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Abstract 
FaithǦbased organisations have been at the forefront of efforts to meet human need 

and effect positive social change for centuriesǡ and they continue to make signiϐicant 
contributions to social welfareǤ Howeverǡ a paucity of empirical research into the 
nature of faithǦbased social entrepreneurship limits knowledge and theory 
development and hinders the effectiveness of faithǦbased initiativesǤ In responseǡ 

this thesis explores how a religious worldview intersects with valuesǡ gender and 
institutional logics to inϐluence social entrepreneurial activityǤ The thesis thereby 
aims to develop new theoretical insights into the contextual embeddedness of the 
process of social entrepreneurshipǤ 

Qualitativeǡ interpretive research based on a social constructionist paradigm was 
conducted to explore how a religious faith context inϐluences the enactment of social 
entrepreneurshipǤ Comparative multiple case studies of eight social entrepreneurial 
organisations located in the Philippinesǡ Thailand and Vietnam were undertaken 

during the period ʹͲͳǦͳͺǤ FaithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular organisations 
participated in the researchǤ Multilevel thematic analysis of data employed 
theoretical lenses of universal human valuesǡ gender and institutional logicsǤ 

The research showed that faithǦbased social entrepreneurship is a distinctǡ 

contextually embedded expression of social entrepreneurshipǤ Findings suggest 
that a religious worldviewǡ values and gender are discrete contexts that inϐluence 
the whatǡ whereǡ howǡ whoǡ when and why omnibus contexts in which social 
entrepreneurship is enactedǤ In a religious worldview contextǡ social 

entrepreneurial organisations respond not only to wellǦdocumented social welfare 
and commercial logics but also to a religious metalogicǤ Consequentlyǡ faithǦbased 
social entrepreneurial organisations illuminate how organisations experience 
institutional complexity and manage paradoxical interlogic tensionsǤ  

The key insight and contribution of the thesis is that contexts of a Christian religious 
worldview and gender underscore the valuesǦbased nature of social 
entrepreneurshipǤ Furtherǡ these contexts reveal the inϐluence of faithǡ altruistic 
love and the logic of gratuitous giving on how social entrepreneurship is 

experienced and enactedǤ 
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1 Introduction 
1.1 Research Aim and Scope 

Social entrepreneurship ȋSEȌ takes place in and is shaped by multidimensionalǡ 

multilevel contexts ȋde Bruin & Lewisǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Mair & MartÇ ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ 

Howeverǡ religious faith is rarely acknowledged and investigated as a context in 

which SE is enacted ȋDey & Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳǢ Naugleǡ ʹͲͲʹǢ Spearǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ This gap is 

noteworthy given the signiϐicant contribution religionǦdriven organisationsǡ now 

termed faithǦbased organisations ȋFBOsȌǡ have madeǡ and continue to makeǡ in 

meeting human need and addressing challenging social problems ȋBielefeld & 

Clevelandǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Go çmenǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ  

This thesis explores the process of SE when embedded in a context of religious faithǤ 

It aims to contribute to knowledge and theory building about SE and how 

intersecting contexts inϐluence entrepreneurial and organisational behaviour 

ȋWelterǡ Bakerǡ & Wirschingǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ Accordinglyǡ my overarching research  

question isǣ 

How does a religious faith context inϔluence the enactment of social 
entrepreneurshipǫ 

I investigate how a discrete context of religious faith provides a context that shapes 

the enactment of SE as faithǦbased social entrepreneurship ȋFBSEȌǤ Exploratory 

research into the ǲextreme exemplarǳ ȋEisenhardt & Graebnerǡ ʹͲͲǡ pǤ ʹȌ of FBSE 

serves to ǲmake context part of the storyǳ ȋZahra & Wrightǡ ʹͲͳͳǡ pǤ ʹȌ of SEǡ 

thereby generating insights into the ways SE is expressed through the daily actions 

of organisationsǤ  

My investigation is limited in scope to social entrepreneurial FBOs inspired by the 

Christian religious faithǤ I acknowledge that FBOs engage in SE in the context of 

various faith traditions such as Islam ȋAlmarri & Meewellaǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Anwarǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ 

Mulyaningsih & Ramadaniǡ ʹͲͳǢ Salarzehiǡ Armeshǡ & Nikbinǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǡ Judaism 

ȋBusenitz & Lichtensteinǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Cohenǡ Hallǡ Koenigǡ & Meadorǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ Gordisǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǡ 

Buddhism ȋChouǡ Changǡ & Hanǡ ʹͲͳǢ Lyneǡ Ryuǡ Tehǡ & Moritaǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Valliereǡ 

ʹͲͲͺȌ and Hinduism ȋAudretsch & Meyerǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Sundarǡ ͳͻͻȌǤ This delimitation of 
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scope is both personal and pragmaticǤ The personal experience and contacts I bring 

to the research draw on my professional practice in community and economic 

development with Christian FBOsǡ providing me unique access and insights into the 

phenomenon ȋsee further detail in subǦsection ͳǤʹǤͳȌǤ Pragmaticallyǡ 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 ȋBatsonǡ Andersonǡ & Collinsǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ Deesǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Spearǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ  

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 beneϐit through commercial means ȋDanaǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ Entrepreneurs Guinness 

and Cadbury in ͳͺth and ͳͻth century England explicitly integrated Christian 

religious faithǡ social engagement and commercial enterprise ȋDodd & Seamanǡ 

ͳͻͻͺǢ Mansϐieldǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ Prominent Christian FBOs such as the Salvation Army and 

the Society of StǤ Vincent de Paul have mixed social engagement and commercial 

enterprise since their founding ȋBergerǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ Bowesǡ ͳͻͻͺǢ Magnusonǡ ͳͻȌǤ In 

the midǦʹͲth century Roman Catholic priest Father Jose  MarÇ a Arizmendiarrieta 

Madariaga founded what became the Mondrago n Cooperative Corporation in Spainǡ 

a highlyǦsuccessful federation of workerǦowned cooperatives based on values of 

social solidarity and coǦoperative business principles ȋMolina & Miguezǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ 

RidleyǦDuff & Bullǡ ʹͲͳǢ Spearǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ  

Consonant with the exploratory nature of my researchǡ I adopt a qualitative case 

study approach ȋEisenhardtǡ ͳͻͺͻǢ Stakeǡ ʹͲͲǢ Yinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ The thesis develops a 

realǦworld understanding of FBSE based on comparative analysis of data from eight 

case studies of faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular organisations in the 

Philippinesǡ Thailand and VietnamǤ Data analysis uses a multidisciplinary thematic 

approach ȋSpencerǡ Ritchieǡ Ormstonǡ OǯConnorǡ & Barnardǡ ʹͲͳͶȌ that employs 

three theoretical lensesǣ values ȋHitlin & Piliavinǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǡ gender ȋBorquist & de 

Bruinǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Clark Muntean & OzkazancǦPanǡ ʹͲͳȌ and institutional logics 

ȋThorntonǡ Ocasioǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ CrossǦcutting themes of context ȋJohnsǡ 

ʹͲͲǢ Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌ and religion ȋHoggǡ Adelmanǡ & Blaggǡ ʹͲͳͲȌ are used to unify 

analysis across the theoretical lensesǤ While mesoǦlevel social entrepreneurial 

organisations are the main analytical focus of the studyǡ microǦlevel individual and 
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macroǦlevel societal and cultural dynamics are also exploredǤ A multilevel approach 

such as this is called forǡ since SE is a multilevel phenomenon ȋSaebiǡ Fossǡ & Linderǡ 

ʹͲͳͻȌ and the studyǯs theoretical lenses are themselves multilevel in their inϐluence 

on SEǡ as noted for values ȋSagivǡ Schwartzǡ & Arieliǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǡ gender ȋde Bruinǡ Brushǡ 

& Welterǡ ʹͲͲȌ and institutional logics ȋOcasioǡ Thorntonǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ 

I suggest that religious faith shapes the enactment of SE through its distinct 

inϐluence on worldviewǡ valuesǡ gender dynamics and institutional logicsǤ Thereforeǡ 

this thesis contends that FBSE is the enactment of SE in a religious faith contextǡ thus 

presenting a unique opportunity to theorise about contexts and identify 

organisational responses to the unique challenges that arise due to multiple values 

and logicsǤ 

Following this introductionǡ I present my journey to the research questions that 

guide this thesisǤ Deϐinitions for the key concepts SEǡ FBO and FBSE are then 

reviewedǤ The following section presents and discusses the two crossǦcutting 

themes of context and religion that integrate analysis and discussion of dataǤ 

Theoretical lenses of valuesǡ gender and institutional logics that are used to analyse 

data on FBSE are brieϐly discussed and deϐinedǤ Thereafterǡ the research approach 

used is outlined and the chapter concludes with an outline and synopsis of each of 

the thesis chaptersǤ 

1.2 Journey to the Research Questions 

1.2.1 Personal Journey 

The initial inspirationǡ personal motivation and prior knowledge for this thesis 

spring from my lived experience as a ϐield practitionerǤ I have served in developing 

countries of the Global South for over ͵Ͳ years through the Christian mission agency 

International MinistriesǦAmerican Baptist ChurchesȀUSAǡ known as ǮInternational 

MinistriesǤǯ My work with BaptistǦrelated partners has been inǦresidence in the 

Philippinesǡ the United Statesǡ Brazil and now New ZealandǤ I have also served 

partners through shortǦterm engagements in numerous other countries in Africaǡ 

Southeast Asia and the CaribbeanǤ 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 faithǦbased community and economic developmentǡ with 

a specialisation in FBSEǤ  

I describe my work as a Ǯcallingǯ that weaves together strands of social engagementǡ 

entrepreneurship and religious faithǤ Before joining International Ministriesǡ 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 Oregonǡ USAǤ The entrepreneurship strand of my journey started 

when I launched and managed a Small Business Development Centre that provided 

trainingǡ consulting and information resources to existing and startǦup businesses 

in Clackamas Countyǡ OregonǤ  

The religious faith strand entered when I was invited to serve as a global worker 

ȋiǤeǤ missionaryȌ through International Ministries with Central Philippine University 

in the central part of the PhilippinesǤ At this BaptistǦrelated institutionǡ I developed 

and taught courses in a new bachelorǯs degree programme in entrepreneurship as a 

lecturer in its College of Business and Accountancyǡ and later taught MBAǦlevel 

courses in its School of Graduate StudiesǤ 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 faithǦbased 

microϐinance agencyǤ 

I ϐirst heard of SE in ʹͲͲʹ when I attended the Ͷth National Gathering for Social 

Entrepreneurs sponsored by the Social Enterprise Alliance in the United StatesǤ At 

the timeǡ I was serving as Chief Financial Ofϐicer and Treasurer for International 

Ministries and participated in the conference with a delegation from American 

Baptist ChurchesǦUSAǤ In retrospectǡ the conference was a turning point that 

initiated my journey to the research questions that guide this thesisǤ Not only did I 

discover that social entrepreneurship combines my passion and calling for social 

engagement and entrepreneurshipǡ I also discovered that a number of the 

presenters intentionally integrated religious faith with their social entrepreneurial 

activityǤ None of the presenters used the phrase ǮfaithǦbased social 

entrepreneurshipǡǯ but to meǡ the evidence for it was clearly presentedǤ I wondered 

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

by the conference were faithǦbasedǤ  

A key quote from the conference still resonates with meǣ ǲThe objective of social 

enterprise is nothing less than the healing of creationǤǳ This perspective on social 

enterpriseǡ and by extension SEǡ was offered by Charles King during a meeting my 

colleagues and I had with himǤ Kingǡ an ordained Baptist ministerǡ was at that time 

Chairperson of the Alliance and is a founder and the current CEO of the New York 

CityǦbased social enterprise HousingWorks ȋhttpǣȀȀwwwǤhousingworksǤorgȀȌǤ 

Kingǯs statement brings together elements of entrepreneurshipǡ social engagement 

and religious faith in a provocative wayǤ His words raise for me vital questions about 

the nature of SE when it takes place in a context of religious faith and valuesǤ This 

encounter was the genesis of my PhD research journeyǤ 

After concluding my service as Chief Financial Ofϐicer and Treasurerǡ I accepted an 

invitation from the National Baptist Convention of Brazil to return to crossǦcultural 

work through International MinistriesǤ A signiϐicant part of my assignment was once 

again to offer training and consulting in churchǦbased community and economic 

developmentǡ but this work was now informed by my increasing knowledge of SE 

and its application by organisations and individualsǤ During this timeǡ I was invited 

by the Dean of the International College at Payap University ȋbased in Chiang Maiǡ 

ThailandȌ to develop and teach a ͷǦday intensive short course entitled Social 

Entrepreneurship for NonǦgovernmental Organisation LeadersǤ I have since taught 

this course through Payap in Thailandǡ Myanmarǡ Indonesia and VietnamǤ Teaching 

the short course not only allowed me to research and develop material on SEǡ it also 

connected me with participants in these countries who came from faithǦbased and 

secular organisationsǤ 

During the course of my professional workǡ I have come into contact with FBOs in 

Brazil and Southeast Asia that use social entrepreneurial approaches to address 

socialǡ economicǡ environmental and spiritual problemsǤ Many leaders of these 

Christian FBOs say they unaware they are engaged in SEǡ while others know about 

SE but resist describing their initiatives as suchǤ 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 faithǦbased 

ethical and prosocial valuesǤ This valuesǦbased incompatibility is often described as 

tension between the socialǡ economic and religious objectives of SE enacted in a 

context of religious faithǤ A desire to answer my growing questions about how a 

religious worldview and values inϐluence the enactment of SE led me to embark on 

my PhD research journeyǤ 

1.2.2 PhD Research Journey 

Upon commencing my PhD research journeyǡ I encountered a lack of scholarly work 

on FBSE per se but potentially useful resources in related areas of research and 

literatureǤ Both history and academic inquiry provide abundant examples of social 

engagement by FBOs and their contributions to positive social change ȋBielefeld & 

Clevelandǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Go çmenǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ The fundamental inϐluence of contexts on 

entrepreneurship ȋWelterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǡ SE ȋde Bruin & Lewisǡ ʹͲͳͷȌ and organisational 

behaviour ȋJohnsǡ ʹͲͲȌ is increasingly recognised and documentedǤ Concurrent 

with my thesis workǡ a Ǯtheological turnǯ ȋDyckǡ ʹͲͳͶȌ has taken place in the 

academy that acknowledges and studies religious faith as a context in which 

entrepreneurship ȋBusenitz & Lichtensteinǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Smithǡ Congerǡ McMullenǡ & 

Neubertǡ ʹͲͳͻȌ and organisational behaviour ȋTraceyǡ Phillipsǡ & Lounsburyǡ 

ʹͲͳͶbȌ are enactedǤ Howeverǡ I ϐind these separate areas of scholarship are rarely 

integratedǡ hindering the development of insights into the nature of SE when it takes 

place in a context of religious faith by social entrepreneurial FBOsǤ This conspicuous 

gap in knowledge and theory building motivates the overarching research question 

of my thesisǣ 

How does a religious faith context inϔluence the enactment of social 
entrepreneurshipǫ 

My review of the SE literature led me to the ϐirst of three research subǦquestionsǤ 

Values are universally acknowledged as foundational to the process of SE ȋHockertsǡ 

Mairǡ & Robinsonǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ Religious faith as a source of the values expressed in SE 

has also been noted ȋDeesǡ ʹͲͳʹȌ but rarely exploredǤ Researching literature related 

to values and their inϐluence on individualǡ organisational and societal behaviour led 

me to the ϐield of social psychology and the widely validated theory of universal 

human values developed by Schwartz ȋͳͻͻʹǢ ͳͻͻͶȌǤ 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 ȋSaroglouǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Schwartzǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ Howeverǡ 

