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Abstract 

 
The aim of the study is to identify the intrapreneurship environment in HEIs. This paper aims to assess the factors 
that in the perception of creating a formal intrapreneurship strategy would strengthen the innovation culture in 
the institution. In this paper, questionnaires constructed with a Likert scale were used. 650 questionnaires were 
distributed, of which only 624 were valid, and through reliability analysis and hierarchical regression, it appears 
that intrapreneurship support and strategic orientation are linked to external cooperation in the context of the 
Western Balkans, indicating the need for a strategy for the formation of intrapreneurship. the innovation 
ecosystem rather than the individual role. The study contributes by making university intrapreneurship empirically 
measurable as a two-dimensional structure and also provides evidence for university policies that combine an 
internal family with structured partnership and innovation policy. 
 

Keywords: intrapreneurship, higher education institutions (HEIs), entrepreneurial university, institutional support, strategic 

orientation, external cooperation, Western Balkans, hierarchical regression. 
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 Introduction 
 
In higher education institutions, intrapreneurship is gaining great value because it affects the internal 
transformations of these institutions where staff generate new ideas. Intrapreneurship in universities 
has theoretical explanations and is related to the idea of an entrepreneurial university where these 
universities are not limited only to research and teaching but also to innovation which affects economic 
development. The approach to entrepreneurial universities suggests that change does not happen only 
with isolated projects but through an institution that builds capacities (Clark, 1998). Intrapreneurship 
is understood as the entrepreneurial activity of employees “within” the existing organization, where 
new initiatives are developed within the institution (Bosma et al., 2011). In the university, 
intrapreneurship implies the “turning” of ideas into new institutional projects, services and practices 
(Flores, 2024). 

In parallel, intrapreneurship in the university is also closely linked to the external environment. 
The Triple Helix model places the university at the center of interaction with industry and government, 
arguing that innovation increases when inter-institutional cooperation becomes structured (Etzkowitz, 
2003), shifting the focus from internal capacities to partnerships and joint projects. In this paper, the 
results relate to the fact that Strategic Orientation & External Cooperation emerges as the strongest 
predictor of the need for a formal intrapreneurship strategy. The topic is interesting for the Western 
Balkans region and emerging economies because various works highlight gaps between research 
potential and practical impact. Europe has paid particular attention and has directly emphasized the 
need to reduce the EU–Western Balkans innovation gap (European Commission, 2025). Various reports 
have emphasized that strengthening research capacities and increasing cooperation with the private 
sector are very important for increasing the impact on innovation (World Bank, 2013). The results of 
our work are related to the discussions on place-based policies and innovation agendas in the Western 
Balkans (European Commission JRC, 2018). In the OECD comparative analysis of economic 
convergence in the Western Balkans, the development of innovation skills and instruments affects 
performance in education and employment (OECD, 2025). 

Our study contributes in two directions: 
⎯ It empirically operationalizes the intrapreneurial environment in HEIs as a two-dimensional 

structure in terms of internal support and strategic orientation, 
⎯ In the Western Balkans context, the strategic and collaborative factor is the main mechanism 

explaining the need for formal intrapreneurship strategies towards partnerships and strategic 
innovation governance. 

Purpose of the study: 
The purpose of this study is to identify and analyze the institutional factors that influence the 

creation of an intrapreneurship environment in higher education institutions. At the same time, we will 
see how Institutional Support and Strategic Orientation & External Cooperation affect the perception 
that the creation of a formal intrapreneurship strategy would strengthen the innovation culture in the 
institution, beyond the influence of demographic characteristics. 

Research questions: 
⎯ What are the constituent factors of the institutional environment of intrapreneurship in HEIs? 
⎯ To what extent do demographic variables explain the perception of the need for a formal 

intrapreneurship strategy in strengthening the innovation culture? 
⎯ Does Institutional Support for Intrapreneurship increase the explanatory power of the model 

on the dependent variable, beyond demographics (ΔR²)? 
⎯ Does Strategic Orientation & External Cooperation provide a significant additional 

contribution to explaining the dependent variable, after including demographics and 
institutional support (ΔR²)? 

⎯ Which of the two factors Institutional Support or Strategic Orientation & External 
Cooperation is the strongest predictor of the perception of the need for a formal 
intrapreneurship strategy? 

