Entrepreneurial identity construction among communitarians: Unraveling the psychological mechanisms



		Abstract
Purpose – Nurturing the social identity approach, encompassing social identity theory and self-categorisation theory, this study aims to unravel the process of entrepreneurial identity construction among communitarians. It seeks to uncover the psychological mechanisms through which entrepreneurs categorise themselves as communitarians, highlighting the importance of community salience, trust, and engagement.

Design/methodology/approach – This quantitative study comprises a sample consisting of 253 entrepreneurs. This research presents a sequential mediation model, drawing on salience, trust, and engagement as antecedents of social entrepreneurial identity. By analysing the step-by-step mediation process, the research offers a nuanced understanding of how these community dynamics contribute to shaping entrepreneurial identity.

Findings – Entrepreneurs deeply connected to their communities do not naturally identify as communitarians; rather, it is the trust they build and the engagement they foster that shape their entrepreneurial identity. Communal bonds are not merely a backdrop for entrepreneurship but a driving force that moulds identity and action. This study evidenced that the salience of community positively influences community trust and engagement, which, in turn, enhances the development of entrepreneurial identity as communitarians. This underscores the role of social dynamics in shaping entrepreneurial attitudes, beliefs and behaviours. 

Originality/value – This research confers a deeper understanding of how entrepreneurs construct and enact their identities, shedding light on the dynamic interplay between social context, shaping attitudes, cognition, and behaviours. Exploring entrepreneurial identity among communitarians, offers new insights into how social dynamics shape entrepreneurial actions. The study’s value extends to practical applications, offering guidance for policymakers and community leaders in fostering supportive environments that enhance entrepreneurship through greater community engagement and trust.
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1. Introduction
Entrepreneurial identity (EI) plays a pivotal role in how individuals define themselves within the entrepreneurial role and their position in society (Jones et al., 2019; Mmbaga et al., 2020; Radu-Lefebvre et al., 2021). EI encompasses a complex interplay of beliefs, values, and self-concept shaped by entrepreneurial activities and the challenges of the business environment (Murnieks & Mosakowski, 2007). Social identity theory (Tajfel et al., 1979) is one of the most compelling and, as such, used frameworks to explore the formation and enactment of EI. It highlights the influence of identification and comparison processes on an individual's self-concept within various social groups (Shepherd & Patzelt, 2018). Therefore, under this stream, entrepreneurs perceive themselves as belonging to a specific social group, leading to the development of prototypical behaviours and strategic decisions throughout their entrepreneurial journey (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Powell & Baker, 2017). Building upon social identity theory, Fauchart & Gruber (2011) furthered the understanding of EI by categorising founders into darwinians, communitarians, and missionaries based on distinct social motivations, self-evaluations, and frames of reference.
However, while social identity theory provides valuable insights into the construction of identity within social groups, one of its core limitations is that it does not fully unravel the cognitive mechanisms underlying how individuals categorise themselves into specific social groups (Reynolds et al., 2003; Sindic & Condor, 2014; Trepte & Loy, 2017; Turner et al., 1987). Intriguingly, in the current study of EI, there have been no prior attempts to integrate a variety of psychological elements associated with identity categorisation (see Jones et al. 2019; Mmbaga et al. 2020; Radu-Lefebvre et al. 2021). As noted by O’Neil et al. (2022), this gap in understanding calls for a deeper exploration of the self-categorisation process within the context of EI. Understanding the intricacies of this self-categorisation can shed light on the diverse identities that emerge among entrepreneurs and their implications for strategic decision-making and behaviours (Ekinci et al., 2020; Zuzul & Tripsas, 2020). By delving into the cognitive processes shaping entrepreneurial self-categorisation, it is possible to gain novel perspectives on how individuals navigate their EI, challenging conventional stereotypes, and develop distinct identities (Gur & Mathias, 2021; Kašperová & Kitching, 2014). Examining these cognitive mechanisms provides a deeper understanding of how entrepreneurs access resources through their social networks (Ivy & Perényi, 2020; Woodwark et al., 2021), including how identity dynamics influence the formation of collaborative networks (Giazitzoglu & Korede, 2023) and why some entrepreneurs align with social or community-oriented principles rather than purely market-driven motives (Ekinci et al., 2020; Madjdi & Zolfaghari, 2023). Furthermore, by understanding these underlying mechanisms, policymakers can design effective interventions that foster inclusive entrepreneurship, promote equity, reduce discrimination, and shape entrepreneurial attitudes, interactions, and group dynamics.
This study builds upon self-categorisation theory (SCT), a framework complementary to social identity theory, aimed at revealing the cognitive and psychological mechanisms that underlie how individuals categorise themselves into specific social groups, especially within the context of EI. SCT expands upon the principles of social identity theory by focusing on how individuals self-categorise their thoughts, attitudes, and behaviours from which they create meaningful groups. It posits that individuals are inherently motivated to understand their social world by perceiving similarities and shared characteristics among themselves and others, leading to the formation of social categories. Hence, this study examines the significance of community salience, trust and engagement within the community in shaping EI, underscoring the importance of in-group favouritism, prototype formation, and depersonalisation, as outlined by SCT. Concretely, the current research question this study addresses is how does the salience of the community shape entrepreneurs' cognitive mechanisms, influencing their community trust and engagement in categorising their EI as communitarians?
Methodologically, this study was conducted on a sample of 253 entrepreneurs. The findings highlight the relevance of the social category for capturing entrepreneurs' attention, providing a basis for comparing and shaping individuals' identification with that identity. Additionally, by exploring self-evaluations where entrepreneurs reflect on their own beliefs and behaviours and assess how well they align with the group’s norms and values, this study sheds light on the process of categorisation. Further analysis also revealed the indirect influence of trust and engagement, suggesting that the effect of community salience on EI operates through the mechanisms of trust and engagement. This research finds evidence suggesting that only when the attitude is accompanied by behaviour does it influence identity, and that in the absence of concrete actions, the effect of the attitude is not significant.
Building on these results, this study makes several significant contributions to the literature on EI. First, it advances the understanding of coherent identity by connecting individual-level cognitions with social categories, particularly emphasising the influence of community prominence on EI construction (Jones et al., 2018, 2019). Addressing the gap in understanding the sources of motivations shaping EI provides empirical evidence linking EI with sociocognitive dispositions, going beyond conventional stereotypes (Mmbaga et al., 2020; Radu-Lefebvre et al., 2021). Furthermore, it highlights the role of salient social categories in influencing social involvement and self-determination among entrepreneurs. Specifically, this study provides evidence to elucidate the categorisation process within one of the most common but unconventional stereotypes of EI: communitarians. Studying unconventional stereotypes of EI is essential for fostering inclusivity, as these entrepreneurs bring diverse perspectives on success and value creation. This, in turn, enables the development of targeted support systems, policies, and educational programs that empower all entrepreneurs, not just those who fit conventional moulds. Additionally, the study explores the indirect effects of EI construction by theorising and testing the link between trust, engagement, and community congruency (Smith et al., 2023). It offers theoretical arguments and empirical evidence for the importance of these indirect effects, shedding light on how and when entrepreneurs with a social communitarian identity build their community-driven logic (Clercq De & Voronov, 2009). 
2. Social identity perspective
In social psychology, the concept of identity holds significant importance, and the social identity tradition—which encompasses both social identity theory and SCT—represents one of the most valuable theoretical attempts to clarify the social-psychological processes associated with group membership (Hornsey, 2008; Reynolds et al., 2003; Sindic & Condor, 2014). These theories share key assumptions, emphasising the profound influence of individual characteristics and group memberships on attitudes, values, beliefs, and behaviour. Both theories view social identity as an individual's subjective understanding of belonging to certain social groups, infused with emotional and value significance (Hogg & Terry, 2001). As such, they highlight the importance of group membership in shaping individuals' self-concepts and how they perceive themselves within social groups.
The social identity approach recognises the pivotal role of social comparison and self-evaluation in identity construction (Madjdi & Zolfaghari, 2023). Individuals engage in social comparison, seeking positive distinctiveness and self-enhancement by comparing themselves to others within their social groups. This process contributes to the development of self-worth and the evaluation of self-concept in the context of group memberships. Such mechanisms offer valuable insights for a deeper examination of social identity theory and SCT individually, shedding light on how individuals shape their identities based on group memberships and strive to establish a positive social identity within their social contexts (Abrams et al., 1990).
2.1. Social identity theory
Social identity theory (Tajfel, 1972; Tajfel et al., 1979) is a psychological theory that explains how people's sense of self is influenced by their group membership, resulting in a diverse array of social behaviours. According to this theory, individuals possess two types of identities: personal identity and social identity. While personal identity is based on individual characteristics, social identity stems from group membership, which drives people to seek a positive social identity and engage in behaviours that promote the status and value of their in-group while possibly devaluing the out-group (Stets & Burke, 2000; Vignoles et al., 2011).
Recognising that identity has a dual nature significantly influenced by the social context in which individuals exist (Turner & Reynolds, 2001; Welter, 2011), the theory investigates the development of an individual's sense of self based on their association with various social groups. Social identity theory explains that social comparison plays a crucial role, as individuals evaluate themselves and their groups in comparison to others to enhance their self-esteem and maintain a positive social identity (Stets & Burke, 2000).
Additionally, social identity theory recognises that social identity operates at different levels, influencing various aspects of one's identity formation (Vignoles et al., 2011). As a result, the uniqueness of an individual's self-concept is shaped by the specific combination of social categories and groups to which they belong.
2.1.1. Entrepreneurial (social) identity
