
Citation: Dragin, A.S.; Surla, T.;
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Danijel Pavlović 4 and Živorad Vasić 4
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Abstract: Youth migration has significant consequences that lead to depopulation and less sustain-
ability of local business, which is particularly pronounced in rural areas. All of this contributes
to the potential devastation of rural communities, an impact that could be highly significant and
far-reaching. Entrepreneurship and the innovation it brings with it can be important markers for
effective rural development if changes are needed. Therefore, the primary objectives of our research
were to determine how socio-demographic factors determine the attitudes of young rural people
regarding openness to entrepreneurship, whether young rural people believe they have the ability to
engage in entrepreneurship and take actionable steps, and what is the relationship between openness
and entrepreneurial capacity. The research was conducted from December 2023 to May 2024 among
299 participants in rural areas of two neighboring countries, Serbia and Croatia. The results indicate
various factors that influence rural youth’s openness to entrepreneurship, such as unemployment,
age and country of origin. Also, the results show a positive correlation between openness to en-
trepreneurship and the perception of personal capacities for entrepreneurial activities. In addition,
the study found significant differences between respondents from Serbia and Croatia in the assess-
ment of personal capacities for entrepreneurial activities. The results of this research contribute
to a deeper understanding of how young people perceive and experience life in rural areas, and
highlight potential challenges related to their specific needs. This insight enables key stakeholders to
design programs that support youth in starting businesses and sustaining entrepreneurial ventures.
Furthermore, the study offers both a theoretical and practical basis for future research, serving as a
valuable guide for the improvement of rural communities, that is, guidelines for strategies that focus
on inclusive development based on the revitalization of social frameworks.

Keywords: rural development; local community involvement; sustainable economics; entrepreneurship;
young rural people; rural management
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1. Introduction

Growing youth migration and rural poverty are two of the most important issues
facing developing economies [1]. The consequences of the migration of young people due
to the need for higher education or a better standard of living lead to the disintegration of
rural communities, less sustainability of local businesses and lower quality of life, which
later results in the devastation of the countryside, which can be epoch-making [2].

The policy emphasis on regional economic growth and infrastructure development,
while important, is seen as insufficient to address the deeper, underlying causes of socio-
economic disparities [3]. These causes often include complex, systemic issues such as
inequality in education, healthcare and employment opportunities, which cannot be fully
addressed by infrastructure alone. As a result, the policy is far from responding to the
deep-rooted economic and social challenges faced by many “backward” areas, leading to
continued struggles and unmet needs.

Economic considerations, such as employment possibilities and income level, have
historically determined the direction of population migration, particularly among young
people [4]. Young people’s emigration is a major problem that requires attention, and
encouraging them to search for economic prospects in their rural areas of residence is
especially crucial to the sustainability of those communities [2].

Rural depopulation has become a global problem. Therefore, research on this topic
must be carried out continuously. According to Gao and Wu [5]: “Rural areas and the
rural way of life have gone through a global crisis in recent years especially in developing
countries; traditional agriculture and rural culture have been disappearing or undergoing
assimilation through urbanization”. Furthermore, rural areas are confronting several
demographic challenges, including depopulation. These trends, along with an aging
population, are expected to have significant social and economic consequences on both
national and regional levels in Europe and around the globe. This will likely affect the
ability of governments to generate tax revenue, maintain balanced finances and provide
sufficient pensions and healthcare services in rural areas [6]. “The exodus of young and
highly qualified workers further hinders the economic performances of rural regions.
Indeed, the rise of unemployment in Southern European countries drives away skilled
labor usually to the most competitive areas in the new knowledge economy, which are
concentrated in cities and in North-West Europe. Again, this trend sustains a downward
spiral which decreases the overall appeal of rural regions in the south. . .” [7]. Bearing
this in mind, the authors of this paper conducted research in two neighboring European
countries, in the southeast of that continent.

According to the most recent data on the EU population from 2021, 29.6% of the
population resides in rural areas, a decrease from 30.3% in 2011, representing a decline of
2.6 million people. Between 2019 and 2022, the population aged 65 and older in rural regions
grew by 1.1% (approximately 840,000 individuals), while the younger and working-age
populations declined. Although the average age of the EU population is rising, rural areas
are experiencing a faster rate of aging due to lower natural growth and net migration [8].

The highest rates of depopulation were observed in rural areas of Croatia [9]. This
study specifically examines the attitudes of young people toward their position in ru-
ral areas of Croatia and the neighboring country of Serbia (Figure 1), where dramatic
demographic changes are currently under way, as highlighted by the latest census [10–12].

