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Introduction 

In this paper we contribute to theory by integrating citizenship and entrepreneurship 
literature and based on this we develop a framework for how personal development is 
achieved for young people in the context of open leisure activities.  

A citizen may be described as a member of a political community or a state, who has 
certain legal, social and moral rights, duties and responsibilities. Citizenship is a political 
concept with a variety of rights and responsibilities in a given political community. These 
rights and responsibilities change over time as the result of social struggle, economic change 
and shifts in governing ideology. The idea of a citizenship is built on people’s equal value and 
equal opportunity to take part of and influence public activities. Even though citizenship can 
mean different things in different nations it also has a broader sociological and historical 
meaning that is universal (cf. Petersson, Hermansson, Micheletti, Teorell & Westholm, 1998). 
Ingelhart (1997) and Giddens (1991) state that  young citizens participate in society with 
“self-actualizing” or “self-reflexive” involvements in personally meaningful causes guided by 
their own lifestyles and shifting social networks. A portfolio with skills for citizenship has 
been identified as to be able to show mutual respect to others, to have social awareness, to be 
able to take self-responsibility, and to have a good self-confidence and a good self-worth 
(Hall, Williams and Coffey, 2010).   

Gibb (2002) talks about learning as a social- and developmental process that can take place 
outside an organized and structured context and about the capacity to learn from different 
sources. Individuals can learn from their mistakes, by doing, by coping, by experiment and by 
opportunity grasping. This can all be linked to entrepreneurial behavior. Colardyn and 
Bjornwold (2004) define informal learning as learning resulting from daily life activities 
related to work, family, or leisure. Chell and Athayde (2009) claim that attention is now being 
paid to how non-formal activities may be a source of learning and skills development. These 
activities can broaden young people’s experience and provide opportunities for learning 
within communities. Based on this, both citizenship behavior and entrepreneurship behavior 
may be linked to personal development among youths in informal activities, such as leisure. 

However, the question whether entrepreneurship and citizenship can be reconciled has long 
been debated. Already in the early 1990s, researchers had strong opposing views on this, 
evidenced for example by the debate in Public Administration Review between Bellone & 
Goerl and Terry (Bellone & Goerl, 1992; Terry, 1993; Bellone & Goerl, 1993). The problem 
to reconcile the two concepts has also been found in the school system, where 
entrepreneurship has been seen as the antithesis to democracy and citizenship. Those holding 
this view see entrepreneurship as market driven, greedy and individual, and thus very 
different to democracy and citizenship. However, others such as Davies, et al. (2004) hold 
that there is no reason why linkages between entrepreneurship and citizenship can’t be made 
and that democracy perhaps in itself can be seen as a result of enterprising action.  

In a similar vein, Sarasvathy & Venkatarman (2011) recently suggested, in their thought-
provoking essay, that entrepreneurship may be a social force akin to democracy and based on 
this they hold that entrepreneurship is a tool for changing society to the better that everyone 
should have the right to embrace. Even though they don’t discuss the intersection between 



democracy and entrepreneurship, they imply that both are central for individual and societal 
development. In this study, our point of departure is in line with this and we thus hold that 
theories of entrepreneurship and citizenship can be seen as complementary to each other as 
the core of both theories include personal skills and qualities such as motivation, learning, 
social awareness, develop self-confidence, self-responsibility and creativity.  

Based on our empirical material concerning leisure activities among young people at youth 
clubs and similar meeting places we will explore the impact from citizenship and 
entrepreneurial aspects on personal development among youths. 

 
 
Methodology 

The empirical material in this study consists of survey data collected in Swedish open 
leisure centers. A questionnaire was administered to 265 publically funded leisure centers all 
over Sweden. Each center was sent a package of 30 printed questionnaires and was asked to 
distribute these to the youths present on a chosen day. The researchers received 1061 
questionnaires from 60 leisure centers, indicating that a majority of the centers did not 
participate. However, those responding represent all parts of Sweden and there do not seem to 
be any systematic bias. Given that it is an exploratory study, we find the responses 
satisfactory for analysis.  

Turning to operationalizations, the dependent variable – personal development – was 
measured by five items reflecting the extent the respondent have experienced personal 
development while attending the leisure center. When we look at the independent variables, 
self-perception was measured by three items reflecting the respondent’s self-confidence, self-
image and self-esteem. Influence was measured by five items reflecting whether the 
respondent could influence activities at the center. Finally, entrepreneurial behavior was 
measured by five items reflecting whether the respondent acts proactively, takes risks and is 
innovative. The study use several control variables. Age (three age groups), sex, attendance 
level (three levels), perception about gender equality (four levels, from gender equal to clear 
differences favoring males), general activity level (three items reflecting whether the 
respondent is active at the leisure center) and internet activity level (four items reflecting 
internet activity at the leisure center). Factor analysis indicates that all measures are 
unidimensional and alphas are appropriate at levels between 0.76 – 0.89.  

The analysis is done using hierarchical regression in four steps. First, age, sex, attendance 
level and gender equality perceptions were introduced. Then activity level (general and 
internet) is added and then we have a baseline of controls before independents are entered. In 
the third step, citizenship variables (self-perception and influence) are entered and in the final 
fourth step entrepreneurial behavior is added. 
 