EI emerges as a concept that addresses the questions of “who am I?” and “what is my place in society?” that define the individual in an entrepreneurial role (Sieger et al., 2016). Therefore, this definition comprises a set of meanings—including attitudes, beliefs, attributes, values, and subjective evaluations of behaviour—that represent the self in a social role (Murnieks & Mosakowski, 2007). This social identity theory research stream of EI suggests that entrepreneurs not only perceive themselves and others in a consistent way but also shape social situations to align with their self-views (Down & Reveley, 2004; Shepherd & Patzelt, 2018). As such, one of the roles that categorisations play in the social context leads to the positioning of different types of groups within it (Shepherd & Patzelt, 2018). The different types of EIs can be recognised because they relate to changes in core social motivations, the basis of self-evaluation, and the frame of reference as an entrepreneur (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Gruber & MacMillan, 2017). In this understanding of identity, entrepreneurs see themselves as belonging to a social group, and this categorisation tends to persist over time, leading to specific behaviours, strategic decisions, and actions throughout the entrepreneurial journey (de la Cruz et al., 2018; Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Powell & Baker, 2017).
In particular, Fauchart & Gruber (2011) developed a typology of founders in which they discovered that while some entrepreneurs follow the conventional path of engaging in behaviours aimed at maximising their personal gains (darwinians), others adopt less conventional methods (communitarians and missionaries) that reflect their concern for others (Pan et al., 2019). For instance, entrepreneurs with a darwinian identity act in ways that protect their creations from competition and secure financial returns (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Sieger et al., 2016). Conversely, entrepreneurs with a communitarian identity tend to direct their behaviour and actions towards the community, the group of people they aim to support, aid, and care for (Alsos et al., 2016; Sieger et al., 2016). As a result, the behaviours of these entrepreneurs are manifested in decisions to openly share their creations, enabling other community members to participate in production, increasing the supply to the community, and furthering its development (Gruber & MacMillan, 2017).
Exploring the underlying psychological logic of different EIs can help resolve debates in the literature, such as whether certain identities are distinct characteristics of particular types of entrepreneurs or general elements of human reasoning (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Gruber & MacMillan, 2017). This becomes particularly intriguing when studying distinct identities that deviate from the mainstream and are less well understood. Understanding this unconventional EI can contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of entrepreneurship and its diverse manifestations in different individuals and contexts (Alsos et al., 2016; Sieger et al., 2016).
2.1.2. Communitarian identity
Communitarianism reflects the idea that social relationships shape identity among individuals who share aspects such as culture, traditions, and religion, as well as ethnic background or indigenous heritage (Bacq et al., 2022; Dentoni et al., 2018; Sayers, 1999). As an intrinsic property of the individual (Radu-Lefebvre et al., 2021), entrepreneurs with a communitarian identity strive to serve their community (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). They achieve this by offering products/services that benefit their community and contribute to its progress. This motivation arises from a desire to connect with customers who share their views, values, and interests (Sieger et al., 2016). Thus, through mutual interest in each other's well-being, communitarian entrepreneurs take a proactive role in their entrepreneurial pursuits.
It is particularly relevant for entrepreneurs with a communitarian identity to maintain authenticity within their community (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). Unlike the traditional focus on power (O’Neil et al., 2022; Powell & Baker, 2017), communitarians prioritise cooperation in their decision-making process through a flexible, experimental, and adaptive approach, often following the principles of effectuation by starting with what they can do with the resources at hand and engaging in collaboration with others (Dew et al., 2009; Sarasvathy, 2001, 2008; Sarasvathy et al., 2008). They are focused on serving and supporting their community and may even be encouraged to become entrepreneurs by those in their community. The role of communities is crucial in understanding entrepreneurship through a social identity lens (Bacq et al., 2022; Dentoni et al., 2018) and in creating social impact (Warren, 2004).
2.2. Self-categorisation theory
SCT explores the psychological mechanisms that influence the formation and maintenance of social identities (Hornsey, 2008; Trepte & Loy, 2017; Turner et al., 1987). SCT complements social identity theory by offering a more comprehensive understanding of how individuals categorise themselves into specific social groups. While social identity theory primarily focuses on the influence of group membership on self-concept, attitudes, and behaviour, SCT delves deeper into the cognitive processes of self-categorisation. In other words, how individuals construct their identities and perceive themselves in relation to social groups.
SCT posits that individuals' self-concepts are shaped not only by personal attributes but also by social identities derived from group membership. Then, people categorise themselves based on shared characteristics, adopting the identity associated with those groups. The self-categorisation process occurs in diverse contexts and influences individuals' behaviours and attitudes. The fundamental motivation behind self-categorisation is to enhance the perceived fit between an individual's self-concept and the social identity relevant to a specific situation (Oakes, 1987; Oakes et al., 1991; Turner et al., 1994). By aligning their behaviour with the norms and expectations associated with their social identity, individuals increase consistency within their group and differentiate themselves from other groups (Abrams et al., 1990).
The theory proposes that fundamental psychological mechanisms come into play when individuals categorise themselves into specific social groups, which may be more or less salient in specific contexts (Oakes, 1987). For instance, the community associated with a political ideology might hold significance during presidential elections but hold little relevance while watching a football match. Only when psychological salience exists are further processes initiated. Through social comparison, individuals assess their salience within groups in relation to pertinent out-groups. This process of self-categorisation and comparison defines their social identity. In this process, how people think about reinterpreting or altering group memberships depends on their beliefs about how stable the group's characteristics are and how flexible it is for individuals to enter or leave.
According to SCT, each social category has a prototype, which is essentially a mental representation of the ideal group member. Prototypes define group boundaries by embodying common characteristics, behaviours, and attitudes. Individuals who align closely with their group's prototype are more likely to strongly identify with the group, conform to its norms, and reinforce their in-group status. This process often results in emphasising the group's positive qualities while devaluing out-groups, fostering a sense of group superiority and cohesion (Hogg & Reid, 2006; Reynolds et al., 2003).
Additionally, SCT highlights the significant role of depersonalisation in identity construction. This theory proposes that individuals may depersonalise themselves by prioritising their group identity over unique personal attributes, resulting in a more prototypical and cohesive group representation. Embracing group norms and values enhances a sense of belonging and self-esteem, aligning individuals' self-concept with group identity (Hogg and Abrams, 1990). This process of depersonalisation fosters group cohesion and reinforces a shared social identity.
2.2.1. The cognitive process of entrepreneurs’ communitarian identity categorisation
As previously stated, SCT suggests that individuals categorise themselves into different social groups based on shared characteristics and similarities (Hornsey, 2008). Such categorisations play a crucial role in maintaining order and positioning within the social landscape and form an integral part of an individual's self-concept, influencing perceptions of both oneself and others (Reynolds et al., 2003). According to SCT, these categorisations are located within an individual's cognitive structure (Sindic & Condor, 2014), shaping their attitudes, thoughts, emotions, and behaviours (Hogg & Turner, 1987; Oakes, 1987).
One of the prominent ideas of this theory is the concept of salience, which refers to how prominent, significant, or relevant a particular stimulus is in a given context (Hogg & Turner, 1987; Oakes, 1987). It is only when a social category becomes salient that it captures an individual’s attention in such a way that individuals are inclined to project an identification of themselves outwardly to characterise their in-group (Hogg & Turner, 1987; Tajfel, 1972). The in-group consists of individuals who share the salient category and are perceived as similar, while the out-group consists of those who do not belong to the salient category.
Building on this categorisation, the alignment of individuals with a certain social category is positioned as a critical factor, leading to a sense of belonging (Millon & Lerner, 2003; Oakes et al., 1991). This alignment is deemed essential for cultivating a positive attitude toward the salient group grounded in the recognition of commonality and shared values (Tajfel et al., 1979). Considering that a sense of belonging is an essential element for individuals to navigate the social world, trust development with the community emerges as a motivational factor nurturing the social identity of entrepreneurs (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Powell & Baker, 2017). Thus, when entrepreneurs consider the community as a relevant category, it creates a cohesive narrative that fosters a positive cognitive stance to fulfil individuals’ psychological needs.
According to SCT, individuals often seek positive distinctiveness for their in-group (Hogg & Reid, 2006). This would influence individuals to perceive a positive expectation about opportunities that arise from it. Hence, in-group favouritism, as a cognitive mechanism, also fosters trust within the community (Romano et al., 2017). Prior studies suggest that entrepreneurs who perceive that the community is relevant as a social group to themselves are expected to exhibit an enhanced commitment to collective goals (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Gruber & MacMillan, 2017; Morris et al., 2018; Sieger et al., 2016). This commitment, viewed as a foundational element, also contributes to trust by accentuating the psychological dimensions of perceived fit and inclusion (Welter, 2012). Hence, such perceptions lead to in-group favouritism, aligning entrepreneurs more strongly with the in-group category (Wry & York, 2017), resulting in an intensified sense of trust (Mickiewicz & Rebmann, 2020; Welter & Smallbone, 2006).
The salience of community serves as a multifaceted foundation influencing a sense of belonging, the development of in-group favouritism, and positive attitudes towards other members, including trust (Hogg & Turner, 1987; Tajfel, 1972). Thus, the recognition of a community with shared norms and values synergistically leads individuals to positively bias themselves toward the in-group and to integrate within that community based on trust. This leads us to the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1: Entrepreneurs who perceive the community as more salient will show higher levels of in-group favouritism, which positively predicts the development of community trust.