The Republic of Serbia is located in the center of the Balkan Peninsula, with a popula-
tion of 6.7 million, according to the most recent census (2022). In terms of age structure,
Serbia has reached the bottom level of the demographic age stage, as evidenced by the
following data: average age 43.9 years, 19.4% of people under 20 years old, 43% of people
under 40 years old and 29.2% of people older than 60 years, and the aging index (60+/0–19)
is 150.1 [9]. The Republic of Croatia is situated at the crossroads of Central and South-
eastern Europe, with access to the Adriatic Sea. According to the latest census (2021), the
population of Croatia is 3.9 million inhabitants. Similarly to Serbia, in 2021, Croatia was
experiencing a continuous aging of the population. The average age in 2021 was 44.3 years
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and the structure by age groups was as follows: 24.54% of people under 24 years old,
11.40% of people under 34 years old, 41.61% of people under 64 years old and 22.45% of
people older than 64 years [13].
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Among the key problems of both countries is uneven regional development caused
by uneven economic development and poor infrastructure, which results in depopulation.
Depopulation occurs primarily in rural areas, where young people migrate to urban centers
or other countries. The contingent of the young population is the basis of sustainable demo-
graphic development and the backbone of the biological, economic and social development
of a society (state). As they point out in republic institutes of statistics in Serbia and Croatia,
in addition to the further decrease in the number of inhabitants, the low and negative
rate of natural increase and emigration of the young population will primarily affect the
“quality” of certain functional contingents of the population. In Serbia and Croatia, there is
a constant decrease in the young population, especially in rural areas, where, on the other
hand, there are numerous comparative advantages [10–12].

Therefore, the valorization of various resources is needed in order to propose solutions
for improving the position of young people and keeping them in the countryside, for
attracting young families who have or do not have a connection with the area they inhabit
and finally for preventing the extinction of the village, which is the main purpose of the
research of this paper.

1.1. Study Background

Due to the growing younger population migration that coincides with demographic
changes, rural economies are typically constrained by a lack of investments and a labor
shortage [14]. Corresponding to the above, numerous rural economies depend on the
growth of agriculture as a traditional way to provide existence in the village, and when
they choose to change, they are prepared to depart from the conventional approach to
rural development [15]. Entrepreneurship and the innovations it brings with it might be
important markers for effective rural development if changes are needed [16]. New business
models and values that are important to the community’s economy can be developed
through entrepreneurship, which will improve rural communities’ quality of life in a
number of aspects [17].
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The academic literature has given much attention to the topic of entrepreneurship,
which has been shown to have a positive effect on local economies [18,19]. As such, it may
be a good option for young people seeking to optimize their potential when choosing a
career. Human capital and the features of the rural area where it is based are the main
factors influencing the growth of entrepreneurship in rural areas [20]. According to Brixiová
et al. [21], young people who take part in entrepreneurial activities have a substantially
stronger impact on entrepreneurship and rural development.

Nowadays, it is assumed that entrepreneurship can be a significant way to revitalize
small rural communities, especially when those areas are struggling more economically
and undergoing a decline in population [2,22]. According to Gómez-Araujo et al. [23], there
can be a wide range of significant benefits to entrepreneurship in rural areas. For instance,
through launching innovations, creating new jobs [4,24] and ensuring the appropriate
use of rural resources [25], entrepreneurship can considerably reduce issues like rural
poverty [26].

Traditionally, agriculture has been the main generator of rural economic development.
The growth of entrepreneurship provides these areas with an alternative that promises to
boost local knowledge, create jobs and draw in new residents. This encourages the rural
economy to continue growing but in a different direction [27,28]. Prior studies validate the
favorable effects of entrepreneurship in several domains. In their study, Berglund et al. [29]
demonstrate how entrepreneurship affects the development and evolution of a destitute
rural community undergoing change.

Rural areas can have numerous advantages that can contribute to attracting and
retaining the working age population, especially young people who have the potential
to become entrepreneurs. Many benefits that come with living in a rural region might
help draw and keep people throughout their working years, particularly young people
with the ability to start their own businesses. These villages enjoy abundant natural and
cultural resources from outside sources, as well as the ability to start new businesses with
less capital, more readily access potential clients and less rivalry because of their tiny
market [2].

Rural areas are mostly left by young people, which, as Mitrović [30] points out, is the
face of the world’s demographic and sociological veranda. Therefore, it is necessary to plan
rural development on the basis of interdisciplinary research, which can be influenced to
some extent by complex population policies and supported by appropriate policy mea-
sures. This paper will study the cause-and-effect relationships of representatives of young
local communities regarding their openness and entrepreneurial capacity, formulating the
development possibilities of rural areas. The situation requires an interdisciplinary and
transdisciplinary approach, which will be achieved in this work.

