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Abstract
Social entrepreneurship, characterized by the development of innovative business solutions for 
sociocultural and environmental issues, has attracted the interest of psychologists in recent years. 
Previous work has highlighted the important role of personality and cognitive factors in 
understanding why individuals become social entrepreneurs. However, less attention has been 
dedicated to how different variables studied in the group processes literature relate to the 
formation of intentions toward social entrepreneurship. One possible approach to understanding 
psychological factors that correlate with social entrepreneurship intentions is the feeling of 
attachment to one's national group. Constructive patriotism, defined by the support for the ingroup 
through constructive criticism, shows stronger relations with progressivism and innovation than 
blind patriotism. We proposed that constructive patriotism, but not its blind counterpart, positively 
predicts social entrepreneurship intentions by increasing positive change collective action 
intentions. Two cross-sectional studies (N = 514) showed that constructive, but not blind 
patriotism, was positively related to social entrepreneurship intentions. Furthermore, constructive 
patriotism was related to social entrepreneurship intentions through greater levels of collective 
action intentions. The same mediational pattern did not hold when blind patriotism was considered 
a predictor of social entrepreneurship intentions. Specifically, being devoted to one's nation and 
questioning its harmful policies might predict social entrepreneurship intentions through stronger 
inclinations for social change actions.
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Highlights
• Previous work studying social entrepreneurship at the individual level focused on 

specific personality and cognitive factors underlying social entrepreneurship 
intentions.

• The present work attempted to go beyond the social entrepreneur's personality and 
study how national identity processes, namely constructive and blind patriotism, 
relate to social entrepreneurship intentions.

• Two studies found that constructive patriotism, but not blind patriotism, was 
positively related to social entrepreneurship intentions through greater collective 
action intentions.

• To be willing to pursue social entrepreneurship, one should deeply love one's country 
and be able to assume a critical outlook toward its present state.

Changing society for the better requires knowledge and skills to create something new 
and of value. However, deciding to undertake such a strenuous and often challenging 
venture is a question more related to the characteristics and motivation behind those 
skills and goes beyond the level of the decision-maker's personality. Such dilemmas be­
come apparent to someone contemplating becoming a social entrepreneur, an individual 
seeking innovative (business) solutions to ever-present community and social issues. 
Social entrepreneurship encompasses a wide range of activities: non-profit ventures that 
tackle social problems, for-profit business organizations that try to reconcile profit and 
improving society goals, and philanthropism that supports investment portfolios (Mair 
& Martí, 2006). Although this field is quite broad and often hard to define (Short et al., 
2009), all social entrepreneurship activities have one thing in common: furthering and 
accomplishing goals with important cultural and social agendas. Social entrepreneurship 
acts as a catalyst for societal change and a platform for research, development, and 
innovation (Gupta et al., 2020). In fact, social entrepreneurship has been recognized as a 
significant factor in tackling poverty (Ghauri et al., 2014), inequality (Haugh & Talwar, 
2016; Lippmann et al., 2005), women empowerment (Datta & Gailey, 2012), institutional 
change (Chandra, 2017), and ecological sustainability (Bansal et al., 2019) issues. By 
keeping in mind the substantial positive effect of social entrepreneurship activities on 
society, in recent years, social entrepreneurship has attracted the interest of scholars 
from different backgrounds (Austin et al., 2006; Gupta et al., 2020; Phillips et al., 2015; 
Sassmannshausen & Volkmann, 2018). In general, research questions regarding social 
entrepreneurship are usually multidisciplinary and are interested in different micro and 
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macro processes governing social entrepreneurship and its effect on environmental and 
societal changes.

In recent years, one research venture has become increasingly popular: studying 
social entrepreneurship at the level of the individual (Stephan & Drencheva, 2017). 
This work aims to understand who social entrepreneurs are and what variables on 
the individual level separate possible social entrepreneurs from other people. Social 
entrepreneurs differ from other entrepreneurs because they possess skills to ensure their 
organization's sustainability and use entrepreneurial means in understanding and solving 
social and environmental problems (Partzsch & Ziegler, 2011). Furthermore, several stud­
ies have attempted to describe the social entrepreneurial personality. For example, it was 
shown that social entrepreneurs give greater importance to prosocial-oriented values 
(Diaz & Rodriguez, 2003; Egri & Herman, 2000), are more open to change (Bargsted et al., 
2013), and report greater levels of entrepreneurial self-efficacy, risk-taking, persistence, 
and optimism (Praszkier et al., 2009). Also, higher social entrepreneurship intentions 
are predicted by personality traits such as agreeableness and openness to experience 
(İrengün & Arıkboğa, 2015; Koe Hwee Nga et al., 2010). Finally, a prosocial personality 
defined mainly by high levels of altruism, empathy, and compassion was positively 
associated with intentions to engage in social entrepreneurship (Miller et al., 2012; 
Ruskin et al., 2016; Waddock & Steckler, 2016). While possessing these characteristics 
is relevant in becoming a social entrepreneur, one needs to understand that the nature 
of social entrepreneurship is primarily social and context-dependent. Individuals may 
possess a personality suitable for social entrepreneurship, but if they cannot identify, 
understand, and feel attached to their community's problems, they could be less inclined 
to pursue a social entrepreneurship opportunity. Stemming from this rationale, we aim 
to understand how group identity variables relate to the intentions to engage in social 
entrepreneurship. Specifically, we aim to study the interplay between patriotism and 
collective actions in predicting social entrepreneurship intentions.

Constructive and Blind Patriotism
National identity, the sense of belonging to one's nation (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), is rele­
vant in developing a healthy society. Different social psychological approaches explain 
how individuals identify with their nation. These frameworks define national identifica­
tion as a multidimensional construct containing different modes and content. Kosterman 
and Feshbach (1989) distinguish between two forms of national identification depending 
on how individuals construct their nationhood. They understand patriotism as a secure 
attachment characterized by national pride and loyalty. Nationalism contains the same 
national sentiments as patriotism, along with derogation and contempt toward outgroups 
that results in national domination seeking (Li & Brewer, 2004).

Similarly, Golec de Zavala and colleagues (Golec de Zavala & Cichocka, 2012; Golec 
de Zavala et al., 2009) differentiate between two forms of national identification depend­
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ing on how securely attached people are to their nation. They conceptualized secure 
national identification as a stable attachment to one's nation characterized by simultane­
ous care toward one's nation and openness towards others. Its defensive counterpart, 
national narcissism, refers to the belief that one's nation is exceptional and deserves 
special treatment. Unlike nationalists, national narcissists seek recognition and respect 
for their nation (Cichocka & Cislak, 2020).

Patriotism, compared to other less secure forms of national identification, positively 
predicted civil rights support (Williams et al., 2008), engagement in politics (Schatz et 
al., 1999), voting intentions (Huddy & Khatib, 2007), and positive attitudes towards social 
change that benefits the ingroup (Iyer et al., 2003). On the other hand, defensively orien­
ted national attachments seem to be linked to negative inter and intragroup outcomes. 
For example, nationalism predicted negative outgroup attitudes, including hostility (Li 
& Brewer, 2004), intolerance (Blank & Schmidt, 2003), and prejudice (Zick et al., 2008). 
National narcissism showcases a more subtle outgroup hostility (Golec de Zavala et al., 
2019) in the forms of threat sensitivity (Cichocka et al., 2016; Golec de Zavala et al., 2016) 
and lower intergroup solidarity (Górska et al., 2020). However, some authors argue that 
patriotism might also have negative consequences (Bar-Tal & Staub, 1997; Johnson, 1997; 
Reykowski, 1997). In that regard, Staub and colleagues (Schatz et al., 1999; Staub, 1997) 
conceptualize patriotism as a two-dimensional construct. Specifically, they differentiate 
between two forms of patriotism based on how uncritically attached one feels to their 
country. Blind patriotism is thus defined as a biased positive evaluation of the country's 
practices highlighted by the glorification of the national group (Roccas et al., 2006). 
Both blind patriotism and national narcissism contain elements of an uncritical devotion 
to one's nation. However, while collective narcissists seek recognition as a response to 
their hypersensitivity to criticism (Golec de Zavala et al., 2016), blind patriots are more 
passive: they avoid criticism by unrealistically idealizing their nation (Schatz et al., 1999).

The counterpart of this blind national devotion, constructive patriotism, is character­
ized by a critical loyalty to one's country by questioning and criticizing current policies 
to create positive social change. Unlike more conventional forms of secure national 
attachment, constructive patriots can critically evaluate their nation's present state and 
work to improve it (Sekerdej & Roccas, 2016).

