship—
particularly within Türkiye. Given Istanbul’s central role in internal migration and its large
tourism workforce, this study focuses on individuals working in Istanbul’s tourism sector.
It examines their perspectives on rural migration and entrepreneurship, focusing on the
factors that influence their decisions.

The research flow is as follows: first, Section 2 examines factors related to migration
motivation, types of entrepreneurial capital, and elements influencing the entrepreneurship
process. Then, Sections 3 and 4 are presented around these concepts. The research findings
are discussed in relation to the existing literature, and recommendations are provided.

2. Theoretical Lens and Literature Review
This part of the study reviews the theoretical approaches examined and the current

literature on the topic.

2.1. Urban–Rural Mobility and Rural Development

Many rural areas in developing countries have experienced labor loss due to exter-
nal migration. However, this trend is now reversing [19]. Since the 1980s, urban–rural
migration has emerged as a significant demographic trend in Mediterranean countries [27].
Given the topic’s currency and importance, the number of studies examining urban–rural
migration has increased in recent years [3]. Some concepts became prominent, such as
urban–rural migration, reverse migration, return migration, and lifestyle migration. Ad-
ditionally, the idea of counterurbanization has been employed in studies [3,4]. “Reverse
migration” or “counterurbanization” has become a strategic alternative to address rural
depopulation [27]. In this context, migration acts as a tool for rural development and
revitalization [28]. Migrants returning to rural areas present an opportunity to reach devel-
opment goals [16]. To promote rural revitalization and counterurbanization, countries have
implemented various incentive programs. In Japan, for example, to encourage immigra-
tion to rural areas, the government provided newcomers with up to three years of salary
and housing support to ensure their participation in community-focused entrepreneurial
activities [29]. In Türkiye, Development Agencies, Municipalities, Governorships, and
projects such as IPARD (Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance for Rural Development)
support the development of rural tourism. Multiple government support programs have
been announced at various times. Since one consequence of rural–urban migration is
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the inefficient use of rural land, some development plans are underway to regulate the
leasing of these unused pastures. Objectives include providing on-site employment for
forest villagers, preventing out-migration in rural areas, and creating job opportunities to
encourage reverse migration [24].

2.2. Urban–Rural Migrants as a Potential for Rural Tourism Entrepreneurship

According to the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, entrepreneurship is defined as
“Any attempt at new business or new venture creation, such as self-employment, a new
business organization, or the expansion of an existing business, by an individual, a team
of individuals, or an established business.” [30] (p. 3). Rural tourism entrepreneurs are
individuals who create value for tourists in rural areas and are willing to take risks [31].
Tourism is an essential tool for rural development and employment creation. According
to data from the Turkish Statistical Institute [32], the number of people directly employed
in the tourism sector in Türkiye was 998,000 in 2023. The products included in these
tourism statistics are accommodation, food and beverage, passenger transportation, car
rental, travel agencies and reservation services, cultural services, as well as sports and
entertainment services. The share of employment in the tourism sector in Türkiye’s total
employment was 3.2%. [32]. Utilizing tourism’s contribution to job creation in rural areas
can create opportunities for urban–rural migration and support rural development. Rural
tourism entrepreneurship can support rural development and job creation [31].

Migrants return with financial, social, cultural, and human capital, enabling them
to get employed or start their own businesses [33]. Establishing a more supportive and
welcoming entrepreneurial environment for qualified and highly skilled returning migrants
presents an opportunity to enhance the country’s economic and innovative capacity [34].
However, the transformation of rural areas using these opportunities depends on various
factors. According to the research by Xiong et al. [16], rural change occurs through the
interaction of factors such as individual abilities, regional characteristics, and place-specific
social connections. Zweig et al. [34] conducted a study on return migration in two differ-
ent countries—China and India. The study highlights that both countries acknowledge
the positive impact of return migration on their national economies. Surveys of return-
ing entrepreneurs revealed notable differences between the two nations, particularly in
their willingness to collaborate with local governments and perceptions of government
institutions [34]. In addition, with support from the National Tourism Administration in
China, migration for rural tourism development has increased [16]. Even with incentives,
individuals’ ability to secure employment in their intended destination is an essential factor
in their decision-making. Therefore, policies that promote rural employment development
increase the attractiveness of rural areas [25].

Some research examines migration and entrepreneurship in tandem, focusing on the
revitalization of rural areas [4,5]. However, tourism development driven by migration to
rural areas remains under-researched [7]. Paniagua has conducted influential studies on
urban–rural migration and tourism entrepreneurship [4], as well as on Xiong et al. [16]
and Santos [7]. Wu et al. [6] examined reverse migration, integration, and tourism en-
trepreneurship. Santos [7] addressed the challenges of return migration and rural tourism
development. In their research on urban–rural migration and tourism entrepreneurship,
Xiong et al. [16] divided participants into three groups: returnee entrepreneurs, lifestyle
entrepreneurs, and marriage migrant entrepreneurs. Xiong et al. [16] stated that tourism
entrepreneurs who migrate to rural areas, whom they describe as the “creative class,”
contribute to innovation and sustainable competitive advantage. Chen et al. [3] conducted
a study in China examining rural tourism professionals within the context of urban–rural
mobility and stated that these individuals are both consumers and producers. Accordingly,
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production and consumption have become intertwined, and the rural–urban distinction has
blurred. Furthermore, these individuals, often referred to as the creative class, have brought
the city’s comforts and infrastructure with them, creating a “post-productivist rurality.” In
China, migration to develop rural tourism has been observed, driven by policy incentives
from the National Tourism Administration. However, it has become clear that migrants’
mobility is not one-way; it is continuous and cyclical, moving between urban and rural ar-
eas. This situation has shown that distinctions like urban/rural, production/consumption,
and migration/tourism are beginning to break down [16].

