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Abstract 

Villages play an essential strategic role in fostering a nation's economic development. However, the village is very 

vulnerable in managing local assets and human resources, which makes the optimization of the village economy 

not optimal. Entrepreneurship is one strategy used to strengthen village resilience. Village entrepreneurship may 

make the most of available opportunities and promote the independence and empowerment of village 

communities. The Local-owned Social Enterprise (VOSE) is a legal entity established to advance village welfare. 

VOSE is an example of rural entrepreneurship that can inspire the transformation of village capital so that it is 

more advantageous from an economic and financial standpoint. In addition to promoting the development of the 

village's physical infrastructure and improving the performance of the area's rural businesses, VOSE is also 

responsible for facilitating market and financial access in the village, bridging knowledge transfer from the 

university, supporting regional government policy, and embracing the social networks of the rural community. 

Due to their ability to transform the community's available resources into a resilient village through collective 

entrepreneurial endeavors, VOSE jobs are of the utmost importance. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Every country has its own definition about rural context. It resulted to variances in how rural 

entrepreneurship was constituted. In Indonesia, the majority of rural areas focus on the 

utilization of local resources, including agriculture, fishing, forestry, mining, and other natural 

resources. In Burundi, one of the African countries, most of the rural community still depended 

on traditional economic activities such as transforming crops, processing food, additional 

money from side work, and non-agricultural work (Cieslik & D’Aoust, 2018). However, it 

indicated that rural context in every country was in variance.  

Meanwhile, many scholars and professionals are constantly arguing what really characterizes 

rurality. If social, economic, and ecological factors are combined, rurality will be specifically 

recognized (Psaltopoulos & Skuras, 2005; Shahraki & Heydari, 2019). However, in rural areas, 
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the size of the community, the environment, and the population density are also significant 

variables (Psaltopoulos & Skuras, 2005). On the contrary side, other academics anchored their 

definition of rural on geographic factors. Rural was shown through urban's periphery, which 

centralizes the issue of access, poverty, and inequality (Newbery et al., 2017). According to 

Vuković et al., (2018), rural areas are spaces where communities come together to support 

economic activity and provide a social portrait of social organization sensibility in a rural 

setting. This context also occurs in many rural areas in another country (Vuković et al., 2018). 

Rural setting is not only having different discussion about community and local resources, but 

also the meaning of rural entrepreneurship. Rural entrepreneurship term is interchangeable with 

rural business and rural enterprise. While rural business or rural enterprise is the organization 

created by rural people to maximize opportunities, rural entrepreneurship discusses the process 

of maximizing resources for the benefit of the village. The important aim of rural development 

is to identify methods for improving the standard of living for rural communities, many of 

which are situated in distant places (Kolawole & Ajila, 2015). The sustainability of rural 

development program will be achieved when poverty situations is alleviated and more 

employment opportunities are available for the rural people (Kolawole & Ajila, 2015). 

However, rural entrepreneurship could be one of alternative strategy to ensure the sustainability 

of rural development program (Dabson et al., 2005).  

Entrepreneurship is recognized as being one of the most strategic initiatives for reducing 

poverty and improving rural performance (Asitik et al., 2016). Entrepreneurship can preserve 

stronger connections in community that are scattered, small-scope and interdependence 

(Fuller-love et al., 2006). Rural entrepreneurship can facilitate the emergence of innovation 

and creativity that could have an impact on the greater society, allowing the entrepreneurial 

mindset to flourish and enabling the provision of high-quality local services to rural 

communities (Newbery et al., 2017; Petridou & Glaveli, 2008). Therefore, entrepreneurship in 

rural areas can be considered as an element that adds value to the capital that rural communities 

already have (Korsgaard et al., 2015) 