In summary, while both types of patriotism highlight positive emotions related to the 
country, blind patriots view criticism and social action as a form of national disloyalty. 
For example, a blind Bosnian patriot would support governmental decisions regardless of 
whether they would compromise their fellow citizens and would view individuals who 
oppose the Bosnian government as traitors. On the other hand, constructive Bosnian 
patriots would recognize individuals trying to change Bosnia and Herzegovina for the 
better as a welcome addition to Bosnian society.
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Patriotism and Social Entrepreneurship Intentions
While, to our knowledge, previous studies have not attempted to study how national 
identity relates to social entrepreneurship, entrepreneurs with a socially-oriented career 
identity were shown to focus on activities that have the highest potential for social 
change (Fauchart & Gruber, 2011). R. Jones and colleagues (2008) hypothesize that indi­
viduals gradually develop their social entrepreneur identities. Potential venture founders 
focus on social entrepreneurship by strongly identifying with a community, observing 
its present problems, rejecting conventional institutional and governmental solutions to 
that problem, and suppressing attempts to underplay the importance of these issues. In 
other words, social entrepreneurship intentions might be increased by 1) feeling attached 
to the country, 2) striving for the country to be better, and 3) feeling highly responsible 
for solving its issues. Therefore, we propose that becoming a social entrepreneur might 
involve strong positive feelings for one's country and perceived obligations to improve 
its present state.

The difference in attitudes towards social change inherent in constructive and blind 
patriotism has important implications for civic engagement, social innovation, and pro­
gressivism. For example, a critical mindset goes beyond current solutions and redefines 
problems by providing different paradigms about possible outcomes (Pithers & Soden, 
2000). Possessing the skill to evaluate the present critically is crucial in developing 
civic responsibility (García-González & Ramírez-Montoya, 2021). Cruz-Sandoval and 
colleagues (2023) linked critical thinking with different dispositions relevant to social 
entrepreneurs: self-control, leadership, social awareness, and social value. Likewise, the 
capacity to critically evaluate entrepreneurial tasks seems to contribute to forming social 
entrepreneurship intentions (Bergner et al., 2022; Hockerts, 2017; Kruse et al., 2019).

Similarly, the critical component inherent in constructive patriotism might promote 
an orientation toward the needs of ingroup members. A body of work seems to support 
this idea. Constructive patriotism seems to be related to a higher perceived discrepancy 
between the present and ideal country representations (Sekerdej & Roccas, 2016, Study 
3), which might be an inherent skill of critical thinkers (Lewin, 2013; Pithers & Soden, 
2000; Rothì et al., 2005). Indeed, Williams and colleagues (2008) connected constructive 
patriotism with higher levels of critical thinking and concern for civil liberties, while 
blind patriotism correlated negatively with both variables. Richey (2011) found that con­
structive patriotism increased civic participation intentions, while blind national loyalty 
predicted fewer intentions to tackle societal problems.

Furthermore, constructive patriotism seems to predict more active forms of care for 
fellow ingroup members, such as political engagement (Rupar et al., 2021), and greater 
tendencies to help and contribute to the nation (Marzęcki, 2020; Sekerdej & Roccas, 
2016, Study 3), as well as activism intentions and behavior (Chaitin et al., 2021). Elban 
and Aslan (2023) connected constructive patriotism to active citizenship behavior such 
as political literacy, participation and protest, and social responsibility. As a case in 
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point, heterosexual LGBT activists in the United States are likely to explain their motiva­
tions by highlighting that to be better, their society should become more fair and open 
(Russell, 2011).

These findings imply that constructive but not blind patriots might show greater mo­
tivations for ingroup contributions. Constructive patriotism should strengthen behaviors 
with an underlying prosocial component by making current issues that plague society 
more salient. Constructive patriots should strive to make their nation a better place to 
live. By following this logic, one can ask oneself how constructive patriotism can be used 
to foster activities targeting social innovation, such as social entrepreneurship.

The Mediating Role of Collective Action
One possible construct that could explain the relationship between patriotism and social 
entrepreneurship is collective action intentions. Collective action refers to behaviors 
aimed at overturning inequality and producing long-term positive change (Leach et al., 
2006; van de Vyver & Abrams, 2017; van Zomeren et al., 2008; Wright et al., 1990). 
Examples of these actions include participating in political protests, signing petitions for 
social change, voting for political candidates who aim to produce long-term change, and 
donating money to social change causes. The social identity model of collective action 
(van Zomeren et al., 2008; van Zomeren et al., 2012) proposes that motivations for collec­
tive action emerge when individuals become aware that their group is in a disadvantaged 
position and understand that they have the opportunity to change things in their favor. 
One must become firmly attached to a specific cause to engage in collective action. 
For example, politicized identity, defined as strong identification with social movement 
groups (Simon & Klandermans, 2001), was found to be the strongest predictor of social 
action intentions (van Zomeren et al., 2008; van Zomeren et al., 2012; Stürmer & Simon, 
2004a, 2004b).

Furthermore, aside from a strong group identification, one needs to perceive social 
injustice (Kelly & Breinlinger, 1996; Klandermans, 2002; van Zomeren et al., 2008) and 
believe that one's group is capable of making positive societal changes (van Zomeren et 
al., 2008). On the other hand, beliefs that the social system can justify the needs of its 
citizens might hinder collective action intentions (Jost et al., 2004). In general, this line of 
research emphasized that social action intentions are determined by a strong relationship 
towards the ingroup and awareness that things should and can change for the better.

Individuals with strongly developed collective action intentions might be more moti­
vated to engage in specific ventures related to achieving social change. For example, the 
tendency to engage in collective actions successfully predicted social change action on 
the behavioral level (e.g., participation in social-political protests; Giguère & Lalonde, 
2010; Wlodarczyk et al., 2017). Qualitative research complements these findings by sug­
gesting that participants with a strong motivation to change their community usually 
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report being members of different organizations that tackle important issues in their 
environment (Messinger, 2011; Pachi & Barrett, 2012; Pachi et al., 2014).

Social entrepreneurship ventures can be seen as a venue for people to pursue posi­
tive social change. Montgomery and colleagues (2012) advocate that social entrepreneur­
ship is a collaborative effort to create social good. Their idea emphasizes that social 
entrepreneurship presents a synergistic endeavor of individuals, groups, and institutions 
focusing on collective action. Collective movements can provide organizational goals as 
foundations for creating new social institutions (Rao et al., 2000). On the individual level, 
collective action seekers may use social organizations to achieve social change (Spear, 
2006). Creating a socially oriented business enables access to political structures, legal 
advantages, and opportunities to form meaningful alliances (Tarrow, 1993). Therefore, 
collective action intentions might be a significant motivator in pursuing social entrepre­
neurship.

On the other hand, social entrepreneurs facilitate collective movements by acting 
on their initial intentions for collective change (Meyer, 2020). Specifically, one can under­
stand collective action and social entrepreneurship as deeply intertwined but distinct 
processes. Social entrepreneurship represents a concretization of a previously formed 
collective action intention.

This line of work highlights that the critical component of country love could be 
crucial in understanding why some patriots seek social change and others do not. In 
other words, constructive patriots might be more willing to seek collective action to 
improve their country. Collective action intentions might promote the search for more 
sophisticated solutions to the country's present problems. One possibility for construc­
tive patriots with collective action intentions might be to create businesses that directly 
tackle social problems and attempt to fight outdated policies (Montgomery et al., 2012). 
Therefore, higher collective action intentions might explain the relationship between 
constructive patriotism and social entrepreneurship intentions.

The Present Work
The present set of studies aims to extend the previous literature on patriotism and 
collective action by identifying mechanisms that might explain how two different types 
of patriotism relate to social entrepreneurship. By highlighting that the nation can 
change for the better (Chaitin et al., 2021; Marzęcki, 2020; Richey, 2011; Rupar et al., 
2021; Sekerdej & Roccas, 2016; Williams et al., 2008), constructive patriotism should 
positively correlate with social entrepreneurship intentions (Hypothesis 1). Because it 
lacks a critical relationship with the nation, we expect blind patriotism not to be related 
to social entrepreneurship intentions (Hypothesis 2).

Also, we expect the positive relationship between constructive patriotism and social 
entrepreneurship intentions to be explained indirectly through collective action inten­
tions. As mentioned previously, social entrepreneurship aims to solve fundamental social 
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and community problems; high collective intentions could thus promote the tendency to 
engage in behaviors that produce social change (Giguère & Lalonde, 2010; Wlodarczyk 
et al., 2017). In other words, we expect that collective action intentions should mediate 
the relationship between constructive patriotism and social entrepreneurship intentions 
(Hypothesis 3). We do not expect this mediation effect to hold when considering blind 
patriotism as a predictor of social entrepreneurship intentions (Hypothesis 4).