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 ȋBacq & Altǡ 

ʹͲͳͺǢ Millerǡ Grimesǡ McMullenǡ & Vogusǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Stephan & Drenchevaǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ To my 

knowledgeǡ this literature has yet to be applied to investigate SE enacted in a context 

of values based on religious faithǤ This gap motivates the ϐirst research subǦquestion 

of my thesisǣ 

How does a context of values and religious faith inϔluence the enactment 
of social entrepreneurshipǫ 

Subsequentlyǡ I observed during data analysis that the case selection process I 

followed had unintentionally identiϐied a group of social entrepreneurial 

organisations founded and managed by womenǤ Furtherǡ it became clear that all 

these organisations are dedicated to addressing the needs and problems of 

vulnerableǡ socially excluded womenǤ Now aware of the gendered nature of SE 

enacted by the organisations I was studyingǡ I incorporated into my research the 

growing literature on gender and entrepreneurship ȋBird & Brushǡ ʹͲͲʹǢ Lewis & 

Henryǡ ʹͲͳͻȌ and gender and SE ȋClark Muntean & OzkazancǦPanǡ ʹͲͳǢ Datta & 

Gaileyǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Haugh & Talwarǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ This literature not only brought to my 

investigation key valuesǦrelated themes of empowerment and emancipation ȋAlǦ

Dajaniǡ Carterǡ Shawǡ & Marlowǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Rindovaǡ Barryǡ & Ketchenǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǡ it led me 

to explore how gender intersects with contexts of values ȋBeutel & Mariniǡ ͳͻͻͷǢ 

Schwartz & Rubelǡ ʹͲͲͷȌ and religious faith ȋAvishaiǡ Jafarǡ & Rinaldoǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Beutel 

& Mariniǡ ͳͻͻͷȌǤ Recognising the lack of scholarly attention to the genderǦvaluesǦ

religious faith nexus as a context in which SE is enactedǡ I chose the second subǦ

question of my thesisǣ 

How does gender inϔluence social entrepreneurship enacted in a context 
of values and religious faithǫ 

I initially addressed this question in a coǦauthored article based on my research 

ȋBorquist & de Bruinǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ 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 ͷǤ  
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My third and ϐinal research subǦquestion is motivated by a gap I observe in literature 

that explores how social entrepreneurial organisations experience and manage 

prescriptions of the institutional logics they incorporateǤ The institutional logics 

perspective ȋFriedland & Alfordǡ ͳͻͻͳȌ has been extensively applied to the study of 

SE and the interaction of its dual social welfare and commercial logics ȋBattilana & 

Leeǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Cherrierǡ Goswamiǡ & Rayǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Dohertyǡ Haughǡ & Lyonǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Pache & 

Santosǡ ʹͲͳ͵bȌǤ Howeverǡ I ϐind that this literature rarely recognises and studies the 

presence of more than these two logics in social entrepreneurial organisations 

ȋBattilanaǡ Besharovǡ & Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳǢ Greenwoodǡ Raynardǡ Kodeihǡ Micelottaǡ 

& Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Kodeih & Greenwoodǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Furtherǡ the inϐluence of a 

religious logic on the enactment of SE has only recently been theorised and 

investigated ȋGu mu sayǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Moritaǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Finallyǡ scholarship on contexts is 

generally not integrated with the institutional logics perspectiveǡ hence little is 

known about the inϐluence of contexts on how organisations experience and manage 

multiple institutional logics ȋSpedale & Watsonǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Thereforeǡ these 

considerations led to the third and ϐinal research subǦquestion of my thesisǣ 

How do organisations experience and manage multiple institutional 
logics when social entrepreneurship is enacted in a context of gender, 
values and religious faithǫ 

In summaryǡ this thesis seeks to develop knowledge by providing answers to its 

overarching research question and three subǦquestionsǤ My goal for this doctoral 

journey is to advance knowledge and theory building about SE by illuminating its 

contextual embeddedness in valuesǡ genderǡ a religious worldview and institutional 

logics through the example of SE enacted a context of religious faithǤ When this 

phase of the journey is completedǡ 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 changeǤ 

1.3 Key Definitional Signposts 

This section introduces and deϐines the key terms social entrepreneurship ȋSEȌǡ 

faithǦbased organisations ȋFBOsȌ and faithǦbased social entrepreneurship ȋFBSEȌ 

that are developed further in subsequent chaptersǤ Chapter ʹ presents a more 

detailed discussion of SEǡ FBOs and FBSE through a comprehensive review of related 
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literature streamsǤ Chapter ͵ contributes to my deϐinition of FBO through a 

description of research methodology and case selectionǤ 

1.3.1 Social Entrepreneurship 

Scholars and practitioners continue to propose and debate deϐinitions for SEǡ 

however ǲsince the term SE ϐirst appeared in the management literature of the 

ͳͻͺͲsǡ there has been little consensus about how to deϐine itǳ ȋMairǡ Battilanaǡ & 

Cardenasǡ ʹͲͳʹǡ pǤ ͵ͷͶȌǤ Deϐinitional consensus may be difϐicult or impossible to 

reach because SE has the characteristics of an Ǯessentially contested conceptǯ ȋGallieǡ 

ͳͻͷȌ that represents a cluster of ideas such as social innovationǡ market 

orientationǡ the social entrepreneur and the social entrepreneurial organisationǡ 

together grouped under the umbrella of social value creation ȋChoi & Majumdarǡ 

ʹͲͳͶȌǤ  

Neverthelessǡ there is broad agreement SE is an entrepreneurial process ȋChellǡ 

ʹͲͲǢ Lumpkinǡ Mossǡ Grasǡ Katoǡ & Amezcuaǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Mair & MartÇ ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Shaw & 

Carterǡ ʹͲͲȌ that develops opportunities to address neglected social ȋincluding 

environmentalȌ problems ȋAustinǡ Stevensonǡ & WeiǦSkillernǡ ʹͲͲǢ Saebi et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳͻǢ Santosǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Shortǡ Mossǡ & Lumpkinǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Zahraǡ Gedajlovicǡ Neubaumǡ & 

Shulmanǡ ʹͲͲͻȌ in pursuit of positive social change ȋHaugh & Talwarǡ ʹͲͳǢ Hillǡ 

Kothariǡ & Sheaǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Perrini & Vurroǡ ʹͲͲǢ Stephanǡ Pattersonǡ Kellyǡ & Mairǡ 

ʹͲͳȌǤ The process of SE is a hybrid that creates both social and economic valueǡ but 

prioritizes social value creation over economic value capture ȋAustin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ 

Bacqǡ Hartogǡ & Hoogendoornǡ ʹͲͳǢ Chandraǡ ʹͲͳͺbǢ Choi & Majumdarǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ 

Hlady‐Rispal & Servantieǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Saebi et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Santosǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ  

Literature that explores the central characteristics of SE is discussed in greater 

depth in Chapter ʹǡ leading to the working deϐinition I develop and employ in this 

thesisǣ 

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 ǮfaithǦbasedǯ presents signiϐicant deϐinitional challengesǡ as 

Ǯfaithǯ can have various meanings depending on its usage ȋMillerǡ ʹͲͲ͵ȌǤ Religious 

faith is understood as a form of spirituality based on a codiϐied set of moral valuesǡ 

beliefs and doctrines shared by a group and expressed through activities and 

institutions ȋKingǡ ʹͲͲǢ Starkǡ ͳͻͻȌǤ Literature in this ϐield proposes that religious 

faith is generally concerned with the inner selfǡ forces greater than the individual 

and the signiϐicance of everyday life ȋNash & McLennanǡ ʹͲͲͳȌǤ No measures exist 

to deϐine an organisationǯs degree of religiosity empirically and therefore to deϐine 

the degree to which an organisation is ǮfaithǦbasedǯ ȋEbaughǡ Chafetzǡ & Pipesǡ ʹͲͲǢ 

Hugen & Venemaǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ 

Deϐining what makes an organisation ǮfaithǦbasedǯ is also complicated by diverse 

organisational expressions of religious faithǤ Religious congregations and their 

coordinating organisationsǡ nonǦproϐit associationsǡ social service agencies and nonǦ

governmental organisations may all be described as ǮfaithǦbasedǤǯ FBOs may also be 

localǡ nationalǡ or international in scopeǤ Section ʹǤͶ explores these challenges 

further through a review of literature on religion and social engagementǤ  

I adopt a practice perspective ȋChalmers & Shawǡ ʹͲͳǢ de Clercq & Voronovǡ ʹͲͲͻȌ 

that categorises the expression of religious faith in an organisation based on the 

degree to which it is lived out in programmesǡ routines and characteristicsǤ This 

perspective draws on literature that deϐines the inϐluence of a religious worldview 

on behaviour at all levels of analysis ȋHogg et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Naugleǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǤ Bielefeld and 

Cleveland ȋʹͲͳ͵Ȍ propose a set of criteria to determine the degree of inϐluence 

religious faith has on organisational programmesǡ routines and organisational 

characteristics as part of their systematic literature review of FBO deϐinitions and 

typologiesǤ I adapt these criteria and create the following rubric to ascertain 

whether an organisation is faithǦbasedǣ 

x Organisational controlǣ religious faith is evidenced in the source of ϐinancial 

and other resourcesǡ how power is exercised within the organisation and in 

its decisionǦmaking processesǢ 
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x Expression of religionǣ religious faith is evidenced through the selfǦidentity of 

the organisationǡ the religiosity of beneϐiciaries and staff and how outcome 

measures are deϐinedǢ 

x Programme implementationǣ religious faith is evidenced through the 

selection of services the organisation providesǡ the integration of religious 

elements in service delivery and the voluntary or mandatory participation of 

beneϐiciaries and staff in speciϐic religious activitiesǤ 

I combine this rubric with deϐinitions developed in two prior studies of FBOs to 

establish a proposed working deϐinition for this thesisǤ Berger ȋʹͲͲ͵Ȍ deϐined FBOs 

for a study of ʹ͵ Ǯreligious nonǦgovernmental organisationsǯ afϐiliated with the 

United Nationsǡ and this deϐinition was adapted by Crisp ȋʹͲͳͶȌ to guide research 

conducted into social work services provided by FBOs in Australia and ScotlandǤ I 

incorporate common elements from these sources into a straightforward working 

deϐinition that guides my researchǣ 

FaithǦbased organisations are organisations whose identity and mission 
are explicitly derived from the teachings of one or more religious or 
spiritual traditions. 

Thusǡ I deϐine a social entrepreneurial organisation as ǮfaithǦbasedǯ when religious 

faithǡ values and a religious worldview are central and determinative to its 

conceptualisationǡ operation and evaluationǤ The degree to which an organisation is 

considered ǮfaithǦbasedǯ in this thesis is identiϐied using a continuum that deϐines 

secularǡ faithǦinspired and faithǦbased organisations adapted from Clarke ȋʹͲͲͺȌǣ 

x Secularǣ religious or spiritual teachings are not expressed in organisational 

programmesǡ routines or characteristicsǢ 

x FaithǦinspiredǣ religious or spiritual teachings are subsidiary to broader 

humanitarian principles and considerations in programmes and selfǦ

descriptionǢ 

x FaithǦbasedǣ religious or spiritual teachings play an essential and explicit role 

in programmes and selfǦdescriptionǤ These teachings may be given an 

emphasis equal to or greater than broader humanitarian principles and 

considerationsǤ Depending on the religious or spiritual traditionǡ 
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beneϐiciaries and partner organisations may or may not be required to 

adhere to the organisationǯs religious or spiritual traditionsǤ 

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 practiceǦbased literature ȋAldersonǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Borquist & de Bruinǡ ʹͲͳǢ 

Childsǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Christiansenǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Ingramǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Leeǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Marquesǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ 

Nicolopoulouǡ Chellǡ & KarataşǦOǆ zkanǡ ʹ ͲͲǢ Ohamǡ ʹ ͲͳͷȌǤ Howeverǡ references that 

describe the phenomenon but do not use the term FBSE per se are more numerous 

in the academic literatureǤ  

For exampleǡ some articles explicitly contextualise SE research for a religious faith 

context and examine how SE is enacted in Christian ȋAldersonǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Borquist & de 

Bruinǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Moritaǡ ʹͲͳǢ Ndemoǡ ʹͲͲȌ or Islamic ȋAlmarri & Meewellaǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ 

Anwarǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Mulyaningsih & Ramadaniǡ ʹͲͳǢ Salarzehi et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲȌ settingsǤ In 

other articlesǡ religious faith is not a variable of interest and is Ǯhidden in plain sightǯ 

in sample selectionǡ ϐindings and discussionǤ For exampleǡ religious faith is a 

prominent but unexamined context in studies of a serial social entrepreneur in Los 

Angeles ȋChoiǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǡ of motivational drivers to engage in SE in Nigeria ȋOmoredeǡ 

ʹͲͳͶȌ and of the motivations and opportunity recognition methods of Israeli social 

entrepreneurs ȋYitshaki & Kroppǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ 

Chapter ʹ is devoted to exploring and linking the diverse literature streams that 

contribute to my deϐinition of FBSEǤ I view the process of FBSE as the pursuit of 

positive social change in a broadǡ holistic sense that seeks to transform the personalǡ 

socialǡ politicalǡ economic and religious systems that produce and sustain social and 

environmental problemsǤ Thereforeǡ I develop and employ the following working 

deϐinition of FBSEǣ 

FaithǦbased social entrepreneurship is an expression of social 
entrepreneurship enacted in a distinctive context of religious faith. 
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1.4 Cross-cutting Themes 

CrossǦcutting themes of context and religion inform the investigation of FBSE 

presented in this thesisǤ This section provides a more comprehensive analysis of 

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

1.4.1 Context 

Context is a cornerstone concept for the study since my research explores how 

religious faith inϐluences the enactment of SEǤ Scholars increasingly emphasise that 

Ǯcontext mattersǯ ȋBoettke & Coyneǡ ʹͲͲȌ when attempting to understand 

phenomena at the individualǡ organisational and societal levels of analysis ȋJohnsǡ 

ʹͲͲǢ Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ From a research perspectiveǡ scholars observe that ǲcontext is 

essential for making sense of what we encounterǳ ȋBra nnback & Carsrudǡ ʹͲͳǡ pǤ 

ʹʹȌǤ  

Research reveals the complexǡ multiǦfaceted nature of entrepreneurship and SEǡ 

prompting calls for research and theory building that recognise the boundaries 

provided by temporalǡ spatialǡ social and institutional contexts ȋde Bruin & Lewisǡ 

ʹͲͳͷǢ Mair & MartÇ ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Newthǡ ʹͲͳǢ Welter et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Zahra & Wrightǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ 

Thereforeǡ context is a crossǦcutting theme in data analysis and discussion 

throughout the thesis since ǲan 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 Ǯresearch close to where things happenǯǳ 

ȋde Bruin & Lewisǡ ʹͲͳͷǡ pǤ ʹȌǤ  

In line with seminal work by Johns ȋʹͲͲǡ pǤ ͵ͺȌǡ I deϐine contexts as ǲsituational 

opportunities and constraints that affect the occurrence and meaning of 

organizational behaviour as well as functional relationships between variablesǤǳ 

Social scientists have historically recognised the importance of contexts ȋAbbottǡ 

ͳͻͻȌ because situational factors exert direct and indirect inϐluences on social 

phenomena at and across all levels of analysis ȋJohnsǡ ʹͲͲǢ Whettenǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ 