To answer these research questions, the study uses a quantitative approach using data from a 
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questionnaire constructed with a Likert scale focused on the Western Balkan countries. 
Delimitations of the paper: 
⎯ The study focuses on the Western Balkans, with data from Albania, Montenegro, North 

Macedonia, Kosovo and Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
⎯ The result that is explained is the perception that “creating a formal intrapreneurship strategy 

would strengthen the culture of innovation”, not a measurement of real performance 
⎯ Uses PCA/EFA, reliability and hierarchical regression; the study is focused on these 

quantitative analyses 
Following the paper in chapter two, we will analyze some papers related to intrapreneurship in 

higher education institutions. In chapter three, we will explain the methodology used to analyze the 
data that will be presented in chapter four. In chapter five, we will present the conclusions and 
recommendations of the paper. 
 

 Literature Reviews 
 
Today, universities from knowledge producers (teaching + research) are moving towards the 
university as an actor towards innovation and economic development, so universities are no longer 
satisfied with the creation of knowledge but also build internal instruments to create initiatives and 
projects with social impact (Etzkowitz, 2003). This is where university intrapreneurship comes in, 
understood as the ability of the institution to promote new ideas “from within”, through organizational 
structures and culture. In this part of the literature, we will see that most authors see the 
transformation of universities from the traditional one towards the entrepreneurial university starting 
from the individual potential of the staff and then into institutionalized capacities, that is, into 
“organizational capabilities” that make innovation part of universities. In this regard, the authors Flores 
et al. (2024) have proposed such an entrepreneurship model where the staff is decisive and this to turn 
individual energy into intrapreneurial capacity at the university level. University intrapreneurship also 
requires institutional support and strategic clarity, which are essential so that initiatives do not remain 
isolated (Engzell et al., 2024). In this way, intrapreneurship has also been treated as part of new 
transformations where institutional innovation requires coordination, governance and organizational 
capacities (Soncin & Arnaboldi, 2022). Many studies emphasize the concrete mechanisms that make 
intrapreneurship possible, such as: 

⎯ Resource allocation, 
⎯ Incentive policies, 
⎯ More simplified processes (e.g., internal grants), 
⎯ Functional structures (innovation offices, technology transfer, incubators), 
⎯ Training related to real projects. 
The above elements are seen as an infrastructure organization that reduces the cost of launching 

initiatives and increases the probability of success, because innovation does not remain only with the 
individual but becomes part of the organization itself (Flores et al., 2024; Soncin & Arnaboldi, 2022). 
Myftaraj and Trebicka (2023) argue that well-designed loyalty programs can shape behavior and 
increase loyalty by offering optimized benefits and personalization, which supports the role of 
structured institutional mechanisms in strengthening innovation strategies. University governance 
suggests that the transformation towards an entrepreneurial university requires clear rules, not just 
general statements. Daniri et al. (2023) emphasize that “good university governance” is a fundamental 
element in this transformation. An example from Virtus Interpress reports a positive relationship 
between educational support and results in “digital entrepreneurship” (Vicente-Ramos et al., 2024). At 
this point, the first factor of the study Institutional Support encompasses these dimensions: 

⎯ resources, 
⎯ policy, 
⎯ leadership culture, 
⎯ incubators and training, 



Interdisciplinary Journal of Research and Development 
ISSN 2410-3411 (online) │ ISSN 2313-058X (print) 

Vol 13 │No 2 │July 2026 

    

 

 343 

⎯ idea channels 
⎯ risk management 
consistent with the literature that conceptualizes intrapreneurship as a “package” of internal 

mechanisms (Flores et al., 2024). 
Strategic Orientation & External Collaboration, is closely related to the fact that the 

entrepreneurial university functions as part of an ecosystem where other actors are important to turn 
innovation into practical application. This coincides with the logic of the Triple Helix, university-
industry-government (Etzkowitz, 2003). Kraja and Dedej (2022) highlights the importance of 
vocational education as a strategic pathway for strengthening institutional partnerships and increasing 
the practical relevance of higher education. 