SCT also suggests that salience not only enhances group coherence but also reinforces prototypicality—the degree to which an individual conforms to the stereotype of the social group (Bartel & Wiesenfeld, 2013; Hogg & Terry, 2001). A prototype is essentially an idealised or typical representation of what a member of that category should be like (Bartel & Wiesenfeld, 2013). These prototypes help individuals understand and define the boundaries of different social categories. The psychological formation of a prototype contributes to the symbiotic relationship played by the community, becoming not just a label but a dynamic interplay between self-categorisation, shared values, strategic decisions, external perceptions, and behaviour. Therefore, entrepreneurs who strongly identify with a communitarian ethos not only internalise the shared values and norms endorsed by their community (Down & Reveley, 2004; Shepherd & Patzelt, 2018) but are also prone to act accordingly. Consequently, they will likely to enhance their engagement with the salient group as they align more tightly with the group prototype.
In this scenario, higher community engagement emerges as an adaptive response, providing sociostructural coherence to the behaviour within the social group. As such, community salience acts as a cognitive catalyst for the seamless integration of a given situational context (Wry & York, 2017). This, in turn, leads entrepreneurs to align with group norms, propelling them to adopt behaviours that reinforce their affiliation. Consistent with previous studies, entrepreneurs who find a relevant social group in the community have behaviour that resonates more profoundly with the prevailing community structure (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011).
Moreover, the salience of social category also influences depersonalisation, where individuals adopt behaviours associated with their social group (Rouzi & Wang, 2021). Specifically, the depersonalisation process leads individuals to de-emphasise their unique personal attributes and instead highlight the shared characteristics of the group. This process is driven by the desire to conform to the expected norms and characteristics of the social category. According to Fauchart and Gruber (2011), unlike conventional entrepreneurs who focus on power (O’Neil et al., 2022; Powell & Baker, 2017), communitarians prioritise cooperation in their decision-making process through a flexible, experimental, and adaptive approach, engaging in collaboration with others (Dew et al., 2009; Sarasvathy, 2001, 2008; Sarasvathy et al., 2008). Thus, a relevant part of these entrepreneurs’ social impact (Bacq et al., 2022; Dentoni et al., 2018; Lumpkin et al., 2018) is through their community engagement, manifested through attention and interest in contributing to their improvement (Warren, 2004). This reasoning emphasises group-related behaviours, from which the following can be hypothesised:
Hypothesis 2: Entrepreneurs who perceive the community as more salient will demonstrate higher levels of depersonalisation, which positively predicts the development of community engagement.

