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Abstract

Faith-based organisations have been at the forefront of efforts to meet human need
and effect positive social change for centuries, and they continue to make significant
contributions to social welfare. However, a paucity of empirical research into the
nature of faith-based social entrepreneurship limits knowledge and theory
development and hinders the effectiveness of faith-based initiatives. In response,
this thesis explores how a religious worldview intersects with values, gender and
institutional logics to influence social entrepreneurial activity. The thesis thereby
aims to develop new theoretical insights into the contextual embeddedness of the

process of social entrepreneurship.

Qualitative, interpretive research based on a social constructionist paradigm was
conducted to explore how a religious faith context influences the enactment of social
entrepreneurship. Comparative multiple case studies of eight social entrepreneurial
organisations located in the Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam were undertaken
during the period 2016-18. Faith-based, faith-inspired and secular organisations
participated in the research. Multilevel thematic analysis of data employed

theoretical lenses of universal human values, gender and institutional logics.

The research showed that faith-based social entrepreneurship is a distinct,
contextually embedded expression of social entrepreneurship. Findings suggest
that a religious worldview, values and gender are discrete contexts that influence
the what, where, how, who, when and why omnibus contexts in which social
entrepreneurship is enacted. In a religious worldview context, social
entrepreneurial organisations respond not only to well-documented social welfare
and commercial logics but also to a religious metalogic. Consequently, faith-based
social entrepreneurial organisations illuminate how organisations experience

institutional complexity and manage paradoxical interlogic tensions.

The key insight and contribution of the thesis is that contexts of a Christian religious
worldview and gender underscore the values-based nature of social
entrepreneurship. Further, these contexts reveal the influence of faith, altruistic
love and the logic of gratuitous giving on how social entrepreneurship is

experienced and enacted.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Research Aim and Scope

Social entrepreneurship (SE) takes place in and is shaped by multidimensional,
multilevel contexts (de Bruin & Lewis, 2015; Mair & Marti, 2006; Welter, 2011).
However, religious faith is rarely acknowledged and investigated as a context in
which SE is enacted (Dey & Steyaert, 2016; Naugle, 2002; Spear, 2010). This gap is
noteworthy given the significant contribution religion-driven organisations, now
termed faith-based organisations (FBOs), have made, and continue to make, in
meeting human need and addressing challenging social problems (Bielefeld &

Cleveland, 2013; Go¢gmen, 2013).

This thesis explores the process of SE when embedded in a context of religious faith.
It aims to contribute to knowledge and theory building about SE and how
intersecting contexts influence entrepreneurial and organisational behaviour
(Welter, Baker, & Wirsching, 2018). Accordingly, my overarching research
question is:

How does a religious faith context influence the enactment of social

entrepreneurship?

[ investigate how a discrete context of religious faith provides a context that shapes
the enactment of SE as faith-based social entrepreneurship (FBSE). Exploratory
research into the “extreme exemplar” (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007, p. 27) of FBSE
serves to “make context part of the story” (Zahra & Wright, 2011, p. 72) of SE,
thereby generating insights into the ways SE is expressed through the daily actions

of organisations.

My investigation is limited in scope to social entrepreneurial FBOs inspired by the
Christian religious faith. I acknowledge that FBOs engage in SE in the context of
various faith traditions such as Islam (Almarri & Meewella, 2015; Anwar, 2015;
Mulyaningsih & Ramadani, 2017; Salarzehi, Armesh, & Nikbin, 2010), Judaism
(Busenitz & Lichtenstein, 2019; Cohen, Hall, Koenig, & Meador, 2005; Gordis, 2009),
Buddhism (Chou, Chang, & Han, 2016; Lyne, Ryu, Teh, & Morita, 2019; Valliere,
2008) and Hinduism (Audretsch & Meyer, 2009; Sundar, 1996). This delimitation of
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scope is both personal and pragmatic. The personal experience and contacts I bring
to the research draw on my professional practice in community and economic
development with Christian FBOs, providing me unique access and insights into the
phenomenon (see further detail in sub-section 1.2.1). Pragmatically, available
literature on religion as a context for prosocial engagement and social
entrepreneurial activity uses the context of Christianity more frequently than other

world religions (Batson, Anderson, & Collins, 2005; Dees, 2012; Spear, 2010).

FBSE enacted in a Christian faith context is encountered in numerous historical
examples of entrepreneurs who were motivated by their religious faith to create
social benefit through commercial means (Dana, 2009). Entrepreneurs Guinness
and Cadbury in 18th and 19th century England explicitly integrated Christian
religious faith, social engagement and commercial enterprise (Dodd & Seaman,
1998; Mansfield, 2009). Prominent Christian FBOs such as the Salvation Army and
the Society of St. Vincent de Paul have mixed social engagement and commercial
enterprise since their founding (Berger, 2003; Bowes, 1998; Magnuson, 1977). In
the mid-20t« century Roman Catholic priest Father José Maria Arizmendiarrieta
Madariaga founded what became the Mondragén Cooperative Corporation in Spain,
a highly-successful federation of worker-owned cooperatives based on values of
social solidarity and co-operative business principles (Molina & Miguez, 2008;

Ridley-Duff & Bull, 2016; Spear, 2010).