Various factors influence entrepreneurs’ decisions to migrate back to rural areas.
According to a study by R. Galvão et al. [9], the motivations of these people include
difficulties finding a job, evaluating opportunities based on experience, and starting their
own business. According to Turkkan’s [35] research, entrepreneurs choose coastal locations
that offer easy access to major cities. The region’s agricultural suitability and capital factors,
such as land ownership and family connections, influence their decisions. However, the
social and political harmony between the individual and the destination is the ultimate
determinant [35]. Chen et al. [3] found that individuals who engage in urban–rural mobility
and are interested in rural tourism prefer villages located 3 h from urban centers. In
Paniagua’s [4] study of urban–rural migration and tourism entrepreneurship, it was found
that both economic characteristics and lifestyle preferences play crucial roles in individuals’
decision-making processes. These individuals seek to achieve their life goals and value rural
life. According to Farrell et al. [33], individuals’ perceptions of rural areas can influence
their decisions to return to them. In this regard, a lack of support in terms of advice and
guidance, local conditions, and opportunities can affect individuals’ decisions to start their
own business [33]. As for Santos [7], the profile of migrants, particularly those aged 29–39
who own a home in their country of origin and intend to invest in or work in the tourism
sector, is of key importance to rural tourism entrepreneurship.

The success of entrepreneurs involved in urban–rural mobility depends on several
factors. In reverse migration, their financial resources, ownership of agricultural land,
industry knowledge, education, entrepreneurial experience, and business connections
give them social, economic, and cultural capital, along with a competitive advantage [26].
The social integration of reverse migrant entrepreneurs in their new locations is also
crucial to their success [6]. According to Utami et al. [36], creating a successful and
sustainable tourism village through rural tourism requires a three-dimensional approach:
economic, social, and environmental. These fundamental factors include the following
sub-factors: revenue management, business development, economic growth, collaboration,
partnership, innovation, creativity, environmental awareness, resource management, and
visitor management [36]. A study by Ma et al. [37] demonstrates that psychological capital—
specifically risk-taking, innovation, self-confidence, and optimism—significantly influences
the performance of migrant entrepreneurs. Furthermore, Cao and Liang’s [5] research
suggests that the internet enhances the entrepreneurial potential of migrants returning to
rural areas by strengthening their social, human, and financial capital.

According to the research by Torkington et al. [19], challenges in rural migration en-
trepreneurship can occur at the micro-, meso-, and macro-levels. The most common issues
encountered in rural migration initiatives include bureaucratic hurdles, legal complications,
unclear procedural information, and a lack of specialized support. Torkington et al. [19]
highlight the importance of collaboration and communication among stakeholders to pro-
mote sustainable tourism development. These challenges are often associated with the
inherent difficulties of rural-area tourism. For instance, obstacles can arise at the insti-
tutional level, the demand level, from entrepreneurs themselves, and from the overall
entrepreneurial climate [31].
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Qualitative approaches are frequently used, and in-depth interviews are conducted in
studies addressing migration, rural tourism, and entrepreneurship [6,9,19]. Although rural
tourism entrepreneurship has been studied intensively in European countries [33], studies
on migration, rural tourism, and entrepreneurship have been conducted in countries such
as China [5,6,16,37], Portugal [7,9,19], and Spain [4,38]. There are various conceptual ap-
proaches to return migration, which can involve different forms of capital transfer across
economic, social, cultural, and political fields [33]. Themes such as the creative class [16],
lifestyle migration [19], the integration of migrant entrepreneurs [6,38], and rural gentrifica-
tion [27,39] have recently been at the forefront. Rural migration has sparked new debates
over issues such as the spread of urbanization and land sharing [27]. Álvarez-Montoya and
Ruiz-Ballesteros [38], approaching the issue from a “rural crisis” perspective, examined a
region in Spain and addressed the social integration crisis between newcomers and resi-
dents. Turkkan [26] and Xiong et al. [16] examined reverse migration and entrepreneurship
using Bourdieu’s concepts of economic, social, and cultural capital [13]. Studies examining
tourism entrepreneurship within the context of urban–rural migration are pretty limited,
focusing primarily on international migration [7,9]. Therefore, this research addresses rural
tourism entrepreneurship, urban–rural migration, and internal migration.

2.3. Urban–Rural Migration and Rural Entrepreneurship in the Context of Türkiye

The global trend towards simpler and more sustainable living has also affected
Türkiye [40]. According to Sahin [40], decisions regarding urban–rural migration in Türkiye
are not only individual but also have local and global dimensions. For example, the COVID-
19 pandemic has influenced trends in urban–rural migration [41]. Inflationary pressures
in major cities like Istanbul, along with challenges in rent, food, and transportation, have
prompted people to move to rural areas [42]. With deteriorating living conditions, for the
first time in 2015, the number of people leaving Istanbul exceeded the number arriving [43].
As Öztürk et al. [44] note, nowadays in Türkiye, urban–rural mobility sometimes means
being in two places at once. Although the rural population is decreasing, the number of
farms remains stable. Individuals combine the income they earn in the city with their
agricultural income in the village. This “multi-location living” can alter the look of rural
areas, giving them meanings like a place of rest, an area for extra income, a retirement
dream, or a “refuge.” [44]. The more job security individuals have, the less inclined they
are to migrate from rural to urban areas [42]. In his study, Sahin [40] examined individuals
involved in urban–rural migration in Türkiye and found that they participate in leading
meaningful lives. In addition, job insecurity in urban life, the difficulties of city life, a
sense of being trapped, socio-cultural polarization, and global crises constitute urban
push factors. Those who cannot go abroad prefer to migrate to rural areas as an alterna-
tive [40]. Penbecioglu [43] examined lifestyle migration from Istanbul to Muğla and found
that one factor driving migration to rural areas is that urban life accommodates socially
dissimilar lifestyles.

The influence of social media is also evident in the creation of the rural idyll im-
age of rural areas [40]. Promoting municipalities’ social activities through social media
positively influences individuals’ migration to rural areas. Social media tools maintain
bonds between individuals and their hometowns and create the impression that rural life
is improving. Promoting social municipal activities reduces individuals’ concerns about
social security [42].

According to Penbecioglu [43], individuals must have economic capital in order
for urban–rural migration to occur. Individuals participating in urban–rural mobility
do not completely abandon their working lives and work remotely [43]. Aydoğan and
Günay [45] examined urban–rural migration in Türkiye, focusing on the migration from
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Istanbul to Urla, within a capital framework. They determined that migrants reshaped the
entrepreneurial ecosystems of their new destinations by utilizing their economic, cultural,
and social capital [45].