Various works on technology transfer show that university-industry collaboration often does not 
function as instruments that make collaboration feasible. The JRC report highlights the need to 
strengthen technology transfer systems and increase capacities for academia-industry collaboration 
(Bole et al., 2022). Strategic Orientation & External Collaboration emerges as the dominant predictor 
because the more the university is perceived as open, connected to external actors and with dedicated 
resources, the stronger the belief that a formal strategy will reinforce a culture of innovation 
(Etzkowitz, 2003; Bole et al., 2022). In the region where we conducted the study, this topic is very 
important due to a gap in the creation of an entrepreneurial university, i.e., the difficulty in moving 
from a traditional university to an entrepreneurial one and this comes as a result of: 

⎯ Low funding, 
⎯ Market fragmentation, 
⎯ Lack of private capital 
⎯ Talent gaps 
All these factors make it more difficult to turn ideas into projects (RCC, EIT, & EEN, 2025). 
At the European policy level, the need to strengthen R&I cooperation with the region and to 

integrate WB into the European research and innovation ecosystem has been emphasized (European 
Commission, 2025). Formal strategy and structured cooperation with external actors can be seen as the 
most practical way to turn innovation into a sustainable process (RCC, EIT, & EEN, 2025; European 
Commission, 2025). 

According to the study “Institutional Culture, Leadership, and Policy Influence on Fostering 
Intrapreneurship in Higher Education in Albania”, intrapreneurship increases when universities create 
a climate where new ideas are supported, leaders act proactively and institutional policies facilitate 
initiative, experimentation and creativity (Prendi et al., 2026). 

Innovation tends to work better in practice when institutions actively give support. Institutional 
support is a key precondition for encouraging new initiatives and organizational change (Sina et al., 
2024). 

Based on the research questions and the exhaustive literature analyzed so far, we can raise 
several hypotheses for our study. 

H1-Institutional Support for Intrapreneurship is positively related to the perception that the 
creation of a formal intrapreneurship strategy would strengthen the culture of innovation in the 
institution. This hypothesis was also raised by the authors Flores et al., in 2024. 

H2-Strategic Orientation & External Cooperation is positively related to the perception that the 
formal strategy would strengthen the culture of innovation. 

H3-The effect of Strategic Orientation & External Cooperation is stronger than the effect of 
Institutional Support. Especially in the context of the Western Balkans this hypothesis has been seen by 
RCC, EIT, & EEN, 2025; OECD, 2025. 

H4-Once institutional factors are introduced, demographic variables are expected to have a 
limited effect on the dependent variable compared to structural/strategic factors. 
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 Methodology 
 
A quantitative approach was used for this paper. The study is cross-sectional, meaning that data were 
collected at a single point in time. We measured participants’ perceptions of the intrapreneurship 
environment in higher education institutions. A structured questionnaire with a 1–5 Likert scale was 
used for this. The questionnaire was distributed to academics, non-academic staff, and managers in 
HEIs. The target population was considered to be 26,749 people. 
 
Table 1: Target population 
 

Country Total personel Source 
Albania 9,862 (Ministry of Education, 2025) 
Bosnje & Hercegovinë 10,647 (BHAS, 2024) 
Kosovë 3,489 (MESTI, 2025) 
Montenegro 1,652 (MONSTAT, 2025) (Monstat) 
North Macedonia 4,656 (SSO North Macedonia, 2024) (State Statistical Office) 

 
Source: Authors 
 
To calculate the minimum number of responses needed, the Cochran formula (with correction for finite 
population) was used. The standard parameters were taken: 95% confidence level (Z = 1.96), 5% 
margin of error (e = 0.05) and p = 0.50. According to this calculation, the minimum sample size 
required was approximately 379 respondents. In practice, to have more reliable results and to cover 
non-responses, 650 questionnaires were distributed. Of these, 624 were correctly completed and were 
considered valid. These 624 responses were used in the main analyses. The questionnaire, in addition 
to the two demographic questions (position and institution), includes 12 other questions rated on a 5-
point Likert scale, from “I strongly disagree” to “I strongly agree”. Data were collected through an 
online questionnaire developed using Google Forms and distributed through institutional e-mail lists. 
Respondents were informed about the purpose of the study and the confidentiality of their responses. 
A purposive sampling approach was employed, targeting academic staff, administrative staff, and 
university managers who were considered knowledgeable about innovation, governance, and 
intrapreneurial activities within their institutions. Participation was voluntary and the final sample 
consisted of 624 valid responses distributed approximately proportionally to the size of the higher 
education workforce in each country: Albania (230 respondents, 36.9%), Bosnia and Herzegovina (248 
respondents, 39.7%), Kosovo (81 respondents, 13.0%), Montenegro (38 respondents, 6.1%), and North 
Macedonia (27 respondents, 4.3%). 
 