Consonant with the exploratory nature of my research, I adopt a qualitative case
study approach (Eisenhardt, 1989; Stake, 2006; Yin, 2014). The thesis develops a
real-world understanding of FBSE based on comparative analysis of data from eight
case studies of faith-based, faith-inspired and secular organisations in the
Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam. Data analysis uses a multidisciplinary thematic
approach (Spencer, Ritchie, Ormston, O’Connor, & Barnard, 2014) that employs
three theoretical lenses: values (Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004), gender (Borquist & de
Bruin, 2019; Clark Muntean & Ozkazanc-Pan, 2016) and institutional logics
(Thornton, Ocasio, & Lounsbury, 2012). Cross-cutting themes of context (Johns,
2006; Welter, 2011) and religion (Hogg, Adelman, & Blagg, 2010) are used to unify
analysis across the theoretical lenses. While meso-level social entrepreneurial

organisations are the main analytical focus of the study, micro-level individual and
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macro-level societal and cultural dynamics are also explored. A multilevel approach
such as this is called for, since SE is a multilevel phenomenon (Saebi, Foss, & Linder,
2019) and the study’s theoretical lenses are themselves multilevel in their influence
on SE, as noted for values (Sagiv, Schwartz, & Arieli, 2011), gender (de Bruin, Brush,
& Welter, 2007) and institutional logics (Ocasio, Thornton, & Lounsbury, 2017).

I suggest that religious faith shapes the enactment of SE through its distinct
influence on worldview, values, gender dynamics and institutional logics. Therefore,
this thesis contends that FBSE is the enactment of SE in a religious faith context, thus
presenting a unique opportunity to theorise about contexts and identify
organisational responses to the unique challenges that arise due to multiple values

and logics.

Following this introduction, I present my journey to the research questions that
guide this thesis. Definitions for the key concepts SE, FBO and FBSE are then
reviewed. The following section presents and discusses the two cross-cutting
themes of context and religion that integrate analysis and discussion of data.
Theoretical lenses of values, gender and institutional logics that are used to analyse
data on FBSE are briefly discussed and defined. Thereafter, the research approach
used is outlined and the chapter concludes with an outline and synopsis of each of

the thesis chapters.

1.2 Journey to the Research Questions

1.2.1 Personal Journey

The initial inspiration, personal motivation and prior knowledge for this thesis
spring from my lived experience as a field practitioner. I have served in developing
countries of the Global South for over 30 years through the Christian mission agency
International Ministries-American Baptist Churches/USA, known as ‘International
Ministries.” My work with Baptist-related partners has been in-residence in the
Philippines, the United States, Brazil and now New Zealand. I have also served
partners through short-term engagements in numerous other countries in Africa,
Southeast Asia and the Caribbean. I am currently the Global Consultant for Holistic

Community and Economic Development for the agency and provide training and
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consulting in the areas of faith-based community and economic development, with

a specialisation in FBSE.

[ describe my work as a ‘calling’ that weaves together strands of social engagement,
entrepreneurship and religious faith. Before joining International Ministries, I
served as a community development coordinator in West Africa as a volunteer with
the US Peace Corps and later as a paid staff member of a community development
programme in Oregon, USA. The entrepreneurship strand of my journey started
when [ launched and managed a Small Business Development Centre that provided
training, consulting and information resources to existing and start-up businesses

in Clackamas County, Oregon.

The religious faith strand entered when I was invited to serve as a global worker
(i.e. missionary) through International Ministries with Central Philippine University
in the central part of the Philippines. At this Baptist-related institution, [ developed
and taught courses in a new bachelor’s degree programme in entrepreneurship as a
lecturer in its College of Business and Accountancy, and later taught MBA-level
courses in its School of Graduate Studies. I also offered training and seminars in
entrepreneurship and livelihood skills for pastors and religious workers of the
Convention of Philippine Baptist Churches and for clients of a faith-based

microfinance agency.

[ first heard of SE in 2002 when I attended the 4th National Gathering for Social
Entrepreneurs sponsored by the Social Enterprise Alliance in the United States. At
the time, I was serving as Chief Financial Officer and Treasurer for International
Ministries and participated in the conference with a delegation from American
Baptist Churches-USA. In retrospect, the conference was a turning point that
initiated my journey to the research questions that guide this thesis. Not only did I
discover that social entrepreneurship combines my passion and calling for social
engagement and entrepreneurship, [ also discovered that a number of the
presenters intentionally integrated religious faith with their social entrepreneurial
activity. None of the presenters used the phrase ‘faith-based social
entrepreneurship,’ but to me, the evidence for it was clearly presented. | wondered

why so few practitioners and scholars at the event seemed to recognise the influence
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of religious faith on SE even though a number of the social enterprises highlighted

by the conference were faith-based.