Young Entrepreneurs

According to Gaidhani et al. [31], members of Generation Z comprise more than 30%
of the employed population [32], and by 2050, youth (those between the ages of 15 and 24)
are expected to account for 1.3 billion of the projected 9 billion people on the planet [33,34].
This indicates that we ought to learn more about how to fully understand youth [35–37].
As a result, the primary focus of this study is on the target group of young people, who are
citizens of the Republic of Serbia and the Republic of Croatia.

Young people’s innovative thoughts and expertise provide a major role in rural de-
velopment, particularly in small rural areas [4]. As a result, youth entrepreneurship is
recognized as an essential component in the growth and renewal of local communities [38].
Because there are so many options open to them currently, young people have been increas-
ingly motivated to launch small enterprises in recent years. Some of the primary factors
that encourage young people to choose entrepreneurship are the desire for success as a
social motivator, professional career growth, entrepreneurial ambitions and the desire to
make a profit [39,40]. Even though they are frequently just starting out in their current po-
sitions, young people who choose to pursue entrepreneurship have the benefit of assuming
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less personal risk [41]. Additionally, it has been observed that young individuals in rural
areas who pursue entrepreneurship are more likely than their non-participating peers to be
risk-takers [25]. According to Minola et al. [42], youth have a significant advantage over the
elderly due to their greater education, extensive understanding of modern technological
advances and abundance of information. Furthermore, it is predicted that the younger
generation is more likely than the older one to aspire to start their own business [43].

A future successful entrepreneur must be adaptive to new information in addition
to the previously listed benefits, according to the literature [44]. Openness and an enthu-
siasm for entrepreneurship in young people make it easier for them to adjust to market
changes, competition and the comprehension and application of innovations [45]. This is
an excellent foundation for becoming a successful entrepreneur. Youth who are open to
novel experiences tend to be more creative, curious and engaged in exploring new avenues
for learning and growth [46]. Being open to new experiences has been shown to have a
major impact on entrepreneurial ambitions [47]. As such, it is crucial for young people to
have this quality.

Due to the types of socio-cultural characteristics of the people who live in rural com-
munities, it frequently happens that entrepreneurial activity is lower in rural areas [48].
Previous research indicates that certain social and demographic characteristics affect en-
trepreneurial intentions [49–51] and that there is a relationship between personality traits
and future entrepreneurial intentions [52,53]. The probability that young people will be
open to starting their own business in the future may be strongly correlated with their
intentions. For instance, it is claimed that men are more likely than women to possess
entrepreneurial traits [54]. Other research [55,56] that shows men are more inclined than
women to pursue entrepreneurship support these findings. However, other research has
revealed that, for instance, perceptions of entrepreneurship are the same for men and
women [57]. Similarly, a young person’s prior employment experience may also have an
impact on their desire for and openness to entrepreneurship [58–60]. According to Ahmed
et al. [61], having prior work experience or having experienced entrepreneurship in the past
positively influences the propensity to pursue entrepreneurship. Successful entrepreneur-
ship requires certain traits, like self-assurance, being accomplishment oriented, having a
need to show oneself, independence, risk-taking or dominance [62]. The environment in
which an individual lives, the business climate in their community and the general status
of the economy—which can particularly impact younger generations—can all have an
impact on an individual’s decision to pursue entrepreneurship and their ability to succeed
at it [19].

Prior studies have concentrated primarily on the potential for entrepreneurship in
rural communities [63], rural entrepreneurship [27,64,65] and the role of human capital in
rural development [4]. Research on the points of view of young people who have taken
part in entrepreneurship [2,15,25,66] as well as those who return to rural areas in order to
pursue tourism entrepreneurship [67] occupy an important part of the literature. There are
still a lot of crucial scientific gaps in the literature, despite the fact that studies [19,23,35]
have been conducted on the subject of what influences young people’s decisions to pursue
entrepreneurship. A previous study on potential entrepreneurs and their connections
with entrepreneurial capacity and openness toward innovation was conducted in a former
Yugoslav republic, Slovenia [68]. The results revealed that an individual’s decision to
become an entrepreneur in Slovenia is positively correlated with entrepreneurial awareness
and willingness to try new products/services, while the correlation is negative in the case
of risk aversion. In addition, significant guidelines and platforms have been made available
toward enhancing the potential of youth entrepreneurship, particularly in developing
countries [69].

Nevertheless, there is a gap in the literature on how young people from rural areas of
Serbia and Croatia perceive their openness and entrepreneurial potential.