Contexts areǡ by deϐinitionǡ multifaceted and multidimensional ȋWelterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌ and 

introduce facilitating and inhibiting factors that exist in a dynamic equilibrium 

ȋLewinǡ ͳͻͷͳȌǤ  
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Johns ȋʹͲͲȌ and Welter ȋʹͲͳͳȌ propose two levels of context that I apply in this 

studyǤ Firstǡ contexts can be ǲbroadly consideredǳ and regarded as omnibus factors 

that describe the whatǡ whereǡ howǡ whoǡ when and why of the phenomenon being 

studied ȋJohnsǡ ʹͲͲǡ pǤ ͵ͻͳǢ Whettenǡ ͳͻͺͻȌǤ Secondǡ contexts can be discrete 

ǲcontextual leversǳ that are nested in and mediate the inϐluence of these omnibus 

factors ȋJohnsǡ ʹͲͲǡ pǤ ͵ͻ͵ȌǤ Discrete contexts can be regarded as speciϐic variables 

that shape attitudes and behaviour and inϐluence omnibus socialǡ physical or task 

contextsǤ 

As a ϐirst step toward theorising contexts in SEǡ I employ the distinction between 

omnibus and discrete contexts ȋJohnsǡ ʹͲͲǢ Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌ and suggest that valuesǡ 

a religious worldviewǡ gender and institutional logics act as discrete contextsǤ I 

identify them as discrete contexts because these variables are embedded in and 

therefore shape and mediate the inϐluence of omnibus contexts whatǡ whereǡ howǡ 

whoǡ when and whyǤ Furtherǡ the observation that discrete contexts have ǲthe 

potential to shape the very meaning underlying organizational behaviour and 

attitudesǳ ȋJohnsǡ ʹͲͲǡ pǤ ͵ͺͺȌ is particularly germane to the contexts I studyǤ 

Exploration of these discrete contexts extends pioneering work on the importance 

of contexts to understanding the process of entrepreneurship ȋBaker & Welterǡ 

ʹͲͳǢ Baker & Welterǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Welterǡ Gartnerǡ & Wrightǡ ʹͲͳǢ Zahraǡ 

ʹͲͲȌǤ A seminal article by Welter ȋʹͲͳͳǡ pǤ ͳͷȌ on the importance of contexts in 

entrepreneurship research concludesǡ ǲThere is growing recognition in 

entrepreneurship research that economic behaviour can be better understood 

within its historicalǡ temporalǡ institutionalǡ spatialǡ and social contextsǡ as these 

contexts provide individuals with opportunities and set boundaries for their 

actionsǤǳ This and subsequent articles ȋBaker & Welterǡ ʹͲͳǢ Baker & Welterǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ 

Welterǡ Gartnerǡ & Wrightǡ ʹͲͳȌ make a convincing case for contextualising 

research and theory in entrepreneurshipǤ Neverthelessǡ they do not recognise or call 

for research into the inϐluence of religious faith as a context in which 

entrepreneurship is enactedǤ  

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

theory building about SE ȋde Bruinǡ Shawǡ & Chalmersǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ de Bruin & Lewisǡ 
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ʹͲͳͷǢ de Bruinǡ Shawǡ & Lewisǡ ʹͲͳǢ de Bruin & Readǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Shaw & de Bruinǡ 

ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ Mair and MartÇ  ȋʹͲͲǡ pǤ ͶͲȌ highlight the importance of contexts by 

describing SE as a ǲprocess resulting from the context in which social entrepreneurs 

and their activities are embeddedǤǳ After contrasting social and commercial 

entrepreneurshipǡ Austin et al. ȋʹͲͲȌ conclude that contexts have a fundamental 

inϐluence on the expression of SE due to the different nature of a social ventureǯs 

missionǣ  

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 
ventureǯs mission and performance measurement systems inϔluences 
entrepreneurial behaviour. ȋAustin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǡ pǤ ͻȌ 

Likewiseǡ Shaw and de Bruin ȋʹͲͳ͵ǡ pǤ Ͷ͵Ȍ observe that SE studies reveal ǲthe 

heterogeneous contexts in which social enterprise and social innovation can occurǳ 

and de Bruinǡ Shawǡ and Chalmers ȋʹͲͳͶȌ call on researchers to continue to explore 

the diverse environments in which SE takes placeǤ A subsequent article by de Bruin 

and Lewis ȋʹͲͳͷȌ explores the complexǡ multidimensional contexts in which SE is 

enacted and identiϐies their differential inϐluence on SE as dominantǡ boundedǡ 

limited or noneǤ  

Finallyǡ several recent articles have explored rarely considered aspects of how 

contexts inϐluence the enactment of SEǤ For exampleǡ de Bruin et al. ȋʹͲͳȌ propose 

that contexts inϐluence the identity of social entrepreneursǤ Empirical studies 

support this conclusion by highlighting the decisive inϐluence of contexts on the 

identity of social enterprises in subǦSaharan African countries ȋLittlewood & Holtǡ 

ʹͲͳͺǢ RiveraǦSantosǡ Holtǡ Littlewoodǡ & Kolkǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ Additionallyǡ de Bruin and 

Read ȋʹͲͳͺȌ and Henryǡ Newthǡ and Spiller ȋʹͲͳȌ use the example of Maǉori social 

institutions and values in New Zealand to illustrate the importance of Indigenous 

contexts to expressions of SE and social innovationǤ  

Howeverǡ this burgeoning literature on the importance of contexts rarely explores 

SE in a religious faith context ȋAldersonǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Ataideǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Borquist & de Bruinǡ 

ʹͲͳǢ Borquist & de Bruinǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Dinhamǡ ʹͲͲǢ Ohamǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Spearǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ 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 

inϐluence of contexts in the enactment of SEǤ 

1.4.2 Religion and Spirituality 

The second crossǦcutting theme employed in this thesis is religion and spiritualityǤ 

Sociologists note that religion is a vital social phenomenonǡ such that ǲresearch 

ϐindings are often distorted if religion is ignoredǳ ȋMartÇ ǡ ʹͲͳͶǡ pǤ ͷͲ͵ȌǤ Religion 

inϐluences attitudesǡ cognition and behaviour at societalǡ organisational and 

individual levels but is an oftenǦoverlooked context ǲhidden in plain sightǳ ȋCadge & 

Koniecznyǡ ʹͲͳͶǡ pǤ ͶͺͷǢ Gu mu sayǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Kingǡ ʹͲͲͺȌǤ Religions provide adherents 

with a moral code and an environment in which prosocial values are taught and 

activated ȋSchwartzǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Weaver & Agleǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǤ Neverthelessǡ I recognise that 

adherents who claim religious faith can also be intolerantǡ cruel and even commit 

atrocities in the name of their religion ȋHogg et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ  

Growing scholarly interest examines how a religious faith context inϐluences the 

behaviour of individualsǡ organisations and societies in what has been termed a 

Ǯtheological turnǯ ȋDyckǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ After a period in which religion was invisibleǡ 

ignored and dismissed in mainstream research and theorising ȋCadge & Koniecznyǡ 

ʹͲͳͶǢ Kingǡ ʹͲͲͺȌ this theological turn is reǦevaluating the signiϐicance of religious 

faith through empirical research in ϐields such as sociology ȋGaneǡ ʹͲͲͺȌǡ business 

ethics ȋMabeyǡ Conroyǡ Blakeleyǡ & de Marcoǡ ʹͲͳȌǡ entrepreneurship studies 

ȋAudretschǡ Bo nteǡ & Tamvadaǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Ganzinǡ Islamǡ & Suddabyǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Parboteeahǡ 

Walterǡ & Blockǡ ʹͲͳͷȌ and organisation and management studies ȋBeneϐielǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ 

Dyckǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Dyck & Purserǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Dyck & Wiebeǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Fotakiǡ Altmanǡ & Koningǡ 

ʹͲʹͲǢ Sørensenǡ Spoelstraǡ Ho pϐlǡ & Critchleyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ  

Sociologists have observed with some surprise the continuing inϐluence of religion 

in modern societiesǡ prompting some to contend society is now in a phase of ǮpostǦ

secularǯ modernity ȋHabermasǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ McLennanǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ For exampleǡ studies in the 

ϐield of business ethics increasingly explore the spiritual and religious foundations 

of normative organisational ethics ȋKennedy & Lawtonǡ ͳͻͻͺǢ Longeneckerǡ 

McKinneyǡ & Mooreǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Magillǡ ͳͻͻʹȌǤ In the related ϐield of entrepreneurship 
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studiesǡ scholarly literature evidences growing recognition that religion inϐluences 

entrepreneurial behaviour ȋAudretsch et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Danaǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Danaǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Dodd & 

Seamanǡ ͳͻͻͺǢ Gu mu sayǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Neubertǡ Bradleyǡ Ardiantiǡ & Simiyuǡ ʹͲͳǢ Smith et 

al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ 

A theological turn is especially prominent in the ϐield of organisation and 

management studiesǤ Pioneering work that explores the inϐluence of religion on 

organisational behaviour signalled renewed scholarly attention ȋAshmos & Duchonǡ 

ʹͲͲͲǢ Demerath IIIǡ Hallǡ Schmittǡ & Williamsǡ ͳͻͻͺǢ Kingǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Weaver & Agleǡ 

ʹͲͲʹȌ and in response the Academy of Management has created a Managementǡ 

Spirituality and Religion Interest Group ȋDyck & Purserǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ Recent 

investigations explore the inϐluence of religion on organisational life ȋChanǦSeraϐinǡ 

Briefǡ & Georgeǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Deslandesǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Traceyǡ Phillipsǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳͶaȌ and 

some have even employed the theological metaphor of an organisational Ǯsoulǯ ȋBellǡ 

Taylorǡ & Driscollǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ WrayǦBlissǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ  

A theological turn is also seen in the related ϐield of institutional theoryǤ Theorists 

have identiϐied a social order and institutional logic of religion ȋThorntonǡ Ocasioǡ & 

Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌ but their characteristics and inϐluence have rarely been explored 

ȋFriedlandǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Highlighting the importance of religionǡ Gu mu say ȋʹͲʹͲǡ pǤ ͳȌ 

recently asserted that the religious logic is a ǲmetalogicǳ that provides a context 

within which other institutional logics operate because ǲit can percolate the entire 

interinstitutional system and thus shape the conceptual core of other logicsǤǳ Van 

Buren IIIǡ Syedǡ and Mir ȋʹͲʹͲǡ pǤ ͳȌ concurǡ observing that religion is a ǲpowerful 

macro social forceǳ with wideǦranging inϐluences on business and society that 

organisational scholars ignore at their perilǤ 

Given this growing scholarly interestǡ I proceed to deϐine religion and spirituality as 

used in this studyǤ Religion and spirituality are both complexǡ multidimensional 

constructs subject to vigorous deϐinitional debates in the ϐields of sociologyǡ 

psychology and organisation and management studies ȋHill et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͲǢ Miller & 

Thoresenǡ ʹͲͲ͵ȌǤ One outcome in the academy is ǲa growing consensus that human 

spirituality is an ontologically existent or Ǯrealǯ phenomenonǡ in contrast to an earlier 

but still not rare positivistic assumption that it is merely a ϐigment of folkloreǡ mythǡ 
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or the collective imaginationǳ ȋMobergǡ ʹͲͲʹǡ pǤ ͶͺȌǤ Despite increasing recognition 

that religion and spirituality are valid subjects of academic inquiry in their own right 

and represent inϐluential contexts for individualǡ organizational and societal 

behaviourǡ their complexity and ambiguity make them challenging to deϐine and 

investigate ȋHill et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͲǢ Hogg et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Karakasǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Kingǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Miller & 

Thoresenǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ Mobergǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǤ  

Spirituality is the broader and more complex of the two termsǤ Derived from the 

Latin spiritusǡ spirituality refers to breathǡ wind and by extension to life and the life 

force ȋHill et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͲͲǢ Karakasǡ ʹ ͲͳͲȌǤ Deϐinitions of spirituality analysed by Moberg 

ȋʹͲͲʹȌ vary according to their degree of emphasis on transcendent versus 

subjective experience and their focus on a transcendent Ǯotherǯ versus an 

impersonal force or energyǤ The common theme in these varied deϐinitions is the 

notion that spirituality is an idiosyncratic and emergent expression of a personal 

connection to something that is subjectively meaningful and transcends oneself 

ȋAshforth & Vaidyanathǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǤ Emphasising the transcendent aspectǡ Karakas 

ȋʹͲͳͲǡ pǤ ͻͳȌ deϐines spirituality neatly as ǲthe journey to ϐind a sustainableǡ 

authenticǡ meaningfulǡ holisticǡ and profound understanding of the existential self 

and its relationshipȀinterconnectedness with the sacred and the transcendentǤǳ 

Religion is no less difϐicult to deϐineǡ though perhaps a more bounded conceptǤ The 

word Ǯreligionǯ is derived from the Latin religio that suggests both reverence of and 

an obligation to a greater than human power ȋHill et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͲȌǤ In contrast to 

spiritualityǡ religion provides a collectiveǡ ϐixed and organised expression of 

cosmologyǡ identityǡ membershipǡ valuesǡ purposeǡ ideologyǡ transcendence and 

personal connection ȋAshforth & Vaidyanathǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǤ Religion has been frequently 

and variously deϐinedǡ prompting the oftenǦquoted observation that ǲIt is a truism 

to say that any deϐinition of religion is likely to be satisfactory only to its authorǳ 

ȋYingerǡ ͳͻǡ pǤ ͳͺȌǤ Deϐinitions of religion generally fall into theologicalǡ 

anthropological and contextualǦhistorical categories ȋMobergǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǤ Reϐlecting the 

anthropological approachǡ I adopt for this study the deϐinition of religion offered by 

Hogg et al. ȋʹͲͳͲȌǣ  

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 framework and worldview. ȋHogg et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǡ pǤ ͵Ȍ 

Religion and spirituality are related psychoǦsocial phenomenaǡ but this deϐinition 

highlights crucial differences between themǤ Scholars agree that spirituality implies 

an individual pursuit of transcendentǡ existential meaning that is noninstitutionalǡ 

functional and inclusive ȋAshforth & Prattǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ In contrastǡ religion is a social 

phenomenon that provides a worldview constructed of beliefsǡ values and practices 

that are institutionalisedǡ substantive and narrowly deϐined ȋAshforth & Vaidyanathǡ 

ʹͲͲʹǢ Karakasǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Mobergǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǤ Integrating the two conceptsǡ one could 

consider religion ǲa repository for one or more spiritualitiesǳ ȋHill et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͲͲǡ pǤ ͳȌǤ 

My research uses a practice perspective ȋChalmers & Shawǡ ʹͲͳǢ Whittingtonǡ 

ʹͲͲȌ to explore the process of FBSEǡ hence I examine SE in a context of religious 

faith expressed as religiosity rather than a context of religion itselfǤ Religion can be 

considered a more or less static institution based on afϐiliation to a speciϐic traditionǡ 

doctrine and set of normative values ȋThorntonǡ Ocasioǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǡ but 

religious faith and religiosity are dynamic and Ǯlivedǯ in daily activitiesǤ King ȋʹͲͲͺǡ 

pǤ ʹͳͺȌ deϐines religiosity as ǲthe degree to which an individual Ǯpracticesǯ a religion 

or the strength of his or her connection to or conviction for the practice of religionǤǳ  