A key quote from the conference still resonates with me: “The objective of social
enterprise is nothing less than the healing of creation.” This perspective on social
enterprise, and by extension SE, was offered by Charles King during a meeting my
colleagues and I had with him. King, an ordained Baptist minister, was at that time
Chairperson of the Alliance and is a founder and the current CEO of the New York
City-based social enterprise HousingWorks (http://www.housingworks.org/).
King’s statement brings together elements of entrepreneurship, social engagement
and religious faith in a provocative way. His words raise for me vital questions about
the nature of SE when it takes place in a context of religious faith and values. This

encounter was the genesis of my PhD research journey.

After concluding my service as Chief Financial Officer and Treasurer, [ accepted an
invitation from the National Baptist Convention of Brazil to return to cross-cultural
work through International Ministries. A significant part of my assignment was once
again to offer training and consulting in church-based community and economic
development, but this work was now informed by my increasing knowledge of SE
and its application by organisations and individuals. During this time, [ was invited
by the Dean of the International College at Payap University (based in Chiang Mai,
Thailand) to develop and teach a 5-day intensive short course entitled Social
Entrepreneurship for Non-governmental Organisation Leaders. I have since taught
this course through Payap in Thailand, Myanmar, Indonesia and Vietnam. Teaching
the short course not only allowed me to research and develop material on SE, it also
connected me with participants in these countries who came from faith-based and

secular organisations.

During the course of my professional work, I have come into contact with FBOs in
Brazil and Southeast Asia that use social entrepreneurial approaches to address
social, economic, environmental and spiritual problems. Many leaders of these
Christian FBOs say they unaware they are engaged in SE, while others know about
SE but resist describing their initiatives as such. My informal research with FBO

leaders appears to suggest that the root of their discomfort with the concept of SE is
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the perception that entrepreneurial activity is incompatible with their faith-based
ethical and prosocial values. This values-based incompatibility is often described as
tension between the social, economic and religious objectives of SE enacted in a
context of religious faith. A desire to answer my growing questions about how a
religious worldview and values influence the enactment of SE led me to embark on

my PhD research journey.

1.2.2 PhD Research Journey

Upon commencing my PhD research journey, [ encountered a lack of scholarly work
on FBSE per se but potentially useful resources in related areas of research and
literature. Both history and academic inquiry provide abundant examples of social
engagement by FBOs and their contributions to positive social change (Bielefeld &
Cleveland, 2013; Gog¢men, 2013). The fundamental influence of contexts on
entrepreneurship (Welter, 2011), SE (de Bruin & Lewis, 2015) and organisational
behaviour (Johns, 2006) is increasingly recognised and documented. Concurrent
with my thesis work, a ‘theological turn’ (Dyck, 2014) has taken place in the
academy that acknowledges and studies religious faith as a context in which
entrepreneurship (Busenitz & Lichtenstein, 2019; Smith, Conger, McMullen, &
Neubert, 2019) and organisational behaviour (Tracey, Phillips, & Lounsbury,
2014b) are enacted. However, I find these separate areas of scholarship are rarely
integrated, hindering the development of insights into the nature of SE when it takes
place in a context of religious faith by social entrepreneurial FBOs. This conspicuous
gap in knowledge and theory building motivates the overarching research question
of my thesis:

How does a religious faith context influence the enactment of social

entrepreneurship?

My review of the SE literature led me to the first of three research sub-questions.
Values are universally acknowledged as foundational to the process of SE (Hockerts,
Mair, & Robinson, 2010). Religious faith as a source of the values expressed in SE
has also been noted (Dees, 2012) but rarely explored. Researching literature related
to values and their influence on individual, organisational and societal behaviour led
me to the field of social psychology and the widely validated theory of universal

human values developed by Schwartz (1992; 1994). I then explored a related stream
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of literature that investigates the values basis of prosocial behaviour in general and
religious prosociality in particular (Saroglou, 2012; Schwartz, 2010). However,
literature on values and prosocial behaviour is rarely used to develop knowledge
and build theory about values as a context that shapes the process of SE (Bacq & Alt,
2018; Miller, Grimes, McMullen, & Vogus, 2012; Stephan & Drencheva, 2017). To my
knowledge, this literature has yet to be applied to investigate SE enacted in a context
of values based on religious faith. This gap motivates the first research sub-question
of my thesis:

How does a context of values and religious faith influence the enactment

of social entrepreneurship?