Rural entrepreneurship is also having challenges when encountering with the meaning of 

entrepreneurship in the rural areas. In opposition to rural entrepreneurship, which is more 

closely connected to the location of the business activity, rural entrepreneurship is more 

engaged with the interaction between the business' operations and its surrounding community's 

values (Korsgaard et al., 2015). Rural entrepreneurship won't generate difficulties for the 

business if it shifts its operations physically. Rural entrepreneurship, however, is a sector of 

the economy that genuinely develops and integrates with nature, culture, history, tradition, and 

the ties to local capital that foster business expansion (Korsgaard et al., 2015; Shahraki & 

Heydari, 2019). Another researcher expanded the definition of rural enterprise to include 

establishments that are situated in rural areas, employ locals, increase the value added of the 

rural area, and sell rural goods like food or natural products, traditional crafts, or travel 

(Bosworth, 2012; Cieslik & D’Aoust, 2018). It is essential to have a conversation about the 

rural entrepreneurial context in order to strengthen rural principles and values. Most large-scale 

national businesses in Indonesia primarily used villages as production sites. By creating jobs, 
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these major corporations boosted economic expansion. Unfortunately, they are unable to 

increase the social impact or create local value. However, due to large scope of rural 

entrepreneurship definition, some scholars have already defined rural entrepreneurship in 

accordance with the various definitions that exist. 

Table 1: Scholar Definition of Rural Entrepreneurship 

Author Definition 

(Wortman, 1990) Rural entrepreneurship is characterized by a new product from an agricultural 

product, serve or create a new market, and utilize a new technology. 

(Stathopoulou et 

al., 2004) 

Rural entrepreneurship is a business entity that related to physical 

environment, location, natural resources and landscape, social environment, 

social capital, and governance, economic environment, infrastructure and 

business network of enterprises 

(Akgün et al., 

2010) 

Individual who is a community-based, strongly influence by social 

networking, and social traits of their rural space 

(Bosworth, 2012) Rural entrepreneurship is entrepreneurship activities that located in rural area, 

served local population, and sell rural products. 

(Henry & 

McElwee, 2014) 

Rural entrepreneurship is characterized by having location in rural area, 

recruited local people, and provided contribution to local value. 

(L. Pato & 

Teixeira, 2018) 

Rural entrepreneurship is an entrepreneurship activity that located in rural 

space, recruited local people, provided local services, and income flow to the 

local environment. 

(Naminse & 

Zhuang, 2018) 

In China, rural entrepreneurship is categorized as farmer entrepreneurship 

because most of rural is inhabited by farmer. Then, farmer entrepreneurship 

is defined as the ability to diversify farm, conduct agribusiness, and managed 

the risk to achieve higher gains. 

According to some definitions provided by scholar, there are similarities in defining the rural 

entrepreneurship. First, majority of scholars stated about local people. In this situation we can 

consider local people as local community. The definition illustrated that rural entrepreneurship 

must invite and give impact for the local community. Secondly, definition discussed about local 

value that resulted from the process. Rural entrepreneurship is not only an enterprise that 

located in rural areas, but also contributed greater value to the local surroundings. Third relation 

is about the networking between the people within the village. Then, the last thing that had the 

similar types of rural entrepreneurship is about the local product which can be from agriculture, 

fisheries, or other fields.  

Moreover, rural entrepreneurship does not only provide impact on the innovation and economic 

side. In the social aspect, entrepreneurship in rural areas enables occurrence of participatory 

processes intra-communities so that the community can give positive contribution to their 

village (López et al., 2019). Despite of their daily activities, such as farming, food processing, 

and other activities already entrepreneurship oriented (L. Pato & Teixeira, 2018), but these did 

not really supported by other stakeholders. Referring to this, entrepreneurship in rural areas has 

a multipurpose role not only on the economic side, but also the social side of society. 

Furthermore, entrepreneurship is also believed to be able to be a catalyst of the adverse effects 
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of changing trends on the current condition of society (Afrin et al., 2010; Fuller-love et al., 

2006).  