Studies that examine the inϐluence of a religious worldview on behaviour 

consistently ϐind that religiosity explains more accurately how people act or 

respond than selfǦidentiϐied afϐiliation with a religious tradition ȋRoccas & Elsterǡ 

ʹͲͳͶǢ Schwartzǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ Thereforeǡ I use the terms spiritualityǡ religious faith and 

religiosity in a broad and inclusive senseǡ applying to my exploration of SE a 

recommendation initially offered to guide management research that ǲusing the 

term faith to encompass both spirituality and religion allows for some general 

discourse about their workplace implicationsǳ ȋKingǡ ʹͲͲͺǡ pǤ ʹʹͳǢ emphasis in the 

originalȌǤ  

1.5 Theoretical Lenses 

This thesis responds to its three research subǦquestions by using theoretical lenses 

of valuesǡ gender and institutional logics to examine FBSEǤ Each lens provides a 
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unique yet related perspective that contributes insights into how SE is enacted in a 

religious faith contextǤ Switching theoretical lenses in this way by metaphorically 

Ǯzooming inǯ and Ǯzooming outǯ ȋNicoliniǡ ʹͲͲͻȌ allows me to foreground a particular 

aspect of FBSE while bracketing othersǤ Additionallyǡ this analytic approach 

illuminates the role of normative values in organisationsǡ the gender context of 

organisational behaviour and organisational responses to multiple institutional 

logicsǤ The following subǦsections introduce each of the theoretical lensesǤ  

1.5.1 Values 

A values lens is used to respond to the research subǦquestionǣ How does a context of 

values and religious faith inϔluence the enactment of social entrepreneurshipǫ FBSE 

provides a unique opportunity to study the values context of SEǡ since Ǯvalues are at 

the heart of social entrepreneurshipǯ ȋMairǡ Robinsonǡ & Hockertsǡ ʹͲͳͲǡ pǤ ʹȌǤ 

Scholars frequently note that SE is based on and expresses normative moral or 

ethical values ȋBull & RidleyǦDuffǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Dey & Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳǢ Mair & MartÇ ǡ ʹͲͲǢ 

Peredo & McLeanǡ ʹͲͲȌ and increasingly recognise that values are fundamental to 

entrepreneurial behaviour in general ȋAnderson & Smithǡ ʹͲͲǢ Harrisǡ Sapienzaǡ & 

Bowieǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Shapero & Sokolǡ ͳͻͺʹǢ Zahra & Wrightǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Howeverǡ values are 

rarely investigated as a context in which SE and entrepreneurship are enactedǤ I 

respond to this gap by developing and reϐining a valuesǦbased conceptual 

framework for SE using the special case of FBSEǤ  

Values and their inϐluence are identiϐied and analysed in this thesis using a crossǦ

culturally validated typology of universal human values initially proposed by 

Schwartz ȋͳͻͻʹǡ ͳͻͻͶȌǡ who deϐines values as ǲdesirable transǦsituational goalsǡ 

varying in importanceǡ that serve as guiding principles in the life of a person or other 

social entityǳ ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻͶǡ pǤ ʹͳȌǤ The Schwartz typology is recognised as the 

main values construct in social psychology ȋRohanǡ ʹͲͲͲǢ Sagivǡ Roccasǡ Cieciuchǡ & 

Schwartzǡ ʹͲͳȌ and has been widely used in entrepreneurship studies ȋGorgievskiǡ 

Ascalonǡ & Stephanǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Holland & Shepherdǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Kirkleyǡ ʹͲͳȌ and in SE 

research ȋCongerǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Bargstedǡ Piconǡ Salazarǡ & Rojasǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Doran & Nataleǡ 

ʹͲͳͲǢ Egri & Hermanǡ ʹͲͲͲǢ SastreǦCastilloǡ PerisǦOrtizǡ & DanvilaǦDel Valleǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ 

Stephan & Drenchevaǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ  
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A religious worldview provides a context that foregrounds the signiϐicant inϐluence 

of values on individualǡ organisational and societal behaviour ȋLongestǡ Hitlinǡ & 

Vaiseyǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Traceyǡ Phillipsǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳͶbǢ Winchesterǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Degree of 

religiosity ȋa personǯs normative practise of religionȌ is shown to be positively 

related to prosocial behaviour ȋRoccasǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ Saroglouǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Saroglouǡ Delpierreǡ 

& Dernelleǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǡ providing empirical support to assertions that religion is linked 

to valuesǦdriven SE ȋDees & Backmanǡ ͳͻͻͶǢ Spearǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ Consequentlyǡ this 

theoretical lens reveals the inϐluence of a values context on the enactment of SE and 

the role of values in the contextualisedǡ multilevel dynamics of SE ȋde Bruin & Lewisǡ 

ʹͲͳͷǢ Saebi et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ Section ͶǤʹ provides a more extensive review of literature 

and empirical data on the values context of social entrepreneurial behaviourǤ 

1.5.2 Gender 

A theoretical lens of gender is used to address the second subǦquestion of the thesisǣ 

How does gender inϔluence social entrepreneurship enacted in a context of values and 

religious faithǫ Gender is increasingly recognised and studied as a context that 

inϐluences the enactment of SE ȋCherrier et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Datta & Gaileyǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ 

HechavarrÇ aǡ Ingramǡ Justoǡ & Terjesenǡ ʹͲͳʹȌ and commercial entrepreneurship 

ȋBrushǡ de Bruinǡ & Welterǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ de Bruin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Ratten & Danaǡ ʹͲͳǢ Welterǡ 

Brushǡ & de Bruinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Howeverǡ the intersection of genderǡ values and a religious 

worldview in SE is rarely examined ȋBorquist & de Bruinǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ  

I take the perspective that gender is a socially constructed and performed practice 

that deϐines feminine or masculine in speciϐic contextsǢ a social identity related to 

but distinct from biological sex ȋGarcÇ a & Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Nightingaleǡ ʹͲͲǢ West & 

Zimmermanǡ ͳͻͺȌǤ Gender is a social structure and thus a context that inϐluences 

every aspect of daily life ȋBradleyǡ ʹͲͳǢ Martinǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Rismanǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ Observing 

that gender is performed implies that gender is enacted or Ǯdoneǯ through activities 

ȋAhlǡ ʹͲͲȌǢ henceǡ I refer to the process of Ǯgenderingǯ and to activities as 

ǮgenderedǤǯ 

Gender is a context that shapes valuesǡ the process of entrepreneurship and how a 

religious worldview is expressed through the process of SEǤ Scholarship reveals a 

nuanced view that gender does inϐluence moral orientationǡ ethical decision making 
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and value prioritiesǤ Howeverǡ prior research shows the inϐluence of gender on an 

individualǯs valuesǡ morals and ethical decision making is insigniϐicant and 

contextually dependent ȋBorgǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Jaffee & Hydeǡ ʹͲͲͲǢ Lyonsǡ Duxburyǡ & 

Higginsǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǤ  

In contrastǡ this thesis argues that gender is a context that matters in 

entrepreneurial activity at individualǡ organisational and institutional levels of 

analysis ȋBrushǡ Edelmanǡ Manolovaǡ & Welterǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ de Bruin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ Thusǡ a 

feminine perspective considers entrepreneurship as an integrated system of 

relationships between entrepreneurǡ businessǡ family and community rather than 

an impersonal process of economic exchange ȋBird & Brushǡ ʹͲͲʹǢ Brushǡ ͳͻͻʹǢ 

Brushǡ de Bruinǡ & Welterǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Brushǡ de Bruinǡ & Welterǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ  

The genderǦaware view of SE presented in Chapter ͷ contends that SE incorporates 

and expresses stereotypically feminine ȋsocialȌ and masculine ȋentrepreneurshipȌ 

characteristics ȋClark Muntean & OzkazancǦPanǡ ʹͲͳȌ through initiatives by and 

for women that seek positive social change through womenǯs empowerment and 

emancipation ȋChandraǡ ʹͲͳǢ Rindova et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Syedǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ A gendered 

perspective also afϐirms that religion and a religious worldview are gendered ȋNeitzǡ 

ʹͲͲͶȌǡ providing an intersecting context that inϐluences how women Ǯdoǯ genderǡ 

entrepreneurship ȋincluding SEȌ and religion ȋAlǦDajaniǡ Akbarǡ Carterǡ & Shawǡ 

ʹͲͳͻǢ Grifϐithsǡ Gundryǡ & Kickulǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Perritonǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Accordinglyǡ gender is used 

as a theoretical lens to explore the genderǦvaluesǦreligious faith nexus in the 

enactment of SEǤ Literature and empirical data that present gender as a context for 

SE are reviewed in detail in Section ͷǤʹǤ 

1.5.3 Institutional Logics 

A theoretical lens of institutional logics is employed to answer the third research 

subǦquestionǣ How do organisations experience and manage multiple institutional 

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

religious faithǫ Institutions are socially constructed systems of both logic and belief 

that are subject to both changing societal norms and the actions of individual agents 

ȋBoltanski & The venotǡ ͳͻͻͳȀʹͲͲȌǤ Institutional theory posits that institutions 

exist in supraǦinstitutional Ǯordersǡǯ each characterised by a central logic ȋThorntonǡ 
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Ocasioǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ An institutional logic is deϐined as ǲa set of material 

practices and symbolic constructionsǳ ȋFriedland & Alfordǡ ͳͻͻͳȌ that organise and 

deϐine the ǲrules of the gameǳ for an institutional order ȋOcasioǡ ͳͻͻǡ pǤ ͳͻȌǤ  

Thereforeǡ the institutional logics perspective envisions a hierarchy of contextual 

embeddednessǣ organisations are embedded in institutional patterns and systemsǡ 

institutions are embedded in a particular order and the institutional order is itself 

is embedded in the distinctive valuesǡ norms and symbols that constitute the order 

ȋThorntonǡ Ocasioǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ Coherent groupings of valuesǡ norms and 

symbols have been used to theorise the nature of these institutional orders and 

identify them as marketǡ corporationǡ professionǡ stateǡ familyǡ community and 

religion ȋThorntonǡ Ocasioǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ The institutional logics perspective 

provides a useful theoretical lens with which to examine FBSE because it suggests 

that logics are a context that shapes organisationsǡ logics are based on normative 

values andǡ furtherǡ that religion and a religious logic are among those inϐluencesǤ  

Recent research suggests organisations may incorporate multipleǡ even conϐlictingǡ 

institutional logics and sustainably manage tensions between them over time 

ȋBattilanaǡ Besharovǡ & Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳǢ Greenwood et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Social 

entrepreneurial organisations that simultaneously incorporate the prescriptions of 

market and social beneϐit logics are frequently highlighted as ǲan Ǯextreme caseǯǳ of 

logic hybridisation ȋBattilana & Leeǡ ʹͲͳͶǡ pǤ ͵ͻͻȌ and have been a fruitful setting in 

which to study institutional pluralism or complexity ȋGreenwood et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Kraatz 

& Blockǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Newthǡ Shepherdǡ & Woodsǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ  

Social entrepreneurial FBOs that enact SE in a religious faith context present an even 

more radical Ǯextreme caseǯ of institutional complexity that is rarely investigated 

ȋGu mu sayǡ Smetsǡ & Morrisǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Moritaǡ ʹͲͳǢ Roundyǡ Taylorǡ & Evansǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ 

When founded and led by womenǡ these organisations provide an opportunity to 

explore how valuesǡ gender and a religious worldview shape and are shaped by 

institutional logics in the enactment of FBSEǤ Thereforeǡ institutional logics provide 

a useful third theoretical lens for this study of FBSEǤ Section Ǥʹ analyses in greater 

depth the literature on institutional logics as a context that shapes the process of SEǤ 
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1.6 Research Approach  

Consistent with its exploratory natureǡ this thesis adopts a research approach based 

on an interpretiveǡ qualitative paradigmǤ Empirical data were gathered and analysed 

through a comparative multiple case study research design ȋStakeǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ Stakeǡ 

ʹͲͲǢ Yinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌ that is shown to be suitable for investigating complex social 

phenomena and inductively developing generalisable theoretical conclusions 

ȋEisenhardt & Graebnerǡ ʹͲͲǢ Pettigrewǡ ͳͻͻͲȌǤ My professional experience as a 

consultant and trainer with Christian faithǦbased and secular organisations engaged 

in community and economic development shaped the research approach and 

provided extensive contacts in several countries in the AsiaǦPaciϐic regionǤ 

As described in Section ͵ Ǥͷǡ eight social entrepreneurial organisations were selected 

for study based on the recommended range of four to ten cases needed to develop 

valid inferences ȋEisenhardtǡ ͳͻͺͻȌǣ  

x Three faithǦbased ȋPhilippinesǡ Thailandǡ VietnamȌǢ 
x Three secular ȋPhilippinesǡ Thailandǡ VietnamȌǢ and 
x Two faithǦinspired ȋPhilippinesȌǢ 
x Together a total of two each in Thailand and Vietnam and four in the 

PhilippinesǤ 

SemiǦstructured interviews of organisational leaders lasting Ͳ to ͻͲ minutes were 

conducted and digitally recorded based on an interview guideǤ Multiple site visits 

were made to organisations in the Philippines and Thailand and a single visit in 

VietnamǤ Archival data on the organisations were gathered from the organisations 

themselves and through internet sources to supplement interview data and provide 

greater depth of data sources ȋEisenhardtǡ ͳͻͺͻǢ Stakeǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ Data were stored in 

a research database maintained in the NVivo qualitative data analysis software and 

coded using a multidisciplinary thematic approach that combined deductive and 

inductive coding ȋSpencerǡ Ritchieǡ Ormstonǡ OǯConnorǡ & Barnardǡ ʹ ͲͳͶȌǤ Individual 

case reports were reviewed and approved by the organisationsǡ and data were 

inductively analysed and synthesised using NVivo to create withinǦ and crossǦcase 

ϐindingsǤ 

Research and data analysis were conducted using a practice perspective in order to 

highlight similarities and differences between SE enacted in faithǦbasedǡ faithǦ
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inspired and secular contextsǤ I refer to a Ǯpractice perspectiveǯ ȋChalmers & Shawǡ 

ʹͲͳȌ because it provides a useful analytical approach to understanding the 

contextualisedǡ multilevel dynamics of FBSEǤ This epistemology supports the 

ǲtransdisciplinaryǳ research approach ȋWhittingtonǡ ʹ Ͳͳͳǡ pǤ ͳͺ͵Ȍ I employ because 

it ǲallows researchers to investigate empirically how contextual elements shape 

knowledge and how competence is built around a contingent logic of actionǳ 

ȋCorradiǡ Gherardiǡ & Verzelloniǡ ʹͲͳͲǡ pǤ ʹȌǤ 

A qualitative research approach to studying organisational practices and my prior 

knowledge and practiceǦbased experience with FBOs and FBSE also present 

potential limitations to the validity and generalisability of ϐindings from my 

investigation ȋEisenhardtǡ ͳͻͺͻǢ Stakeǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ As is typical with a qualitative 

approachǡ the case study design provides descriptive richness at the cost of 

generalisability ȋEisenhardt & Graebnerǡ ʹͲͲǢ Smallǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ Generalisability of 

ϐindings may also be limited due to the use of a replication logic rather than a 

sampling logic in case selectionǡ the limited number of participating organisations 

and their geographic locations in Southeast AsiaǤ Finallyǡ the decision to study 

enterprising Christian FBOs determined the context for the valuesǡ gender dynamics 

and institutional logics that were foundǤ Chapter ͵ provides further detail on the 

research paradigmǡ methodologyǡ casesǡ data collection and analysisǡ while Section 