We conducted two studies to test these hypotheses. Study 1 presents initial evidence 
of the positive relationship between constructive patriotism and social entrepreneurship 
intentions through collective action intentions. We also measured blind patriotism in 
Study 2, which allowed us to understand whether our proposed relationships are specific 
only to the constructive dimension of patriotism. Our studies extend the existing litera­
ture in two ways. First, previous work did not attempt to connect different forms of 
patriotism to social entrepreneurship. By showing how constructive patriotism might be 
related to social entrepreneurship intentions, it could be possible to view patriotism as 
a specific mechanism to increase tendencies to engage in socially-oriented entrepreneur­
ship. Second, the successful implementation of social entrepreneurship has important 
implications for the quality of life in society. If fostering a strong critical outlook towards 
one's nation is related to social entrepreneurship intentions, one can contribute to the 
active mobilization of citizens in solving social problems and becoming more engaged in 
the community.

The local Ethics Committee has approved the studies, and consent was obtained from 
all participants. Across all studies, we followed APA ethics rules, reporting all measures 
and conditions. We describe our sampling plan, all data exclusions, and all measures in 
both studies. Data were analyzed using R (R Core Team, 2021), Version 4.0.4, using the 
packages dplyr (Wickham et al., 2020), psych (Revelle, 2019), and GPArotation (Bernaards 
& Jennrich, 2005) for data cleaning and preparation, Hmisc (Harrell, 2022) and lavaan 
(Rosseel, 2012) for correlational and mediation analyses. Datasets, analysis code, and 
research materials are available (see Simić, 2023).

Study 1
We conducted Study 1 to explore the interplay between constructive patriotism, collec­
tive action, and social entrepreneurship intentions. Additionally, we aimed to provide 
initial evidence of the hypothesized mediation effect of collective action intentions.

Method
Participants

Adults fluent in Bosnian/Serbian/Croatian residing in Bosnia and Herzegovina during 
data collection were eligible for participation. We recruited participants by sharing the 
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online study link on social media and internet forums and using the snowball sampling 
procedure. A total of 329 participants completed the questionnaire. After removing 
careless responses (see below), we were left with 313 valid responses (Mage = 25.84, SDage 

= 11.05, Nmale = 81, Nfemale = 230, Nother = 2). Most participants identified as Bosniak (94%), 
while the remaining participants reported being Serbs, Croats or Others. By following 
Schoemann and colleagues (2017), we ran a sensitivity power analysis for a simple 
mediation model (Model 4, Hayes, 2018) using the Monte Carlo power analysis approach 
(1,000 replications; 20,000 draws per replication) for indirect effects. With our sample size 
and assuming weak correlations between the predictor, mediator, and outcome variables 
(r = .21), it was possible to detect a significant indirect effect (b = .03) with power of .80 
and α = .05.

Materials and Procedure

After giving informed consent, all participants provided their socio-demographic infor­
mation and filled out the Constructive Patriotism Scale (Schatz et al., 1999), the Collective 
Action Intentions Scale (Lantos et al., 2020; Tausch et al., 2011), the social entrepreneur­
ship Intentions Scale (Wu et al., 2020), and a measure to detect careless responses. The 
study lasted approximately 5 minutes. A description of the mentioned measures follows.

Constructive Patriotism — We measured constructive patriotism with a seven-item 
scale (e.g., ''If you love Bosnia and Herzegovina, you should notice its problems and work 
to correct them''), originally a part of the Constructive and Blind Patriotism scale (Schatz 
et al., 1999). In this measure, participants needed to report their level of agreement/disa­
greement with all items on a seven-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree).

Collective Action Intentions — By following previous work in measuring collective 
action intentions (Lantos et al., 2020; Tausch et al., 2011), we constructed a six-item scale 
to measure intentions to engage in actions to improve Bosnian society. We included 
the following behaviors: attending lectures about improving citizens' position in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, actively participating in workshops about social issues in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, voting for political candidates who aim to improve Bosnian society, partic­
ipating in demonstrations that aim to improve the position of citizens in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, donating money to organizations that aim to improve the Bosnian way of 
life, and signing petitions to improve the lives of citizens in Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
Participants answered all items using a seven-point scale (1 = not likely at all, 7 = very 
likely).

Social Entrepreneurship Intentions — To measure inclinations to engage in social 
entrepreneurship, we used the scale developed by Wu and colleagues (2020), which was 
based on previous work by Douglas and Shepherd (2002), Thompson (2009), Hockerts 
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(2017), and Liñán and Chen (2009). Participants answered this four-item measure (e.g., ''I 
expect that at some point in the future, I will be involved in launching an organization 
that aims to solve social problems'') using a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = 
strongly agree).

Careless Responses — We used the Self-Reported Single Item (SRSI; Meade & Craig, 
2012) to detect and exclude participants who provided careless responses. Participants 
were asked to respond to whether their data should be used in further analyses with a 
yes/no answer. We included only participants who answered with ''yes''.

Results and Discussion
Because all measures were used on a sample of Bosnian participants for the first time, we 
found it relevant to explore their component structure. We conducted a principal compo­
nents analysis on all three measures and used parallel analysis (Horn, 1965) to decide the 
optimal number of components to be extracted. As expected, a one-component solution 
was suggested for the three measures with factor loadings ranging between .37 and .84.1 

All measures showed acceptable to very good internal consistencies.
Table 1 contains the descriptive statistics and the correlations between the study 

variables. Constructive patriotism correlated positively and significantly with collective 
action and social entrepreneurship intentions. Collective action intentions also positively 
and significantly correlated with social entrepreneurship intentions.

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Between the Study Variables

Variable M SD α 1 2 3

1. Constructive patriotism 5.75 1.08 .82 .56** .14*

2. Collective action intentions 4.89 1.48 .83 .36**

3. Social entrepreneurship intentions 3.26 1.33 .67

Note. M and SD represent the means and standard deviations of the study variables. Α represents the internal 
consistency coefficient.
*p < .01. **p < .001.

Finally, we tested a simple mediation model (Model 4; Hayes, 2018) with constructive 
patriotism as the predictor, collective action intentions as the mediator, and social entre­
preneurship intentions as the outcome variable. We used the bootstrapping procedure on 

1) We also ran a PCA with the full set of study items (see Supplemental Materials, Simić, 2023). Parallel analysis 
suggested a three-component solution corresponding to the relevant three variables from Study 1.
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10,000 bootstrapped samples to determine the significance of the indirect effect. Figure 1 
contains the tested mediation model. Collective action intentions significantly mediated 
the effect of constructive patriotism on social entrepreneurship intentions, b = .25, 95% 
CI [.18, .35]. In other words, higher levels of intentions toward collective actions might 
explain the relationship between constructive patriotism and social entrepreneurship 
intentions. The results did not change when controlling for participants' ethnicity (see 
Supplemental Materials, Simić, 2023).

Figure 1

Study 1: The Tested Mediation Model Containing Constructive Patriotism as the Predictor, Collective Action 
Intentions as the Mediator, and Social Entrepreneurship Intentions as the Outcome Variable

Note. The figure contains unstandardized regression coefficients for each path. 95% CIs for each path are shown 
in brackets. R2 indicates the estimated coefficient of (multiple) determination.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Study 1 provided initial evidence that constructive patriotism is positively related to 
social entrepreneurship intentions (Hypothesis 1) and that this relationship might be 
explained by higher levels of collective action intentions (Hypothesis 3).

Study 2
Following recent practices in mediaton analysis (e.g., Fiedler et al., 2011), Study 1 failed 
to consider any alternative explanations for our results. In that regard, we ran Study 
2, which included a measure of blind patriotism to understand whether it is also positive­
ly related to social entrepreneurship intentions. Additionally, due to the correlational 
nature of our data, we found it relevant to replicate the mediation effects identified 
in Study 1 (Cumming, 2012; Fiedler et al., 2011; Fritz et al., 2012). Finally, because the 
relationship between political attitudes and national identity is robust (e.g., Feldman 
& Johnston, 2014; Schatz et al., 1999; Wolak & Dawkins, 2017), we decided to explore 
whether controlling for participants' political orientation changes our results.
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Method
Participants

We invited participants currently residing in Bosnia and Herzegovina by advertising the 
online questionnaire form on social media and internet forums (Facebook and Reddit), 
and using the snowball sampling strategy. We used the Monte Carlo power analysis 
approach for mediation models (Schoemann et al., 2017) to plan our sample size. To 
detect the mediation effect from Study 1 (b = .20), we needed to collect at least 100 
responses when assuming correlations estimated in Study 1, with a power of .80 and 
α = .05. However, we decided to settle for double that number (N = 200). We did not 
detect any careless responses based on the SRSI. Our sample size consisted of 201 valid 
participants (Nmale = 56, Nfemale = 144, Nother = 1) with an average age of 26 years 
(M = 25.77, SD = 10.42). Bosniaks represented 75%, while Serbs and Croats occupied 
approximately 10% each of our total sample. The remaining participants identified as 
Others. With our sample size, detecting a significant mediation effect (b = .05) was 
possible when assuming weak relations between the variables (r = .26) and considering 
power at .80 and α = .05.