Technological development and the need for employment arising in developing ru-
ral areas support urban–rural migration [42]. The use of internet technologies in rural
enterprises contributes to business sustainability, the protection of local resources, and
access to a broader market [46]. Changing consumer trends present opportunities for
products to be delivered online to consumers in rural areas [46]. However, in rural tourism,
since customers need to visit rural areas, transportation infrastructure is as important as
internet infrastructure.

However, with the concentration of urban–rural migration in certain regions of
Türkiye, such as the Aegean and Mediterranean, rural areas that are becoming crowded and
whose natural structures are beginning to be concreted over may become uninhabitable for
those who live there, creating a paradox. Real estate prices may rise, and rural areas may be-
come more like Istanbul. The process of cultural and material homogenization is defined as
‘Istanbulisation’ [43]. Preserving natural [47] and historical landscapes [21] is essential for
the development of rural tourism. Kurnaz and Anıktar [21] state that individuals migrating
from cities to rural areas in search of urban comforts may damage the unique structure
and authenticity of rural areas and cause a loss of identity. Therefore, they emphasize the
need to consult diverse stakeholders through a participatory approach. They have also
offered a number of useful suggestions in their work: Creating different thematic tourism
routes according to the characteristics of rural areas, converting historic rural buildings
into venues that can support tourism, such as museums, workshops, and cafes, promoting
and presenting elements of intangible cultural heritage as cultural attractions, establishing
educational partnerships with universities, and providing infrastructure and accessibility
may be beneficial [21]. Although rural–urban migration is a significant phenomenon in
Türkiye, it has received relatively little attention in international publications. Therefore,
there is an increased need for studies focusing on rural–urban migration in Türkiye [41]
and tourism entrepreneurship.

2.4. Urban-to-Rural Migration and Tourism Entrepreneurship from Three Important
Theoretical Lenses

The factors used to understand the relationship between rural tourism entrepreneur-
ship and urban–rural migration are grounded in three key interrelated theoretical frame-
works: the Push–Pull–Mooring (PPM) model, the Entrepreneurial Ecosystem framework,
and Bourdieu’s Capital Theory.

2.4.1. The Push–Pull–Mooring (PPM) Model

Push–Pull–Mooring Factors were developed by Moon [12] to expand Lee’s Theory [48].
According to the Theory, there are “pull factors” that encourage individuals to migrate
to a specific destination and “push factors” that urge them to leave their current location.
However, mooring factors complicate the decision to migrate [1,12]. Relevant studies focus
intensively on the pull and push factors of migration. Many factors drive individuals to
leave their homelands and migrate to different cities [49]. Although people’s decision to
migrate is complex, studies across contexts show that the main reason is economic [50].
Mohamed and Abdul-Talib examined push-pull factors together and categorized them
as situational, economic, and psychological [49]. Some of the push factors are political
conditions [51], discrimination [50,51], social exclusion, family debt, low wages, and unem-
ployment [50]. In addition, pull factors include social value [13], better living standards,
career development opportunities, and economic benefits [50,51], and personal develop-
ment [50]. While economic challenges in urban centers act as “push” factors, policies
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incentivizing rural employment enhance the “pull” of rural regions. To reduce regional
gaps, it is crucial to improve rural education, health, and socio-cultural infrastructure while
also promoting local entrepreneurship to limit excessive urban growth [25]. Unemployment
and financial struggles have recently become major push factors in urban areas [25]. In
addition to economic reasons, people migrate to rural areas for non-economic reasons,
such as lifestyle changes [7]. The Push–Pull–Mooring Model is valuable for this study
because it suggests that factors can influence migration decisions in both the migrant’s
place of origin and destination. Push–Pull Factors are also used to understand immigrant
entrepreneurship [52].

2.4.2. The Entrepreneurship Ecosystem

Within the framework of the Entrepreneurship Ecosystem, Isenberg explains the
foundations of the environment in which the venture operates and is nurtured (finance,
human resources, policy, support, markets, and culture) [14,15]. Strengthening and sus-
taining the environment that supports startups within the entrepreneurial ecosystem is
critical [53]. The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor has introduced a model that shows how
entrepreneurial processes drive economic growth. As such, the social, cultural, and political
environment affects entrepreneurship and a country’s financial state. Also, a country’s
overall economic features influence entrepreneurial conditions. In the next stage, both
the existence of opportunities and entrepreneurs’ perceptions of them, along with their
capacity, bring business dynamics to life. These dynamics ultimately lead to economic
growth [30]. The use of this framework, which is frequently considered in the formation of
new ventures and the sustainability of existing ones, may be beneficial in this research.

2.4.3. Bourdieu’s Capital Theory

According to Bourdieu’s Capital Theory [13], capital is not merely money. It is ac-
cumulations in tangible or intangible form. Economic theory is limited in its ability to
explain issues because it examines them solely from a monetary perspective. However,
as Bourdieu argues, in addition to financial capital, there are other forms of capital, such
as cultural and social capital, which contribute to an individual’s success [54]. In the
various studies, Bourdieu’s theory of capital is used to understand tourism entrepreneur-
ship [55,56]. From another perspective, migrants return with financial, social, cultural,
and human capital, enabling them to get employed or start their own businesses [33]. For
this reason, Bourdieu’s theory of capital was employed to discuss capital. Human capital,
social capital, and financial capital are concepts used in understanding urban–rural migra-
tion and rural entrepreneurship [5,7]. Turkkan [26] and Xiong et al. [16] also considered
Bourdieu’s [13] concepts of economic, social, and cultural capital in their examinations of
reverse migration and entrepreneurship. R. Galvão et al. [9] considered social capital and
migrant entrepreneurship together.

2.4.4. A Holistic Model for Urban-to-Rural Migration and Tourism Entrepreneurship

Figure 1 depicts a model of urban-to-rural migration and rural tourism entrepreneur-
ship. The model demonstrates the evaluation of structural and personal factors affecting
individuals’ decisions to engage in rural migration entrepreneurship, and the effects of the
new businesses that result from this entrepreneurship on rural revitalization. Structural and
personal conditions that influence individuals’ decisions can be viewed as opportunities or
barriers in entrepreneurship and migration.
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Figure 1. A model showing urban-to-rural migration and tourism entrepreneurship [1,12–14].