Subsequently, I observed during data analysis that the case selection process I
followed had unintentionally identified a group of social entrepreneurial
organisations founded and managed by women. Further, it became clear that all
these organisations are dedicated to addressing the needs and problems of
vulnerable, socially excluded women. Now aware of the gendered nature of SE
enacted by the organisations I was studying, I incorporated into my research the
growing literature on gender and entrepreneurship (Bird & Brush, 2002; Lewis &
Henry, 2019) and gender and SE (Clark Muntean & Ozkazanc-Pan, 2016; Datta &
Gailey, 2012; Haugh & Talwar, 2016). This literature not only brought to my
investigation key values-related themes of empowerment and emancipation (Al-
Dajani, Carter, Shaw, & Marlow, 2015; Rindova, Barry, & Ketchen, 2009), it led me
to explore how gender intersects with contexts of values (Beutel & Marini, 1995;
Schwartz & Rubel, 2005) and religious faith (Avishali, Jafar, & Rinaldo, 2015; Beutel
& Marini, 1995). Recognising the lack of scholarly attention to the gender-values-
religious faith nexus as a context in which SE is enacted, I chose the second sub-
question of my thesis:

How does gender influence social entrepreneurship enacted in a context

of values and religious faith?

[ initially addressed this question in a co-authored article based on my research
(Borquist & de Bruin, 2019). Ideas developed in the article and subsequent
investigation of how gender intersects with other contexts in shaping expressions

of SE are discussed primarily in Chapter 5.
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My third and final research sub-question is motivated by a gap I observe in literature
that explores how social entrepreneurial organisations experience and manage
prescriptions of the institutional logics they incorporate. The institutional logics
perspective (Friedland & Alford, 1991) has been extensively applied to the study of
SE and the interaction of its dual social welfare and commercial logics (Battilana &
Lee, 2014; Cherrier, Goswami, & Ray, 2018; Doherty, Haugh, & Lyon, 2014; Pache &
Santos, 2013b). However, I find that this literature rarely recognises and studies the
presence of more than these two logics in social entrepreneurial organisations
(Battilana, Besharov, & Mitzinneck, 2017; Greenwood, Raynard, Kodeih, Micelotta,
& Lounsbury, 2011; Kodeih & Greenwood, 2014). Further, the influence of a
religious logic on the enactment of SE has only recently been theorised and
investigated (Glimtisay, 2020; Morita, 2017). Finally, scholarship on contexts is
generally not integrated with the institutional logics perspective, hence little is
known about the influence of contexts on how organisations experience and manage
multiple institutional logics (Spedale & Watson, 2014). Therefore, these
considerations led to the third and final research sub-question of my thesis:

How do organisations experience and manage multiple institutional

logics when social entrepreneurship is enacted in a context of gender,

values and religious faith?

In summary, this thesis seeks to develop knowledge by providing answers to its
overarching research question and three sub-questions. My goal for this doctoral
journey is to advance knowledge and theory building about SE by illuminating its
contextual embeddedness in values, gender, a religious worldview and institutional
logics through the example of SE enacted a context of religious faith. When this
phase of the journey is completed, I intend to apply conclusions from the thesis to
inform my work with FBOs that seek to address social needs and problems through

social entrepreneurial initiatives that contribute to positive social change.

1.3 Key Definitional Signposts

This section introduces and defines the key terms social entrepreneurship (SE),
faith-based organisations (FBOs) and faith-based social entrepreneurship (FBSE)
that are developed further in subsequent chapters. Chapter 2 presents a more

detailed discussion of SE, FBOs and FBSE through a comprehensive review of related
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literature streams. Chapter 3 contributes to my definition of FBO through a

description of research methodology and case selection.

1.3.1 Social Entrepreneurship

Scholars and practitioners continue to propose and debate definitions for SE,
however “since the term SE first appeared in the management literature of the
1980s, there has been little consensus about how to define it” (Mair, Battilana, &
Cardenas, 2012, p. 354). Definitional consensus may be difficult or impossible to
reach because SE has the characteristics of an ‘essentially contested concept’ (Gallie,
1956) that represents a cluster of ideas such as social innovation, market
orientation, the social entrepreneur and the social entrepreneurial organisation,
together grouped under the umbrella of social value creation (Choi & Majumdar,

2014).

Nevertheless, there is broad agreement SE is an entrepreneurial process (Chell,
2007; Lumpkin, Moss, Gras, Kato, & Amezcua, 2013; Mair & Marti, 2006; Shaw &
Carter, 2007) that develops opportunities to address neglected social (including
environmental) problems (Austin, Stevenson, & Wei-Skillern, 2006; Saebi et al,
2019; Santos, 2012; Short, Moss, & Lumpkin, 2009; Zahra, Gedajlovic, Neubaum, &
Shulman, 2009) in pursuit of positive social change (Haugh & Talwar, 2016; Hill,
Kothari, & Shea, 2010; Perrini & Vurro, 2006; Stephan, Patterson, Kelly, & Mair,
2016). The process of SE is a hybrid that creates both social and economic value, but
prioritizes social value creation over economic value capture (Austin et al., 2006;
Bacq, Hartog, & Hoogendoorn, 2016; Chandra, 2018b; Choi & Majumdar, 2014;
Hlady-Rispal & Servantie, 2018; Saebi et al.,, 2019; Santos, 2012).