Materials and Procedure

After giving consent, we asked participants to provide us with their demographic infor­
mation, such as gender, age, and political orientation (1 = extremely left, 7 = extremely 
right). Then, all participants filled out the Blind and Constructive Patriotism Scale (Schatz 
et al., 1999), the Collective Action Intentions Scale (Lantos et al., 2020; Tausch et al., 
2011), the Social Entrepreneurship Intentions Scale (Wu et al., 2020), and the SRSI. The 
study lasted approximately 10 minutes. We will briefly describe the Blind Patriotism 
scale because it was not used in Study 1.

Blind Patriotism — We measured blind patriotism with the second part of the Con­
structive and Blind Patriotism Scale (Schatz et al., 1999) consisting of eleven items2 (e.g., 
''Bosnia and Herzegovina is virtually always right.'') where participants reported their 
level of agreement/disagreement with all items on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 
disagree, 7 = strongly agree).

Results and Discussion
Table 2 contains the descriptive statistics and correlational relationships between the 
study variables. A principal components analysis using the parallel approach for com­
ponents extraction recommended a two-component solution for the Constructive and 

2) The original subscale contains 12 items. The item ''The anti-Vietnam war protesters were un-American'' was 
removed due to being unapplicable to the cultural and national context of Bosnia and Herzegovina.
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Blind Patriotism Scale. We identified three problematic items (Blind patriotism – Item 4, 
Blind patriotism – Item 6, and Blind patriotism – Item 11) based on the marker index 
(Gallucci & Perugini, 2007) that we excluded from further analyses. Component 1 (blind 
patriotism) explained 23% of data variance, with component loadings ranging from .44 to 
.74. Component 2 (constructive patriotism) was responsible for 18% of variation, and its 
items showed loadings from .48 to .80.3

Table 2

Study 2: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Between the Study Variables

Variable M SD α 1 2 3 4 5

1. Constructive patriotism 5.69 1.01 .80 .00 .41*** .18** -.10

2. Blind Patriotism 2.63 1.13 .76 -.02 .04 .29***

3. Collective action intentions 5.06 1.36 .85 .39*** .10

4. Social entrepreneurship intentions 3.56 1.43 .67 .14*

5. Political orientation 2.90 1.62

Note. M and SD represent the means and standard deviations of the study variables. α represents the internal 
consistency coefficient. We could not calculate the α coefficient for political orientation since it is a single-item 
measure.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Table 2 shows that constructive patriotism correlated positively with collective actions 
and social entrepreneurship intentions. On the other hand, we did not find significant 
correlations between those variables and blind patriotism. We tested the mediation mod­
el containing constructive and blind patriotism as predictors, collective action intentions 
as a mediator, and social entrepreneurship intentions as the outcome variable (see Figure 
2) using the bootstrapping approach on 10,000 bootstrapped samples (Hayes, 2018).

3) As in Study 1, we ran a PCA on all study items together (see Supplemental Materials, Simić, 2023). A four-compo­
nent solution emerged mainly correspoding to the four key variables from Study 2.
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Figure 2

Study 2: The Tested Mediation Model Containing Constructive and Binding Patriotism as the Predictors, Collective 
Action Intentions as the Mediator, and Social Entrepreneurship Intentions as the Outcome Variable

Note. The figure contains unstandardized regression coefficients for each path. 95% CIs for each path are shown 
in brackets. R2 indicates the estimated coefficient of (multiple) determination.
* p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Replicating Study 1's results, collective action intentions significantly mediated the rela­
tionship between constructive patriotism and social entrepreneurship intentions, b = .22, 
95% CI [.12, .34]. The same mediation effect did not hold when considering blind patrio­
tism as the predictor variable, b = -.01, 95% CI [-.08, .05]. Finally, the mediation effect of 
collective action intentions was stronger for constructive than blind patriotism, b = .24, 
95% CI [.12, .37]. The results did not change when controlling for political orientation 
and participants' ethnicity (see Supplemental Materials, Simić, 2023).

Study 2 provided evidence in favor of our study hypotheses. Constructive (Hypothesis 
1) but not blind patriotism (Hypothesis 2) was positively linked with social entrepreneur­
ship intentions. Furthermore, higher levels of collective action intentions mediated the 
relationship between constructive patriotism and social entrepreneurship intentions (Hy­
pothesis 3), which was not the case when blind patriotism was considered as the predictor 
(Hypothesis 4).

Constructive Patriotism and Social Entreprenuership Intentions 14

Social Psychological Bulletin | 2569-653X
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.12705

https://www.psychopen.eu/


General Discussion
We conducted the present set of studies to examine how different modes of patriotism 
relate to intentions to engage in a social entrepreneurship venture. Study 1 provided 
preliminary findings of a positive relationship between constructive patriotism and social 
entrepreneurship intentions and the mediation effect of collective action intentions. 
Study 2 replicated the correlational patterns from Study 1 and once again identified 
collective action intentions as a significant mediator in the relationship between con­
structive patriotism and social entrepreneurship intentions. We also did not find evidence 
of a significant relationship between blind patriotism and social entrepreneurship inten­
tions. Furthermore, the estimated indirect effect through collective action intentions 
was stronger for constructive than blind patriotism, providing more evidence that this 
effect is specific only when considering constructive patriotism as a predictor of social 
entrepreneurship intentions (Coutts & Hayes, 2023; Hayes, 2018).

Our findings extend the existing literature about patriotism and social change-seek­
ing (Chaitin et al., 2021; Marzęcki, 2020; Richey, 2011; Rupar et al., 2021; Sekerdej & 
Roccas, 2016; Williams et al., 2008) as well as collective action intentions (Giguère & 
Lalonde, 2010; Kelly & Breinlinger, 1996; Klandermans, 2002; van Zomeren et al., 2008; 
Wlodarczyk et al., 2017) to one specific activity related to resolving civic and social prob­
lems, namely social entrepreneurship. First, we found evidence of a positive relationship 
between constructive patriotism and social entrepreneurship intentions (Hypothesis 1). 
On the other hand, blind patriotism was not related to social entrepreneurship intentions 
(Hypothesis 2). These findings suggest that feeling attached to one's country might 
be a significant, but not crucial, component in pursuing social change through social 
entrepreneurship (R. Jones et al., 2008). Furthermore, we found a robust and significant 
indirect effect of constructive patriotism through collective action intentions in line with 
our mediation hypothesis (Hypothesis 3). It seems that showing love for the country 
in an unbiased and critical manner might foster the tendency to seek positive social 
change and thus be positively related to intentions to pursue business ventures that 
might contribute to these changes.

On the other hand, collective action intentions did not mediate the relationship 
between blind patriotism and social entrepreneurship intentions (Hypothesis 4), suggest­
ing that to be ready to seek changes, one needs to observe the situation in their 
country critically and not just showcase blind love to it. While high levels of positive 
emotions towards the nation are needed for an individual to seek social change (Simon 
& Klandermans, 2001; van Zomeren et al., 2008; van Zomeren et al., 2012), patriotism 
is not the only necessary factor in predicting whether an individual intends to seek 
social change. By not being able to observe that the situation in their country is far 
from ideal, the motivation to change things for the better might not develop (Kelly & 
Breinlinger, 1996; Klandermans, 2002; van Zomeren et al., 2008). In line with previous 
work, constructive, but not blind patriotism, related positively with intentions to achieve 
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positive social change (i.e., collective action, Chaitin et al., 2021; Elban & Aslan, 2023; 
Rupar et al., 2021; Williams et al., 2008). Therefore, without the capacity to assess the 
state of the country critically (Lewin, 2013; Pithers & Soden, 2000; Rothì et al., 2005; 
Sekerdej & Roccas, 2016; Williams et al., 2008), the motivation to change things for the 
better might not develop (Kelly & Breinlinger, 1996; Klandermans, 2002; van Zomeren et 
al., 2008). Therefore, constructive patriotism might direct individuals towards collective 
action tendencies.