Some factors drive people away from city life (push factors), attract them to rural areas
(pull factors), and either obstruct or support their choices (mooring factors) [12,48]. From
an entrepreneurial perspective, these factors are closely linked to external and personal
factors. This study will examine external factors within the entrepreneurial ecosystem and
personal factors within the entrepreneurial capital.

The model in Figure 1 illustrates how individuals’ migration from urban to rural areas
and their involvement in rural tourism entrepreneurship impact the revitalization of rural
communities. As shown in the model, the main dynamics are push–pull–mooring fac-
tors [12,48], the entrepreneurial ecosystem [14,15], and entrepreneurial capital [13]. These
elements support or hinder each other [45]. Ecosystem factors that sustain entrepreneurial
activities [57], such as infrastructure and support, also encourage urban–rural migra-
tion [58]. The entrepreneurial ecosystem in rural areas also acts as a rural pull factor for
urban–rural migration [41], or an ecosystem factor, such as government support, could
be one of the mooring factors [1]. Success in rural tourism entrepreneurship depends on
collaboration among ecosystem actors [36]. Capital accumulation that increases people’s
entrepreneurial opportunities [59] also facilitates urban–rural migration. [43].

Individuals seize opportunities or challenges and use their capital as leverage [60].
Eventually, they support rural development through their capital transfer and en-
trepreneurial achievements [4,7]. A new form of urban-to-rural mobility is emerging
among individuals who have migrated to rural areas and shuttle between cities and vil-
lages [3]. The ecosystem is reshaped over time by entrepreneurial capital [61]. Additionally,
as a result of increased investment in rural tourism, the region’s entrepreneurial ecosys-
tem will develop, becoming an attractive factor for new business investment and rural
revitalization [62].

3. Materials and Methods
Istanbul is a city with the highest immigration rates in and out of the country [63].

As shown in Figure 2, the city is a major gateway between Europe and Asia and is home
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to three Bosphorus bridges. Its history spans 8500 years, and it has served as the capital
of three empires: the Roman, Byzantine, and Ottoman. With a population of 15,462,452,
it is Türkiye’s most populous city, covering an area of 5712 km2 with 738 hotels and
31,268 restaurants [64].

 
TÜRKİYE 

İSTANBUL 

Figure 2. Maps showing the location of İstanbul [65].

According to the Turkish Statistical Institute [23], the most significant migration
movement occurs among individuals aged 20 to 24. Of the migrants in this age group,
41.9% were men and 58.1% were women. The most important reason for migration among
individuals aged 20–24 was education. The primary reason for migration across all age
groups was household dependency. There are several other reasons why people migrate,
which include better housing and living conditions, improved access to education, more
job opportunities, seeking employment, changes in marital status or family circumstances,
reuniting with family or returning to one’s hometown, purchasing a house, health or care
needs, retirement, and other factors [23].

This research focuses on urban–rural migration and rural tourism entrepreneurship.
Its objective is to gain insight into the perspectives of individuals—whether employees,
managers, or entrepreneurs—working in Istanbul’s tourism sector, a city notable for its
migration dynamics.

Individuals’ thoughts about entrepreneurship and migration may vary based on
personal and contextual characteristics. Qualitative methods are considered a valuable ap-
proach in understanding phenomena such as the emergence and evolution of entrepreneur-
ship [66]. Qualitative methods enable the identification of different opinions and the
examination of less-studied factors [60] by helping identify unusual characteristics related
to the subject and facilitating understanding of different cases [66]. In qualitative research,
questions are not binding, which provides some flexibility [67] and helps to obtain longer
and more detailed findings [68]. Case studies, one of the qualitative research designs,
involve understanding contextual conditions and conducting an in-depth analysis of the
situation [69]. In case studies, case descriptions are made, or case themes are presented [70].
Thematic analysis is used as an ideal method for understanding the underlying causes of
social situations [71]. For this reason, a qualitative research method and a case study design
were employed to explore participants’ views. As shown in Figure 3, the data were analyzed
thematically, guided by key theoretical frameworks: the pull–push–mooring model [1,10],
the entrepreneurial ecosystem [15,16], and Bourdieu’s entrepreneurial capital [19]. The
researcher, who has studied tourism, entrepreneurship, and migration, developed the
data collection tool based on the research questions, relevant literature, and feedback from
field experts. Additionally, new questions were added as needed during the interviews.
The research was ethically approved by the Social and Human Sciences Research Ethics
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Committee of Balikesir University with the decision taken at its meeting dated 22 July 2025,
numbered 2025/07-02.

Figure 3. Characteristics of research.

The research population includes tourism establishments operating in Istanbul. A
random sampling method was used to select establishments of different sizes and seg-
ments, based on a framework created from current business lists provided by the Istanbul
Provincial Directorate of Culture and Tourism. Managers and employees currently work-
ing in the tourism sector were invited to participate. Data were collected via LinkedIn.
LinkedIn was searched and filtered to identify hotels and travel agencies in Istanbul. Then,
volunteers were recruited by sending connection requests and direct messages to industry
professionals. Participants received preliminary information about the study’s purpose and
confidentiality policies, and those who agreed to participate were interviewed either online
or in writing. Data obtained through semi-structured interview forms provided detailed
personal narratives reflecting participants’ experiences, feelings, and thoughts. The inter-
views lasted approximately 25 to 40 min, and responses were documented in written notes.
All data were collected with the participants’ consent and were analyzed anonymously.

Research data were collected between 22 August and 10 October 2025. Interviews
continued until data saturation was achieved, reaching a total of 105 participants. Since data
from the last five consecutive participants did not produce new information or contribute
to the development of a new code, category, or theme, it was concluded that data saturation
had been achieved. The interviews were coded and analyzed thematically using the
MAXQDA 24 (Verbi GmbH, Berlin, Germany) qualitative analysis program, which offers
systematic and structured data management [3,72]. (Supplementary Materials Table S1). To
protect anonymity, participants’ names were not disclosed in the study. The final coding
was conducted by two field experts by consensus [72]. Sample quotations are included
in the Section 4 where relevant, and the codes are organized around central concepts [73].
Given that urban–rural migration encompasses various forms, including lifestyle, creative-
class, return, and forced migration, participants needed to represent a diverse range of
urban backgrounds.