Literature that explores the central characteristics of SE is discussed in greater
depth in Chapter 2, leading to the working definition I develop and employ in this
thesis:
Social entrepreneurship is a process that pursues positive social change
through initiatives that prioritise social value creation over economic

value capture, typically as a response to social problems that markets

and governments are unable or unwilling to address.
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1.3.2 Faith-based Organisations

The adjectival phrase ‘faith-based’ presents significant definitional challenges, as
‘faith’ can have various meanings depending on its usage (Miller, 2003). Religious
faith is understood as a form of spirituality based on a codified set of moral values,
beliefs and doctrines shared by a group and expressed through activities and
institutions (King, 2007; Stark, 1996). Literature in this field proposes that religious
faith is generally concerned with the inner self, forces greater than the individual
and the significance of everyday life (Nash & McLennan, 2001). No measures exist
to define an organisation’s degree of religiosity empirically and therefore to define
the degree to which an organisation is ‘faith-based’ (Ebaugh, Chafetz, & Pipes, 2006;
Hugen & Venema, 2009).

Defining what makes an organisation ‘faith-based’ is also complicated by diverse
organisational expressions of religious faith. Religious congregations and their
coordinating organisations, non-profit associations, social service agencies and non-
governmental organisations may all be described as ‘faith-based.” FBOs may also be
local, national, or international in scope. Section 2.4 explores these challenges

further through a review of literature on religion and social engagement.

[ adopt a practice perspective (Chalmers & Shaw, 2017; de Clercq & Voronov, 2009)
that categorises the expression of religious faith in an organisation based on the
degree to which it is lived out in programmes, routines and characteristics. This
perspective draws on literature that defines the influence of a religious worldview
on behaviour at all levels of analysis (Hogg et al., 2010; Naugle, 2002). Bielefeld and
Cleveland (2013) propose a set of criteria to determine the degree of influence
religious faith has on organisational programmes, routines and organisational
characteristics as part of their systematic literature review of FBO definitions and
typologies. I adapt these criteria and create the following rubric to ascertain

whether an organisation is faith-based:

e Organisational control: religious faith is evidenced in the source of financial
and other resources, how power is exercised within the organisation and in

its decision-making processes;
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e Expression of religion: religious faith is evidenced through the self-identity of
the organisation, the religiosity of beneficiaries and staff and how outcome

measures are defined;

e Programme implementation: religious faith is evidenced through the
selection of services the organisation provides, the integration of religious
elements in service delivery and the voluntary or mandatory participation of

beneficiaries and staff in specific religious activities.

I combine this rubric with definitions developed in two prior studies of FBOs to
establish a proposed working definition for this thesis. Berger (2003) defined FBOs
for a study of 263 ‘religious non-governmental organisations’ affiliated with the
United Nations, and this definition was adapted by Crisp (2014) to guide research
conducted into social work services provided by FBOs in Australia and Scotland. I
incorporate common elements from these sources into a straightforward working
definition that guides my research:
Faith-based organisations are organisations whose identity and mission

are explicitly derived from the teachings of one or more religious or

spiritual traditions.

Thus, I define a social entrepreneurial organisation as ‘faith-based’ when religious
faith, values and a religious worldview are central and determinative to its
conceptualisation, operation and evaluation. The degree to which an organisation is
considered ‘faith-based’ in this thesis is identified using a continuum that defines

secular, faith-inspired and faith-based organisations adapted from Clarke (2008):

e Secular: religious or spiritual teachings are not expressed in organisational

programmes, routines or characteristics;

e Faith-inspired: religious or spiritual teachings are subsidiary to broader
humanitarian principles and considerations in programmes and self-

description;

e [Faith-based: religious or spiritual teachings play an essential and explicit role
in programmes and self-description. These teachings may be given an
emphasis equal to or greater than broader humanitarian principles and

considerations. Depending on the religious or spiritual tradition,

11
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beneficiaries and partner organisations may or may not be required to

adhere to the organisation’s religious or spiritual traditions.

1.3.3 Faith-based Social Entrepreneurship

Literature that uses the term FBSE to describe the process of SE enacted by
individuals and organisations in a context of religious faith is scarce in both
academic and practice-based literature (Alderson, 2011; Borquist & de Bruin, 2016;
Childs, 2012; Christiansen, 2008; Ingram, 2008; Lee, 2011; Marques, 2008;
Nicolopoulou, Chell, & Karatag-@zkan, 2006; Oham, 2015). However, references that
describe the phenomenon but do not use the term FBSE per se are more numerous

in the academic literature.