3.1 Reliability Analysis 
 
First, we checked whether the 12 questions of the questionnaire consistently measured the same 
concept. For this, we used Cronbach’s alpha, values above 0.70 are considered acceptable. This analysis 
was performed to verify the consistency and reliability of the data collected (Cania, L., & Prendi, L. 
2024). .In our study, alpha was 0.943, therefore the instrument was assessed as very reliable and 
suitable for further analysis. 
 
3.2 Factorial analysis through PCA and Varimax rotation 
 
After reliability, factorial analysis is used to understand how many factors we can create. The goal was 
to reduce the number of variables and create clearer factors for interpretation. For this we used 
Principal Component Analysis (PCA). We set the number of factors according to the eigenvalue > 1 
criterion, which is a widely used rule to keep only factors that explain acceptable variance. Then, to 
make the separation clearer, we used Varimax rotation. The coefficients were used for factorial 
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interpretation and mainly the highest ones were reported. After interpretation using the SPSS program, 
we created factor scores with the “regression” method and saved them as standardized variables 
(mean = 0, SD = 1) 
 
3.3 Hierarchical Regression 
 
We used hierarchical linear regression to see the relationship between variables. This type of 
regression is useful when predictors are introduced in steps, according to a theoretical logic, and when 
we want to see how much the explanatory power of the model increases from one step to the next 
(Cohen et al., 2003; Field, 2018). 

The models were built in three steps as explained in the figure below. 
 

 
 
Figure 1: Steps followed in the analysis  
 
At each step, we reported R² and the change ΔR² to see how much each block adds to the explanation of 
the result. We also used standardized betas (β) to see which factor has the greatest impact. 
 
3.4 Variable Explanation and Econometric Models 
 
Four sets of variables were used in this analysis. First, two demographic variables were treated as 
control variables: 

Posi = Position 
Insti = Institution 
Model 1 
Yi = β0 + 𝛽1𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑖 + 𝛽2𝐼𝑛𝑠𝑡𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖  
The main part of the questionnaire consisted of 12 questions measured with a 5-point Likert scale 

which assess perceptions on institutional resources, leadership, organizational culture, support 
mechanisms, risk management and relations with external partners 

Factor variables created by PCA (factor scores) 
ISi = Institutional Support for Intrapreneurship 
ECi = Strategic Orientation & External Collaboration 
The dependent variable is Yi = Perceived need for a formal intrapreneurship strategy. 
Model 2 
𝑌𝑖 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑖 + 𝛽2𝐼𝑛𝑠𝑡𝑖 + 𝛽3𝐼𝑆𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖  
Model 3 
𝑌𝑖 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑖 + 𝛽2𝐼𝑛𝑠𝑡𝑖 + 𝛽3𝐼𝑆𝑖 + 𝛽4𝐸𝐶𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖  
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 Analyses of Results 
 
4.1 Reliability Analysis 
 
Reliability analysis was used to check whether the items in the questionnaire measure the same overall 
concept consistently. The scale showed excellent internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.94. 
Given this strong reliability, the dataset is appropriate for further analyses such as factor analysis and 
regression. 
 
Table 2: Reliability Statistics 
 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 
.943 12 

 
Source: Author calculations 
 
4.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA / PCA) 
 
Principal Factor Analysis was used to identify the main elements that describe the institutional 
environment of intrapreneurship in universities. From this analysis, two factors were identified, which 
explain 73.57% of the total variance. The first factor explains 61.69% of the total variance and 
represents the dominant dimension of the model, while the second factor contributes an additional 
11.89%. After Varimax rotation, the distribution of variance was balanced, with the first factor 
explaining 45.26%, and the second 28.32%. We see that university intrapreneurship in the Western 
Balkans is a two-dimensional phenomenon. 
 