As shown in Table 1, 46 participants were female, and 59 were male. The majority were
aged 23 to 44. Most participants were born and raised in Istanbul and have experience in the
tourism sector. A significant number of participants were married. In terms of education,
most hold undergraduate and postgraduate degrees, and many are employed in managerial
or professional positions. Most participants had more than 10 years of experience in the
tourism sector. Additionally, they were more likely to reside in private homes rather than
rented accommodation. Ownership of rural homes or land was low. Most participants had
undergraduate degrees and completed tourism-related coursework. As shown in Figure 4,
most of them declared their hometowns as Istanbul, Bursa, Gaziantep, Izmir, and Kayseri.
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Table 1. Profile of Research Participants.

Gender n Length of stay in
Istanbul n Home Town n

Female 46 Less than 1 year 1 Adana 2

Male 59 1–5 years 9 Afyon 1

Age 6–10 years 18 Ankara 3

18–24 5 11–20 years 34 Antalya 3

23–34 37 21 years and above 8 Balıkesir 3

35–44 37 Born and Raised in Istanbul 35 Burdur 1

45–54 20 Previous Rural Living Status Bursa 5

55–64 6 Lived in Rural Areas 37 Çanakkale 2

Marital Status Did Not Live in Rural Areas 68 Çorum 1

Married 61 Grown Up Denizli 2

Single 44 Urban 64 Gaziantep 5

Education Level Village/Town 13 Hatay 2

High School 10 Both Urban and Rural Areas 28 İstanbul 30

Associate Degree 12 Position İzmir 6

Undergraduate Degree 57 Employee 32 Kahramanmaraş 1

Postgraduate Degree 26 Manager 48 Kayseri 5

Number of Children
Continuing Education Self-Employed 25 Konya 3

0 47 Terms of Service in the Tourism Sector Kütahya 1

1 22 Less than 1 year 2 Malatya 1

2 24 1–5 years 18 Mersin 1

3 11 6–10 years 32 Muğla 3

4 1 More than 10 years 53 Nevşehir 2

Housing Status in Istanbul Education in the Tourism Field Rize 1

Personally Owned 61 High School 14 Samsun 2

Rented 44 Associate Degree 2 Sivas 6

Rural Home Ownership Undergraduate Degree 35 Tekirdağ 3

Yes 37 Postgraduate Degree 19 Tokat 2

No 68 Course 25 Trabzon 4

Rural Land Ownership No Tourism Education 12 Yozgat 4

Yes 29

No 76

Figure 4. Map showing the hometowns of participants [65].

4. Results and Discussion
The study has various sub-dimensions, including urban living experience, rural percep-

tion, urban–rural migration, and rural tourism entrepreneurship. When viewed holistically,
these sub-dimensions support one another and provide a better understanding of the topic.
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Urban Push Factors: Citing time constraints from work–life balance, participants
emphasized limited time for social activities and struggled to balance work and family
responsibilities. Their health suffers psychologically and physically. They appear to follow
repeated cycles, prompting individuals to engage in lifestyle migration. Wei et al.’s [10]
study also shows that reverse-migration entrepreneurship improves the quality of life for
rural migrants. The search for a more fulfilling life is a significant motivator in urban–
rural migration [74]. However, the factors that satisfy people vary. For some, the city’s
dynamism is a source of happiness, while others crave the tranquility and peace of rural
life. Urban life negatively impacts individuals’ psychological and physical health. The most
significant of these is the stress of urban life. Transportation problems, long commutes,
and traffic exhaust people. Crowds, chaos, noise, construction, and hustle and bustle
characterize life in Istanbul. Long working hours and intense workload negatively impact
work–life balance. Participants also mentioned the high cost of living. Although earnings
are high, the cost of living, rent, and supply costs make city life and business difficult.
Finally, the superficiality of social interactions and the fear of earthquakes were mentioned.
As participants’ statements indicate, urban life necessitates an “escape” [74]. Due to the
difficulties of living in urban areas in Türkiye, psychological factors are prominent among
the urban push factors in lifestyle migration, and individuals describe this migration as
an “escape.” [75].

Urban Mooring Factors: Participants experience conflict arising from the challenges
and lifestyle habits of urban living. The main reason participants remain in urban life
is the wealth they have accumulated. The most crucial asset gained from urban life is
human capital. Individuals developed their careers, gained experience, learned a foreign
language, and grew personally. The opportunities offered by urban life enabled them to
acquire economic capital. Business connections developed and translated into financial
gain. They gained socio-cultural richness and an “urban identity.” P65 expressed this
situation as follows: “History, culture, music, literature. . . My work is intertwined with
these elements. I was born and raised in Beyoğlu; this is my stage. What keeps me here
isn’t just my job; it’s also my identity.” (P65). The participant here indicates how the city
has provided them with cultural capital and an urban identity. This identity plays an
anchoring role in keeping them in the city. Furthermore, the stage metaphor brings to mind
Goffman’s theory of “The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life” [76], and it is understood
that urban spaces are places where individuals display their symbolic capital and urban
identity. Urban life offers individuals symbolic capital and prestige, such as the prospect of
becoming a future global executive. They are dependent on Istanbul for business networks,
suppliers, financial management, investors, and human resources. Istanbul is a source
of customers for them (P19, P41). The scale of their work, their business success, and
the city’s dynamism satisfy individuals psychologically, providing a sense of success and
self-realization. It is often indispensable because current lifestyles are socially and culturally
affluent, offering opportunities in health and education. Educational opportunities are
significant for parents with children. For this reason, the quality of life the city offers, along
with people’s familiarity with these standards, strengthens the desire to remain in the city
(P29, P98, P102).

Their social capital is a critical inhibitor of urban–rural migration. Individuals fear los-
ing the capital they have earned and their career development opportunities in rural areas.
In contrast to this finding, Wei et al. [10] argue that reverse-migration entrepreneurship
increases migrants’ job satisfaction and social capital in rural areas. The fear of losing social
capital in their current system anchors participants to the city. This result is consistent with
the research of Wahba and Zenou [59]. According to Wahba and Zenou [59], immigrants
acquire human and physical capital but must leave social capital behind. This is a trade-off
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for them. According to Roy [8], access to finance, lack of market awareness, psychological
commitment to the current job, and psychological barriers (learned helplessness, status
quo bias, insecurity, and loss aversion) hinder entrepreneurial migration. P29 expressed
the lack of courage with these words: “I don’t have the courage. I have the desire, but I
can’t find the strength to take the step.” (P29).