Just as identification with the in-group is related to depersonalisation, there are reasons to suspect that a higher level of community trust may be associated with increased engagement with the community. First, SCT posits that individuals who strongly identify with a specific in-group tend to accentuate shared similarities within the group (Hornsey, 2008; Reynolds et al., 2003). This emphasis involves cooperative behaviour among group members (Boone et al., 2010; Romano et al., 2021). Indeed, individuals prioritise their shared social identity over their individual uniqueness, fostering a greater degree of group cohesion (Tajfel, 1972). This prioritisation encourages positive social comparisons within the group, and when coupled with positive attributes such as community trust, it creates an environment where individuals perceive their contributions positively, influencing the overall perception of the social group (Rouzi & Wang, 2021). Consequently, high levels of community trust, as a positive attribute of the in-group, can contribute to the construction of the prototype. This internalisation motivates individuals to actively engage with the community through entrepreneurship (Obschonka et al., 2012), contributing to collective goals and strengthening the social fabric of the group (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Gruber & MacMillan, 2017).
Trust plays a pivotal role in shaping group dynamics (Boone et al., 2010). Hence, communitarian entrepreneurs would serve as the cornerstone for community member prototypes and depersonalisation, driving cooperative behaviour within the community. Specifically, when trust is established among community members, entrepreneurs tend to engage collaboratively, actively contributing to the community's wellbeing (Nikolaev et al., 2020; Shir et al., 2019). Furthermore, in a trusting environment, individuals feel more secure in participating in shared norms and activities, contributing to heightened engagement (Romano et al., 2017). These various arguments all imply the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 3: Entrepreneurs who trust in the community are also those who tend to exhibit greater community engagement.
	
Entrepreneurs with communitarian identities derive their primary sense of self from a deep connection to their group, characterised by a collective sense of "we-ness" and belonging to fellow community members (Ko & Kim, 2020). A key component of this identity is the emphasis on building trust, which helps entrepreneurs foster a cohesive community identity and strengthens ties between individuals and the group (Poblete et al., 2023). This system of trust enhances the alignment between individual and organisational goals, reinforcing a community-driven entrepreneurial intent (Gruber & MacMillan, 2017). 
When a community is salient to individuals, it captures their attention and fosters a sense of relevance and significance. This heightened awareness and relevance lead individuals to invest their trust in the community, believing in its capacity to provide support, encouragement, and mutual benefit. As individuals place their trust in the community, they become more deeply embedded in its social fabric, strengthening their ties and commitment to communal goals and values. Ultimately, this process of trust-building serves as the bridge that facilitates the transformation of community salience into a robust foundation for the construction of EI as communitarians. 
As prior research indicates, trust fosters feelings of support and security (Howorth & Moro, 2006; Welter, 2012; Welter & Smallbone, 2006), which should allow entrepreneurs to fully embrace their identity as communitarians without hesitation. Hence, trust emerges as a critical element in this process, serving as the glue that binds together the relationship between community salience and the development of EI. Entrepreneurs who trust their community should be more inclined to integrate their EI with their sense of belonging to the community, resulting in a more cohesive and comprehensive self-perception. This seamless integration not only bolsters their entrepreneurial pursuits but also strengthens their commitment to contributing positively to the communal fabric, further reinforcing their social identity as communitarian entrepreneurs (Sieger et al., 2016).
Fauchart and Gruber (2011) showed that entrepreneurs with a communitarian identity are driven by the mutual benefits they share with their community, seeking to both contribute to and receive support from their social network. This sense of communal belonging and shared values forms the foundation for their entrepreneurial endeavours, shaping their goals and motivations towards building a venture that aligns with the needs and aspirations of their similar others (Gruber & MacMillan, 2017). As trust within the community grows, entrepreneurs gain legitimacy, which fosters greater support and integration into the social fabric (Kim & Shin, 2022; Musona et al., 2021). By contributing to the community’s well-being through trust-based efforts, entrepreneurs derive self-worth, reinforcing their commitment to the group, their leadership roles, and their identity as communitarians (Gruber & MacMillan, 2017). Therefore:
Hypothesis 4: The relationship between the salience of community and EI as communitarians is mediated by higher levels of community trust.

Similarly, a community identity is also driven by a strong connection with the community, leading entrepreneurs to actively seek participation through their businesses (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). As the community becomes more important in their lives, entrepreneurs should have a natural inclination towards increasing engagement (Shir et al., 2019). Thus, this participation would contribute as a catalyst for identity construction, as entrepreneurs intertwine their identity more deeply through immersive involvement in communal affairs (de la Cruz et al., 2018; Sieger et al., 2016). In fact, their dynamic commitment within the community becomes a fundamental driver, shaping and reinforcing the interconnected nature of their businesses.
This active involvement serves as a channel through which the prominence of the social category positively influences the construction of self-identity (Boone et al., 2010). This immersive participation, similar to trust in the community, also fosters a sense of belonging and purpose, further solidifying their commitment to communal goals and values. Therefore, community participation acts as a transformative process, shaping entrepreneurs' perceptions of themselves and their roles within the community, ultimately contributing to the construction of their EI. For this to occur, the community must be particularly relevant to individuals, generating greater awareness and motivating them not only to actively participate in community affairs but also to deepen their participation and connection with their social environment. Therefore:
Hypothesis 5: The relationship between the salience of community and EI as communitarians is mediated by greater engagement within the community.