ǤͶ discusses potential limitations to validity and generalisability of ϐindingsǤ 

1.7 Chapter Outline 

Following this introductionǡ Chapter ʹ provides a review of literature on SEǡ faithǦ

based entrepreneurshipǡ faithǦbased social engagement and FBSEǤ The chapter 

concludes by proposing an integrative framework that identiϐies FBSE and 

distinguishes it through its blended value proposition ȋElkingtonǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ 

HechavarrÇ a et al.ǡ ʹͲͳǢ Zahraǡ Neweyǡ & Liǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Following this literature reviewǡ 

Chapter ͵ describes the research approachǡ multiple case study designǡ data 

collection and analysis methods used in the studyǤ The chapter also provides 

background information on participating organisations and their contextsǤ  

A trio of empirical chapters followsǤ The ϐirstǡ Chapter Ͷǡ explores the values context 

of SE by comparing and contrasting data from social entrepreneurial faithǦbasedǡ 
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faithǦinspired and secular organisationsǤ The secondǡ Chapter ͷǡ demonstrates the 

value of an inductive approach by presenting and discussing ϐindings on the gender 

context that emerged during the research processǤ The ϐinal empirical chapterǡ 

Chapter ǡ considers the context of institutional logics and culminates with an 

expanded contextǦaware conceptual framework for SE that integrates logics with 

the contexts of valuesǡ gender and a religious worldviewǤ Each of the three chapters 

begins with a review of the relevant literature to set the backdrop for presenting 

and discussing empirical ϐindingsǤ  

The ϐinal chapter of the thesisǡ Chapter ǡ reviews the aims of this thesis researchǡ 

integrates principal ϐindings from its three theoretical lenses and presents 

conclusions about the context and enactment of FBSEǤ Contributions this study 

makes to academic knowledge and theory building and to practitioners of SE and 

FBSE are analysedǤ Limitations to the validity and generalisability of ϐindings and 

conclusions are discussed and future research opportunities presented by my 

investigation are highlightedǤ Concluding reϐlections are offered to end the thesisǤ  

 



 ʹ 

2 Faith-based Social Entrepreneurship:  
Literature Review 

2.1 Chapter Introduction 

Historicallyǡ faithǦbased organisations ȋFBOsȌ have made important contributions 

to positive social change ȋCnaanǡ ͳͻͻͻǢ Hienǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Wuthnowǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ These 

entrepreneurial initiatives predate modern conceptualisations of social 

entrepreneurship ȋSEȌ ȋBaglioniǡ ʹͲͳǢ Spearǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ Todayǡ organisations of all 

types increasingly engage in SE ȋde Bruinǡ Shawǡ & Chalmersǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Deesǡ ͳͻͻͺbǢ 

Defournyǡ ʹͲͲͳǢ Short et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻȌ to address Ǯwicked problemsǯ in society such as 

povertyǡ social exclusion and environmental degradation ȋChurchmanǡ ͳͻǢ 

Dorado & Ventrescaǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ Growing scholarly interest focuses on how contexts 

shape the enactment of SE ȋde Bruin & Lewisǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Newthǡ ʹͲͳȌǢ howeverǡ SE 

enacted in a context of religious faithǡ termed faithǦbased social entrepreneurship 

ȋFBSEȌ in this thesisǡ is rarely investigated ȋAldersonǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Ohamǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ  

This chapterǯs aim is to review the diverse background literature that informs and 

leads to my deϐinition of FBSEǤ Accordinglyǡ the chapter analyses and integrates four 

literature streams that serve to locate the process of SE in a religious faith contextǤ 

The ϐirst stream is that of SE itselfǡ with particular attention paid to literature that 

deϐines the key characteristics of SEǤ Two further streams introduce a context of 

religious faith and identify its inϐluence on entrepreneurship and social engagementǤ 

The ϐinal stream analyses the sparse literature on FBSE and its expressionsǤ The 

chapter closes with a discussion that integrates these streams and advances a 

framework that encapsulates my conclusions from extant literatureǤ This review of 

literature provides a deϐinitional foundation for the three empirical chapters Ͷǡ ͷ 

and  and their exploration of FBSE using data obtained from a comparative analysis 

of faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular social entrepreneurial organisationsǤ 

2.2 Social Entrepreneurship 

The ϐirst literature stream related to FBSE is the extensive and rapidly growing body 

of research and theory building that explores SEǤ The review of this stream aims to 
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arrive at a working deϐinition for SE that will be used in this and subsequent 

chaptersǤ The section opens with an overview of the origins of SE and then proceeds 

to examine various perspectives on SEǡ leading to the conclusion that a degree of 

consensus on its principal characteristics may be possible even in the absence of a 

single theory or deϐinitionǤ Table ʹǤͳ identiϐies key literature explored in this 

literature streamǤ More specialised reviews of the literature are provided in 

subsequent chapters that analyse SE in a values context in Chapter Ͷǡ a gender 

context in Chapter ͷ and a logics context in Chapter Ǥ  

2.2.1 Historical Overview 

Scholars locate the origins of SE in philanthropic principles of early European and 

American industrialists and in economic solidarity movements in the ͳͻth and ʹͲth 

centuries ȋde Bruinǡ Shawǡ & Chalmersǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ RidleyǦDuff & Bullǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ A deep 

concern for social welfare and social justice was one of the distinguishing 

characteristics of the founders of the Guinness brewing company ȋMansϐieldǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǡ 

the confectionary ϐirms Cadburyǡ Fryǯs and Rowntreeǯs in the ͳͺth century ȋTraceyǡ 

ʹͲͳʹȌǡ and the credit union movement in North America in the ͳͻth century 

ȋMacPhersonǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǤ MemberǦowned cooperatives that developed in the midǦͳͻth 

century combined social and economic value creation in a form of ǲsocialised 

entrepreneurshipǳ ȋRidleyǦDuff & Bullǡ ʹͲͳǡ pǤ ͷͷȌǡ an expression of SE exempliϐied 

by the contemporary Mondrago n Cooperative Corporation ȋMolina & Miguezǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ 

Ridley‐Duffǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ In the ʹͲth centuryǡ industrialists Andrew Carnegie ȋHarveyǡ 

Macleanǡ Gordonǡ & Shawǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǡ Robert Owen and John DǤ Rockefeller ȋChernowǡ 

ͳͻͻͺȌ and the charitable foundations they created came to deϐine the modern 

approach to philanthropy as an activity explicitly intended to create social value 

ȋPorter & Kramerǡ ͳͻͻͻȌǤ  

The origin of the term Ǯsocial entrepreneurshipǯ is as debated as its deϐinitionǤ 

Scholars credit Yale University economist William NǤ Parker ȋͳͻͷͶȌ as ϐirst to use 

the term in an article about German industrial organizations and entrepreneurshipǤ 

In the late ͳͻͲsǡ economists Breton and Breton ȋͳͻͻǡ pǤ ʹͲͳȌ identiϐied social 

entrepreneurs as agents who respond to the demand for social change by providing 

social movements that create ǲsocial proϐitǤǳ In ͳͻʹǡ sociologist Joseph Banks 
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described industrialist Robert Owenǯs application of businessǦoriented managerial 

skills to solve social problems as ǲsocial entrepreneurshipǳ ȋBanksǡ ͳͻʹǡ pǤ ͷ͵Ǣ 

Nichollsǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ  

The discourse and practice of SE gained signiϐicant widespread attention in the 

ͳͻͲs and ͳͻͺͲsǤ Former Yale University professor and McKinsey and CoǤ 

consultant William Drayton is often cited for his role in popularising SE and what he 

called Ǯpublic entrepreneursǯ through his organisation ǮAshokaǣ Innovators for the 

Publicǯ founded in ͳͻͺͲ ȋDeesǡ ʹͲͲǢ Draytonǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǤ Other early proponents of 

what came to be called SE were Hansmann ȋͳͻͺͲȌ who described and defended 

trading activity by nonǦproϐit organisationsǡ and Skloot ȋͳͻͺͺȌǡ who described 

founders of enterprising nonǦproϐit organisations as ǮnonǦproϐit entrepreneursǤǯ 

Waddock and Postǯs ȋͳͻͻͳȌ seminal analysis of two nonǦproϐit organisations in the 

United States is one of the earliest empirical articles to explore SEǤ The article 

describes initiatives that address problems of drug abuse and homelessness as 

examples of ǲcatalytic social entrepreneurshipǳ ȋWaddock & Postǡ ͳͻͻͳǡ pǤ ͵ͻ͵ȌǤ 

Organisational leaders are characterised as Ǯsocial entrepreneursǯ who respond to 

extremely complex social problems by using their personal and organisational 

credibility to mobilise resources around a solutionǡ thereby creating a community 

of people united by a shared vision of ǲcatalytic social actionǳ ȋWaddock & Postǡ 

ͳͻͻͳǡ pǤ ͵ͻȌǤ Multiple characteristics of SE subsequently identiϐied by scholars and 

researchers are found in seminal form in this articleǤ  

2.2.2 Toward My Definition 

Deϐinitions of SE continue to provoke debate in academic and practitioner circlesǡ a 

conundrum noted by multiple researchers ȋCerto & Millerǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Hill et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ 

Mair & MartÇ ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Mortǡ Weerawardenaǡ & Carnegieǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ Short et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ 

Table ʹǤͳ summarises the key literature that contributes toward my deϐinition of SEǤ 
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Table 2.1 
Deϐinition of Social Entrepreneurship – Key Literature 

Author(s) Method Contribution 

Chell ȋʹͲͲȌ Conceptual SE is an entrepreneurial processǡ a form of 
entrepreneurshipǤ 

Stephan et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳȌ 

Systematic 
literature review 

SE is a multilevelǡ transformative process 
directed at positive social changeǤ 

Santos ȋʹͲͳʹȌ Conceptual SE prioritises social value creation over 
economic value captureǡ ϐinds opportunity in 
neglected positive externalitiesǤ 

Choi & 
Majumdar 
ȋʹͲͳͶȌ 

Conceptual SE is a contested conceptǡ a cluster of subǦ
concepts about social value creationǡ the social 
entrepreneurǡ the social entrepreneurial 
organisationǡ a market orientation and  
social innovationǤ 

Saebi et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳͻȌ 

Systematic 
literature review 

SE is a multistageǡ multilevel entrepreneurial 
process with dual missions of social and 
economic value creationǤ 

Mair & MartÇ  
ȋʹͲͲȌ 

Conceptual SE is a contextually embedded process that 
catalyses social change and prioritises social 
value creation over economic value captureǤ 

RidleyǦDuff & 
Bull ȋʹͲͳȌ 

Conceptual SE is Ǯsocialǯ by transforming relationships 
internal and external to the organisationǤ 

de Bruin et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳͶȌ 

Review of 
research 

SE emerged from changing socioǦpolitical 
contextsǡ creates new means for social welfare 
provision and social innovationǤ 

Dey & Steyaert 
ȋʹͲͳͲȌ 

Conceptual The dominant Ǯgrand narrativeǯ of SE deϐines it 
as a tool for harmonious social changeǤ 

An observation frequently encountered in the academic literature is that SE cannot 

be described by a single deϐinition or characteristic ȋAlvordǡ Brownǡ & Lettsǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ 

Austin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Dees & Backmanǡ ͳͻͻͶǢ Nicholls & Choǡ ʹͲͲǢ Peredo & McLeanǡ 

ʹͲͲǢ Shaw & Carterǡ ʹͲͲǢ Spearǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ Ratherǡ SE represents a ǲdiverse worldǳ 

ȋThompson & Dohertyǡ ʹͲͲǡ pǤ ͵ͳȌ of concepts understood in different waysǤ As a 

resultǡ ǲdeϐinitions aboundǳ in the academic literature on SE ȋSantosǡ ʹͲͳʹǡ pǤ ͳʹȌǤ 
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Efforts to compile and analyse deϐinitions include Seelos and Mair ȋʹͲͲͶȌ who 

present ͳͶ deϐinitions of SE and social entrepreneursǡ and Mairǡ Robinsonǡ & 

Hockerts ȋʹͲͲȌ who note that their oneǦvolume collection of articles on SE contains 

ͳͷ different deϐinitions of SE and related conceptsǤ Weerawardena and Mortǯs 

ȋʹͲͲȌ literature review draws from ʹͲ deϐinitions to develop a multidimensional 

model of SEǤ Zahra et al. ȋʹͲͲͻȌ propose a typology of social entrepreneurs based 

on a review of ʹͲ deϐinitions of SE and social entrepreneur. In ʹͲͳͲǡ articles were 

published that review ͵ deϐinitions of SE and social entrepreneur ȋDacinǡ Dacinǡ & 

Matearǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǡ ͵ ͳ deϐinitions ȋBrouard & Larivetǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǡ ͳʹ deϐinitions ȋDesaǡ ʹ ͲͳͲȌ 

and ͻ deϐinitions ȋSwanson & Zhangǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ In their systematic literature review of 

ͷ articlesǡ Cukierǡ Trenholmǡ Carlǡ and Gekas ȋʹͲͳͳȌ observe little consistency 

among the ͳ͵ deϐinitions for SE and social entrepreneur they selected for analysisǤ 

In contrastǡ Alegreǡ Kislenkoǡ and BerbegalǦMirabent ȋʹͲͳȌ identify hybrid social 

and ϐinancial goalsǡ community ideals and innovation as common elements in the 

͵Ͳ deϐinitions they reviewedǤ  

Recent systematic reviews have employed the statistical analysis techniques of 

scientometrics to analyse and ϐind common patterns in the extant literature on SEǤ 

Chandra ȋʹͲͳͺaȌ uses topic mappingǡ coǦcitation and visualisation analysis to 

identify topics and trends in entrepreneurship research from ͳͻͻͲ to ʹͲͳ͵Ǥ This 

analysis of bibliometric data on entrepreneurship articles from the Web of Science 

academic literature database reveals that SE emerged as an important new topic and 

cluster of author coǦcitations starting in ʹͲͲͺǤ In the ϐield of SEǡ Sassmannshausen 

and Volkmann ȋʹͲͳͺȌ apply scientometric techniques to analyse both scholarly and 

practiceǦbased literature from academic databases and Google Scholar spanning the 

period ͳͻͷͶ to ʹͲͳ͵Ǥ These authors conclude that scholarship and research in SE 

have entered a mature state based on exponential growth in the literatureǡ 

emergence of thematic clustersǡ advances in research methodsǡ academic 

institutionalisation and impact of the literatureǤ Even though articles that aim to 

deϐine SE and identify its theoretical constructs are the dominant thematic cluster 

at nearly ͲΨ of the works identiϐiedǡ this analysis notes the ϐield still has not agreed 

on a deϐinition of what constitutes SEǤ  
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The lack of deϐinitional consensus observed by these authors is perhaps 

unsurprisingǤ Though rapidly maturingǡ the study of SE remains a young area of 

academic inquiry ȋFayolle & Matlayǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Sassmannshausen & Volkmannǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ 

Additionallyǡ the ϐield of SE draws upon concepts and literature from multiple 

disciplinesǡ including entrepreneurshipǡ economicsǡ sociologyǡ anthropology and 

ethics ȋWeerawardena & Mortǡ ʹͲͲȌǡ further complicating efforts to develop 

consensus deϐinitions and modelsǤ A recent systematic review of ͵ͻͷ peerǦreviewed 

articles on SE by Saebi et al. ȋʹͲͳͻȌ provides additional evidence for the challenging 

nature of scholarship in the ϐieldǤ Authors conclude that rapid growth in SE researchǡ 

the emergent nature of the ϐield and the wide variety of disciplines drawn upon has 

produced a fragmented body of literature that lacks dominant theoretical 

frameworksǤ 

An alternative approach to deϐining SE is to regard it as an umbrella term or Ǯcluster 

conceptǯ that incorporates diverse characteristics and theoretical constructs ȋChoi 

& Majumdarǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Mair & MartÇ ǡ ʹͲͲȌ. Observing that it may be impossible to 

reach consensus on a deϐinition for SE because of its nature as a Ǯcontested conceptǡǯ 

Choi and Majumdar ȋʹͲͳͶȌ synthesise extant literature and identify social value 

creationǡ the social entrepreneurǡ the social entrepreneurial organisationǡ a market 

orientation and social innovation as core concepts of SEǤ  

In a ϐirst step toward deϐining SEǡ I disaggregate the term into an adjective ȋsocialȌ 

that modiϐies a noun ȋentrepreneurshipȌǤ Gartner ȋͳͻͺͷȌ provides a useful 

conceptual framework for categorising the entrepreneurship component in terms 

of the entrepreneurǡ enterpriseǡ environment and the entrepreneurial processǤ 

Thenǡ I review literature that explores what makes entrepreneurship Ǯsocialǯ 

through the process of SEǤ Disaggregating and separately analysing the components 

of SE offers a potentially useful way to interrogate the literatureǡ and also provides 

a way to compare and contrast social and commercial entrepreneurship ȋAustin et 

al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Chellǡ ʹͲͲǢ Lumpkin et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ 

In line with other scholarsǡ I apply the Gartner ȋͳͻͺͷȌ conceptual framework to 

deϐine the core concepts of entrepreneurship expressed in SE ȋBacq & Janssenǡ 

ʹͲͳͳǢ Hoogendoornǡ Penningsǡ & Thurikǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Luke & Chuǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ Thusǡ SE is 
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enacted in the interrelationships between the social entrepreneurǡ social enterprise 

and the environment ȋhenceforth referred to as the contextȌ in which SE takes placeǤ 

The social entrepreneur represents the actorȋsȌ involved in the ventureǣ the 

individualǡ teamǡ organisation or community ȋChoi & Majumdarǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Deesǡ ͳͻͻͺaǢ 

Spearǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ The social enterprise is the organisational form that exists in 

relationship to other organisations and institutions ȋAustin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Choi & 

Majumdarǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Defourny & Nyssensǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Finallyǡ the environment is the 

multidimensionalǡ multilevel context in which SE is enacted ȋde Bruin & Lewisǡ 

ʹͲͳͷǢ Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Thereforeǡ SE can be regarded as a contextualised 

entrepreneurial process carried out by actors through an organisational form ȋChellǡ 

ʹͲͲǢ Lumpkin et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Mair & MartÇ ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Shaw & Carterǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ 

Additional conceptual clusters distinguish the entrepreneurial process of SE in 

terms of value creationǡ opportunity development and social innovationǤ SE is 

universally recognised as a process that prioritises social value creation ȋa social 

missionȌ over ϐinancial proϐit deϐined as economic value creation and capture ȋan 

economic missionȌ ȋAustin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Bacq et al.ǡ ʹͲͳǢ Choi & Majumdarǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ 

Hlady‐Rispal & Servantieǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Saebi et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Santosǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Zahra et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ 

Unlike commercial entrepreneurshipǡ valueǦcreating entrepreneurial opportunities 

in SE are deϐined by positive externalities and developed to capture those 

externalities for social beneϐit ȋSantosǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ In so doingǡ SE employs market 

mechanisms to address neglected social or environmental problems that typically 

cannot or will not be adequately or appropriately addressed by proϐitǦseeking ϐirms 

or the state ȋChoi & Majumdarǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Corner & Hoǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Monllorǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Santosǡ 

ʹͲͳʹǢ Shaw & Carterǡ ʹ ͲͲǢ Zahra et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ Opportunity development in SE often 

involves social innovationǡ a related but distinct process directed at developing ǲa 

novel solution to a social problem that is more effectiveǡ efϐicient or just than existing 

solutions and for which the value created accrues primarily to society as a whole 

rather than private individualsǳ ȋde Bruin & Stanglǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Choi & Majumdarǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ 

Phillipsǡ Leeǡ Ghobadianǡ OǯReganǡ & Jamesǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Phillsǡ Deiglmeierǡ & Millerǡ ʹͲͲͺǡ 

pǤ ͵ȌǤ 

Describing what makes an entrepreneurial process Ǯsocialǯ has provoked intense 

scholarly debateǡ since ǲthe social is a deeply complex and contested categoryǳ 
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ȋNicholls & Choǡ ʹͲͲǡ pǤ ͳͲͷȌǤ Scholars agree that the social aspect ǲin its plurality 

and ambivalenceǳ ȋDey & Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳͲǡ pǤ ͻͻȌ is crucial to any understanding of SE 

ȋSteyaert & Hjorthǡ ʹͲͲȌǡ yet they often leave the social undeϐined or resort to 

tautologies when deϐining SE as a social phenomenon ȋChoǡ ʹͲͲǢ Santosǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ 

One way to deϐine the Ǯsocialǯ in SE is to describe how SE realises its goals to create 

social beneϐit and positive social changeǤ In this senseǡ SE is social because it creates 

social value through collaborative networks in which knowledge and resources are 

shared ȋde Bruin et al.ǡ ʹͲͳǢ Dacinǡ Dacinǡ & Traceyǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Shaw & Carterǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ 

This deϐinition of Ǯsocialǯ harkens back to the Ǯcatalytic alliancesǯ identiϐied as a 

characteristic of SE in Waddock and Postǯs ȋͳͻͻͷȌ seminal articleǤ  

RidleyǦDuff and Bull ȋʹͲͳȌ offer an integrative approach to deϐining the Ǯsocialǯ in 

SEǤ They observe that the social aspect of SE is found in processes both internal and 

external to the social entrepreneurial organisationǤ When viewed as internal 

processesǡ the social in SE describes the goal to create relationships that distribute 

power and wealth more equitably through cooperative management and 

ownershipǤ Viewed as processes external to the social entrepreneurial organisationǡ 

SE is Ǯsocialǯ in its goal to transform social and economic relationships in society 

through positive social change or social innovationǤ It has been noted that SE 

scholarship roughly divides into European and American schools of thought based 

on this difference between internal and external views of the social nature of SE 

ȋBacq & Janssenǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Kerlinǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ  

The assertion that SE is Ǯsocialǯ because it promotes more just and equitable 

relationships suggests that its deϐinition may be contested because it implies the 

process of SE is deeply politicalǤ Efforts to transform social and economic 

relationships through SE raise fundamentally political questions of power for 

scholars and practitioners alike ȋDey & Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Nicholls & Choǡ ʹͲͲȌǡ 

implying that ǲSE by its very nature is always already a political phenomenonǳ ȋChoǡ 

ʹͲͲǡ pǤ ͵Ǣ emphasis in the originalȌǤ Further complicating efforts to develop a 

universally recognised deϐinitionǡ the inherently socialǡ therefore political and 

contestedǡ nature of SE suggests that normative values are also crucially importantǡ 

since ǲa valueǦneutral approach to the Ǯsocialǯ is impossibleǳ ȋBoddiceǡ ʹ ͲͲͻǡ pǤ ͳ͵ȌǤ 

The contested and political nature of SE is reϐlected in a body of literature that 
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critiques the optimistic Ǯgrand narrativeǯ that SE is an unproblematic tool for 

harmonious social change and transformation ȋDey & Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Steyaert & 

Hjorthǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ I take up the challenge FBSE offers to the grand narrative of SE in my 

concluding reϐlections in Section ǤͷǤ 

The existence of differing viewsǡ deϐinitions and constructs for SE may be partially 

explained by the observation that SE is a multiǦdimensionalǡ contextually embedded 

phenomenon whose enactment is shaped by the particular socialǡ culturalǡ politicalǡ 

economicǡ geographic and historical environment in which it occurs ȋde Bruin & 

Lewisǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ de Bruin & Teasdaleǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ Embeddedness has signiϐicant 

implications for theory building in SE because it highlights ǲthe socialǡ culturalǡ and 

institutional contingency of our research phenomenaǤ Thereforeǡ no single blueprint 

theory is sufϐicient to capture the diversity of research interestsǳ ȋZeyen et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵ǡ 

pǤ ͳȌǤ Since the process of SE occurs in the social worldǡ contexts shape and reveal 

different dimensions and expressions of the process ȋMair & MartÇ ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Seelosǡ 

Mairǡ Battilanaǡ & Dacinǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Smith & Stevensǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ These observations 

emphasise that Ǯcontext mattersǯ ȋBoettke & Coyneǡ ʹͲͲȌ when attempting to 

deϐine SE enacted by faithǦbased organisations and individualsǤ  

To summariseǡ I highlight the following key concepts that characterise SE for the 

purposes of this studyǤ SE is an entrepreneurial process ȋChellǡ ʹͲͲǢ Lumpkin et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Mair & MartÇ ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Shaw & Carterǡ ʹͲͲȌ directed at positive social change 

ȋHaugh & Talwarǡ ʹͲͳǢ Hill et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͳͲǢ Perrini & Vurroǡ ʹͲͲǢ Stephan et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͳȌǤ 

The process of SE creates Ǯblendedǯ ȋEmersonǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ Zahra et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͶȌ or Ǯsharedǯ 

ȋPorter & Kramerǡ ʹͲͳͳȌ value and prioritises creating social value over and 

capturing economic value through ϐinancial proϐits ȋAustin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Bacq et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳǢ Choi & Majumdarǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Hlady‐Rispal & Servantieǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Saebi et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ 

Santosǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ Finallyǡ as an entrepreneurial processǡ SE identiϐies and develops 

opportunities characterised by neglected positive externalities most often created 

by the failure of markets or governments to adequately address social ȋincluding 

environmentalȌ problems ȋAustin et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͲǢ Saebi et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Santosǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Short 

et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Zahra et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ  
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Thereforeǡ I advance the following working deϐinition of SEǣ 

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. 

Though a consensus deϐinition may be impossibleǡ my working deϐinition draws 

upon research and theory building that describe SE in terms of both its social and 

entrepreneurial characteristicsǤ In order to analyse the process of SE enacted in a 

context of religious faithǡ additional concepts are needed from literature streams 

that explore the relationship between religion and entrepreneurship and religion 

and social engagementǤ These two streams are explored in the following sectionsǤ 

2.3 Religion and Entrepreneurship 

The secondǡ parallel literature stream related to FBSE acknowledges that religious 

faith and worldview inϐluence the entrepreneurial processǤ In this reviewǡ I focus on 

key literature that explores the relationship between religion and entrepreneurship 

and identify growing scholarly attention to religion as a context for research and 

theory building ȋBusenitz & Lichtensteinǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Smith et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ Literature 

analysed in this stream will mainly reϐlect the Christian religious faith contextǡ 

though the inϐluence of other major world religions is notedǤ An overview of the 

historical context is followed by a review of academic literature on the relationship 

between religion and entrepreneurial activityǤ  

2.3.1 Historical Overview 

Both history and academic research demonstrate the strong inϐluence religious faith 

and worldview have on entrepreneurial activityǡ mainly through norms that 

encourage individual acts of social justice and compassion ȋCarswell & Rollandǡ 

ʹͲͲǢ Danaǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Dodd & Seamanǡ ͳͻͻͺǢ Dodd & Gotsisǡ ʹͲͲbǢ Graaϐlandǡ Van Der 

Duijn Schoutenǡ & Kapteinǡ ʹͲͲǢ Hassan & Hipplerǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Valliereǡ ʹͲͲͺȌǤ The brief 

historical overview in this subǦsection explores the relationship between religion 

and entrepreneurshipǡ with examples primarily drawn from Christian contexts in 

Europe and North AmericaǤ  
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Entrepreneurial FBOs are modern expressions of historical faithǦbased initiatives 

that sought to conduct business in line with religious faith and ethical normsǤ Early 

in the ͳth centuryǡ the Protestant Christian reformer John Calvin encouraged 

watchmaking in Genevaǡ Switzerland as a form of social beneϐit entrepreneurship 

that would generate employment ȋTroeltschǡ ͳͻͷͻǡ pǤ ʹʹȌǤ Arthur Guinnessǡ inspired 

by the evangelical Christian social teachings of John Wesley and George Whiteϐieldǡ 

founded Guinness & CoǤ in the midǦͳͺth century in part as a response to the high 

incidence of alcoholism in Dublinǡ Ireland due to overconsumption of distilled liquor 

ȋMansϐieldǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ Inspired by their religious faithǡ Guinness and his heirs went on 

to pioneer industrial and labour practices that made signiϐicant improvements to 

the substandard living and working conditions of labourers in Dublin and across 

EnglandǤ The great English chocolate companies Cadburysǡ Fryǡ Rowntree and 

Terryǯs were launched in the ͳͻth century by members of the Society of Friends 

ȋpopularly known as QuakersȌ who explicitly applied religious social ethics to the 

management of their ϐirms ȋDanaǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Spearǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Traceyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ  

Additional examples of entrepreneurship enacted in a context of religious faith are 

found in the ʹͲth centuryǤ In the early years of the centuryǡ JǤCǤ Penney established 

a chain of ǮGolden Ruleǯ department stores based on ǮChristian principles of 

businessǯ that revolutionised retail trade in the US ȋThorntonǡ Ocasioǡ & Lounsburyǡ 

ʹͲͳʹȌǤ An initiative by Roman Catholic priests to bring justice and fairness to the 

ϐinancial industry in Canada created the modern credit union movement 

ȋMacPhersonǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǤ A prime example of faithǦbased entrepreneurship is the 

Mondrago n CoǦoperative Corporation in Spain established in ͳͻͷ by Roman 

Catholic priest Father Jose  MarÇ a Arizmendiarrieta MadariagaǤ Mondrago n is today 

a highlyǦsuccessful federation of workerǦowned cooperatives based on the values of 

social solidarity and coǦoperative business principles ȋClamp & Alhamisǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ 

Molina & Miguezǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Ridley‐Duffǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ 

These examples provide a historical context for the relationship between religion 

and entrepreneurshipǤ They illustrate that religion as an institution and religiosity 

as behaviour have inϐluenced the expression of entrepreneurship in signiϐicant 

waysǡ a topic taken up in the following review of academic literatureǤ  
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2.3.2 Literature Review 

Literature that explores the inϐluence of religion on entrepreneurial activity covers 

a diverse range of topics from a broad spectrum of religious perspectives ȋDanaǡ 

ʹͲͳͲȌǤ I take the position that entrepreneurship is a societal as well as an economic 

phenomenon ȋSteyaert & Katzǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ Thereforeǡ since ǲreligion both shapes and is 

shaped by societyǳ ȋDodd & Seamanǡ ͳͻͻͺǡ pǤ ͳȌ religious faith provides a 

contextual inϐluence that inϐluences entrepreneurial behaviour through beliefsǡ 

valuesǡ behaviours and a social setting ȋAndersonǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ  

Multiple scholars have investigated the religious or spiritual foundations of the 

values that inϐluence economic behaviourǤ The work of Max Weber continues to be 

widely inϐluential ȋRyman & Turnerǡ ʹͲͲǢ Swedbergǡ ʹͲͲȌǡ particularly his thesis 

that Protestant Christian values such as the dignity of workǡ individual 

responsibilityǡ asceticism and thrift create conditions for entrepreneurial success 