Table 3. Variance explained by factors 
 

Faktori Eigenvalue % Variancës (pas rotacionit) % Kumulative 
1 7.402 45.26% 45.26% 
2 1.426 28.32% 73.57% 

 
Source: Author calculations 
 
4.3 Interpretation of factors 
 
After Varimax rotation, we see a very clear division of the questions into two factors. 

Factor 1 – Institutional Support for Intrapreneurship 
This factor includes questions related to: 

 resource allocation, 
 institutional policies, 
 leadership and organizational culture, 
 innovation incubators and hubs, 
 training and opportunities for practical application, 
 formal channels for proposing ideas, 
 risk management. 

Factor 2 – Strategic Orientation and External Cooperation 
The second factor mainly includes questions related to: 

 the need for a formal intrapreneurship strategy, 
 the importance of additional dedicated resources, 
 expanding cooperation with industry, NGOs and government, 
 the impact of institutional culture on change. 
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Table 4. Rotated Component Matrix 
 

 
Component 

1 2 
The institution allocates sufficient resources (funding, infrastructure, human capital) to support 
new initiatives and projects aimed at intrapreneurship. 

.831 .194 

Institutional policies (e.g., grant application processes, incentive structures) actively encourage 
and streamline innovation and intrapreneurial activities. 

.790 .296 

Leaders at all levels (deans, heads of department, senior administrators) actively foster a 
culture that supports risk-taking and new ideas. 

.729 .424 

University-based innovation hubs or incubators are readily accessible to faculty, staff, and 1s, 
and provide meaningful support for transforming ideas into viable projects. 

.849 .207 

Regular training programs and workshops on innovation or entrepreneurship are offered, and 
participants have opportunities to apply these skills in real projects or collaborations. 

.801 .250 

Collaboration with external partners (industry, NGOs, government) is encouraged, well-
structured, and leads to concrete joint projects or activities. 

.687 .451 

Institutional culture, including willingness to embrace change, significantly impacts the success 
or failure of intrapreneurial initiatives. 

.553 .620 

Faculty, 1s, and staff have multiple, well-publicized channels to propose and pilot new ideas 
(e.g., dedicated funding calls, brainstorming sessions, or pitch days). 

.819 .249 

The institution has clear guidelines for assessing and managing financial, reputational, and 
operational risks tied to innovative initiatives. 

.762 .289 

Creating a formal strategy for intrapreneurship would strengthen the institution's innovation 
culture. 

.274 .841 

Additional dedicated resources (e.g., seed funding, staff time, technology tools) are crucial to 
expanding intrapreneurial initiatives across the institution. 

.213 .904 

Enhanced collaboration between the university (faculty, researchers, students) and external 
partners (industry, NGOs, government) would open new pathways for intrapreneurial 
activities. 

.271 .855 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations. 

 
Source: Authors calculation 
 
Factor scores were computed using the regression method and saved as standardized variables (mean 
= 0, SD = 1). These scores were subsequently used in regression, ANOVA, and cluster analyses. 
 
4.4 Hierarchical Regression for Determinants of Intrapreneurship Strategy 
 
This section presents the results of the hierarchical regression. This regression was used to analyze the 
factors that influence the respondents’ perception that creating a formal intrapreneurship strategy 
would strengthen the innovation culture in the institution. The main goal was to assess the 
contribution of demographic variables and, above all, the additional impact of the two factors extracted 
from the factor analysis: Institutional Support for Intrapreneurship and Strategic Orientation & 
External Collaboration. 

The analysis was organized in three steps, to understand how much the model improves when 
more important predictors are gradually added: 

Model 1: control variables – position and institution. 
Model 2: the factor Institutional Support for Intrapreneurship was added. 
Model 3: the factor Strategic Orientation & External Collaboration was added. 
This approach allows us to clearly see not only the importance of each predictor, but also the 

additional contribution to the explained variance (ΔR²) when moving from one model to another. 
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4.5 Model fit and explained variance 
 
The results show a clear and strong increase in the explanatory power of the model with each step. 
Model 1, which includes only demographics, explains a very small part of the variance (R² = 0.038, 
3.8%), which suggests that role or institution, taken alone, are not sufficient to understand the 
perception of the need for a formal intrapreneurship strategy. 

In Model 2, the addition of the Institutional Support factor increases the explanation to R² = 
0.113, with a significant increase ΔR² = 0.075 (p < 0.001). This shows that the resources, policies, 
mechanisms and internal structure of the institution have a real role in shaping this perception. 