Rural Push Factors: For some participants, rural life entails career loss, regression, and
reduced productivity. In addition, it is associated with unemployment, limited opportuni-
ties, and loneliness. The inability to perform their current jobs in rural areas and the lack of
infrastructure there make migration to those areas less attractive. This can be exemplified
by the following quote: “But I also think of loneliness, slowness, and limited opportunities.
Living in the countryside might be relaxing, but in the long run, it reminds me of unem-
ployment. Because in a fast-paced job like mine, there’s no chance of advancement in the
countryside.” (P41).

Rural Pull Factors: The dream or search for a “rural idyll”, which is prominent in
related studies [35,74,77,78], is also a notable attraction factor for rural areas in this study.
Participants described dreams that would provide spiritual satisfaction in their descriptions
of rural life. Similarly to this finding, Sahin’s [40] research found that a search for meaning
in life is associated with rural–urban migration. Although researchers note that immigrants
have a realistic perspective on rural life, the rural idyll continues to influence migration
decisions [41]. In addition, feelings of longing and nostalgia were emphasized. There
are various positive associations that make rural life attractive. Rural areas, associated
with peace, nature, silence, tranquility, fresh air, slowness, stillness, vacation, intimacy,
freedom, longing, and nostalgia, are characterized by a lifestyle rather than economic gain.
According to Benson and O’Reilly [74], the search for a better life is an essential theme
of lifestyle migration. Lifestyle-related factors across different parts of the world are an
important variable in counterurbanization [79]. Individuals express different motivations
for returning to rural life. According to research by Zhang et al. [78], there are various types
of urban–rural migration. These include labor migration, commuting migration, back-to-
the-land migration, lifestyle migration, and green migration [78]. In this study, the focus
was on a lifestyle change. Quotes describe rural life as a stable, peaceful, romantic, and
flawless atmosphere. However, rural life is a more profound area of interaction. This area
of interaction includes people, animals, and natural resources [79]. According to a study
by Kılıç and Buzlukçu [75], cultural, social, psychological, environmental, and personal
factors draw individuals to rural areas. Similarly, this study found that individuals do not
want to break away from their own culture and want to pass it on to their children. Again,
similar to this, the perception of sincere communication, peace, and tranquility in rural
areas attracts individuals to rural areas.

Capitals: Individuals’ financial savings and experience make it easier for them to
become entrepreneurs [59]. Existing social capital supports the formation of new ven-
tures [80]. Participants emphasized specific knowledge and skills necessary for rural
tourism entrepreneurship. These include customer relations, entrepreneurship, business
and management skills, marketing knowledge, financial management, organizational skills,
culinary expertise, foreign language skills, operations management, and human relations.
In Istanbul, participants acquired various assets that they can transfer to rural tourism.
Customer relations were the most emphasized asset. They also stated that they are com-
petent in crisis management, social ties, organization, operations management, sales and
marketing, cost management, cuisine, team management, and human resources.

Entrepreneurial Ecosystem: According to a study by Zhao et al. [11], awareness
of entrepreneurial support increases the likelihood that migrants will return home to
start a business, reduces poverty, and fosters industrial development. Policies such as
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incubation centers and business parks also have significant impacts. When asked what
support they could receive to start a rural tourism venture, participants indicated support
from family, the government, business contacts, municipalities, their circle of friends, and
development agencies.

Aside from personal reasons, various obstacles to rural tourism investments and devel-
opment in Türkiye were mentioned. Lack of promotion, transportation, and infrastructure
was particularly emphasized. Because businesses cannot find customers, there is no guar-
anteed income, and it is perceived as a risky investment. Furthermore, the investment
costs are high, and the payback period is long. Some participants noted that they would
be unable to find qualified personnel in rural areas. Securing the necessary materials and
investors will be challenging. In addition to these structural obstacles, some expressed
concerns about a lack of courage, fear of failure, and concerns that the work will not be
fulfilling. For example: “The opportunities are huge, there is a demand for organic cuisine
and local dishes. The obstacles are financing, promotion, and transportation. I wish I had
the courage to overcome these obstacles. But I always have a feeling of ‘I can’t do it.’” (P29).

The local population’s reluctance to adopt innovation, the need for regional adaptation,
and the need to collaborate with the local community are also highlighted. Therefore,
securing the local community’s support is considered essential for rural tourism initiatives.
P18 stated that he could get support from his family for local collaboration: “My family
gives me moral support, and the people in my village also cooperate.” (P18).

According to Ma et al. [37], to encourage reverse migration entrepreneurship, gov-
ernments should provide more support and information, reduce bureaucracy in capital-
acquisition processes, such as loans, offer tax incentives, and establish business incuba-
tors. Training in entrepreneurship and tourism should be provided to migrants to help
them identify entrepreneurial opportunities more effectively. Furthermore, according to
Wei et al. [10], reverse entrepreneurship policies should be integrated with broader poli-
cies, and their impact should be continuously monitored and revised. According to Wei
et al. [10], migrant happiness is higher in places where entrepreneurial elements such
as transportation, information technology, and capital are abundant. Participants stated
that such investments require infrastructure support (e.g., internet and transportation),
entrepreneurship training, marketing support, consulting, local guidance, housing sup-
port, and land allocation. This result is consistent with a study by Wei et al. [10]. Some
participants stated they could conduct their businesses remotely. Strengthening internet in-
frastructure in rural areas increases the likelihood of entrepreneurship among migrants [5].
According to Krakowiak-Bal et al. [81], communication infrastructure is among the most
important requirements for increasing entrepreneurial capacity in rural areas.