Based on the analysis of rural entrepreneurship arguments from some scholars, the Indonesian 

Village-owned Social Enterprises (VOSE) becomes one of the real applications of rural 

entrepreneurships in a rural organizational entity context. VOSE or known as Badan Usaha 

Milik Desa (Bumdes). VOSE is a village-based economic organization that strives to be the 

enabler that promotes the economic activity and public services in rural areas (Alfiansyah, 

2021; UU Desa, 2014). VOSE was established based on the issue of the Rural Act No. 6 of 

2014 that promotes villages to have greater control over their economy. It has been emphasized 

that VOSE is a social enterprise that functions on the basis of kinship and cooperation in order 

to achieve the village's overall welfare. VOSE is intended to become a social business unit 

which provides public services while also profiting financially. 

In perspective of this, the study of VOSE operations can be approached by using social 

entrepreneurship theory concept. Therefore, as a social enterprise, an organization must 

simultaneously achieve economic and social performance (Dart, 2004). VOSE has a distinctive 

feature that no other social enterprise provides. VOSE is owned and legally established by the 

local village government, whereas other social enterprises are formed based on personal 

initiatives, group initiatives, or agreements of parties who have the same vision and mission to 

solve social problems in society. VOSE is also acknowledged on a national level because it is 

incorporated in the country's law via the National Rural Act, Work Creation Act, and regional 

laws. The village government, in conjunction with village deliberation, has the ultimate 

authority to construct a VOSE in their region that is in line with their local assets. 

An introduction and preliminary analysis of rural entrepreneurship and VOSE shows that 

VOSE in Indonesia is able to become a representation of rural entrepreneurship activities. 

Therefore, this study aims to identify the role of VOSE as a representation of rural 

entrepreneurship to enable rural resilience in rural areas in Indonesia. VOSE has the 

appropriate criteria as an official communal institution that represents the community and 

village government to achieve prosperity in the village. Therefore, the research question in this 

study is how VOSE can embark rural resilience through ongoing operational VOSE activity.  

The research objectives and questions come from a research gap where the concept of 

entrepreneurship has been viewed as exclusively profit-driven for some definitions. The 

presence of VOSE indicates that the implementation of entrepreneurship in rural areas must 

have a balanced orientation between financial profit and social benefits. The presence of the 

principle of entrepreneurship is expected to present a new discourse to become an alternative 

for sustainable development of villages and rural communities, especially in Indonesia, through 

the notion of rural resilience, which is still undergoing new topic. 

The context of rural Indonesia, which differs from rural places in Europe, North America, and 

Africa, is the next novelty feature of this research. The principles of village culture, village 

leadership, and religious beliefs that are existing in Indonesian villages have varied features 

even though the rural setting is the subject of numerous arguments. In fact, the Community 
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Development Corporation (CDC) in North America is conceptually comparable to VOSE. 

CDC is an organization that formally seeks to enhance and develop local economic growth by 

collaborating with the roles of business corporations, public service organizations, and 

government agencies (Squazzoni, 2009). The difference between VOSE and CDC lies in the 

source of formality for establishing the business, where the concept of villages in Indonesia 

and America is very different. Villages in Indonesia are considered as legal, regional, and 

cultural units, and given more local authority to manage them through the implementation of 

the Rural Act. If VOSE and CDC was compared based on social entrepreneurship role in the 

society, both organizations shared the similar social business philosophy. However, VOSE 

comes with a different social business model with CDC, because VOSE was formally 

established by the local village government and has own legal entity. 

The practical application of this research is that VOSE can manage the capital held by current 

stakeholders to improve their economic and social performance in the community. The welfare 

of the community will definitely be further enhanced as a result, allowing the community to 

flourish. By establishing solid relationships with key village stakeholders, VOSE can also 

improve the effectiveness and efficiency of its operations. On a theoretical level, this study 

helps create organizational entities that, in addition to SMEs and local governments, can 

optimize rural entrepreneurship activities. It is expected to inspire additional study on VOSE 

in regard to organization, leadership, marketing, and other managerial responsibilities. 