ȋWeberǡ ͳͻ͵ͲȀʹͲͲͳȌǤ In this thesisǡ I too argue that social entrepreneurial activity 

is embedded in values that originate in a religious faith contextǡ an afϐirmation that 

has its genesis in the work of Weber and subsequent scholarsǤ  

More recent empirical research has demonstrated the inϐluence of religious values 

and practices in such diverse areas of economic behaviour as work ethics ȋLamontǡ 

ʹͲͲͲȌǡ consumption choices ȋVitellǡ Paolilloǡ & Singhǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǡ business ethics ȋVitellǡ 

ʹͲͲͻȌǡ attitudes toward corporate social responsibility ȋBrammerǡ Williamsǡ & 

Zinkinǡ ʹͲͲȌ and assessments of social justice and entrepreneurial behaviour ȋDe 

Nobleǡ Galbraithǡ Singhǡ & Stilesǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ Of note in this respect is the related work of 

Etzioni ȋEtzioniǡ ͳͻͺͺǢ Etzioni & Lawrenceǡ ͳͻͻͳȌǡ who explores and develops the 

moral dimension of economic behaviourǤ 

Empirical research into the inϐluence of religion on entrepreneurial behaviour has 

yielded mixed resultsǤ A transcendent notion of reality and oneǯs role in the universe 

was found to help Canadian entrepreneurs persevere despite high uncertainty and 

risk ȋGanzin et al.ǡ ʹͲʹͲȌǤ Two largeǦscale statistical analyses using global datasets 

conclude that societal values inϐluenced by a dominant religion and religious 

institutions are a determining factor in entrepreneurial intentions and activity 

ȋHenleyǡ ʹͲͳǢ Zelekhaǡ Avnimelechǡ & Sharabiǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Research into the inϐluence 
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of speciϐically Christian values on entrepreneurship in the UK shows a positive 

correlation ȋAndersonǡ DrakopoulouǦDoddǡ & Scottǡ ʹͲͲͲȌǡ while a largeǦscale 

statistical study in the US ȋWiseman & Youngǡ ʹͲͳͶȌ ϐinds a negative correlation 

between religious belief and productive entrepreneurshipǤ In contrastǡ 

investigations in New Zealand ȋCarswell & Rollandǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Carswell & Rollandǡ ʹͲͲȌ 

and the UK ȋDodd & Seamanǡ ͳͻͻͺȌ show little or no correlation between religious 

belief and entrepreneurial behaviourǤ  

The role of religious afϐiliation in helping an entrepreneur mobilise resources to 

develop commercial and social entrepreneurial opportunities has also been 

highlighted in the literatureǤ Wuthnow ȋͳͻͻͺȌ and Putnam ȋʹͲͲͲȌ identify a link 

between social capital ȋBourdieuǡ ͳͻͺǢ Portesǡ ͳͻͻͺȌ and religious group 

membership in studies conducted in the United StatesǤ The importance of religious 

faith in creating social networks based on mutual aid and reciprocity has been 

highlighted in studies of how social capital is mobilised in entrepreneurship 

ȋCandlandǡ ʹͲͲͲǢ Dodd & Seamanǡ ͳͻͻͺǢ Dodd & Gotsisǡ ʹͲͲbǢ Danaǡ ʹͲͲͻȌ and in 

SE ȋMair & MartÇ ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Short et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Spearǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ  

Entrepreneurship enacted in Mennonite and Amish communities provides an apt 

example of the entrepreneurship of Christian faithǦbased ethnics ȋLightǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ A 

unique blending of cultureǡ religion and entrepreneurship has been noted in 

Mennonite communities in Belize ȋRoessinghǡ ʹͲͳʹȌ and Paraguay ȋDana & Danaǡ 

ʹͲͲͺȌǡ and in Amish communities in the USA ȋDanaǡ ʹͲͲǢ Kraybillǡ Noltǡ & Wesnerǡ 

ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Ethnic entrepreneurship is an important research ϐield with a clear 

connection to SE and its faithǦbased expressionsǡ since it provides clear examples of 

entrepreneurship that blends economicǡ social and religious objectivesǤ Howeverǡ I 

do not integrate literature on Mennonite and Amish ethnic entrepreneurship in this 

thesisǡ as I believe this strand of faithǦbased entrepreneurial activity is more 

inwardly directed to a communityǯs own outcomesǤ  

Evidence for the religionǦentrepreneurship nexus is also strong in countries located 

in the Global SouthǤ Research conducted with microcredit entrepreneurs in Kenya 

and Indonesia identiϐies a signiϐicant relationship between their Ǯspiritual capitalǯ 

and business innovation and performance ȋNeubert et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ A countryǦlevel 
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study in India examines how religion shapes the decision to be an entrepreneur and 

ϐinds Islam and Christianity are conducive to enterprise developmentǡ while 

Hinduism inhibits entrepreneurship ȋAudretschǡ Bo nteǡ & Tamvadaǡ ʹͲͲǢ 

Audretsch et al.ǡ ʹ Ͳͳ͵ȌǤ Quagrainieǡ Opoku Mensahǡ and Adom ȋʹͲͳͺȌ ϐind a positive 

relationship between religious institutionsǡ values and womenǯs entrepreneurship 

in Ghanaǣ a ϐinding echoed in a study that links religious conviction to social 

entrepreneurial behaviour in Nigeria ȋOmoredeǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Survey data from owners of 

small and medium enterprises in Nigeria reveal that religiosity inϐluences ϐirm 

ϐinancial structureǡ with high religiosity constraining capital resources due to lower 

external debt loads and greater reliance on internal ϐinancing ȋEniolaǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ This 

ϐinding conϐirms the observation that high levels of reported religiosity can both 

constrain and facilitate entrepreneurship in African countries ȋJunneǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ 

These studies suggest that the relationship between religion and entrepreneurial 

behaviour is complex and contextǦspeciϐicǤ In their comprehensive review of 

literature on the topicǡ Dodd and Gotsis ȋʹͲͲbȌ ϐind individual religious beliefs 

inϐluence entrepreneurial behaviour and decisionǦmakingǡ but the relationship 

varies over time and social setting due to the inϐluence of diverse socioǦcultural 

variablesǤ Dana concurs in a comprehensive literature review ȋʹͲͲͻȌ and 

subsequent book ȋʹͲͳͲȌǤ Dana ȋʹͲͲͻȌ suggests that religion shapes 

entrepreneurship through the inϐluence of ethical and moral valuesǡ relationships 

and social networksǡ and the contextual conditioning of opportunities and decisionǦ

makingǤ This literature conϐirms the importance of contexts to understand 

entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial behaviour and highlights the inϐluence of a 

religious faith context ȋWelterǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Welterǡ Bakerǡ Audretschǡ & Gartnerǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ 

Authors also emphasise the importance of ethical or moral values inϐluenced by 

religious faith on entrepreneurial behaviour expressed as both social and 

commercial entrepreneurship ȋBusenitz & Lichtensteinǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Danaǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Gotsis & 

Korteziǡ ʹ ͲͲͻǢ Smith et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͳͻȌǤ The moral embeddedness of entrepreneurship has 

been studied in terms of its ethical nature ȋCarrǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ Cornwall & Naughtonǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ 

Harris et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͲͻȌǡ its moral legitimacy ȋAnderson & Smithǡ ʹͲͲȌǡ performance and 

accountability ȋZadekǡ ͳͻͺͺȌ and the management of stakeholder relationships 

ȋJonesǡ Felpsǡ & Bigleyǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ An explicit example is Gu mu say ȋʹͲͳͷȌǡ who asserts 
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that an Islamic religious context inϐluences the expression of entrepreneurship 

through value creationǡ values enactment and a metaphysical quest for GodǤ This 

work has been extended to the study of SEǡ underscoring the importance of otherǦ

regarding values derived from religion ȋGu mu sayǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ The centrality of religionǦ

based values to the entrepreneurial process of SE has been noted by Dees ȋͳͻͻȌ 

and Mort et al. ȋʹͲͲ͵ȌǤ Furtherǡ values founded on religious teachings are used to 

explain the moral legitimacy of SE ȋDartǡ ʹͲͲͶȌ and its implicit basis in normative 

values and ethics ȋChoǡ ʹͲͲǢ Dey & Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ The embeddedness of social 

entrepreneurial behaviour in a context of values derived from religious faith is 

explored in greater depth in Section ͶǤʹǤ͵Ǥ  

In summaryǡ empirical research and theory building increasingly recognise that a 

religious faith context inϐluences how the process of entrepreneurship is enactedǤ 

The inϐluence of religion on entrepreneurship is shown to be complex and 

dependent on omnibus contexts such as locationǡ culture and history as well as the 

discrete context of a particular religious tradition or faithǤ A common theme 

throughout the literature is that religious faith provides foundational ethical and 

moral values that shape entrepreneurial decision makingǡ enterprises and the 

societal norms within which entrepreneurship takes placeǤ For these reasonsǡ I use 

the term faithǦbased entrepreneurship to describe entrepreneurship enacted in a 

context of religious faithǤ 

2.4 Religion and Social Engagement 

The third literature stream related to FBSE is social engagement enacted in a context 

of religious faithǤ Contemporary social entrepreneurial FBOs inherit a long history 

of faithǦbased initiatives that seek to advance positive social change as an expression 

of religious faithǤ A review of the relationship between religion and social 

movements by Nepstad and Williams ȋʹͲͲȌ contends that religion is a signiϐicant 

context for social change initiatives at individualǡ organisational and societal levels 

of analysisǤ Furtherǡ these authors observe that ǲReligious beliefsǡ moral 

worldviewsǡ and religious identities are not the only resources for those engaging in 

Ȅ or hoping to engage in Ȅ collective actionǡ but they can be among the most 

potentǳ ȋNepstad & Williamsǡ ʹͲͲǡ pǤ Ͷʹ͵ȌǤ Literature analysed in this subǦsection 
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provides an overview of the historical context for faithǦbased social engagementǡ 

followed by separate analyses of the academic and theological literatureǤ  

2.4.1 Historical Overview 

Literature that examines the historical context of FBO involvement in social issues 

highlights the signiϐicant contributions organisations and individuals motivated by 

religious faith have made to addressing complex social problemsǤ In the ͳͻth and 

early ʹͲth centuriesǡ FBOs were the leading providers of social welfare services in 

the United States either individually or in collaboration with nonǦreligious 

community organisations ȋBielefeld & Clevelandǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ During this periodǡ for 

exampleǡ FBOs were at the centre of the antiǦslavery movement ȋOshatzǡ ʹͲͳͲȌ and 

sponsored social innovations such as the community credit union ȋMacPhersonǡ 

ʹͲͲͷȌǤ  

Social service organisations such as the Salvation Army ȋMagnusonǡ ͳͻȌǡ the Red 

Cross ȋBergerǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ȍǡ the Society of StǤ Vincent de Paul ȋBowesǡ ͳͻͻͺȌ and the 

YMCAȀYWCA ȋMillerǡ ʹͲͲ͵ǡ pǤ ͶͺȌ were founded by faithǦbased individuals in the 

ͳͻth centuryǤ These FBOs were created in order to address a wide variety of socioǦ

economic problemsǡ among them urban povertyǡ suffering caused by war and 

natural disastersǡ and social exclusionǤ Rauschenbusch ȋͳͻͳͺȌ and others inspired 

by the Christian Ǯsocial gospel movementǯ ȋHopkinsǡ ͳͻͶͲȌ were leaders in the effort 

to combat exploitive labour conditions in urban Ǯsweatshopsǯ in the United States at 

the turn of the ʹͲth centuryǤ Thusǡ FBOs that engaged in meeting human need and 

addressing social problems in the ͳͺth and ͳͻth centuries can be regarded as the 

predecessors of modern social enterprises ȋBaglioniǡ ʹͲͳȌ 

Public expectations of the role governments should play in promoting public welfare 

began to change in the ϐirst part of the ʹͲth centuryǡ thereby altering the role of FBOs 

in societyǤ One factor that inϐluenced public expectations was the ascendency of 

Keynesian economic policies that assign responsibility to the state for public health 

and welfare ȋde Bruinǡ Shawǡ & Chalmersǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ The work of modern social 

scientists such as Weberǡ Durkheim and Marx in the late ͳͺͲͲs and early ͳͻͲͲs also 

advocated a diminished role for FBOs in providing social services ȋCasanovaǡ ͳͻͻͶȌǤ 

The Ǯmodernisation frameworkǯ ȋWuthnowǡ ʹͲͲͶǡ ppǤ ͳͲǦͳʹȌ promoted by these 
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social scientists asserts that as societies become more complex and Ǯmodernǡǯ their 

public and private institutions should become more specialized and differentiatedǤ  

Advocates of modernisation theory argue that as nationǦstates take on increasing 

responsibility for social welfareǡ societies should become more secular as religious 

institutions contribute less to public lifeǤ Some have concluded that the logical 

culmination of rational modernity is a secularisedǡ materialist society ȋWeberǡ 

ͳͻ͵ͲȀʹͲͲͳǡ ppǤ ͳʹ͵ǦͳʹͶȌǤ As governments assumed responsibility for the solution 

of social problems and established the modern welfare state ȋTempleǡ ͳͻͶʹȌ in 

many countries around the worldǡ communities of faith were left with the much 

more limited role of meeting only spiritual needs ȋZehaviǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ The resulting 

withdrawal of FBOs from their historical social role of meeting human needs and 

addressing social problems during the midǦʹͲthǦcentury has been described as Ǯthe 

Great Reversalǯ ȋMobergǡ ͳͻȌǤ 

In the late ʹͲth centuryǡ societies in many countries faced the combined challenges 

of globalisationǡ repeated economic crisesǡ increasing inequalities in wealth and 

opportunityǡ and government scandalsǤ Public expectations that the state should 

play a reduced role in meeting social needs has led to a reǦevaluation of the 

importance of Ǯcivil societyǯ ȋEhrenbergǡ ͳͻͻͻȌ or the Ǯthird sectorǯ ȋTaylorǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ 

Inspired by neoliberal economic theoriesǡ government policies changed to promote 

decentralisationǡ devolutionǡ outsourcing and outright cutbacks in stateǦsponsored 

social safety netsǡ thereby reducing the role of the state in providing social services 

in favour of marketǦbased mechanisms ȋBainesǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ de Bruinǡ Shawǡ & Chalmersǡ 

ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Proponents of these policies assert that faithǦbased groups can address social 

needs more effectively and holistically than governments or nonreligious 

organisations ȋHackworthǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Dinham & Lowndesǡ ʹͲͲͺȌǤ Consequentlyǡ 

governments and societies around the world reconsidered the role FBOs play in 

societyǡ presenting an opportunity for FBOs to resume a more active role in 

addressing social problems ȋZehaviǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ  

As a resultǡ societies and governments in North Americaǡ Europe and Asia have 

begun to reǦevaluate the role FBOs play in providing social services and addressing 

social problemsǤ In the United Statesǡ this reǦevaluation produced the ǲCharitable 
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Choiceǳ sections of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 

Reconciliation Act of ͳͻͻ ȋpopularly known as ǮWelfare ReformǯȌ that speciϐically 

called for the participation of FBOs in providing social welfare services ȋBartkowski 

& Regisǡ ʹͲͲ͵ȌǤ In the United Kingdomǡ the Conservative Partyǯs ǮBig Societyǯ 

initiative of ʹͲͲͻ explicitly recognised the importance of FBOs in its welfare reform 

proposals ȋLambieǦMumford & Jarvisǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ These dramatic societal changes led 

FBOs in Europe ȋGo çmenǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Hienǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǡ North America ȋReingoldǡ Pirogǡ & 