While the link between trust and engagement appears to naturally emanate from the salience of the community, with each contributing to distinct facets of social identity formation, it is crucial to recognise that these elements are not isolated but intricately interwoven. The joint impact of both trust and engagement emerges as an antecedent for the dynamic process of EI construction. On the one hand, community trust appears to be an attitudinal attribute linked with the in-group that contributes to social cohesion. On the other hand, community engagement is a behaviourally adopted characteristic aligned with the perceived prototype. According to the tenets of SCT, individuals are not merely passive recipients of social categories but active participants in shaping and reinforcing their social identity (Hornsey, 2008; Trepte & Loy, 2017). This process entails an immersive experience in which individuals adopt behaviours, attitudes, and perceptions congruent with their social self-categorisation (Turner et al., 1987), emphasising the interconnected nature of trust, engagement, and the construction of a cohesive social identity. Consequently, entrepreneurs' adoption of a communitarian identity underscores the reinforcement of community trust and the alignment of community engagement for the development of a communitarian identity within the context of entrepreneurship. Accordingly:
Hypothesis 6: The joint influence of community trust and community engagement enhances the relationship between the salience of the community and a stronger sense of EI as communitarians.
3. Methodology
3.1. Sample
To test this research's hypotheses, a survey was conducted targeting economically active adults aged 20–64 years in Chile. This was accomplished through telephone interviews conducted on both cell phones and fixed network telephones via a computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) system on a person-to-person basis. The survey strategy aimed to avoid nonresponse bias by implementing several approaches proposed in the literature to facilitate response, such as careful questionnaire design, management of length, and establishment of survey importance (Yu & Cooper, 1983).
In the Chilean entrepreneurship context, small business activity is one of the core drivers of the economy (Mahn & Poblete, 2023), and entrepreneurship has been integral to the national growth and development strategy. Chile's economy stands as one of the most productive entrepreneurship ecosystems globally (Espinoza et al., 2019), and is recognised as a leading start-up hub (Larsson, 2016), making it a context where entrepreneurs must navigate both social expectations and competitive pressures. This context fosters a strong sense of community among entrepreneurs, which is crucial for the construction of entrepreneurial identity Prior studies have explored Chile's community-related aspects, such as localised institutional support (Muñoz & Kimmitt, 2019) and a strong entrepreneurial culture, positioning Chile as a suitable setting for investigating the construction of entrepreneurial identity within communitarian frameworks.
The back-translation method was used to mitigate potential misunderstandings arising from language or cultural differences (Brislin, 1980). Following this approach, the initial step involved translating the original instrument from English to Spanish. Subsequently, the research team and a linguistic expert from the hired survey vendor examined and compared the versions, addressing discrepancies, differences, and potential meaning-related issues through discussion and reconciliation to ensure consistency in the connotations of items across both languages. Subsequently, the vendor conducted a pilot test on a small sample from the target population to ensure the appropriateness of the instrument. Based on the outcomes of the pilot test, the final version of the instrument was developed.
A total of 1,000 individuals were called, for a response rate of 55%. In total, 551 completed surveys were received from participants who confirmed through survey items whether they identified themselves as either entrepreneurs or nonentrepreneurs. The final sample consisted of 253 entrepreneurs, 55.6% of whom were male. The highest educational levels obtained by most respondents included university completed (34.1%), university incomplete (24.5%), and postgraduate degrees (10.8%). Only 38% of the firms had over 3.5 years and thus established ventures—according to Bygrave et al. (2003) and Reynolds et al. (2005)—and most of them (83%) had 5 employees or fewer. The firms were distributed throughout the country, including urban and rural areas. It is important to note that these results align with studies with representative samples of overall entrepreneurial activity in Chile (Guerrero et al., 2022). This alignment allows us to presume that there is no significant sample bias that could influence the results.
3.2. Measures
Entrepreneurial identity as communitarians. This variable was assessed by using the three-item scale developed by Alsos et al. (2016). Drawing upon the typology established by Fauchart and Gruber (2011), their study examined how entrepreneurs’ behaviour in the context of new venture creation is influenced by their social identity. Examples of this item include “My main motivation is related to offering a good and novel product that I know people have use for”, “To me, to be true to the original idea and deliver products of high quality to our customer segments, is most important”, and “To me, success is that our products work well for those that are supposed to use them”. The respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) with each item. This scale produced a Cronbach’s coefficient alpha of .782 in the current study.
Community salience. This variable was assessed by using the Luhtanen & Crocker (1992) four-item scale (α=0.780), which asked respondents about how important social groups are to one's sense of self. Example items in this scale include “Overall, my group membership has very little to do with how I feel about myself”, “The social groups I belong to are an important reflection of who I am”, “The social groups I belong to are unimportant to my sense of what kind of person I am”, and “In general, belonging to social groups is an important part of my self-image”.
Community trust. This variable was measured using six items from Di Napoli et al. (2019), including “I have confidence in the initiatives undertaken by the inhabitants of this community”, “My community will give me the opportunity to develop specific skills relevant to me”, and “My community will provide an environmental context of wellbeing and health”. These items were answered on a 5-point scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .815.
Community engagement. Consistent with the view of community engagement as a process of collaboratively working with and through people affiliated with geographic proximity, special interests, or similar situations to address issues affecting the wellbeing of those people, this construct was measured using 5 items from Di Napoli et al. (2019). The scale consisted of the following items: “I participate in the collective activities that take place in my community”, “I feel able to identify a series of resources to improve the state of my community”, and “I discuss with others what could be done in my community”. The respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed (1= “strongly disagree”, 5= “strongly agree”) with each item. This scale demonstrated satisfactory reliability (α=.735).