 

METHODS 

Village-owned Social Enterprises (VOSE) is a relatively novel entities in Indonesia rural 

concept but have already facing obstacles and difficulties. Thereby, it is essential to explore 

the role of VOSE in managing their performance to provide rural resiliency. Based on that 

intention, this research aims to advise role that should be conduct by VOSE to create rural 

resiliency in the village. This research will utilize qualitative approach as the research method 

by conducting interviews, examining the data, and taking a conclusion of the VOSE operations.  

The informants for the research will be the stakeholder of VOSE. This study employed 

purposeful sampling and selected the VOSE based on their organization history, a 

recommendation from a VOSE specialist, a formal establishment letter from the village head, 

being operational for at least one year, and having a full management team. Based on that 

premise, this study visited fourteen VOSE in 4 provinces to interview with the management 

and village head about how VOSE can support rural resilience. 

1. Bumdes Mitra Cibogo Sejahtera (Cisauk District, Tangerang Regency, Banten) 

2. Bumdes Pagedangan Jaya Sejahtera (Pagedangan District, Tangerang Regency, 

Banten) 

3. Bumdes Cisantana (Cigugur District, Kuningan Regency, West Java),  

4. Bumdes Muktisari (Kalapanunggal District, Sukabumi Regency, West Java)  
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5. Bumdes Panggung Lestari (Sewon District, Bantul Regency, Special Region of 

Yogyakarta).  

6. Bumdes Sedya Makmur (Kasihan District, Bantul Regency, Special Region of 

Yogyakarta) 

7. Bumdes Makmur Mandiri (Kapanewon Berbah District, Sleman Regency, Special 

Region of Yogyakarta) 

8. Bumdes Tirto Mandiri (Polanharjo District, Klaten Regency, Central Java) 

9. Bumdes Bodronoyo (Central Klaten District, Klaten Regency, Central Java) 

10. Bumdes Mitra Paramarta (Kebonarum District, Klaten Regency, Central Java) 

11. Bumdes Karya Usaha (Kebonarum District, Klaten Regency, Central Java) 

12. Bumdes Bakti Manunggal (Kebonarum District, Klaten Regency, Central Java) 

13. Bumdes Lumintu (Wedi District, Klaten Regency, Central Java) 

14. Bumdes Ganeca (Wedi District, Klaten Regency, Central Java) 

This study interviewed 38 people from 14 VOSEs starting from its VOSE Director, VOSE 

management team, and village head. This study started from early 2020 to end of 2021. So, 

there will be a limitation of this study related to the pandemic situation.  

The qualitative data were examined using thematic analysis. Finding themes or patterns in a 

dataset is the goal of thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Saunders et al., 2016). The 

interview's outcomes were documented in a transcript coupled with a coding system for 

identifying important details. After incorporating the interview findings, this study identifies 

the key themes or trends that appear in the data. Additionally, this study created a thematic 

summary of the data and contrasted it with preexisting ideas. Then, finally the last step is 

validating the findings before drawing conclusions. 

To assess the quality of the research approach, validity and reliability tests are conducted in 

this study. This study was preceded by a thorough review that produced an initial understanding 

related to the research issue, which was later used to guide the process. In order to confirm the 

findings of the interviews, the researchers also triangulate by adding some additional interviews 

to some VOSE experts. To address dependability concerns, this study will outline the method 

for concluding as well as the phases in the research process and transcript data. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The results of interviews with 38 informants provided some significant information related to 

things that affect the performance of a VOSE. Through the thematic analysis and coding 

process carried out, this study found at least several important aspects to be fulfilled by the role 

of a VOSE as a rural entrepreneurship activity to realize rural resilience. 
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Enabling the Market and Financial Access for the Village Economies 

To increase access to markets and financial access is the first element of VOSE involvement 

in encouraging rural entrepreneurship in the area. The business method used by VOSE has 

numerous versions. By creating a business unit, VOSE can take on the role of the primary actor. 