Furthermore, collective action tendencies predicted social entrepreneurship inten­
tions. In line with the collective social entrepreneurship perspectives (Meyer, 2020; 
Montgomery et al., 2012; Spear, 2006), being motivated by collective actions might serve 
as a platform for forming social entrepreneurship intentions. Because social entrepre­
neurship can be seen as a specific form of activity to create positive change (Gupta et 
al., 2020), intentions to carry out a social entrepreneurship venture might emerge from a 
previously formed collective goal (Spear, 2006; Tarrow, 1993). In other words, individuals 
with greater intentions for collective actions could consider these activities worth pursu­
ing because they might perceive social entrepreneurship as a specific framework through 
which collective action can be achieved. For example, constructive patriots might see 
social entrepreneurship as a tool to develop their democratic and civic skills (Germak 
& Robinson, 2014), create something of value for the greater community (Austin et al., 
2006), and achieve an informal influence on political leaders to improve the present so­
cial situation (Alvord et al., 2004; Defourny & Nyssens, 2010). This pattern should not be 
evident for individuals with greater blind patriotism. Because that kind of identification 
is related to biased evaluation and glorification of the national group (Roccas et al., 2006; 
Staub, 1992, 1997; Schatz et al., 1999), individuals might not be able to see that their 
country needs positive change and thus seek social entrepreneurship ventures.

The studies have two important implications. Theoretically, our studies suggest that 
factors affecting social entrepreneurship intentions might go beyond stable personality 
traits and extend to individual differences in national attachment. Because we found 
a positive relationship between constructive patriotism and social entrepreneurship in­
tentions in both studies, feeling a strong love for one's country might be relevant in 
pursuing a business with a social agenda. However, understanding the need for social 
changes and reforms and their active pursuit might present more crucial prerequisites 
in pursuing social entrepreneurship. Practically, our results corroborate recent work 
emphasizing the role of critical thinking in successful social entrepreneurship ventures 
(Bergner et al., 2022; Cruz-Sandoval et al., 2023; García-González & Ramírez-Montoya, 
2021; Hockerts, 2017; Kruse et al., 2019). By encouraging different forms and venues to 
think about the quality of current practices and policies in a country, it is possible to 
undertake the first step to motivate citizens to seek solutions to issues that plague the 
community. While a critical mindset benefits potential social entrepreneurs, they should 
also feel emotionally attached to their nation (R. Jones et al., 2008). Therefore, fostering 
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constructive patriotism might contribute to the rise of social entrepreneurship ventures 
or at least implementation ideas.

The relationship between patriotism and social entrepreneurship might be particular­
ly relevant in the context of developing nations (such as Bosnia and Herzegovina) that 
are constantly faced with a plethora of negative socioeconomic processes such as unem­
ployment, negative migration trends, and citizenship passivity (Čičić et al., 2019; B. Jones 
et al., 2013). Increasing the intentions to become and work as social entrepreneurs makes 
it possible to use available human capital to solve social issues and actively contain neg­
ative migration trends. Specifically, social entrepreneurship could indirectly help raise 
the quality of life in these countries. Social organizations led by patriotic individuals 
will probably remain related to their country of origin even if their influence expands 
regionally or globally. These organizations might help with the often slow development 
processes of their nations. Some possible benefits might include paying taxes locally, 
preferring local suppliers and products, and hiring like-minded individuals willing to 
change the country. Thus, developing critically minded patriotic citizens might be the 
first step in motivating the emergence of social entrepreneurship in the community.

Our work is not without limitations. First, by employing a cross-sectional design, we 
could not make causal conclusions about the reported findings. Second, our exploratory 
Study 1 assessed only constructive patriotism without measuring its blind counterpart. 
While we corrected this limitation in Study 2, due to the correlational nature of our data, 
it might be beneficial to replicate the pattern of interplay between the two patriotism 
modes to evaluate the robustness of our findings. Third, the specific cultural context 
binds and determines national identification processes (Pehrson et al., 2009), especially 
in culturally diverse societies and nations like Bosnia and Herzegovina. For example, in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bosniaks show greater identification with the Bosnian national 
identity, while Serbs identify with their ethnicity more (see Turjačanin et al., 2017). 
Because our sample size was not balanced by ethnicity (the majority consisted of Bosniak 
participants), generalizing these results to other ethnic, national, and cultural contexts 
should be cautiously approached.

The directions for future research stem from the limitations of this work. First, as 
mentioned previously, our conclusions remain at a correlational level. Future research 
might attempt to manipulate constructive patriotism (see Gangl et al., 2016) and assess its 
causal relationship to social entrepreneurship and collective action intentions4. Another 
possibility would be to employ longitudinal designs to study the temporal unfolding of 
the relationship between patriotism and social entrepreneurship. These studies might 
be relevant in understanding when the relationship between constructive patriotism 
and social entrepreneurship intentions is the strongest and identify relevant periods 

4) However, Jugert and colleagues (2021) argue that patriotism shows strong temporal stability making it difficult to 
manipulate.
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where fostering constructive patriotism might generate the formation of social entrepre­
neurship intentions. Second, future studies could address the limitation of the underre­
presentation of Croat and Serb participants in our work by attempting to replicate 
these findings within different contexts in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Third, assessing 
how people perceive patriotic social entrepreneurs was outside the scope of this work. 
Some research suggests that the public generally mistrusts the authenticity of social 
organizations (DiMaggio & Anheier, 1990; Miller et al., 2012; Sud et al., 2009). Therefore, 
understanding whether the disclosure of constructive patriotism by a potential social 
entrepreneur might help to ameliorate these negative effects might be a worthwhile 
research question for future studies. Fourth, our studies focused on two extreme modes 
of national identification: constructive and blind patriotism. However, literature on group 
processes and social identity recognizes a form of patriotism that lies between these 
extremes. How conventional patriotism, defined as positive emotions and love towards 
the nation without biased national glorification and a critical attitude towards current 
national practices (Roccas et al., 2006; Sekerdej & Roccas, 2016), affects collective action 
and SE intentions remained an open question in this study. This is specifically relevant 
since conventional patriotism was also related to other (more passive) forms of citizen­
ship engagement (Rupar et al., 2021) but less intention to contribute to the nation's 
well-being (Sekerdej & Roccas, 2016, Study 3). Also, it might be beneficial to understand 
how social entrepreneurship intentions relate to other insecure national attachment 
types. For example, measuring collective narcissism and blind patriotism might unravel 
whether avoidance or defiance of national criticism hinders some national identifiers in 
developing social entrepreneurship intentions.

To conclude, we have found that constructive patriotism might be related to social 
entrepreneurship intentions via higher collective action intentions. To be willing to 
tackle critical social problems within society, loving one's nation is not enough. Before 
deciding to act, we must also be aware that things can and should be changed for the 
better.

Funding: The author has no funding to report.

Acknowledgments: The author has no additional (i.e., non-financial) support to report.

Competing Interests: The author has declared that no competing interests exist.

Ethics Statement: Research has been approved by local Ethics committee of the University of Tuzla. Informed 

consent has been obtained from all respondents prior to their participation in the study.

Data Availability: For this article, datasets and analysis code are freely available (see Simić, 2023).

Constructive Patriotism and Social Entreprenuership Intentions 18

Social Psychological Bulletin | 2569-653X
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.12705

https://www.psychopen.eu/


Supplementary Materials
For this article, the following Supplementary Materials are available (see Simić, 2023):

• Data
• Supplemental analyses and tables
• Materials for Studies 1 and 2 in Bosnian/Serbian/Croatian
• Materials for Studies 1 and 2 in English

Index of Supplementary Materials

Simić, A. (2023). Constructive, blind patriotism, collective action intentions, and social 
entrepreneurship [Data, tables, study materials, supplemental analyses]. OSF. 
https://osf.io/57r6h 

References

Alvord, S. H., Brown, L. D., & Letts, C. W. (2004). Social entrepreneurship and societal 
transformation: An exploratory study. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 40(3), 260–282. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886304266847

Austin, J., Stevenson, H., & Wei–Skillern, J. (2006). Social and commercial entrepreneurship: Same, 
different, or both? Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 30(1), 1–22. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2006.00107.x

Bansal, S., Garg, I., & Sharma, G. D. (2019). Social entrepreneurship as a path for social change and 
driver of sustainable development: A systematic review and research agenda. Sustainability, 
11(4), Article 1091. https://doi.org/10.3390/su11041091

Bargsted, M., Picon, M., Salazar, A., & Rojas, Y. (2013). Psychosocial characterization of social 
entrepreneurs: A comparative study. Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 4(3), 331–346. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2013.820780

Bar-Tal, D., & Staub, E. (1997). Introduction: Patriotism: Its scope and meaning. In D. Bar-Tal & E. 
Staub (Eds.), Patriotism: In the lives of individuals and nations (pp. 1–19). Nelson-Hall 
Publishers.