The biggest change is observed in Model 3, where the Strategic Orientation & External 
Collaboration factor is introduced. At this step, the model reaches R² = 0.785, explaining 78.5% of the 
total variance, with ΔR² = 0.672 (p < 0.001). Practically, this shows that where there is strategic clarity, 
dedicated resources and structured collaboration with external actors, the belief that a formal 
intrapreneurship strategy would reinforce the innovation culture increases significantly. 

All three models were statistically significant (p < 0.001), but the greatest explanatory power and 
the best fit belong to Model 3. 
 
Table 5. Hierarchical Regression (Model 1–3) 
 

Dependent Variable (DV): Creating a formal strategy for intrapreneurship would strengthen the culture of innovation in 
the institution. 

Predictors Modeli 1 β Modeli 2 β Modeli 3 β 
Position 0.195*** 0.194*** −0.016 (n.s.) 
Institution −0.054 (n.s.) −0.068 (n.s.) −0.046* 
Institutional Support — 0.275*** 0.276*** 
Strategic Orientation & External Cooperation — — 0.846*** 
R² 0.038 0.113 0.785 
ΔR² — 0.075*** 0.672*** 
F (modeli) 12.229*** 26.412*** 565.116*** 

 
Source: Authors calculation 
 
In the final model (Model 3), both institutional factors are statistically significant, but not with the same 
weight. Strategic Orientation and External Collaboration is the main predictor with a β = 0.846 and p < 
0.001. This shows that when the institution has a clear strategic direction and active connections with 
actors outside the university, the belief that a formal intrapreneurship strategy is needed increases. 
Institutional Support is important with a β = 0.276 and p < 0.001. So, internal resources, policies, 
structures and mechanisms are the basis that keeps the process going. However, its impact is more 
moderate compared to the strategic dimension. When these two factors are entered into the model, 
position is no longer significant. Institution has a very small, but statistically significant effect (p < 
0.05). Overall, the results suggest that it is not the role of the individual that matters as much as the 
way the institution builds strategic orientation and collaboration with the surrounding ecosystem. 
 

 Conclusion and Recommendation 
 
In this paper, we examined the institutional factors that influence university intrapreneurship and the 
results show that it is closely related to the way the institution builds support from within through 
spaces, rules and resources. Factor analysis showed that this environment is summarized in two main 
dimensions: Institutional Support for Intrapreneurship and Strategic Orientation and External 
Collaboration.In simple words, intrapreneurship is supported by two pillars: on the one hand, the 
internal capacity of the institution to support innovation (resources, policies, structures and 
mechanisms), and on the other hand, strategic openness to the ecosystem (partnerships, focus on 
innovation and readiness for change).Through hierarchical regression, the weight of each factor 
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became clearer. It was seen that internal resources and mechanisms have an important and real role. 
However, the greatest impact in the model appeared when Strategic Orientation and External 
Collaboration was added, which emerged as the dominant factor. Institutional support is significant. In 
practice, this means that the need for a formal strategy increases significantly when the university is 
perceived as clearly oriented towards innovation, with dedicated resources and real collaboration with 
external partners through concrete projects. When these factors are included in the model, the position 
of the respondent is no longer statistically significant, while the institution has a very small effect. So, 
intrapreneurship seems more like a matter of governance and institutional organization than an 
individual trait. 

Based on the results, we come up with several recommendations; 
First, universities should draft a clear intrapreneurship strategy. Second, it is necessary to create 

concrete funds and tools that make it possible to pilot ideas. Third, innovation offices and channels 
where ideas can be proposed, evaluated and tested should be strengthened. Finally, universities should 
build regular and structured collaborations with industry, NGOs and government, because this 
dimension is crucial for the development of intrapreneurship. The study also has some limitations. The 
data are based on self-reported perceptions. The design is cross-sectional, so it reflects a single 
moment in time. Also, the dependent variable is measured with a single question, and not with an index 
with several items. In the future, other studies could test the model in different countries and samples, 
as well as use a longitudinal design to see how these relationships change over time. 
 
 

 AI Use Statement 
 
The authors declare that no artificial intelligence tools were used in the preparation, writing, analysis, 
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