For example, some articles explicitly contextualise SE research for a religious faith
context and examine how SE is enacted in Christian (Alderson, 2011; Borquist & de
Bruin, 2019; Morita, 2017; Ndemo, 2006) or Islamic (Almarri & Meewella, 2015;
Anwar, 2015; Mulyaningsih & Ramadani, 2017; Salarzehi et al, 2010) settings. In
other articles, religious faith is not a variable of interest and is ‘hidden in plain sight’
in sample selection, findings and discussion. For example, religious faith is a
prominent but unexamined context in studies of a serial social entrepreneur in Los
Angeles (Choi, 2012), of motivational drivers to engage in SE in Nigeria (Omorede,
2014) and of the motivations and opportunity recognition methods of Israeli social

entrepreneurs (Yitshaki & Kropp, 2016).

Chapter 2 is devoted to exploring and linking the diverse literature streams that
contribute to my definition of FBSE. I view the process of FBSE as the pursuit of
positive social change in a broad, holistic sense that seeks to transform the personal,
social, political, economic and religious systems that produce and sustain social and
environmental problems. Therefore, I develop and employ the following working
definition of FBSE:

Faith-based social entrepreneurship is an expression of social

entrepreneurship enacted in a distinctive context of religious faith.

12
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1.4 Cross-cutting Themes

Cross-cutting themes of context and religion inform the investigation of FBSE
presented in this thesis. This section provides a more comprehensive analysis of

both themes in order to establish a foundation for their use in subsequent chapters.

1.4.1 Context

Context is a cornerstone concept for the study since my research explores how
religious faith influences the enactment of SE. Scholars increasingly emphasise that
‘context matters’ (Boettke & Coyne, 2007) when attempting to understand
phenomena at the individual, organisational and societal levels of analysis (Johns,
2006; Welter, 2011). From a research perspective, scholars observe that “context is
essential for making sense of what we encounter” (Brannback & Carsrud, 2016, p.

22).

Research reveals the complex, multi-faceted nature of entrepreneurship and SE,
prompting calls for research and theory building that recognise the boundaries
provided by temporal, spatial, social and institutional contexts (de Bruin & Lewis,
2015; Mair & Marti, 2006; Newth, 2016; Welter et al., 2018; Zahra & Wright, 2011).
Therefore, context is a cross-cutting theme in data analysis and discussion
throughout the thesis since “an understanding of the role of context is not only
integral to coming to grips with the processes of social entrepreneurship and
innovation but is also vital to conducting ‘research close to where things happen’”

(de Bruin & Lewis, 2015, p. 2).

In line with seminal work by Johns (2006, p. 38), I define contexts as “situational
opportunities and constraints that affect the occurrence and meaning of
organizational behaviour as well as functional relationships between variables.”
Social scientists have historically recognised the importance of contexts (Abbott,
1997) because situational factors exert direct and indirect influences on social
phenomena at and across all levels of analysis (Johns, 2006; Whetten, 2009).
Contexts are, by definition, multifaceted and multidimensional (Welter, 2011) and
introduce facilitating and inhibiting factors that exist in a dynamic equilibrium

(Lewin, 1951).
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Johns (2006) and Welter (2011) propose two levels of context that I apply in this
study. First, contexts can be “broadly considered” and regarded as omnibus factors
that describe the what, where, how, who, when and why of the phenomenon being
studied (Johns, 2006, p. 391; Whetten, 1989). Second, contexts can be discrete
“contextual levers” that are nested in and mediate the influence of these omnibus
factors (Johns, 2006, p. 393). Discrete contexts can be regarded as specific variables
that shape attitudes and behaviour and influence omnibus social, physical or task

contexts.

As a first step toward theorising contexts in SE, I employ the distinction between
omnibus and discrete contexts (Johns, 2006; Welter, 2011) and suggest that values,
a religious worldview, gender and institutional logics act as discrete contexts. I
identify them as discrete contexts because these variables are embedded in and
therefore shape and mediate the influence of omnibus contexts what, where, how,
who, when and why. Further, the observation that discrete contexts have “the
potential to shape the very meaning underlying organizational behaviour and

attitudes” (Johns, 2006, p. 388) is particularly germane to the contexts I study.