3.3. Method
Because of the nature of the hypotheses presented in this study, a sequential mediation model (SMM) seems appropriate. SMM is a statistical approach used to examine step-by-step mediation processes involving multiple variables that act as mediators between an independent variable and a dependent variable (Kashyap & Rangnekar, 2016; Reb et al., 2018). Mediation occurs when the relationship between a predictor variable and an outcome variable can be explained by their relationships with a third variable. A variable is considered a mediator to the extent that it carries the influence of an independent variable on a dependent variable, allowing the exploration of theoretical explanations that help understand the processes or mechanisms behind why an effect is produced. Specifically, SMM helps in understanding the chain of relationships between variables and how they collectively influence an outcome. This technique is valuable for unravelling the intricacies of indirect effects, providing a nuanced understanding of how variables are interconnected in influencing an outcome (He et al., 2019; Shin et al., 2016).
SMM is deemed appropriate under certain conditions: (1) there is a well-grounded theoretical reason to believe that the impact of the independent variable is transmitted through a series of mediators, (2) past research analyses suggest that the variables involved in the sequence are indeed related in a specific order, (3) when the relationship between the independent variable and dependent variable is not straightforward and there is a need to understand the intervening processes, and (4) when the variables are hypothesised to operate in a specific order and understanding the stepwise influence is crucial.
Hence, SMM can be considered an appropriate methodological approach, guided by the social identity approach and supported by prior evidence suggesting that the effect of the community as a salience category on EI is transmitted through a series of mediators operating in a specific order, influencing each other in a chain-like fashion (i.e., community trust as a significant antecedent for community engagement).
4. Findings
Table 1 provides the variables' means, standard deviations, and correlations. The anticipated correlations were both statistically significant and aligned with the expected patterns. Table 2 shows the results of a comprehensive analysis using the PROCESS procedure for SPSS Version 3.3, written by Hayes. As previously mentioned, the focus of the study was to explore the relationships between the independent variable, community salience (COM_SALI), and the dependent variable, EI as communitarians (EI_COM), through two mediators in sequence, community trust (COM_TRUS) and community engagement (COM_ENGA).
- Table 1 about here –
The analysis begins by exploring the association between community salience and community trust (H1). The Model Summary reveals a significant correlation, with a correlation coefficient (R) of 0.5165 and an R-squared value of 0.2668. The regression analysis confirmed a significant positive effect of community salience on community trust (β = 0.4970, p < 0.001), indicating that higher levels of community salience are associated with increased trust in the community.
The second phase of the analysis delves into the relationships between community salience, community trust, and community engagement. The Model Summary highlights a strong correlation between these variables, with R = 0.7051 and R-squared = 0.4972. The regression analysis revealed significant effects of community salience on both community trust (β = 0.4970, p < 0.001) and community engagement (β = 0.3764, p < 0.001). These results suggest that higher levels of community salience led to increased engagement and trust, influencing community engagement.
The study also assessed the total effect of community salience on EI. The Model Summary indicates a significant overall model (R = 0.3915, R-squared = 0.1533). The regression analysis revealed a nonsignificant positive total effect of community salience on EI (β = 0.0362, p = 0.6181), indicating that community salience has a positive but not statistically significant impact on EI as communitarians.
Furthermore, the study examines the indirect effects of community salience on EI through mediators. Three indirect effects are identified, each following distinct mediation paths. Indirect effects were found to be statistically significant, with values ranging from 0.0367 to 0.1328. This demonstrates that the mediators community trust and community engagement are essential in linking community salience to EI as communitarians.
· Table 2 about here –
Two complementary techniques were employed to validate the reliability of the results, all of which confirmed our previous results and are available as supplementary material. 
First, mediation effects were assessed following the Baron & Kenny (1986) procedure. In alignment with this approach and considering the sequential mediation model proposed in the context of this research, a significant relationship was established between the independent variable (community salience) and the dependent variable (EI as communitarians) without the inclusion of mediators. Subsequently, the study confirmed significant associations between community salience and both community trust and community engagement independently. Following this, it was verified that community trust significantly predicts the second mediator (community engagement). Furthermore, community engagement was demonstrated to significantly predict EI while accounting for the influences of both community salience and trust. The analysis encompassed the examination of both direct and indirect effects, with statistical significance determined through bootstrapping. The validation of the sequential mediation pathway involved assessing the proportion of the total effect mediated by each mediator and the sequential pathway.
Second, the proposed conceptual model was also assessed using structural equation modelling (SEM), which offers a framework for specifying and estimating sequential relationships, enabling the systematic evaluation of direct and indirect effects of variables. Model parameters were estimated, and their fit to the data was evaluated. The significance of indirect effects and the overall mediation pathway were also tested. Although some differences in the coefficients are detected, the significance of the results remains the same as that previously reported.
5. Discussion
This study explores the self-categorisation process in shaping entrepreneurs' social identity as communitarians from a psychological perspective, building on foundational works (Berzonsky, 2011; Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Hogg & Terry, 2001; Turner et al., 1987; Vignoles et al., 2011). A key finding in entrepreneurship literature, is the significant indirect effect of community salience on EI through the mediating roles of trust and engagement within the community. This study serves as a direct response to recent literature reviews on EI and the scarcity of studies addressing the sociocognitive elements of identity construction (Radu-Lefebvre et al., 2021), as well as the need to integrate the influence of multiple actors who not only interact with entrepreneurs but also shape their identities (Mmbaga et al., 2020). The conceptual model (Figure 1) introduced in this study illustrates the interconnectedness of social categories with individual identity, underscoring how entrepreneurs develop positive attitudes toward their projected social image and define their roles in their communities. This is in line with existing literature which highlights the role of social categories in shaping individual behaviour (Ellemers et al., 2002; Jones et al., 2019; Powell & Baker, 2014), but this study expands on it by demonstrating how trust and engagement can further reinforce these social identities.
· Figure 1 about here -
These findings are in concordance with recent discussions on the importance of cognitive mechanisms in EI formation, particularly in the context of communitarianism (Kim & Shin, 2022; Madjdi & Zolfaghari, 2023). Like previous works (Powell & Baker, 2014, 2017; Sayers, 1999), the study posits that entrepreneurs' self-evaluations and group membership influence their attitudes and behaviours. However, this research advances the argument by specifically focusing on how social categories foster in-group favoritism and belonging, compelling individuals to adhere to socially expected behaviours (Dobson & McLuskie, 2020; Hogg & Reid, 2006). Unlike other studies, which emphasise either cognitive or behavioural outcomes of social identity (Aust et al., 2024; Gubik & Vörös, 2023), this research highlights the dual process in which engagement and adherence to social prototypes complement each other, shaping both attitudinal and behavioural responses within the social context.
In contrast to traditional entrepreneurship studies that focus on individualistic or market-driven logics (Chen et al., 2021; Gubik & Vörös, 2023), this study focuses in the fundamental role that community plays in EI (Champenois et al., 2020; Down & Reveley, 2004; Santos et al., 2021). The integration of social relations and roles within a community as essential components of EI (Powell & Baker, 2014, 2017; Sayers, 1999) is critical here, particularly in understanding the role of trust and engagement in shaping how entrepreneurs see themselves. While earlier studies (Rouzi & Wang, 2021; Warren, 2004) discuss the role of trust in social relationships, this research confer novel insights by examining how these dynamics influence the construction of identity. Additionally, by drawing on SCT, this study provides a more nuanced understanding of how entrepreneurs navigate social environments and construct identities, focusing on key elements into the cognitive and social factors at play (Lewis, 2013; McMullen et al., 2014; Randolph-Seng et al., 2015).
In line with critiques from Radu-Lefebvre et al. (2021), this study addresses the scarcity of research on sociocognitive antecedents in entrepreneurial identity formation. While previous studies have explored internal identity conflicts and the external pressures entrepreneurs face (e.g., Chen et al., 2021; Musona et al., 2021), this research contributes to filling the gap by investigating the dynamic interplay between internal self-categorisation processes and external community influences. It highlights the potential for identity disputes and transformations (Clarke & Holt, 2017; Nason et al., 2018; O’Connor et al., 2009; Poblete et al., 2021), but also underscores the role of community salience as a stabilising force in identity construction. Thus, it reinforces the call for further exploration of social identities within entrepreneurship (Gielnik et al., 2021; Leitch & Harrison, 2016; Omorede et al., 2014; Randolph-Seng et al., 2015), to mitigate theoretical inconsistencies and the diverse operationalisations of social identities (Landström & Harirchi, 2019; Mmbaga et al., 2020).
6. Implications
The first contribution to the EI literature relies on expanding the current understanding of a coherent identity (Baker & Powell, 2020; Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). Specifically, the findings allowed us to bridge individual-level cognitions and the importance of social categories with EI (Berzonsky, 2011; Wagenschwanz, 2021). This study ties together the literature that analyses the psychological mechanisms by which the prominence of the community influences entrepreneurs so that their EI is constructed in congruence with a prototypical communitarian identity (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011; Powell & Baker, 2014). This in turn allows a better understanding of how entrepreneurs perceive and categorise themselves in relation to their social environment and how this process influence their actions and decisions.
Although it has been recognised that identity represents reflexively applied cognitions (Murnieks & Mosakowski, 2007), there is still scarce evidence that explores the underlying sources of motivations and their influence on EI (Wagenschwanz, 2021). The empirical analysis suggests that EI and sociocognitive dispositions are linked (Berzonsky, 2004, 2011), a pattern that complements the EI literature by providing evidence about how salient social category influences the way individuals determine their social involvement and self (Berzonsky, 2011; Ellemers et al., 2002; Obschonka et al., 2015). As some aspects of identity are tied to entrepreneurs’ opportunities and motivations, future research should investigate whether other types of EI also display similar structural elements related to self-categorisation. For example, it may be possible that mission-driven entrepreneurs are inherently motivated to build their identities based on normative feedback (Christensen et al., 2004; Nelson et al., 2016). Therefore, exploring how entrepreneurs reflect descriptive or injunctive norms from the social context could be a promising avenue for further research on EI (Mmbaga et al., 2020; Radu-Lefebvre et al., 2021).
Further, this study contributes by exploring the indirect effects of EI construction, mainly by theorising and testing the link between trust and engagement, through which some entrepreneurs experience congruency toward the community (Dentoni et al., 2018; Lumpkin et al., 2018; Sayers, 1999). The findings also revealed how community salience appears to influence EI through community trust and community engagement, providing both theoretical arguments and empirical evidence for the importance of indirect effects. It has been acknowledged that identity is strongly related to an individual's attitude; however, in this research, we empirically see that identity is more closely linked to their behaviour, and it is this behaviour that allows the attitude to play a role in the development of the individual's identity. This explains how entrepreneurs with a social communitarian identity build this community-driven logic (Jones et al., 2019; Wagenschwanz, 2021). Future studies could examine whether other well-known constructs, such as a sense of community (McMillan and Chavis 1986) and/or a specific community type (Bacq et al., 2022), might also play a role in how entrepreneurs project their identity through communitarianism. As an indicator of social ties (Di Napoli et al., 2019), the sense of community likely influences the way entrepreneurs with a communitarian identity manage their firms. Analogously, it could be expected that different types of communities, while all generating bonds among individuals within a specific collective, might not all be linked with EI . For instance, Bacq et al. (2022) showed that a less formalised community, such as a community of place, is strongly connected with community identity; however, a more formalised community, while more likely to play an active role for entrepreneurs, may not be directly connected to their EI.
Prior work in situated action research has suggested that community engagement is linked to both present and future positive expectations of community members (Di Napoli et al., 2019). However, Vignoles et al. (2011) emphasise that the same identity can be represented as personal or social, depending on the context. Therefore, future research should explore the similarities and interconnections between levels of identity, which could serve as a valuable theoretical tool in certain circumstances, particularly when seeking to understand the processes by which aspects of identity shift in salience across different contexts (Brewer, 2001; Turner et al., 1987). Considering that heuristics are one of the core features of entrepreneurs’ way of thinking processes (Douglas, 2009; Gielnik et al., 2021; Omorede et al., 2014; Randolph-Seng et al., 2015), numerous intriguing areas remain for further research on EI. This aspect adds complexity to the study of EI, implying that entrepreneurs may depend on simplified mental strategies in decision-making and identity construction. The utilisation of heuristic logics in entrepreneurial thinking necessitates additional investigation into how these cognitive shortcuts influence the formation and expression of EI. Understanding these heuristic processes could unveil the underlying mechanisms that shape entrepreneurs' self-perception and how they navigate their roles within their communities. Consequently, entrepreneurs may employ simplified mental strategies in decision-making and identity construction, adding complexity to the study of EI.
6.1. [bookmark: _Hlk178280535]Practical implications
From a practical standpoint, gaining a deeper understanding of how entrepreneurs shape their identity development process enables us to identify the triggers that lead to the emergence of specific EI. Environments that deliberately encourage strong community involvement can prompt entrepreneurs to develop a heightened sense of identity, sparking intrinsic motivations and fostering trust and engagement among community members. This, in turn, leads to a cycle where entrepreneurs are inspired by external influences to engage more deeply with their communities. As a result, this strengthened sense of identity fuels entrepreneurial endeavors aimed at directly benefiting their social fabric. By offering products and services tailored to address the specific needs of both themselves and other community members, entrepreneurs contribute to collective well-being (Gruber & MacMillan, 2017; Shah & Tripsas, 2007). 
Entrepreneurs pursuing community-driven logics should consciously integrate community salience into their ventures by building strong, trust-based relationships and actively engaging with their communities. Aligning their identity with community values and goals should position them as key contributors to the community's well-being, enhancing credibility and social capital. This alignment promotes in-group favoritism and strengthens the venture’s reputation as a pillar of the community. Through active participation in local activities and adopting prototypical behaviours, entrepreneurs can create a business identity that deeply resonates with their community, contributing long-term success and support.
Entrepreneurship education should emphasise the importance of focused business strategies oriented in their entrepreneurs’ motivation to cultivate their EI. Beyond traditional business skills, programs should teach students how to build trust, foster involvement, and manage relationships, underscoring the notion that EI is socially constructed and adaptable to different contexts. By incorporating role-playing exercises and case studies, educators can help students understand the expectations of leaders and how aligning with these prototypes can drive venture success. This approach fosters a holistic entrepreneurial mindset that integrates both individual and social identities, preparing students to deal with complex social dynamics. Policymakers should prioritise initiatives that foster public-private partnerships, mentorship programs, and community hubs to strengthen social capital and communal entrepreneurial identities. By creating inclusive networks and collaborative platforms, policymakers can enhance trust and engagement within local economies, encouraging entrepreneurs to align their ventures with community-driven ecosystems. Additionally, promoting participation in community forums, co-working spaces, and entrepreneurial networks will help build strong community bonds and social cohesion. Such efforts contribute to the creation of resilient local economies where both businesses and communities thrive.