Thus, the primary objectives of this research were to determine (1) how young ru-
ral people’s attitudes regarding openness to entrepreneurship are determined by socio-
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demographic factors, (2) whether or not young rural people believe they have the capacity
to engage in entrepreneurship and take actionable steps and (3) what the relationship
is between openness and entrepreneurial capacity. Finding out whether a young rural
individual’s openness or capacity for entrepreneurship is influenced by their country of
origin was another objective. Young people who reside in rural areas of the neighboring
countries (Republic of Serbia and Republic of Croatia) participated in the survey. Research
on this subject and in this field has not yet been carried out. Thus, the research’s outcomes
contribute to understanding youth perceptions and highlight possible problems related
to youth needs in rural areas. Based on this information, key stakeholders may then
create programs that assist young people in launching businesses and continuing their
entrepreneurial endeavors. In addition, this study provides a theoretical and practical foun-
dation for future research and can act as a guide for the advancement of rural communities
in these two countries.

This study was focused on the unique context of young representatives of the local
communities in rural areas and their openness and entrepreneurial capacity. In having this
focus, this study seeks to shed light on the complexities of community perspectives, offering
insights that can inform policymakers, planners and community leaders in their pursuit
of sustainable and local rural community-centric practices. Accordingly, the following
research questions were posed in the paper based on the goals of the research (Figure 2):

- RQ1: What is the impact of demographic characteristics and the country of origin on
the openness to entrepreneurship of young rural people?

- RQ2: To what degree do young rural people in Serbia and Croatia differ in their
perspectives about their capacity for entrepreneurship?

- RQ3: How do young rural people’s capacity for entrepreneurial activities and their
openness to entrepreneurship relate to one another?
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Instrument and Procedure

The research was conducted through a questionnaire consisting of two parts. The
first part was about the respondent’s socio-demographic characteristics, including gender,
age, education, income, employment and marital status. The second segment of the
questionnaire measured respondents’ openness towards entrepreneurship through 5 items
and their capacity for entrepreneurial activities through 13 items using the Entrepreneurial
Intention Questionnaire (EIQ). The research instrument was a survey, taken from the
authors Liñán and Chen [70], which was then adapted to the needs of the research. The
detailed process of creating and validating the used EIQ questionnaire is explained in the
paper of Liñán and Chen [68] and validated in the research of Kolvereid [71], Krueger
et al. [72], Venciana et al. [73] and Dragin et al. [35]. A 5-point Likert scale was used to rate
the level of agreement with each statement (1—strongly disagree; 5—strongly agree).
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At the very end of the questionnaire, the authors added a question related to the
research of respondents’ attitudes towards the possible unsuccessful implementation of
their ideas in the business environment.

Principal component analysis (SPSS 23.0) was used.

2.2. Data Collection

A quantitative research approach was used in order to collect the necessary data. The
research was conducted from December 2023 to May 2024 in two neighboring countries,
Serbia and Croatia. The research involved young people (older than 18) and residents
of rural, underdeveloped areas of both countries. The questionnaires were distributed
through specialized marketing research agencies. The authors provided the agencies
with the desired sample characteristics, and they contacted respondents who fulfilled the
requirements. Respondents filled out questionnaires using the classic paper–pen method,
and a total of 299 valid surveys was collected. All the participants were informed about the
purpose of the study and that being part of it was completely voluntary and anonymous.

2.3. Sample

The European Commission identifies rural regions on the basis of urban–rural typology.
The classification of regions is determined by identifying the population in rural grid cells
(all cells outside of urban clusters) and their proportion. Therefore, predominantly rural
regions are defined as those in which more than half of the population lives in rural grid
cells [74]. As already mentioned, the researchers obtained a sample of 299 rural people
between 18 and 30 years of age (M = 20.161) from Serbia (N = 150).

Female respondents represented 72.9% of the total sample. This was beneficial for
our study because without young women in the countryside there is no sustainable devel-
opment of those settlements. The majority of them (77.3%) completed their high school
education. The number of respondents who had obtained a bachelor’s degree (19.4%),
master’s degree (1.3%), or a primary school degree (1.7%) was noticeably lower. A total of
11.7% of them had jobs. In addition, 60.9% of the respondents said that they were single
(60.9%) or in a relationship (36.5%), while 2.3% of the sample’s respondents were married,
which is a minority. A slightly lower proportion of the respondents (51.1%) said that their
monthly income was average, while 27.1% and 21.1%, respectively, said that their financial
status was above or below average.