Exploration of these discrete contexts extends pioneering work on the importance
of contexts to understanding the process of entrepreneurship (Baker & Welter,
2017; Baker & Welter, 2018; Welter, 2011; Welter, Gartner, & Wright, 2016; Zahra,
2007). A seminal article by Welter (2011, p. 165) on the importance of contexts in
entrepreneurship research concludes, “There is growing recognition in
entrepreneurship research that economic behaviour can be better understood
within its historical, temporal, institutional, spatial, and social contexts, as these
contexts provide individuals with opportunities and set boundaries for their
actions.” This and subsequent articles (Baker & Welter, 2017; Baker & Welter, 2018;
Welter, Gartner, & Wright, 2016) make a convincing case for contextualising
research and theory in entrepreneurship. Nevertheless, they do not recognise or call
for research into the influence of religious faith as a context in which

entrepreneurship is enacted.

Current scholarship also argues that contexts must be considered in research and

theory building about SE (de Bruin, Shaw, & Chalmers, 2014; de Bruin & Lewis,
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2015; de Bruin, Shaw, & Lewis, 2017; de Bruin & Read, 2018; Shaw & de Bruin,
2013). Mair and Marti (2006, p. 40) highlight the importance of contexts by
describing SE as a “process resulting from the context in which social entrepreneurs
and their activities are embedded.” After contrasting social and commercial
entrepreneurship, Austin et al. (2006) conclude that contexts have a fundamental
influence on the expression of SE due to the different nature of a social venture’s
mission:

Although the critical contextual factors are analogous in many ways,

the impact of the context on a social entrepreneur differs from that of a

commercial entrepreneur because of the way the interaction of a social

venture’s mission and performance measurement systems influences

entrepreneurial behaviour. (Austin et al, 2006, p. 9)

Likewise, Shaw and de Bruin (2013, p. 743) observe that SE studies reveal “the
heterogeneous contexts in which social enterprise and social innovation can occur”
and de Bruin, Shaw, and Chalmers (2014) call on researchers to continue to explore
the diverse environments in which SE takes place. A subsequent article by de Bruin
and Lewis (2015) explores the complex, multidimensional contexts in which SE is
enacted and identifies their differential influence on SE as dominant, bounded,

limited or none.

Finally, several recent articles have explored rarely considered aspects of how
contexts influence the enactment of SE. For example, de Bruin et al. (2017) propose
that contexts influence the identity of social entrepreneurs. Empirical studies
support this conclusion by highlighting the decisive influence of contexts on the
identity of social enterprises in sub-Saharan African countries (Littlewood & Holt,
2018; Rivera-Santos, Holt, Littlewood, & Kolk, 2015). Additionally, de Bruin and
Read (2018) and Henry, Newth, and Spiller (2017) use the example of Maori social
institutions and values in New Zealand to illustrate the importance of Indigenous

contexts to expressions of SE and social innovation.

However, this burgeoning literature on the importance of contexts rarely explores
SE in a religious faith context (Alderson, 2011; Ataide, 2012; Borquist & de Bruin,
2016; Borquist & de Bruin, 2019; Dinham, 2007; Oham, 2015; Spear, 2010). The

scarce literature that does investigate this unique expression of SE is generally
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limited to contextualising research and theory building and does not use a religious
faith context to contribute more broadly to theory building about the role and

influence of contexts in the enactment of SE.

1.4.2 Religion and Spirituality

The second cross-cutting theme employed in this thesis is religion and spirituality.
Sociologists note that religion is a vital social phenomenon, such that “research
findings are often distorted if religion is ignored” (Marti, 2014, p. 503). Religion
influences attitudes, cognition and behaviour at societal, organisational and
individual levels but is an often-overlooked context “hidden in plain sight” (Cadge &
Konieczny, 2014, p. 485; Glimiisay, 2015; King, 2008). Religions provide adherents
with a moral code and an environment in which prosocial values are taught and
activated (Schwartz, 2010; Weaver & Agle, 2002). Nevertheless, I recognise that
adherents who claim religious faith can also be intolerant, cruel and even commit

atrocities in the name of their religion (Hogg et al.,, 2010).

Growing scholarly interest examines how a religious faith context influences the
behaviour of individuals, organisations and societies in what has been termed a
‘theological turn’ (Dyck, 2014). After a period in which religion was invisible,
ignored and dismissed in mainstream research and theorising (Cadge & Konieczny,
2014; King, 2008) this theological turn is re-evaluating the significance of religious
faith through empirical research in fields such as sociology (Gane, 2008), business
ethics (Mabey, Conroy, Blakeley, & de Marco, 2017), entrepreneurship studies
(Audretsch, Bonte, & Tamvada, 2013; Ganzin, Islam, & Suddaby, 2020; Parboteeah,
Walter, & Block, 2015) and organisation and management studies (Benefiel, 2003;
Dyck, 2014; Dyck & Purser, 2019; Dyck & Wiebe, 2012; Fotaki, Altman, & Koning,
2020; Sgrensen, Spoelstra, Hopfl, & Critchley, 2012).