 
Results 

In Table 1the means, standard deviations, alphas and correlations for the studied variables 
are displayed. As can be seen standard deviations are overall reasonable indicating enough 
variation in the sample. Overall the means are above the center point which can be a sign for 
positive bias. Still, even though the respondents tend to be positive towards many of the 
constructs, it is not alarming. Alphas for most composite scales are good, although it tends to 
be somewhat high for some scales indicating a perhaps too narrow battery of questions. 
Turning to bi-variant correlation, there are some indications that multicollinearity may be 
present with correlations between 0.6 and 0.7 for some relations. However, there are no high 
VIFs even though the dependent variable correlates significantly with all other variables 
except age and sex.  



 
Turning to the hierarchical regression analysis (Table 2), all four models are highly 

significant and each block contributes significantly to explained variance. In the control 
models, we found significant results for attendance level, perceived gender equality and 
general action level, where attendance only was significant without general action level was 
introduced. Almost 50 % of variance is explained with a R-square-adj of 0.468. So, without 
the independent variables in the model, personal development is linked mainly to the general 
activity level and whether the individual perceives the leisure center to be gender equal.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Then, when introducing the block with citizenship variables, another 14 % of the variance 

is explained and both influence (=0.46, p<0.01) and self-perception (=0.12, p<0.01), 
together with general action level (=0.32, p<0.01) and internet action level (=-0.06, 

 Table 1 – Means, Standard Deviations, Alphas and Correlations  
 Mean SD Alpha 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Sex 0,58 0,49 NA          

2. Age  1,78 0,81 NA ,07         

3. Attendance level 2,33 0,78 NA ,11 -,12        

4. Gender equality percept. 3,59 0,65 NA ,02 ,05 -,02       

5. General action level  3,34 1,06 0,76 ,04 -,04 ,24 ,07      

6. Internet action level  2,70 1,37 0,89 ,09 -,05 ,18 ,07 ,29     

7. Influence 3,83 0,87 0,81 ,00 ,00 ,16 ,16 ,67 ,30    

8. Self-perception   3,90 1,01 0,86 ,19 ,03 ,08 ,09 ,39 ,20 ,45   

9. Entrepreneurial behavior 3,67 0,89 0,82 ,00 ,06 ,11 ,13 ,57 ,34 ,66 ,57  

10. Personal development 3,64 0,93 0,85 ,05 -,04 ,19 ,15 ,68 ,25 ,70 ,46 ,66 

 Correlations are significant at the 0.01 level and at the 0.05 level. Pearson (2-tailed)  

Table 2   – Results of Regression Analyses, 
(n=1061) 

 
 Personal development 

Sex ,01 ,01 ,03 ,05* 

Age ,00 ,00 -,03 -,05* 

Attendance level ,23*** ,04 ,04 ,04 

Gender equality perceptions ,21*** ,12*** ,04 ,03 

General action level  ,65*** ,32*** ,25*** 

Internet action level  ,00 -,06* -,07** 

Influence   ,46*** ,38*** 

Self-perception   ,12*** ,03 

Entrepreneurial behavior    ,27*** 

   

F-ratio 11,0 60,0 77,7 80,0 

R square ,100 ,476 ,612 ,646 

R square adj ,091 ,468 ,604 ,638 

Significance <,001 <,001 <,001 <,001 

R2 Change  ,376 ,136 ,035 

F (R2 Change)  325,7 70,9 38,4 

Sign (R2 Change)  <,001 <,001 <,001 

Significance levels: *p<0,10, **p<0,05, ***p<0,01  
Regression coefficients shown are beta coefficients.  
Dichotomous variable: Sex: Girls= 0, Boys=1. 



p<0.10). Thus, citizenship variables contribute clearly to explain personal development. In the 
fourth step entrepreneurial behavior is introduced and raises explained variance with 3.5 %. 
Given that the other variables explain more than 60 % of the variance, this is quite good and 
highly significant. In the final model six variables have a significant contribution to the 
model. Influence ((=0.38, p<0.01), entrepreneurial behavior (=0.27, p<0.01), general action 
level (=0.25, p<0.01), internet action level (=-0.07, p<0.05), sex (=0.05, p<0.10) and age 
(=-0.05, p<0.10). 

 
 

Discussion & Conclusion 
Looking at the results, it is clear that citizenship and entrepreneurship both contributes to 

personal development at open leisure centers in Sweden. Interestingly, when entrepreneurial 
behavior is introduced in the final step of the hierarchical regression analysis, the impact from 
self-perception becomes insignificant and only three clearly malleable variables remains. 
From citizenship theory, the role of influence has a strong foundation and we find support for 
this, as the youth’s perceived influence at the center has the strongest linkage to personal 
development. However, over and above this and the impact from whether the youth is active, 
entrepreneurial behavior also has a strong linkage to personal development.  

Based on our results it seems clear that both citizenship theory and entrepreneurship theory 
should be used to outline the management of open leisure centers. One central idea with 
leisure centers is that the youths are active at the center and we can also see that this activity is 
linked to their personal development. However, if management at these leisure centers control 
the activities too much and curb the influence of the youths, the personal development will 
suffer. Moreover, if activities are too much of a routine and not entrepreneurial (in terms of 
being creative, somewhat daring and based on the drive of the youth), the full effect of 
personal development is not achieved. Thus, to promote personal development among the 
youths, leaders in open leisure centers should entice the youths to engage in challenging 
activities that are based on the youths own ideas. A coaching leadership style will probably 
work best for this. 

To conclude, this exploratory study provides evidence that concepts from citizenship and 
entrepreneurship theory can complement in understanding youth’s personal development in 
publicly run leisure settings, indicating that Sarasvathy & Venkataraman (2011) may have a 
point when promoting entrepreneurship behavior as a general tool for development. It also 
indicates that there are good chances that citizenship and entrepreneurship can and should co-
exist in a public setting to achieve the best results. 
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