3. Results and Discussion

To explore what shapes openness towards entrepreneurship, general linear modeling
(regression analysis) was employed. Ten separate variables were included in the model:
gender, monthly income, education, marital status, employment status, age, country and
three items that describe respondents’ attitudes towards the possibility of implementing
their entrepreneurial ideas in a business environment. According to the research results,
shown in Table 1, it could be noticed that openness towards entrepreneurship is shaped by
the respondents’ employment status and their age, as well as by the country of their origin.
Besides that, openness towards entrepreneurship is also shaped by the respondents’ attitude
towards possible unsuccessful implementation of their ideas in a business environment.

A possible explanation of the obtained result is that the increased openness towards
entrepreneurship among the unemployed respondents is found in the basic motives of
potential entrepreneurs to engage in entrepreneurial activities. Most often, people engage
in entrepreneurial activities to make their own profit and work autonomously, but also
they engage in entrepreneurship when no other options are available [75]. Mota et al. [76]
distinguished the motivation of potential entrepreneurs into two types: those who are
willing to be and those who need to be entrepreneurs. Hence, entrepreneurs do not
necessarily strive for innovative work, as fighting unemployment gives a strong incentive
for the development of entrepreneurship.
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Table 1. GLM results for aspects that shape the respondents’ openness towards entrepreneurship.

Source F Sig. Observed
Power

Employment status 3.077 0.048 0.591

Age 5.176 0.024 0.621

Country 5.254 0.023 0.627

I have entrepreneurial ideas, however I do not think that
they will achieve success in a business world 4.793 0.029 0.588

R2 = 0.110

The obtained result indicates that younger respondents are more open to entrepreneur-
ship. One possible explanation is that younger people have more enthusiasm for en-
trepreneurship. So, while the elderly may have more opportunities to become entrepreneurs,
the young have a greater desire to do so. Young people are often thought to have a creative
advantage in generating transformative ideas because they are less distracted by family and
other commitments. This is consistent with Planck’s principle [77,78], as younger people
are less bound to existing paradigms and practices [79]. In addition, younger people have
less experience and therefore may be less aware of the potential obstacles and risks involved
in entrepreneurship. Furthermore, prior research [80] reveals that openness to experience
decreases with age, which contributes to the negative correlation between entrepreneurial
propensity and age [81], showing that older people exhibit increased aversion to risk and
decision making, especially regarding new investments. With age, the desire for long-term
investments declines as older people sees their time as limited.

Finally, as already mentioned, openness towards entrepreneurship is also shaped by
the respondents’ country of origin. The research results in Table 2 indicate that openness
towards entrepreneurship is slightly higher among the respondents from Serbia (M = 4.055).

Table 2. Mean values of openness towards entrepreneurship and respondents’ country of origin.

Country Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Bound Upper Bound

Serbia 4.055 0.177 3.708 4.403

Croatia 3.784 0.198 3.394 4.174
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: Age = 20.166.

When considering the differences in the obtained results between Croatia and Serbia,
the most notable factor is that Croatia is an EU member state, with EU-modeled govern-
mental policies, while Serbia is still in transition to become an EU member state. Hence,
one of the possible explanations for the obtained result is that Serbia, as a country in
transition, is also involved in the restructuring processes of large organizations, which
often leads organizations to reduce the number of employees. People who lose their jobs
decide to enter the world of entrepreneurship, that is, they see an opportunity for new
employment in entrepreneurship. In Serbia, entrepreneurship is more often manifested
as a consequence of pressure—the need to work and survive [82]. In the paper [83], it is
stated that entrepreneurship itself opens up the necessary dynamics of economic life, stops
economic immigration and enables the improvement of the quality of life. Entrepreneur-
ship enables a long-term reduction in the unemployment rate and social problems arising
from unemployment. Significant research has been published on the relationship between
entrepreneurship and unemployment. It is known that during the global recession, one of
the strategies for overcoming the burden of unemployment was aimed at subsidizing the
labor force for undertaking entrepreneurial activities [84].
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In addition, the high level of stress present during organizational restructuring can be a
“trigger” for many employees who think they have creative ideas to try being entrepreneurs.
The period of sanctions that hit Serbia in the 90s forced many people to “make ends meet” by
doing some additional work with the presence of a high degree of risk, which consequently
could contribute to the entrepreneurial spirit of the Serbian population.

Furthermore, based on the research results represented in Table 3, respondents who
stated that they have entrepreneurial ideas, but do not think that they will achieve success
in the business environment, expressed a lower level of openness towards entrepreneurship
compared to those respondents who did not select this option.