7. Conclusions and future research directions
Understanding the sociocognitive foundations of EI is crucial for constructing a framework that incorporates identity-relevant information. The present study delves into the role of various individual-level attributes taken from a constructivist approach into communitarianism. Specifically, the proposed model suggests how the salient category contributes to identifying construction by molding positive attitudes, thoughts, and behaviours. In essence, it posits that entrepreneurs' cognitive processes actively shape how they construct a sense of who they believe they are and the "reality" within which they exist. This study allows us to theorise about how community salience triggers psychological mechanisms through which trust and engagement are filtered through the EI structure. Consequently, the salience category of the community appeared to dictate what information entrepreneurs attend to, encode, and how they interpret this information as relevant properties for a congruent EI, aligning with communitarians. 
As with any research, this study has limitations stemming from its design. First, the cross-sectional nature of the study restricts causal inferences. Longitudinal data, obtained by following the same entrepreneurs over time, would help validate the established relationships and strengthen the argumentation. Future research should therefore adopt longitudinal designs to better capture the dynamics of entrepreneurial identity formation and its effects. Second, relying on a CATI system for data collection introduces certain limitations. Its reach is restricted due to dependence on telephone access, potentially leading to biases related to age, geographic location, and economic status. Additionally, response bias may arise from generational differences in willingness to answer unknown calls, while social desirability bias may occur as respondents could feel pressured to provide socially acceptable answers. Future research should consider incorporating a variety of methodological techniques, such as verbal protocols, experiments, and video ethnography. These methods could offer complementary insights into the self-categorisation process and provide a deeper understanding of the complexities involved in studying EI. Furthermore, future research could explore different settings, as the literature has highlighted the influence of the social environment on how identity is enacted. In sociocultural contexts that differ significantly from the Chilean setting, these results might reveal different relationships. For instance, indigenous communities inherently inclined toward collectivism and cooperativism could exhibit distinct dynamics, impacting both trust and engagement. These effects might not be limited to communitarian entrepreneurs but could also extend to indigenous entrepreneurs more broadly.
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Figure 1: Conceptual model
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[bookmark: _Hlk165542395]Table 1: Descriptive statistics and correlations.
	