The VOSE business unit will oversee the entire process in this circumstance, including input, 

processing, and output. VOSE Business Unit can be incorporated as a limited company or by 

another company formation. However, VOSE can also operate just as a distributor of regional 

goods produced by regional rural businesses. VOSE can act as a distributor, sales promoter, or 

in other capacities. Given this circumstance, market and financial access played a significant 

role in sustaining the flow of services and goods from rural areas. Market access may be offered 

by local governments, regional governments, and private groups like businesses that are open 

to forming business alliances. 

On the other hand, financial access is needed to improve the cash flow and capital support for 

the operational activities (Fuller-love et al., 2006). This access can be supported from village 

government through additional capital injection, regional and central government by using 

grant system, or private organization such as bank or financial institutions who want to give 

grant or charity to the VOSE (Puri & Khoirunurrofik, 2021). VOSE can accept additional 

capital only from village budget, but available to have additional capital in VOSE business 

unit.  

The role of VOSE as an enabler can be a catalyst for accelerating the development of existing 

businesses in the village, both businesses run by VOSE itself and other businesses in the 

village. This is also in line with the mission of VOSE, which is not to create a business that 

will make SME businesses that already exist in the village die. Therefore, the existence of 

VOSE as a market enabler and financial access can be an initial role to realize rural resilience. 

Strengthening the Performance of Local Rural Business  

Strengthening rural entrepreneurs' business models is the next step in developing rural 

entrepreneurship. This is required since the old business aid programs are not well suited for 

the present business sector (Bocken et al., 2019; Shahraki & Heydari, 2019). In addition to 

delivering added value that respects culture, rural entrepreneurs face issues that are becoming 

more complex (Cieslik & D’Aoust, 2018). Therefore, in order to ensure that their company 

operations can reach shared objectives, rural entrepreneurs need to become familiar with the 

process, context, and consequence (Vernet et al., 2019). 

However, rural business ventures may not necessarily guarantee a successful end result that 

everyone can share. The largest obstacle is that the village's economy is supported by other 

factors as well, such as agriculture (Maria L. Pato & Teixeira, 2016). Villages with agricultural, 

coastal, forest, mountain, or lowland backgrounds typically rely on farmers, planters, or 

fisherman for their primary source of revenue. Without a compelling justification, the existence 

of rural entrepreneurship will be interpreted as a transition away from a profession that is 



 
 
 
 

DOI 10.5281/zenodo.7336513 

 

898 | V 1 7 . I 1 1  

 

nature-oriented toward one that is processing-oriented. Moreover, rural entrepreneurs who lack 

good fundamental business planning and psychological wellness may experience concern 

feelings about a profit-seeking addiction. 

A variety of advantages can be derived from rural entrepreneurship activity. Rural 

entrepreneurs can create more jobs while maximizing the utilization of village resources and 

reducing rural capital stagnation (Hosseinzade et al., 2018; Maria Lúcia Pato & Teixeira, 2016). 

According to Korsgaard et al., (2015), rural entrepreneurs' ingenuity can add to the quality of 

rural services in areas like tourism . Additionally, the existence of entrepreneurship was able 

to attract the interest of rural business owners in enhancing the performance of their enterprises 

in order to benefit additional rural areas (Korsgaard et al., 2015). 

Local rural businesses and rural entrepreneurs play a big part in raising the village's level of 

welfare. The village is more likely to be independent if there are more rural entrepreneurs there. 

Rural business owners can profit by collaborating with VOSE to increase their company's 

income and size since VOSE may act as a business enabler. 