Table 3. Mean values of openness towards entrepreneurship and respondents’ attitudes about the
possibility of gaining business success on the market based on their business ideas.

I Have Entrepreneurial Ideas, However, I
Do Not Think That They Will Achieve

Success in the Business World
Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Bound Upper Bound

No 4.062 0.168 3.731 4.394

Yes 3.777 0.209 3.366 4.188

Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: Age = 20.166.

The obtained result is expected. It is known that the path from a business idea to its
realization is long and uncertain. If the respondents believe that they have entrepreneurial
ideas, but, on the other hand, they do not believe that they will be realized and that they
will achieve business success, then they are less open to entrepreneurship.

Entrepreneurship is an innovative process towards the creation of new products
or services. The transformation of a potential opportunity into a concrete product or
service requires innovation. On the other hand, innovation is an uncertain journey and
entrepreneurs can fail many times on the way to realizing their business ideas. In addition
to predictable problems, entrepreneurs are often in a situation to solve unpredictable
problems, which requires willingness to take risks [85]. The entrepreneurial process begins
when a business opportunity is created or discovered by potential entrepreneurs, but that
is only the beginning of the entrepreneurial process. In the later stages of the process,
there are numerous obstacles that an entrepreneur may encounter, including dealing with
uncertainty [85]. Therefore, in our study, respondents who are less open to entrepreneurship
are aware of these hurdles and hence they believe that entrepreneurial ideas cannot lead
them to business success.

Furthermore, the research focused on identifying the correlation between respondents’
openness towards entrepreneurship and 13 items that represent attitudes on having satis-
factory personal capacities for entrepreneurial activities. As can be seen in Table 4, there
is a significant positive correlation of medium intensity between these two researched
aspects. The highest correlation is identified between openness towards entrepreneurship
and respondents’ need to make something new. This is in agreement with Schumpeter’s
innovation theory, which argues that anyone seeking profits must innovate. According to
Schumpeter, the “entrepreneur” is the central innovator and their innovations are essential
to explaining economic growth [86].

Only one item (I have professional knowledge) had no correlation with openness
towards entrepreneurship.

The obtained correlation can be explained by considering one of the items of the open-
ness to entrepreneurship construct: “If I became an entrepreneur, I would feel satisfied.”
On the other hand, studies have confirmed that one of the greatest pleasures offered by
entrepreneurship is innovation—that is, the opportunity to realize a creative idea and make
something new [87]. It has been shown that innovation contributes to work–family balance,
job satisfaction and life satisfaction [87].
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Table 4. Correlation matrix of openness towards entrepreneurship and respondents’ evaluation of
personal capacities for entrepreneurial activities.

I have skills in leadership and good communication.
Pearson Correlation 0.167 **

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.004

I can develop new products and services.
Pearson Correlation 0.145 *

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.012

I can connect with people and establish good business relations.
Pearson Correlation 0.185 **

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001

I am ready to face risk.
Pearson Correlation 0.169 **

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.003

I can control the entire business process.
Pearson Correlation 0.248 **

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000

I’m good with money and I want to make a lot of earnings.
Pearson Correlation 0.223 **

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000

I have a great need to show myself in front of the others and to achieve success.
Pearson Correlation 0.115 *

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.047

I have a great need to make something new.
Pearson Correlation 0.258 **

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000

I can recognize good business chances.
Pearson Correlation 0.136 *

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.018

I am a creative person.
Pearson Correlation 0.198 **

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001

I can resolve problems.
Pearson Correlation 0.176 **

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.002

I have professional knowledge.
Pearson Correlation 0.090

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.119

I am responsible and accurate in fulfilling obligations.
Pearson Correlation 0.236 **

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Considering the respondents’ evaluation of personal capacities for entrepreneurial
activities across two researched countries, based on the results represented in Table 5, it
can be seen that there are significant differences in several aspects of this evaluation. More
precisely, there are significant differences in evaluation of respondents’ creativity (t = 2.198,
p < 0.005), capability to resolve problems (t = 4.675, p < 0.001), making connection with
people and establishment of good business relations (t = 2.311, p < 0.005), responsibility
(t = 2.199, p < 0.005), money management (t = 2.219, p < 0.005) and a need to make something
new (t = 4.787, p < 0.001). It is also interesting to notice that there is a significant difference
in evaluating the respondents’ possession of professional knowledge across two researched
countries (t = −3.886, p < 0.001).

According to the research results represented in Table 6, it is interesting to notice that
all the aforementioned aspects of evaluation are higher in Serbia compared to Croatia.
However, respondents from Serbia are less inclined to agree to the statement that they have
enough professional knowledge in the field of entrepreneurship than respondents from
Croatia. It seems that respondents from Croatia are more confident in themselves when it
comes to knowledge.
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Table 5. T-test results on respondents’ evaluation of personal entrepreneurial capacities across Serbia
and Croatia.