Entrepreneurial Opportunities: Significant opportunities are anticipated in this area
due to increased interest in natural areas, particularly since the pandemic. People are
seeking to escape to nature, seek tranquility, and experience local culture. Participants
most frequently mentioned the Aegean Region when discussing their ideas about rural
tourism entrepreneurship. This result is consistent with the study by Benson & O’Reilly [74].
Individuals considering migration and entrepreneurship prefer coastal areas. Apart from
this, Alanya, Ayvalık, Bodrum, Burdur, Çeşme, Hatay, Cappadocia, Black Sea, Kayseri,
Seferihisar, and Selçuk were mentioned. P98 made the following statement regarding the
issue: “I have a dream of moving to a quiet town, especially in the Aegean region, and
starting a small business. I even looked at land, but I postponed it because of my children’s
school schedule. I have savings so that I won’t have financial difficulties. I could start
my own business or provide consulting services. Now, I’m focusing on how to live more
simply, rather than worrying about making ends meet.” (P98).
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Participants stated that boutique or small businesses are well-suited to rural areas.
Business ideas were identified in the fields of gastronomy, experiences, and accommodation.
Gastronomy-focused business ideas include local breakfast and dining establishments,
gastronomy schools, culinary workshops, the Chef’s Table concept, vineyard tourism,
and wine tasting events. The experience center has led to ideas for yoga and wellness
centers, nature sports and trekking centers, cultural routes, a music festival, a grape harvest
festival, a wedding and event village, art and festival villages, and a digital nomad village.
Participants expressed interest in small accommodations, guesthouses, and ecotourism.
According to Zhang et al. [78], individuals migrating from urban to rural areas bring
innovation to the region. The business ideas revealed in this study also support this
conclusion. Furthermore, these business ideas are understood to be in harmony with nature
and to support local culture. P50 explained his business idea as follows: “I would like
to open an olive oil-themed restaurant and tasting house in Ayvalık, so that people can
eat, taste, and hear the story of olive oil. This would be very attractive for those coming
from the city. Collaborating with local producers is a good idea because there are many
restaurants in the city, but they lack soul. Olive oil has a culture and a story in Ayvalık.
My family has been growing olives for years, and it connects to my roots. Also, customers’
interest in naturalness has increased.” (P50). Capital accumulated in the city can contribute
to the development of rural areas. P36 stated that he could use his capital accumulation for
his own business idea.

Entrepreneurial Barriers: Participants stated that they possessed the necessary qualifi-
cations for rural tourism but that the scale of the business they could establish would be
unsatisfactory, that finding customers in rural areas would be difficult, that the income they
would generate would be insufficient, and that rural entrepreneurship would hinder their
careers. Some participants stated that rural tourism entrepreneurship was incompatible
with their career context. Some participants postponed their rural tourism ventures until
retirement, citing responsibilities to their children. Individuals postpone entrepreneurship
and migration decisions until later in life to have children, secure a guaranteed income,
and fulfill lifelong needs through their careers. This finding is consistent with the study by
Iversen and Jacobsen [77]. Benson and O’Reilly [74] considered lifestyle migration as a con-
cept specific to developed countries and wealthy individuals. This study also highlighted
retirement entrepreneurship within the context of income security, and it was understood
that this step can be taken at a certain point in the life cycle. However, Zhang et al. [78]
argue that retirement migration does not sufficiently benefit rural areas, increases the
average age in rural areas, and, by focusing solely on its own spiritual needs, does not
contribute to the economic, social, or sustainability development of the rural regions.

Rural Development: According to Zhang et al. [78], urban–rural migration has diverse
impacts on rural areas, primarily social, economic, and environmental. These include
agricultural, economic, social, population sustainability, and environmental protection.
Its positive impacts on rural development outweigh its negative impacts. Urban–rural
migration can increase income, employment, and social capital. It provides financial, oper-
ational, and managerial capital to the region and strengthens rural entrepreneurship. Rural
migrants become new customers for rural products and services [78]. Urban areas provide
capital accumulation. Transferring this capital to rural areas provides an opportunity for
rural development. Some participants expressed satisfaction with their contributions to
their hometowns and the jobs they created. “Also, as an entrepreneur, I would be very
happy to create jobs in the village. I have an idea for a business that combines organic
farming and rural tourism. This way, I can maintain my economic independence and create
value in my village.” (P19).
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From another angle, the benefits of rural counterurbanization may be overstated.
Therefore, a one-sided view of rural life may be limited [79]. Additionally, urban–rural
migration can have negative impacts, including rising land and housing prices in rural
areas, increased inequality, commodification, and the aging of the rural population [78].
Rural tourism entrepreneurship may not continually develop rural areas. According to
participants, it can lead to unplanned construction and sustainability problems in rural
areas. This relatively underemphasized issue suggests that environmental concerns are
among the least considered in rural areas. This result is consistent with the study by
Krakowiak-Bal et al. [81]

5. Conclusions
In an attempt to understand the opinions of individuals (employees, managers, and

entrepreneurs) working in the tourism sector in Istanbul, an important city in terms of
migration, regarding migration to rural areas and tourism entrepreneurship, it has been
found that the participants have the necessary capital for rural tourism entrepreneurship.
However, this capital is location-dependent and is valid only for operating the business in
Istanbul. Using these resources in rural areas means career loss and regression for urban
tourism professionals. Istanbul is an indispensable city for careers and a key career anchor
in individuals’ professional lives [82]. While it was thought that the knowledge, skills,
resources, and social capital acquired for rural tourism entrepreneurship would constitute
capital for rural tourism, it was observed that this anchored them in urban life. Partici-
pants possessed sufficient knowledge and experience in rural tourism entrepreneurship
but sought to apply this knowledge to larger-scale international projects. Participants’
statements suggest that rural tourism entrepreneurship, particularly gastronomy tourism,
can flourish, and cultural sustainability can be supported. Participants shared their dreams
of opening restaurants serving local cuisine or offering a local breakfast. As participants’
views show, urban–rural migration and rural tourism entrepreneurship support sustainable
development by fostering economic diversification, cultural richness, capital accumulation,
and cultural transfer in rural areas. When it comes to the development of rural tourism
in Türkiye, the Aegean and Mediterranean regions demonstrate a competitive advantage
by combining their existing bed capacity dominance with the high potential attributed to
these regions by participants [83].

Additionally, this will boost accommodation infrastructure, with a strong emphasis on
guesthouse and small-hotel management. Participants’ perceived entrepreneurial opportu-
nities suggest they can contribute to innovation in rural areas. The absence of elements in
the entrepreneurial ecosystem, such as supply chains, access to financing, and infrastruc-
ture, makes rural tourism entrepreneurship less appealing in rural areas. It is understood
that tourism income should be supplemented by other sources, such as agricultural income,
due to factors including risky investment opportunities and income uncertainty. Therefore,
migrants returning to rural areas may contribute to their income by engaging in agriculture
for their own consumption [7].