Encouraging Village Physical Infrastructure Establishment and Improvement 

Physical infrastructure in some developing nations may be an impediment to business 

performance (Vernet et al., 2019). While appropriate business infrastructure is required for 

rural entrepreneurial activities to expand, in some rural areas, physical infrastructure issues 

including road condition, logistic transportation, and other related infrastructures are still 

becoming major obstacles (Detelj et al., 2018; Vernet et al., 2019). Access to money, markets, 

and technology can be a beneficial prerequisite for enhancing the entrepreneurial capital of 

rural entrepreneurs through supportive infrastructure (Afrin et al., 2010; Rustiadi & Nasution, 

2017; Sseguya et al., 2018). A solid infrastructure is also an encouragement for rural 

entrepreneurs to realize product diversification, so they are not overly reliant on a single and 

repetitive resource (Petridou & Glaveli, 2008; Shahraki & Heydari, 2019). Fortunately, the 

Rural Act's execution served as the cornerstone for the distribution of village funds, which may 

be used to build local infrastructure. 

As a village partner in fostering village community welfare, VOSE may request that villages 

allocate funds from the village fund to support infrastructure development growth. The village 

fund is a legal requirement that promotes the central government to give each village an annual 

allocation of 1 billion rupiah (about 67,000 USD) for village development. These funds are 

typically employed for infrastructure construction and village activity operation. However, 

VOSE can influence village governments to provide infrastructure improvements a higher 

priority in order to enhance the efficiency of local economic activities. Furthermore, certain 

services that are still of a social nature may be managed by the community before VOSE 

receives the business embryo to continue. 

Bridging the Transfer Knowledge from University  

The village with the depopulation issue is confronted with a lack of human capital. 

Knowledgeable villagers made the decision to leave the village and go for better employment 
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in cities. By working in cooperation and partnership with the university, this problem can be 

resolved. Universities in Indonesia have community outreach as a pillar of higher education, 

which can be utilized to support villages by implementing community development initiatives 

within. Additionally, knowledge transfer is necessary for strengthening human capital among 

stakeholders and businesspeople who work with rural entrepreneurs. Several parties, notably 

higher education institutions, can collaborate on this responsibility (Lehmann et al., 2009). 

VOSE can bridge the transfer of knowledge with universities through the community service 

program. However, the implementation of a community service program is certainly not easy, 

both from the willingness of tertiary institutions and the openness of the village community to 

accept the programs. Some research indicated that one of the problems that complicates the 

relationship between villages and university is the lack of communication access between those 

parties (Detelj et al., 2018). On the other hand, university also experienced obstacles in terms 

of funding, staff support, and student desires (Zilahy et al., 2009). In fact, the hardest thing in 

this discourse is the desire of the lecturers to go to the field and conduct service activities 

because the rewards of teaching and research are more attractive (Henry & McElwee, 2014; L. 

Pato & Teixeira, 2018; Zilahy et al., 2009).  

VOSE can become a trusted organization and has more value in the eyes of university because 

now it has a clear formal element. This will greatly assist university in managing activities and 

recognizing the programs that have been carried out together. When the community service 

program is implemented, all aspects of the village will be able to feel the benefits. 

Reinforcing Regional Government Policy 

Actually, the Rural Act's mandate allows village governments to manage their villages on a 

self-authority premise. Unfortunately, VOSE also requires support from the higher echelons of 

the district, regency, or province in order to develop the economic and social activities in the 

village. This policy gives VOSE the right to compete with regular business. This policy may 

address a variety of topics, including market access, financial access, and other advantageous 

access. 

Unfortunately, the political atmosphere in rural Indonesian villages is quite dynamic. Even 

though the rules are clearly forth in the Rural Act, the village head, who holds the highest post 

in village administration, has very broad authority. According to Article 26 of the Rural Act, 

the village head's responsibilities include setting up village government, carrying out village 

development, encouraging village community development, and giving the village community 

more power. 