T df Sig. (2-Tailed)

I can recognize good business chances. 1.152 297 0.250

I am creative person. 2.198 297 0.029

I can resolve problems. 4.675 297 0.000

I got skills of leadership and good communication. 1.121 297 0.263

I can develop new products and services. −0.685 297 0.494

I can connect with people and establish good business relations. 2.311 297 0.022

I am ready to face with risk. 1.593 297 0.112

I can control the entire business process. 1.272 297 0.204

I have professional knowledge. −3.886 297 0.000

I am responsible and accurate in fulfilling obligations. 3.956 297 0.000

I’m good with money and I want to make a lot of earnings. 2.219 297 0.027

I have a great need to show myself in front of the others and to achieve success. 0.761 297 0.447

I have a great need to make something new. 4.787 297 0.000

Table 6. Mean values of respondents’ evaluation of personal entrepreneurial capacities across Serbia
and Croatia.

Item Country N Mean Std. Deviation

I can recognize good business chances.
Serbia 150 3.853 0.9151

Croatia 149 3.705 1.2866

I am creative person.
Serbia 150 4.093 0.9922

Croatia 149 3.812 1.2101

I can resolve problems.
Serbia 150 4.260 0.8932

Croatia 149 3.651 1.3199

I got skills of leadership and good communication.
Serbia 150 3.933 1.1213

Croatia 149 3.779 1.2619

I can develop new products and services.
Serbia 150 3.680 1.0575

Croatia 149 3.772 1.2527

I can connect with people and establish good business relations.
Serbia 150 4.073 1.0625

Croatia 149 3.752 1.3300

I am ready to face with risk.
Serbia 150 3.940 1.0247

Croatia 149 3.718 1.3610

I can control the entire business process.
Serbia 150 3.760 0.9809

Croatia 149 3.584 1.3809

I have professional knowledge.
Serbia 150 3.333 1.0723

Croatia 149 3.852 1.2323

I am responsible and accurate in fulfilling obligations.
Serbia 150 4.393 0.8891

Croatia 149 3.913 1.1908

I’m good with money and I want to make a lot of earnings.
Serbia 150 4.167 0.9583

Croatia 149 3.899 1.1195
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Table 6. Cont.

Item Country N Mean Std. Deviation

I have a great need to show myself in front of the others and to
achieve success.

Serbia 150 3.727 1.2090

Croatia 149 3.617 1.2713

I have a great need to make something new.
Serbia 150 4.220 1.0158

Croatia 149 3.597 1.2243

The obtained results are in accordance with the research study [88], which reveals
that entrepreneurs in Serbia, compared to countries in the EU region (including Croatia),
show increased entrepreneurship. Therefore, even with pronounced lower professional
knowledge, Serbian entrepreneurs show confidence in spotting business opportunities, as
well as in their entrepreneurial skills. On the other hand, Serbian respondents’ doubts about
professional knowledge in the field of business can be explained by different circumstances
for the development of entrepreneurship in EU countries and Serbia, which is not a member
of the EU. Namely, in contrast to the clear insight into numerous regulations related to
starting entrepreneurial activities, as well as knowledge of the necessary steps for the
development of an entrepreneurial venture that is available to citizens of European Union
countries, to which Croatia also belongs, the majority of the Serbian population has no
knowledge of the necessary steps for starting an entrepreneurial venture. Furthermore,
the institutional support of the Serbian state for the development of entrepreneurship
is vague and the steps to be taken in order to realize an entrepreneurial idea are not
sufficiently transparent. In addition, various types of training in which the knowledge
needed to engage in entrepreneurial activities is often absent or insufficient, so that potential
entrepreneurs in Serbia feel insufficiently confident in their possession of professional
knowledge regarding entrepreneurship.

4. Conclusions

This study examined the connection between openness and entrepreneurial capacity
among young people in rural areas of Serbia and Croatia. The results indicate the various
factors influencing openness towards entrepreneurship among young people in rural areas,
with several key findings emerging from the analysis.

Firstly, the increased openness to entrepreneurship observed among unemployed re-
spondents is likely driven by their intrinsic motivation to create employment opportunities
through entrepreneurial activities. This suggests that entrepreneurship can be a crucial
pathway for those facing unemployment.

Secondly, the results indicate that younger respondents exhibit a greater openness
to entrepreneurship, reflecting a generational shift in attitudes towards entrepreneur-
ial endeavors.