Bergner, S., Palmer, C., Devaney, M., & Kruse, P. (2022). A framework for antecedents of social 
entrepreneurial intention: Empirical evidence and research agenda. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 
Article 988851. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.988851

Bernaards, C. A., & Jennrich, R. I. (2005). Gradient projection algorithms and software for arbitrary 
rotation criteria in factor analysis. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 65(5), 676–696. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164404272507

Blank, T., & Schmidt, P. (2003). National identity in a united Germany: Nationalism or patriotism? 
An empirical test with representative data. Political Psychology, 24(2), 289–312. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00329

Simić 19

Social Psychological Bulletin | 2569-653X
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.12705

https://osf.io/57r6h
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886304266847
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2006.00107.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11041091
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2013.820780
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.988851
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164404272507
https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00329
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Chaitin, J., Steinberg, S., & Steinberg, S. (2021). Jewish-Israeli attitudes toward human rights 
organizations and patriotism. Ethnopolitics, 20(5), 501–522. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17449057.2019.1679488

Chandra, Y. (2017). Social entrepreneurship as institutional-change work: A corpus linguistics 
analysis. Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 8(1), 14–46. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2016.1233133

Cichocka, A., & Cislak, A. (2020). Nationalism as collective narcissism. Current Opinion in 
Behavioral Sciences, 34, 69–74. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2019.12.013

Cichocka, A., Marchlewska, M., Golec de Zavala, A., & Olechowski, M. (2016). ‘They will not 
control us’: Ingroup positivity and belief in intergroup conspiracies. British Journal of 
Psychology, 107(3), 556–576. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12158

Čičić, M., Trifković, M., Husić-Mehmedović, M., Efendić, A., Turulja, L., & Emirhafizović, M. (2019). 
Studija o emigracijama—Bosna i Hercegovina. Akademija nauke i umjetnosti Bosne i 
Herzegovine. https://doi.org/10.5644/PI2019.182.00

Coutts, J. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2023). Questions of value, questions of magnitude: An exploration and 
application of methods for comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior 
Research Methods, 55, 3772–3785. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-022-01988-0

Cruz-Sandoval, M., Vázquez-Parra, J. C., & Carlos-Arroyo, M. (2023). Complex thinking and social 
entrepreneurship. An approach from the methodology of compositional data analysis. Heliyon, 
9(2), Article e13415. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e13415

Cumming, G. (2012). Understanding the new statistics: Effect sizes, confidence intervals, and meta-
analysis. Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group.

Datta, P. B., & Gailey, R. (2012). Empowering women through social entrepreneurship: Case study 
of a women’s cooperative in India. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36(3), 569–587. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2012.00505.x

Defourny, J., & Nyssens, M. (2010). Conceptions of social enterprise and social entrepreneurship in 
Europe and the United States: Convergences and divergences. Journal of Social 
Entrepreneurship, 1(1), 32–53. https://doi.org/10.1080/19420670903442053

Diaz, F., & Rodriguez, A. (2003). Locus of control, nAch and values of community entrepreneurs. 
Social Behavior and Personality, 31(8), 739. https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2003.31.8.739

DiMaggio, P. J., & Anheier, H. K. (1990). The sociology of non-profit organizations and sectors. 
Annual Review of Sociology, 16, 137–159. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.so.16.080190.001033

Douglas, E. J., & Shepherd, D. A. (2002). Self-employment as a career choice: Attitudes, 
entrepreneurial intentions, and utility maximization. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
26(3), 81–90. https://doi.org/10.1177/104225870202600305

Egri, C. P., & Herman, S. (2000). Leadership in the North American environmental sector: Values, 
leadership styles, and contexts of environmental leaders and their organizations. Academy of 
Management Journal, 43(4), 571–604. https://doi.org/10.2307/1556356

Constructive Patriotism and Social Entreprenuership Intentions 20

Social Psychological Bulletin | 2569-653X
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.12705

https://doi.org/10.1080/17449057.2019.1679488
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2016.1233133
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2019.12.013
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12158
https://doi.org/10.5644/PI2019.182.00
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-022-01988-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e13415
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2012.00505.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420670903442053
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2003.31.8.739
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.so.16.080190.001033
https://doi.org/10.1177/104225870202600305
https://doi.org/10.2307/1556356
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Elban, M., & Aslan, S. (2023). The role of constructive patriotism in the relationship of basic human 
values and active citizenship for emerging adults in Türkiye. BMC Psychology, 11, Article 206. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-023-01233-z

Fauchart, E., & Gruber, M. (2011). Darwinians, Communitarians, and Missionaries: The role of 
founder identity in entrepreneurship. Academy of Management Journal, 54(5), 935–957. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.0211

Feldman, S., & Johnston, C. (2014). Understanding the determinants of political ideology: 
Implications of structural complexity. Political Psychology, 35(3), 337–358. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12055

Fiedler, K., Schott, M., & Meiser, T. (2011). What mediation analysis can (not) do. Journal of 
Experimental Social Psychology, 47(6), 1231–1236. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.05.007

Fritz, C. O., Morris, P. E., & Richler, J. J. (2012). Effect size estimates: Current use, calculations, and 
interpretation. Journal of Experimental Psychology. General, 141(1), 2–18. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024338

Gallucci, M., & Perugini, M. (2007). The Marker Index: A new method of selection of marker 
variables in factor analysis. TPM. Testing, Psychometrics, Methodology in Applied Psychology, 
14(1), 3–25. 

Gangl, K., Torgler, B., & Kirchler, E. (2016). Patriotism’s Impact on Cooperation with the State: An 
Experimental Study on Tax Compliance. Political Psychology, 37(6), 867–881. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12294

García-González, A., & Ramírez-Montoya, M. S. (2021). Social entrepreneurship education: 
Changemaker training at the university. Higher Education, Skills and Work-Based Learning, 
11(5), 1236–1251. https://doi.org/10.1108/HESWBL-01-2021-0009

Germak, A. J., & Robinson, J. A. (2014). Exploring the motivation of nascent social entrepreneurs. 
Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 5(1), 5–21. https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2013.820781

Ghauri, P., Tasavori, M., & Zaefarian, R. (2014). Internationalisation of service firms through 
corporate social entrepreneurship and networking. International Marketing Review, 31(6), 576–
600. https://doi.org/10.1108/IMR-09-2013-0196

Giguère, B., & Lalonde, R. N. (2010). Why do students strike? Direct and indirect determinants of 
collective action participation. Political Psychology, 31(2), 227–247. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2009.00750.x

Golec de Zavala, A. G., Cichocka, A., Eidelson, R., & Jayawickreme, N. (2009). Collective narcissism 
and its social consequences. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97(6), 1074–1096. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016904

Golec de Zavala, A., & Cichocka, A. (2012). Collective narcissism and anti-Semitism in Poland. 
Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 15(2), 213–229. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430211420891

Golec de Zavala, A., Dyduch‐Hazar, K., & Lantos, D. (2019). Collective narcissism: Political 
consequences of investing self‐worth in the ingroup’s image. Political Psychology, 40(Suppl 1), 
37–74. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12569

Simić 21

Social Psychological Bulletin | 2569-653X
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.12705

https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-023-01233-z
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.0211
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12055
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024338
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12294
https://doi.org/10.1108/HESWBL-01-2021-0009
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2013.820781
https://doi.org/10.1108/IMR-09-2013-0196
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2009.00750.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016904
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430211420891
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12569
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Golec de Zavala, A., Peker, M., Guerra, R., & Baran, T. (2016). Collective narcissism predicts 
hypersensitivity to in–group insult and direct and indirect retaliatory intergroup hostility. 
European Journal of Personality, 30(6), 532–551. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2067

Górska, P., Stefaniak, A., Malinowska, K., Lipowska, K., Marchlewska, M., Budziszewska, M., & 
Maciantowicz, O. (2020). Too great to act in solidarity: The negative relationship between 
collective narcissism and solidarity-based collective action. European Journal of Social 
Psychology, 50(3), 561–578. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2638

Gupta, P., Chauhan, S., Paul, J., & Jaiswal, M. P. (2020). Social entrepreneurship research: A review 
and future research agenda. Journal of Business Research, 113, 209–229. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.03.032

Harrell, F. E., Jr. (2022). Hmisc: Harrell Miscellaneous [R package] (Version 4.7-1). 
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=Hmisc

Haugh, H. M., & Talwar, A. (2016). Linking social entrepreneurship and social change: The 
mediating role of empowerment. Journal of Business Ethics, 133(4), 643–658. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2449-4

Hayes, A. F. (2018). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis, Second 
Edition: A regression-based approach. Guilford Publications.

Hockerts, K. (2017). Determinants of social entrepreneurial intentions. Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 41(1), 105–130. https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12171

Horn, J. L. (1965). A rationale and test for the number of factors in factor analysis. Psychometrika, 
30(2), 179–185. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02289447

Huddy, L., & Khatib, N. (2007). American patriotism, national identity, and political involvement. 
American Journal of Political Science, 51(1), 63–77. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2007.00237.x

İrengün, O., & Arıkboğa, Ş. (2015). The effect of personality traits on social entrepreneurship 
intentions: A field research. Procedia: Social and Behavioral Sciences, 195, 1186–1195. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.06.172

Iyer, A., Leach, C. W., & Crosby, F. J. (2003). White guilt and racial compensation: The benefits and 
limits of self-focus. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29(1), 117–129. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202238377

Johnson, G. R. (1997). The evolutionary roots of patriotism. In D. Bar-Tal & E. Staub (Eds.), 
Patriotism: In the lives of individuals and nations (pp. 45–90). Nelson-Hall Publishers.