	
	Cronbach’s α
	mean
	std. err.
	1
	2
	3

	[bookmark: _Hlk164421415]1
	Community salience
	0.780
	-0,073
	1,040
	
	
	

	2
	Community trust
	0.815
	0,024
	0,997
	0,494**
	
	

	3
	Community engagement
	0.735
	-0,016
	1,029
	0,613**
	0,571**
	

	4
	Entrepreneurial identity as communitarians
	0.782
	-0,007
	1,006
	0,292**
	0,300**
	0,405**




Table 2: Results of the Sequential Mediation Model (PROCESS, Hayes 2013)


	Direct Effects
	Coeff.
	std. err.
	P>|z|

	Community trust
	
	
	

	Community salience
	0,4970***
	0,0516
	0,0000

	Community engagement
	
	
	

	Community trust
	0,3764***
	0,0537
	0,0000

	Community salience
	0,4421***
	0,0517
	0,0000

	Entrepreneurial identity as communitarians
	
	
	

	Community trust
	0,0739
	0,0726
	0,3093

	Community engagement
	0,3003***
	0,0776
	0,0001

	Community salience
	0,0362
	0,0725
	0,6181

	

	
	
	

	Direct And Indirect Effects of Community salience (COM_SALI) on Entrepreneurial identity as communitarians (EI_COM) 

	Direct effects
	0,0362
	0,0725
	0,6181

	Indirect Effects
	
	
	

	Total
	0,2257
	0,0814
	

	COM_SALI -> COM_TRU  -> EI_COM
	0,0367
	0,0438
	

	COM_SALI -> COM_ENG  -> EI_COM
	0,1328
	0,0430
	

	COM_SALI -> COM_TRU  -> COM_ENG  -> EI_COM
	0,0562
	0,0230
	

	Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
	95,0000
	
	

	Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals:
	5,000
	
	

	Sample size:
	257
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Table A1: Baron & Kenny (1986) procedure
	 
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6
	Model 7

	
	DV: EI_COM
	DV: COM_TRU
	DV: COM_ENG
	DV: IE_COM
	DV: IE_COM
	DV: IE_COM
	DV: IE_COM

	COM_SALI
	0.262***
	0.451***
	0.545***
	 
	0.169***
	0.053
	0.036

	COM_TRU
	 
	 
	 
	0.526***
	0.187***
	 
	0.074

	COM_ENG
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.332***
	0.300***





Table A2: Bootstrap results
	
	
	
	
	
	
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	B
	Bias
	Std. Error
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Lower
	Upper

	
	(Constant)
	0,011
	0,000
	0,057
	0,849
	-0,103
	0,118

	
	Community salience
	0,036
	-0,001
	0,058
	0,529
	-0,079
	0,150

	
	Community trust
	0,074
	0,003
	0,085
	0,389
	-0,097
	0,234

	
	Community engagement
	0,300
	-0,003
	0,089
	0,002
	0,127
	0,479


Bootstrap results are based on 5000 bootstrap samples











Table A3: Structural equation model results

	
	Coeff.
	std. err.
	P>|z|
	
	Coeff.
	std. err.
	P>|z|
	
	Coefficient
	std. err.
	P>|z|

	
	Direct effects
	
	Indirect effects
	
	Total effects

	Community trust
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community salience
	0.210***
	0.049
	0.000
	
	(no path)
	
	0.210
	0.049
	0.000

	Community engagement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community trust
	0.201***
	0.059
	0.001
	
	(no path)
	
	0.201
	0.059
	0.001

	Community salience
	0.328***
	0.047
	0.000
	
	0.042
	0.016
	0.008
	
	0.370
	0.046
	0.000

	Entrepreneurial identity as communitarians
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community trust
	(0.062)
	0.067
	0.351
	
	0.035
	0.018
	0.045
	
	(0.027)
	0.066
	0.681

	Community engagement
	0.175**
	0.070
	0.013
	
	(no path)
	
	0.175
	0.070
	0.013

	  Community salience
	0.000
	0.056
	0.995
	
	0.052
	0.028
	0.065
	
	0.052
	0.050
	0.302