Lifestyle migration and hybrid living arrangements, where people split their time
between rural and urban areas, have become increasingly common. However, rural tourism
entrepreneurship often falls short for tourism professionals in terms of income stability
and quantity. For those who do not own their own business, the situation is doubly risky
and challenging, as both self-employment and migration are involved. However, it is
anticipated that perceived opportunities will increase as interest in nature grows. Addi-
tionally, as Naudé et al. [84] contend, the intersection of migration and entrepreneurship
does not necessarily yield positive outcomes. For example, returning migrants may not
always possess enhanced entrepreneurial capabilities. Moreover, outcomes differ signif-
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icantly across types of entrepreneurship, such as opportunity-driven, forced, and return
entrepreneurship. Early-career individuals seek to increase their wealth, whereas those
approaching retirement aim to transfer their capital to their hometowns to support rural
entrepreneurial development. In this regard, it can be argued that rural migration and
rural tourism entrepreneurship may occur at specific life stages. The role of retirement
entrepreneurship in rural area development remains a topic of debate in the literature.

5.1. Theoretical Implications

The study is structured around tourism, entrepreneurship, and migration. It exam-
ines entrepreneurship, a critical factor for developing countries, and migration, an issue
that has most affected humanity in recent years. Given the insufficient interdisciplinary
study of urban–rural migration [78], this current study is likely to contribute to the rele-
vant literature. While some studies link migration to rural revitalization [5,6] or examine
the challenges of return migration [7], this study combines these elements but remains
fragmented. Specifically, studies investigating tourism entrepreneurship in the context
of migration are limited and predominantly focus on international rather than domestic
migration [7,9]. While existing studies mainly focus on the macro dimensions of interna-
tional migration or rural development, this study explicitly examines domestic reverse
migration in the context of rural tourism entrepreneurship. The study links the individual,
economic, and socio-cultural determinants of migration motivations to the potential of
rural entrepreneurship. It aims to get valuable results for both policymakers and local
actors. In this respect, this research not only makes significant academic contributions to
current debates on migration and rural tourism development, but also, unlike previous
studies [7,9], examines domestic reverse migration and rural tourism entrepreneurship.

5.2. Practical Implications

Governments’ support facilitates the establishment of new settlements in rural regions
and sustains local development [29]. Policies that promote rural employment develop-
ment increase their attractiveness [25]. The study’s findings indicate that different support
mechanisms are needed depending on participants’ varied characteristics. In this context,
target-oriented policies should be implemented, such as expanding educational opportu-
nities to support the permanence of families with children in the region and developing
high-speed internet infrastructure to attract remote and digital workers. It is essential to
consider the potential impact of tourism development on rural areas when creating future
urban–rural migration policies. Entrepreneurs can be informed through development plans
and supported by institutions such as development agencies and municipalities. In rural
entrepreneurship in Türkiye, connections to major markets such as Istanbul and Ankara are
essential [46]. Changing consumer consumption trends create opportunities for products
to reach consumers through online spaces in rural areas [46]. However, in rural tourism,
since customers need to visit rural areas, both internet infrastructure and transportation
infrastructure are important requirements. Support can be provided for infrastructure
improvements, transportation, and rural tourism marketing. The success of the support to
be created depends on overcoming structural barriers, ensuring cohesive governance, and
preparing comprehensive feasibility reports for rural entrepreneurship. Local governance
capacity may be insufficient, so it can be enhanced with regional collaborations. Initial
capital and mentorship can support the long-term sustainability of SMEs. To ensure rural
revitalization, infrastructure should be strategically addressed in local and governmental
development plans to enhance the feasibility of rural tourism entrepreneurship. Rural
tourism entrepreneurship might be more favored during life stages with no family respon-
sibilities. Recent graduates, however, tend to focus on building their careers and saving
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capital in city areas. Initiating rural tourism entrepreneurship incentives in urban areas
adjacent to rural areas, providing educational and marketing support, and improving
technology and transportation infrastructure may help ensure the sustainability of SMEs in
the early years of entrepreneurship. From another perspective, local community support
is quite important. Therefore, individuals who grew up in rural areas and have family or
relatives still living there have opportunities for entrepreneurship and an advantage when
seeking support from the local community.

5.3. Limitations and Future Studies

There are several limitations in this study. First, the use of LinkedIn in the sample
selection may have introduced selection bias. For example, this platform is predominantly
used by relatively young, highly educated urban professionals with high levels of cultural
capital and digital literacy. Therefore, the study may have been limited in its coverage
of workers with low levels of education or limited digital access. To make the results
more inclusive, future studies could benefit from including tourism workers outside of
cities in the participant profile and using face-to-face surveys or other social media tools.
Additionally, the study focused on internal migration intentions and the tourism sector.
Future studies could expand this scope by examining different sectors, international con-
texts, students, and generations. Future research could explore the relationships among
expected well-being, career adaptability, lifestyle adaptability, intentions, green careers [85],
or green intellectual capital [86] to engage in rural tourism entrepreneurship. Gentrifi-
cation and the potential inequalities and conflicts between newcomers and locals can be
examined [78,87]. Since entrepreneurship processes may also change due to conceptual
differences, R. Galvão et al. [9] compared entrepreneurship motivations, challenges, and
support sources across migrant types (migrants vs. returnees). Similarly, this study can be
examined comparatively by migration type. The impact of technology and digitalization
on entrepreneurship can also be further examined [53].
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41. Erkan-Öcek, R.; İslam, T. Who Moves to the Countryside, and Why? A Systematic Review of Urban-to-Rural Migration. Planning

2025, 35, 171–181. [CrossRef]
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64. Republic of Türkiye, Istanbul Governorship Bir Bakışta İstanbul. Available online: http://www.istanbul.gov.tr/bir-bakista-

istanbul (accessed on 23 November 2025).
65. Republic of Türkiye Ministry of National Defense. General Directorate of Mapping Map of Türkiye; Republic of Türkiye Ministry of

National Defense: Ankara, Türkiye, 2025.
66. Van Burg, E.; Cornelissen, J.; Stam, W.; Jack, S. Advancing Qualitative Entrepreneurship Research: Leveraging Methodological

Plurality for Achieving Scholarly Impact. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2022, 46, 3–20. [CrossRef]
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