Jones, B., Jeffrey, A., & Jakala, M. (2013). The "transitional citizen": Civil society, political agency 
and hopes for transitional justice in Bosnia–Herzegovina. In O. Simić & Z. Volčič (Eds.), 
Transitional justice and civil society in the Balkans (pp. 87–103). Springer. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-5422-9_6

Jones, R., Latham, J., & Betta, M. (2008). Narrative construction of the social entrepreneurial 
identity. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, 14(5), 330–345. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/13552550810897687

Constructive Patriotism and Social Entreprenuership Intentions 22

Social Psychological Bulletin | 2569-653X
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.12705

https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2067
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2638
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.03.032
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=Hmisc
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2449-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12171
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02289447
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2007.00237.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.06.172
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202238377
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-5422-9_6
https://doi.org/10.1108/13552550810897687
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Jost, J. T., Banaji, M. R., & Nosek, B. A. (2004). A decade of system justification theory: 
Accumulated evidence of conscious and unconscious bolstering of the status quo. Political 
Psychology, 25(6), 881–919. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00402.x

Jugert, P., Šerek, J., Eckstein, K., & Noack, P. (2021). National and European identity formation: A 
longitudinal cross-national comparison study. Identity, 21(1), 51–66. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15283488.2020.1856665

Kelly, C., & Breinlinger, S. (1996). The social psychology of collective action: Identity, injustice and 
gender. Taylor & Francis.

Klandermans, B. (2002). How group identification helps to overcome the dilemma of collective 
action. The American Behavioral Scientist, 45(5), 887–900. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764202045005009

Koe Hwee Nga, J., & Shamuganathan, G. (2010). The influence of personality traits and 
demographic factors on social entrepreneurship start up intentions. Journal of Business Ethics, 
95(2), 259–282. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-009-0358-8

Kosterman, R., & Feshbach, S. (1989). Toward a measure of patriotic and nationalistic attitudes. 
Political Psychology, 10(2), 257–274. https://doi.org/10.2307/3791647

Kruse, P., Wach, D., Costa, S., & Moriano, J. A. (2019). Values matter, don’t they? – Combining 
theory of planned behavior and personal values as predictors of social entrepreneurial 
intention. Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 10(1), 55–83. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2018.1541003

Lantos, N. A., Kende, A., Becker, J. C., & McGarty, C. (2020). Pity for economically disadvantaged 
groups motivates donation and ally collective action intentions. European Journal of Social 
Psychology, 50(7), 1478–1499. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2705

Leach, C. W., Iyer, A., & Pedersen, A. (2006). Anger and guilt about ingroup advantage explain the 
willingness for political action. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32(9), 1232–1245. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206289729

Lewin, E. (2013). Constructive patriotism in wartime. Open Journal of Political Science, 3, 107–112. 
https://doi.org/10.4236/ojps.2013.34015

Li, Q., & Brewer, M. B. (2004). What does it mean to be an American? Patriotism, nationalism, and 
american identity after 9/11. Political Psychology, 25(5), 727–739. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00395.x

Liñán, F., & Chen, Y. (2009). Development and cross–cultural application of a specific instrument to 
measure entrepreneurial intentions. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(3), 593–617. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00318.x

Lippmann, S., Davis, A., & Aldrich, H. E. (2005). Entrepreneurship and inequality. In L. A. Keister 
(Ed.), Entrepreneurship (Vol. 15, pp. 3–31). Emerald Group Publishing. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-2833(05)15002-X

Mair, J., & Martí, I. (2006). Social entrepreneurship research: A source of explanation, prediction, 
and delight. Journal of World Business, 41(1), 36–44. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2005.09.002

Simić 23

Social Psychological Bulletin | 2569-653X
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.12705

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/15283488.2020.1856665
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764202045005009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-009-0358-8
https://doi.org/10.2307/3791647
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2018.1541003
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2705
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206289729
https://doi.org/10.4236/ojps.2013.34015
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00395.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00318.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-2833(05)15002-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2005.09.002
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Marzęcki, R. (2020). Constructive emotions? Patriotism as a predictor of civic activity in Poland. 
Italian Political Science Review / Rivista Italiana Di Scienza Politica, 50(1), 33–51. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/ipo.2019.15

Meade, A. W., & Craig, S. B. (2012). Identifying careless responses in survey data. Psychological 
Methods, 17(3), 437–455. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028085

Messinger, L. (2011). A qualitative analysis of faculty advocacy on LGBT issues on campus. Journal 
of Homosexuality, 58(9), 1281–1305. https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2011.605740

Meyer, C. (2020). The commons: A model for understanding collective action and entrepreneurship 
in communities. Journal of Business Venturing, 35(5), Article 106034. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2020.106034

Miller, T. L., Grimes, M. G., McMullen, J. S., & Vogus, T. J. (2012). Venturing for others with heart 
and head: How compassion encourages social entrepreneurship. Academy of Management 
Review, 37(4), 616–640. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.0456

Montgomery, A. W., Dacin, P. A., & Dacin, M. T. (2012). Collective social entrepreneurship: 
Collaboratively shaping social good. Journal of Business Ethics, 111(3), 375–388. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1501-5

Pachi, D., & Barrett, M. (2012). Perceived effectiveness of conventional, non-conventional and civic 
forms of participation among minority and majority youth. Human Affairs, 22(3), 345–359. 
https://doi.org/10.2478/s13374-012-0029-9

Pachi, D., Chrysanthaki, T., & Barrett, M. (2014). Political and civic participation among ethnic 
majority and minority youth. In P. Nesbitt-Larking, C. Kinnvall, T. Capelos, & H. Dekker (Eds.), 
The Palgrave handbook of global political psychology (pp. 297–315). Palgrave Macmillan UK. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-137-29118-9_17

Partzsch, L., & Ziegler, R. (2011). Social entrepreneurs as change agents: A case study on power and 
authority in the water sector. International Environmental Agreement: Politics, Law and 
Economics, 11(1), 63–83. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-011-9150-1

Pehrson, S., Vignoles, V. L., & Brown, R. (2009). National identification and anti-immigrant 
prejudice: Individual and contextual effects of national definitions. Social Psychology Quarterly, 
72(1), 24–38. https://doi.org/10.1177/019027250907200104

Phillips, W., Lee, H., Ghobadian, A., O’Regan, N., & James, P. (2015). Social innovation and social 
entrepreneurship: A systematic review. Group & Organization Management, 40(3), 428–461. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601114560063

Pithers, R. T., & Soden, R. (2000). Critical thinking in education. Review of Educational Research, 
42(3), 237–249. https://doi.org/10.1080/001318800440579

Praszkier, R., Nowak, A., & Zab, A. (2009). Social capital built by social entrepreneurs and the 
speci¿c personality traits that facilitate the process. Psychologia Spoleczna, 4(10), 42–54. 

R Core Team. (2021). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for 
Statistical Computing. https://www.R-project.org/.

Constructive Patriotism and Social Entreprenuership Intentions 24

Social Psychological Bulletin | 2569-653X
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.12705

https://doi.org/10.1017/ipo.2019.15
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028085
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2011.605740
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2020.106034
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.0456
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1501-5
https://doi.org/10.2478/s13374-012-0029-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-137-29118-9_17
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10784-011-9150-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/019027250907200104
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601114560063
https://doi.org/10.1080/001318800440579
https://www.R-project.org/
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Rao, H., Morrill, C., & Zald, M. N. (2000). Power plays: How social movements and collective action 
create new organizational forms. Research in Organizational Behavior, 22, 237–281. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-3085(00)22007-8

Revelle, W. (2019) psych: Procedures for personality and psychological research (Version 1.9.12). 
Northwestern University. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=psych

Reykowski, J. (1997). Patriotism and the collective system of meanings. In D. Bar-Tal & E. Staub 
(Eds.), Patriotism: In the lives of individuals and nations. (pp. 108–128). Nelson-Hall Publishers.