Additionally, the study highlights the impact of respondents’ country of origin on their
openness towards entrepreneurship, underscoring the importance of cultural and national
contexts in shaping entrepreneurial attitudes. This is in line with sociological theory, which
argues that one’s sociological background is one of the decisive “push” factors to become an
entrepreneur. In addition, Hofstede’s cultural model is a widely known theory regarding
the influence of national cultures on entrepreneurial behavior [89,90].

Furthermore, respondents who believe they have entrepreneurial ideas but lack con-
fidence in their success in the business environment expressed lower levels of openness
towards entrepreneurship. This points to the critical role of self-confidence and perceived
feasibility in entrepreneurial intentions.

The research also reveals a significant positive correlation between openness towards
entrepreneurship and the perception of having personal capacities for entrepreneurial activ-
ities. Notably, the strongest correlation is observed between openness to entrepreneurship
and the respondents’ desire to innovate. However, the perceived possession of professional
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knowledge did not correlate with openness to entrepreneurship, suggesting that other
factors play a more influential role.

Finally, the study found significant differences between respondents from Serbia and
Croatia in their evaluations of personal capacities for entrepreneurial activities. Serbian
respondents rated themselves higher in several entrepreneurial capacities, such as creativity,
problem-solving and money management, but were less confident about their professional
knowledge compared to their Croatian counterparts.

Overall, these findings highlight the complex interplay of personal, demographic
and cultural factors in shaping young people’s openness to entrepreneurship. The results
suggest the need for tailored support programs that address these diverse influences to
foster entrepreneurial engagement among rural youth.

The findings emphasize the need for customized policy measures that not only cul-
tivate entrepreneurial skills but also establish supportive environments tailored to the
unique needs of young entrepreneurs in rural settings. Such measures might include the
development of local business incubators, access to mentorship programs and the provision
of financial incentives to reduce the risks associated with starting a business in these areas.
Furthermore, fostering collaboration between local governments, educational institutions
and private sectors could enhance the support network available to aspiring entrepreneurs.
By addressing these issues, rural areas can better leverage the innovative potential of their
youth, contributing to sustainable rural development. This approach could also play a
significant role in reducing youth migration by providing viable economic opportunities
within their home regions, thereby reversing the trend of rural depopulation.

Further research is needed to assess the long-term effects of such interventions and to
explore similar patterns in other rural areas. This future research could also consider the
role of cultural factors, digital literacy and global market access in shaping entrepreneurial
outcomes, providing a more comprehensive understanding of how to unlock the en-
trepreneurial capacity of rural youth.

The findings of this study have significant implications for policymakers, educators
and community leaders, especially in rural areas. Instead of leaving these areas with limited
access to resources and inadequate support systems, policymakers can create an environ-
ment that nurtures entrepreneurial talent and encourages sustainable economic growth
in rural areas. Moreover, the study highlights the importance of including integrating
entrepreneurship into rural school curricula, offering workshops and training sessions and
facilitating access to mentorship and networking opportunities. Additionally, improving
infrastructure and access to technology in these regions could further empower young
entrepreneurs, enabling them to compete in broader markets and drive rural development.

These challenges include limited access to financial and material resources, inadequate
support systems and a lack of specialized educational opportunities that are crucial for
nurturing entrepreneurial skills and knowledge.

This study contributes to the existing literature by providing empirical evidence on
the entrepreneurial capacity and openness among rural youth in Serbia and Croatia, a topic
that has been underexplored in the context of rural areas worldwide. It sheds light on the
unique challenges and opportunities faced by young entrepreneurs in these rural settings,
offering insights that are crucial for designing effective policies and interventions.

The research also adds value by emphasizing the role of cultural and regional factors
in shaping entrepreneurial behavior, which can inform comparative studies in other rural
regions. Furthermore, by identifying specific barriers to entrepreneurship, the study
provides a foundation for future research that could explore strategies for overcoming these
obstacles and enhancing the entrepreneurial ecosystem in rural areas.

Ultimately, the study’s findings underscore the potential of youth as drivers of eco-
nomic transformation, offering a roadmap for leveraging this potential to achieve broader
socio-economic development goals in rural areas.
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17. Ðerčan, B.; Bubalo Živković, M.; Gatarić, D.; Lukić, T.; Dragin, A.; Kalenjuk Pivarski, B.; Lutovac, M.; Kuzman, B.; Puškarić, A.;
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82. Zakić, N.; Vukotić, S.; Aničić, J.; Laketa, M. Self-employment and enterpreneurship as a choice: An example of Serbia. J. Geogr.
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