The variance of the authority of the village head makes the position of the village head central 

in strategic decision making in the village. Additionally, the direct election of village head has 

emerged as a distinctive dynamic in village politics. The campaigning for village head 

candidates frequently resembles that of presidential elections. The Rural Act's mandate also 

extends the tenure of the village head from the current six years. This choice forced the village 

head to play a more strategic role in the community and created opportunities for power 

struggles. In order to ensure the success of the community development program in the village, 
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it is crucial to have a solid relationship with the village head. The existence of VOSE can be 

another way for the village head to show his role to the community. Although in certain 

situations there may be misunderstandings about leadership between the VOSE director and 

the village head, this can be resolved through communication. Good communication between 

the VOSE director and the village head will encourage stronger village head stewardship and 

make VOSE activities more streamlined. 

Embracing Social Networks of Community 

The most valuable asset that the villagers own is their social capital. Compared to urban 

surroundings, the village has a very massive social capital. Social organizations' networks, 

norms, and beliefs are all examples of social capital. These elements enable coordination and 

cooperation to achieve shared objectives. The village's social capital is its most valuable 

resource for boosting morale in areas where residents are suffering from the effects of climate 

change and the absence of a strong government (Bodorkós & Pataki, 2009). Strong 

relationships created by social capital can also inspire locals to create new opportunities and 

handle environmental challenges (Byg & Herslund, 2016). 

Families with higher social capital will benefit more from improvements in food security than 

those with weaker ties, as evidenced by their positive relationships with the environment and 

participation in their communities (Sseguya et al., 2018). Additionally, social capital is crucial 

for facilitating the exchange of knowledge and information among residents and promoting 

sensible decision-making, particularly when it comes to distributing scarce resources 

(WorldBank, 2009). In addition, social capital plays a bigger part in rural poverty reduction 

than human capital (Byg & Herslund, 2016; Rustiadi & Nasution, 2017).  If social, natural, and 

human capital cannot be converted into economic capital, they will become ordinary capital. 

Therefore, VOSE is essential to attempts to combine and transform already-existing human 

capital, natural capital, and social capital into advantages for the village's economy and society. 

This is possible due to VOSE's greater agility in tasks requiring the prevailing spirit of rural 

entrepreneurship. As a result, VOSE can pair up with the village government as a strategic 

partner to assist address economic issues facing the community and optimize opportunities to 

better utilize its resources. 

 

CONCLUSION 

In terms of financial capital, operating systems, automation, and managerial skills, rural 

entrepreneurs are not comparable to large companies that possess factories in the village. 

Therefore, for rural entrepreneurship to thrive and benefit rural areas more broadly, it needs 

the participation of a variety of stakeholders. VOSE is an example of the sort of rural 

entrepreneurship practiced in Indonesia that complies with the traditions, morals, and laws 

observed in the country's rural communities. VOSE is a village-based economic organization 

that works to support the development of public services and economic activity in rural areas. 

Through the provision of social benefits and the ability to conduct their activities in a healthy 

way, VOSE plays a role in enhancing village welfare. VOSE has various roles that need to be 

modified in their carrying out work plan in order to implement resilience within a village 
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community. VOSE's responsibilities include facilitating market and financial access in the 

village, promoting the development of the village's physical infrastructure, enhancing the 

performance of the area's rural businesses, bridging knowledge transfer from the university, 

supporting regional government policy, and embracing the social networks of the rural 

community. VOSE roles are extremely significant since they can convert the village's available 

capital into economic capital and receive formal acknowledgment for their efforts. 

The overall role of VOSE in achieving rural resilience definitely demands for the participation 

of current residents and communities, executive support from the village head, and an 

advancement in the organization's level of professionalism. VOSE is a standout example of a 

village's entrepreneurial entities that may assist village welfare without compromising the 

distinctiveness of the community's existing traditional culture and values. Village governments 

can benefit from working with VOSE to achieve rural resilience. Entrepreneurship and 

resilience are effectively discussed simultaneously. In order to further understand the technical 

aspects of implementing VOSE’s function in fostering rural resilience in villages and how this 

might be duplicated in other rural regions, more research is required. This study is anticipated 

to increase the village's influence on a nation's economy by enabling it to become a self-

sufficient, empowered village that makes use of local resources. 
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