Richey, S. (2011). Civic engagement and patriotism. Social Science Quarterly, 92(4), 1044–1056. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6237.2011.00803.x

Roccas, S., Klar, Y., & Liviatan, I. (2006). The paradox of group-based guilt: Modes of national 
identification, conflict vehemence, and reactions to the ingroup’s moral violations. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 91(4), 698–711. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.698

Rosseel, Y. (2012). lavaan: An R Package for Structural Equation Modeling. Journal of Statistical 
Software, 48(2), 1–36. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02

Rothì, D. M., Lyons, E., & Chryssochoou, X. (2005). National attachment and patriotism in a 
European nation: A British study. Political Psychology, 26(1), 135–155. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2005.00412.x

Rupar, M., Sekerdej, M., & Jamróz-Dolińska, K. (2021). The role of national identification in 
explaining political and social civic engagement. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 24(8), 
1515–1537. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220967975

Ruskin, J., Seymour, R. G., & Webster, C. M. (2016). Why create value for others? An exploration of 
social entrepreneurial motives. Journal of Small Business Management, 54(4), 1015–1037. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12229

Russell, G. M. (2011). Motives of heterosexual allies in collective action for equality: Motives of 
heterosexual allies. The Journal of Social Issues, 67(2), 376–393. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2011.01703.x

Sassmannshausen, S. P., & Volkmann, C. (2018). The scientometrics of social entrepreneurship and 
its establishment as an academic field. Journal of Small Business Management, 56(2), 251–273. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12254

Schatz, R. T., Staub, E., & Lavine, H. (1999). On the varieties of national attachment: Blind versus 
constructive patriotism. Political Psychology, 20(1), 151–174. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00140

Schoemann, A. M., Boulton, A. J., & Short, S. D. (2017). Determining power and sample size for 
simple and complex mediation models. Social Psychological & Personality Science, 8(4), 379–386. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617715068

Sekerdej, M., & Roccas, S. (2016). Love versus loving criticism: Disentangling conventional and 
constructive patriotism. British Journal of Social Psychology, 55(3), 499–521. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12142

Simić 25

Social Psychological Bulletin | 2569-653X
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.12705

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-3085(00)22007-8
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=psych
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6237.2011.00803.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.698
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2005.00412.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220967975
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12229
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2011.01703.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12254
https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00140
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617715068
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12142
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Short, J., Moss, T., & Lumpkin, G. (2009). Research in social entrepreneurship: Past contributions 
and future opportunities. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 3(2), 161–194. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.69

Simon, B., & Klandermans, B. (2001). Politicized collective identity: A social psychological analysis. 
The American Psychologist, 56(4), 319–331. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.56.4.319

Spear, R. (2006). Social entrepreneurship: A different model? International Journal of Social 
Economics, 33(5/6), 399–410. https://doi.org/10.1108/03068290610660670

Staub, E. (1992). The origins of aggression and the creation of positive relations among groups. In S. 
Staub & P. Green (Eds.), Psychology and social responsibility: Facing global challenges (pp. 89–
120). New York University Press.

Staub, E. (1997). Blind versus constructive patriotism: Moving from embeddedness in the group to 
critical loyalty and action. In D. Bar-Tal & E. Staub (Eds.), Patriotism in the lives of individuals 
and nations (pp. 213–228). Nelson-Hall.

Stephan, U., & Drencheva, A. (2017). The person in social entrepreneurship: A systematic review of 
research on the social entrepreneurial personality. In G. Ahmetoglu, T. Chamorro-Premuzic, B. 
Klinger, & T. Karcisky (Eds.), The Wiley handbook of entrepreneurship (pp. 205–229). Wiley. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118970812.ch10

Stürmer, S., & Simon, B. (2004a). Collective action: Towards a dual-pathway model. European 
Review of Social Psychology, 15(1), 59–99. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280340000117

Stürmer, S., & Simon, B. (2004b). The role of collective identification in social movement 
participation: A panel study in the context of the german gay movement. Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin, 30(3), 263–277. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203256690

Sud, M., VanSandt, C. V., & Baugous, A. M. (2009). Social entrepreneurship: The role of institutions. 
Journal of Business Ethics, 85(1), 201–216. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9939-1

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of inter-group conflict. In W. G. Austin & S. 
Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of inter-group relations (pp. 33–47). Brooks/Cole.

Tarrow, S. (1993). Cycles of collective action: Between moments of madness and the repertoire of 
contention. Social Science History, 17(2), 281–307. https://doi.org/10.2307/1171283

Tausch, N., Becker, J. C., Spears, R., Christ, O., Saab, R., Singh, P., & Siddiqui, R. N. (2011). 
Explaining radical group behavior: Developing emotion and efficacy routes to normative and 
nonnormative collective action. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101(1), 129–148. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022728

Thompson, E. R. (2009). Individual entrepreneurial intent: Construct clarification and development 
of an internationally reliable metric. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(3), 669–694. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00321.x

Turjačanin, V., Dušanić, S., Lakić, S., Čehajić-Clancy, S., & de Sanctis, M. P. (2017). Ethnic, religious, 
and national Identities among young Bosniaks and Serbs in minority and majority contexts in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. In F. Pratto, I. Žeželj, E. Maloku, V. Turjačanin, & M. Branković (Eds.), 
Shaping social identities after violent conflict: Youth in the western Balkans (pp. 69–88). Springer 
International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-62021-3_4

Constructive Patriotism and Social Entreprenuership Intentions 26

Social Psychological Bulletin | 2569-653X
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.12705

https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.69
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.56.4.319
https://doi.org/10.1108/03068290610660670
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118970812.ch10
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280340000117
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203256690
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9939-1
https://doi.org/10.2307/1171283
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022728
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00321.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-62021-3_4
https://www.psychopen.eu/


van de Vyver, J., & Abrams, D. (2017). Promoting third-party prosocial behaviour: The potential of 
moral emotions. In E. van Leeuwen & H. Zagefka (Eds.), Intergroup helping (pp. 349–368). 
Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-53026-0_17

van Zomeren, M., Leach, C. W., & Spears, R. (2012). Protesters as “passionate economists”: A 
dynamic dual pathway model of approach coping with collective disadvantage. Personality and 
Social Psychology Review, 16(2), 180–199. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311430835

van Zomeren, M., Postmes, T., & Spears, R. (2008). Toward an integrative social identity model of 
collective action: A quantitative research synthesis of three socio-psychological perspectives. 
Psychological Bulletin, 134(4), 504–535. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.4.504

Waddock, S., & Steckler, E. (2016). Visionaries and wayfinders: Deliberate and emergent pathways 
to vision in social entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Ethics, 133(4), 719–734. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2451-x

Wickham, H., François, R., Henry, L., & Müller, K. (2020). dplyr: A grammar of data manipulation [R 
package] (Version 1.0.0). https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=dplyr

Williams, R. L., Foster, L. N., & Krohn, K. R. (2008). Relationship of patriotism measures to critical 
thinking and emphasis on civil liberties versus national security. Analyses of Social Issues and 
Public Policy (ASAP), 8(1), 139–156. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2008.00165.x

Wlodarczyk, A., Basabe, N., Páez, D., & Zumeta, L. (2017). Hope and anger as mediators between 
collective action frames and participation in collective mobilization: The case of 15-M. Journal 
of Social and Political Psychology, 5(1), 200–223. https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v5i1.471

Wolak, J., & Dawkins, R. (2017). The roots of patriotism across political contexts. Political 
Psychology, 38(3), 391–408. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12363

Wright, S. C., Taylor, D. M., & Moghaddam, F. M. (1990). Responding to membership in a 
disadvantaged group: From acceptance to collective protest. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 58(6), 994–1003. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.6.994

Wu, W., Su, Y., Huang, X., Liu, W., & Jiang, X. (2020). The dark triad, moral disengagement, and 
social entrepreneurial intention: Moderating roles of empathic concern and perspective taking. 
Frontiers in Psychology, 11, Article 1520. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01520

Zick, A., Wolf, C., Küpper, B., Davidov, E., Schmidt, P., & Heitmeyer, W. (2008). The syndrome of 
group-focused enmity: The interrelation of prejudices tested with multiple cross-sectional and 
panel data. The Journal of Social Issues, 64(2), 363–383. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00566.x

Social Psychological Bulletin (SPB) 
is an official journal of the Polish 
Social Psychological Society 
(PSPS).

PsychOpen GOLD is a publishing 
service by Leibniz Institute for 
Psychology (ZPID), Germany.

Simić 27

Social Psychological Bulletin | 2569-653X
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.12705

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-53026-0_17
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311430835
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.4.504
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2451-x
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=dplyr
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2008.00165.x
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v5i1.471
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12363
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.6.994
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01520
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00566.x
https://www.psychopen.eu/

	Constructive Patriotism and Social Entreprenuership Intentions
	(Introduction)
	Constructive and Blind Patriotism
	Patriotism and Social Entrepreneurship Intentions
	The Mediating Role of Collective Action
	The Present Work

	Study 1
	Method
	Results and Discussion

	Study 2
	Method
	Results and Discussion

	General Discussion
	(Additional Information)
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	Competing Interests
	Ethics Statement
	Data Availability

	Supplementary Materials
	References