Sociologists have observed with some surprise the continuing influence of religion
in modern societies, prompting some to contend society is now in a phase of ‘post-
secular’ modernity (Habermas, 2008; McLennan, 2007). For example, studies in the
field of business ethics increasingly explore the spiritual and religious foundations
of normative organisational ethics (Kennedy & Lawton, 1998; Longenecker,

McKinney, & Moore, 2004; Magill, 1992). In the related field of entrepreneurship
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studies, scholarly literature evidences growing recognition that religion influences
entrepreneurial behaviour (Audretsch et al., 2013; Dana, 2009; Dana, 2010; Dodd &
Seaman, 1998; Glimiisay, 2015; Neubert, Bradley, Ardianti, & Simiyu, 2017; Smith et
al, 2019).

A theological turn is especially prominent in the field of organisation and
management studies. Pioneering work that explores the influence of religion on
organisational behaviour signalled renewed scholarly attention (Ashmos & Duchon,
2000; Demerath III, Hall, Schmitt, & Williams, 1998; King, 2008; Weaver & Agle,
2002) and in response the Academy of Management has created a Management,
Spirituality and Religion Interest Group (Dyck & Purser, 2019). Recent
investigations explore the influence of religion on organisational life (Chan-Serafin,
Brief, & George, 2013; Deslandes, 2020; Tracey, Phillips, & Lounsbury, 2014a) and
some have even employed the theological metaphor of an organisational ‘soul’ (Bell,

Taylor, & Driscoll, 2012; Wray-Bliss, 2019).

A theological turn is also seen in the related field of institutional theory. Theorists
have identified a social order and institutional logic of religion (Thornton, Ocasio, &
Lounsbury, 2012) but their characteristics and influence have rarely been explored
(Friedland, 2014). Highlighting the importance of religion, Giimtisay (2020, p. 16)
recently asserted that the religious logic is a “metalogic” that provides a context
within which other institutional logics operate because “it can percolate the entire
interinstitutional system and thus shape the conceptual core of other logics.” Van
Buren III, Syed, and Mir (2020, p. 1) concur, observing that religion is a “powerful
macro social force” with wide-ranging influences on business and society that

organisational scholars ignore at their peril.

Given this growing scholarly interest, [ proceed to define religion and spirituality as
used in this study. Religion and spirituality are both complex, multidimensional
constructs subject to vigorous definitional debates in the fields of sociology,
psychology and organisation and management studies (Hill et al., 2000; Miller &
Thoresen, 2003). One outcome in the academy is “a growing consensus that human
spirituality is an ontologically existent or ‘real’ phenomenon, in contrast to an earlier

but still not rare positivistic assumption that it is merely a figment of folklore, myth,
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or the collective imagination” (Moberg, 2002, p. 48). Despite increasing recognition
that religion and spirituality are valid subjects of academic inquiry in their own right
and represent influential contexts for individual, organizational and societal
behaviour, their complexity and ambiguity make them challenging to define and
investigate (Hill et al., 2000; Hogg et al., 2010; Karakas, 2010; King, 2008; Miller &
Thoresen, 2003; Moberg, 2002).

Spirituality is the broader and more complex of the two terms. Derived from the
Latin spiritus, spirituality refers to breath, wind and by extension to life and the life
force (Hill et al., 2000; Karakas, 2010). Definitions of spirituality analysed by Moberg
(2002) vary according to their degree of emphasis on transcendent versus
subjective experience and their focus on a transcendent ‘other’ versus an
impersonal force or energy. The common theme in these varied definitions is the
notion that spirituality is an idiosyncratic and emergent expression of a personal
connection to something that is subjectively meaningful and transcends oneself
(Ashforth & Vaidyanath, 2002). Emphasising the transcendent aspect, Karakas
(2010, p. 91) defines spirituality neatly as “the journey to find a sustainable,
authentic, meaningful, holistic, and profound understanding of the existential self

and its relationship/interconnectedness with the sacred and the transcendent.”

Religion is no less difficult to define, though perhaps a more bounded concept. The
word ‘religion’ is derived from the Latin religio that suggests both reverence of and
an obligation to a greater than human power (Hill et al, 2000). In contrast to
spirituality, religion provides a collective, fixed and organised expression of
cosmology, identity, membership, values, purpose, ideology, transcendence and
personal connection (Ashforth & Vaidyanath, 2002). Religion has been frequently
and variously defined, prompting the often-quoted observation that “It is a truism
to say that any definition of religion is likely to be satisfactory only to its author”
(Yinger, 1967, p. 18). Definitions of religion generally fall into theological,
anthropological and contextual-historical categories (Moberg, 2002). Reflecting the
anthropological approach, I adopt for this study the definition of religion offered by
Hogg et al. (2010):

Religion is a group phenomenon involving group norms that specify

beliefs, attitudes, values, and behaviours relating to both sacred and
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secular aspects of life, which are integrated and imbued with meaning

by an ideological