Bradyǡ ʹͲͲȌǡ Australia ȋMelville & McDonaldǡ ʹͲͲȌ and Indonesia ȋSakaiǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǡ 

for exampleǡ to once again assume a prominent role as providers of social servicesǤ  

Despite the predictions of modernisation and secularisation theorists of the early 

ͳͻͲͲsǡ ǲunexpectedlyǡ socioǦpolitical events in recent decades have forced religion 

back onto the scholarly table for social scientists to reconsiderǳ ȋSmithǡ ʹͲͲͺǡ pǤ 

ͳͷͳȌǤ Regnerus and Smith ȋͳͻͻͺǡ pǤ ͳ͵ͶȌ signalled this reconsideration of the 

public role of private faith by noting a ǲdeprivatisationǳ of religious faith in the 

United States and what they describe as ǲa reversal of the Great ReversalǤǳ Some 

scholars recognise the reǦemergence of religion and its inϐluence in public and 

private life as evidence of ǮpostǦsecularǯ modernity ȋHabermasǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ McLennanǡ 

ʹͲͲȌǤ Other scholars disagreeǡ citing the continuing inϐluence of religion as proof 

that the fundamental assumption of secularisation theory is mistaken since ǲthe 

world todayǡ with some exceptions ǥ is as furiously religious as it ever wasǡ and in 

some places more so than everǳ ȋBergerǡ ͳͻͻͻǡ pǤ ʹǢ also Starkǡ ͳͻͻͻȌǤ 

2.4.2 Academic Literature Review 

Academic literature on the relationship between religion and social engagement 

examines the role and effectiveness of FBOs in addressing social problems and 

meeting social needsǡ particularly in light of welfare reform efforts in various 

countriesǤ A frequentlyǦcited nationalǦlevel study of religious congregations 

representing various faith traditions in the United States by Chaves and Tsitsos 

ȋʹͲͲͳȌ ϐinds that while ͷͺΨ of the congregations support some social service 

programǡ most of their services are palliative in nature as opposed to providing 

holisticǡ longǦterm solutions to social problemsǤ  
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Authors of subsequent studies present ϐindings that disagree with Chaves and 

Tsitsos ȋʹͲͲͳȌǤ An extensive review of ͻ articles and studies by Johnsonǡ 

Tompkinsǡ and Webb ȋʹͲͲʹȌ concludes that faithǦbased approaches are effective in 

impacting a wide range of health and wellǦbeing issues and appear to demonstrate 

better outcomes with disadvantaged clients than do nonreligious initiativesǤ A 

threeǦyear research project involving almost ͳǡͶͲͲ religious congregations in urban 

Philadelphia by Cnaanǡ Sinhaǡ and McGrew ȋʹͲͲͶȌ ϐinds that ͻͲΨ of the 

congregations are engaged in some form of social service provision in ʹͳͷ potential 

areas of community involvementǤ Similar to Chaves and Tsitsos ȋʹͲͲͳȌǡ the 

Philadelphia study also reveals a high degree of collaboration with government and 

nonreligious organisationsǤ Another review of ʹͻ empirical studies by Fergusonǡ 

Wuǡ SpruijtǦMetzǡ and Dyrness ȋʹͲͲȌ concludes that faithǦbased approaches are 

more effective in addressing social needs across diverse population groupsǤ 

Dinham and Shaw ȋʹͲͳʹȌ conϐirm many of these ϐindings in their review of 

empirical studies of social engagement initiatives in the United KingdomǤ They 

conclude that the diversity of language used to describe FBOs and their activities 

makes it difϐicult to reach a consensus on the role and effectiveness of faithǦbased 

social initiativesǤ For exampleǡ they identify Ͷͺ categories of ǮfaithǦbased 

engagementǯ in the UKǡ with the highest number of initiatives in the categories of 

Ǯchildǡ familyǡ young peopleǡǯ Ǯcommunity supportǡǯ Ǯeducation and trainingǡǯ and Ǯarts 

and musicǤǯ Based on data showing how FBOs describe their initiativesǡ Dinham and 

Shaw ȋʹͲͳʹȌ propose ϐive domains in which the impact of faithǦbased programs can 

be measuredǣ building communityǡ spirituality and wellǦbeingǡ reach ȋiǤeǤ social 

inclusionȌǡ Ǯnetworksǡ reciprocity and trustǡǯ and economic contributionǤ  

On the other handǡ social engagement by faithǦbased groups and individuals has an 

undeniable Ǯdark sideǯ as well ȋDyckǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Traceyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ The historical record 

contains many examples of individuals and organisations that represent a religious 

tradition engaging in prosocial activity principally to encourage Ȃ and in some casesǡ 

oblige Ȃ religious conversion among beneϐiciariesǤ In this caseǡ the change 
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encouraged is based on proselytism1 and may come at the cost of a personǯs or 

communityǯs social and cultural identityǤ Additionallyǡ the inϐluence of religious faith 

in social initiatives may not necessarily generate positive outcomes or enhance 

societal wellbeingǤ FaithǦbased social initiatives can also encourage racial prejudice 

ȋAllport & Rossǡ ͳͻȌǡ antiǦimmigrant sentiment ȋBloom & Chatterjiǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǡ abuse 

of political power ȋBisesi & Lidmanǡ ʹͲͲͻȌ and genderǦbased discrimination 

ȋMartinǡ Chauǡ & Patelǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ  

2.4.3 Theological Literature Review 

Any discussion of theological literature on the relationship between religious faith 

and social engagement must be located in reference to a particular religious 

traditionǤ For exampleǡ literature explored can describe Muslimǡ Buddhistǡ or 

Christian social engagementǡ among othersǤ Since my study investigates FBSE with 

particular reference to the Christian faithǡ this subǦsection discusses the theological 

literature on Christian social engagementǤ 

In Christian theological discourseǡ the activity in society that expresses normative 

religious values and goals is typically referred to as Ǯmissionǯ2Ǥ While some Christian 

groups view Ǯmissionǯ narrowly as an activity solely for and with individualsǡ other 

groups take a more inclusive approach that seeks the good of individualsǡ 

communitiesǡ societies and the natural environmentǤ In other wordsǡ a holistic view 

of Ǯmissionǯ expresses a hybrid value proposition that seeks to create both religious 

and social beneϐitǤ Protestant Christian theological literature that explores social 

engagement from an inclusive perspective uses the terms Ǯholistic missionǯ ȋGeorgeǡ 

ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Lausanne Movementǡ ʹͲͲͷbȌǡ Ǯintegral missionǯ ȋMicah Networkǡ ʹͲͲͳȌ or 

Ǯtransformational developmentǯ ȋMyersǡ ͳͻͻͻȌǤ Social engagement in Catholic 

Christian discourse is based on a body of doctrine most frequently referred to as 

Catholic Social Teaching or Catholic Social Thought ȋPontiϐical Council for Justice 

and Peaceǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ Principles of Catholic and Protestant Christian social engagement 

are examined in greater detail and applied to expressions of FBSE in Section ʹǤͷǤʹǤ  

 
1 Proselytism is deϐined as action directed at converting a person to a particular causeǡ ideaǡ or 
religionǤ Evangelismǡ in contrastǡ implies declarative rather than coercive action and is deϐined as 
sharing the good news of a causeǡ idea or religion through word and deedǤ 
2 A formal deϐinition of Ǯmissionǯ is the subject of ongoing debate in the theological literatureǤ A more 
complete deϐinition from a Christian perspective is offered by Bosch ȋʹͲͳͳǡ ppǤ ͺǦͳͳȌǤ 
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Examples of social engagement within the Christian tradition include the social 

justice codes of speciϐic Catholic religious communitiesǡ in particular the Franciscan 

Orders founded by Francis of Assisi in ͳʹͲͻ ȋSchorrǡ ͳͻͻͻȌǤ A notable example in 

the modern Protestant Christian tradition is an exposition of the Ǯsocial gospelǯ by 

Rauschenbusch ȋͳͻͳͺȌ noted previously that explicitly links faith to action that 

addresses social problemsǤ A declaration known as the Lausanne Covenant ȋͳͻͶȌ 

produced by a conference held in Lausanneǡ Switzerland contains afϐirmations that 

Christian faith and social engagement are inseparableǤ Topics of Ǯholistic missionǯ 

and Christian social responsibility are elaborated in several subsequent 

publications produced by what came to be called the Lausanne Movement ȋThackerǡ 

ʹͲͲͻȌǤ Concurrent with the founding of the Lausanne Movementǡ Latin American 

theologians and missiologists concerned about political oppression and social and 

economic inequality formed the Latin American Theological Fraternity ȋEscobarǡ 

ͳͻͻͷȌ and contextualised Christian social engagement for this regionǡ calling it 

Ǯintegral missionǯ ȋBorquistǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Padillaǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ 

International Christian relief and development organisations such as World Vision 

International and Tear Fund have operationalised the principles of Ǯholisticǯ or 

Ǯintegralǯ mission in their social engagement programsǤ The Micah Networkǯs 

deϐinition of Christian social engagement is rooted in theological understandings of 

faith and social justice that inform action directed at creating both religious and 

social beneϐitǣ 

Integral mission or holistic transformation is the proclamation and 
demonstration of the gospel. It is not simply that evangelism and social 
involvement are to be done alongside each other. Rather, in integral 
mission our proclamation has social consequences as we call people to 
love and repentance in all areas of life. … Justice and justiϔication by 
faith, worship and political action, the spiritual and the material, 
personal change and structural change belong together. As in the life of 
Jesus, being, doing and saying are at the heart of our integral task. 
Micah Network ȋʹͲͲͳȌ 

While social and religious value creation feature prominently in these deϐinitionsǡ 

conceptualisations of Ǯholisticǯ or Ǯintegralǯ mission rarely mention faithǦbased 

engagement that also creates economic value and transforms economic systemsǤ 
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Ratherǡ these views of mission tend to describe faithǦbased action solely in terms of 

creating social and religious beneϐits for individualsǡ communitiesǡ societies and the 

environmentǤ For exampleǡ none of the faithǦbased social engagement initiatives 

investigated in empirical studies cited in this subǦsection include a component that 

creates economic value for social beneϐitǤ  

Authors in this literature stream are almost universally critical when economic 

behaviour or systems are mentioned in the theological and practiceǦbased 

literatureǤ Echoing criticism of the Ǯgrand narrativeǯ of SE noted previouslyǡ 

theologians and practitioners are reluctant to embrace marketǦbased approaches 

and cite as evidence the social problems created by unjust economic and social 

systems created by unrestrained capitalism and globalisation ȋCostasǡ ͳͻͺʹȌǤ One 

must turn to studies of revenue generation by nonǦproϐit organisations in general to 

ϐind mention of FBOs that include an economic value creation component in their 

programmesǤ Howeverǡ even in these examples the beneϐiciary of the economic 

activity tends to be the FBO itself and not its beneϐiciaries ȋLeRouxǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ Massarsky 

& Beinhackerǡ ʹͲͲʹǢ Sherman & Greenǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ This general lack of an economic 

component in faithǦbased social engagement in both literature and practice is 

addressed in the next section that explores FBSEǤ 

In conclusionǡ academic literature portrays the nuanced but still signiϐicant role 

FBOs continue to play in helping societies address challenging problems and meet 

human needǤ Changes in public opinion and government policy starting in the late 

ʹͲth century now provide opportunities for FBOs to resume their historical role in 

addressing social problemsǤ Research conducted in several countries ϐinds that 

FBOs are actively engaged in delivering a wide range of social services previously 

provided by the stateǤ Studies cited from this literature stream also suggest that 

faithǦbased approaches may be more effective than secular ȋiǤeǤ nonreligiousȌ 

approaches in addressing some of societyǯs most challenging problemsǤ Based on 

this literatureǡ I refer to social engagement enacted in a context of religious faith as 

faithǦbased social engagementǤ 
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2.5 Faith-based Social Entrepreneurship 

This literature stream is made up of academic and practiceǦbased literature that 

explores what I refer to as FBSEǤ I integrate and analyse the scarce literature that 

locates expressions of SE in a religious faith context both implicitly and explicitlyǤ 

Recognising that the FBOs I studied enact SE in a Christian faith contextǡ special 

attention is devoted to analysing literature that explores expressions of SE from 

Catholic and Protestant perspectivesǤ The section concludes with a deϐinition and 

integrative framework for FBSE that synthesises the literature reviewed in this 

chapterǤ 

2.5.1 Literature Review 

Review and analysis of the academic and practiceǦbased literatures reveal that the 

term FBSE per se is rarely usedǤ Additionallyǡ both bodies of literature use FBSE 

inconsistently to refer to faithǦbased social entrepreneursǡ enterprises and 

entrepreneurshipǤ A largerǡ though still sparseǡ literature strand discusses and 

investigates the phenomenon of SE enacted in a religious faith contextǤ A religious 

context that varies by religion is incorporated in this second strand both explicitly 

and implicitlyǤ For these reasonsǡ a comprehensive review of the FBSE literature 

presents unique challengesǤ I present literature representative of the major views 

on FBSE in Table ʹǤʹǤ 

Table 2.2 
Faith-based Social Entrepreneurship – Key Literature 

Author(s) Method Contribution 

Spear ȋʹͲͳͲȌ Conceptual Identiϐies the historical and contemporary role 
religion has played in SEǤ  

Oham ȋʹͲͳͷȌ Multiple case 
studies ȋUKȌ 

FaithǦbased social enterprises pursue socialǡ 
economic and religious goalsǤ 

Gu mu say ȋʹͲͳͺȌ Conceptual SE from a religious perspective integrates 
socialǡ economic and religious logicsǤ 

Alderson ȋʹͲͳͳȌ Case study ȋUSȌ Social entrepreneurial initiatives of a Christian 
church create positive changeǤ 
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Author(s) Method Contribution 

Chandra & Shang 
ȋʹͲͳȌ 

Narrative analysis Religious beliefs and contact with religious 
initiatives encourage SE in a global sampleǤ 

Grassl ȋʹͲͳͳȌ Conceptual SE contextualised in Catholic Social TeachingǤ 

Gort & Tunehag 
ȋʹͲͳͺȌ 

Book Comprehensive overview of the Ǯbusiness as 
missionǯ movement ȋpracticeǦbasedȌǤ 

The terms ǮfaithǦbased social entrepreneurȀenterpriseȀentrepreneurshipǯ and their 

variants rarely appear in the academic and practiceǦbased literatureǤ Howeverǡ I 

contend this lack of references is primarily an indication that a standard 

nomenclature has yet to evolve for the phenomenon I term FBSEǤ A more inǦdepth 

examination reveals examples of SE enacted in a religious faith context in both 

bodies of literatureǤ 

SE is often linked to conceptsǡ attitudes and behaviours associated with religious 

faithǤ Social entrepreneurs are noted for the energyǡ idealismǡ faith and sense of 

calling typically observed in religious believersǤ Proponents of SE are described as 

having a ǲreligiousǦlike zealǳ that animates both religious and nonǦreligious 

practitioners ȋLounsbury & Strangǡ ʹͲͲͻǡ pǤ ͺȌǤ Based on ethnographic ϐield 

researchǡ Mauksch ȋʹͲͳȌ proposes that SE may ϐill a religious void in secular 

practitioners and supportersǤ The link between religious faith and SE is explicitly 

drawn in an article by Dees ȋʹͲͳʹȌǡ who uses the Christian theological concept of 

caritas ȋfreely givenǡ selfǦsacriϐicing loveȌ to describe the foundational principles 

and inherent tensions of SEǤ  

It is not unusual for the academic and practiceǦbased literature to adopt theological 

terms to describe SEǡ even when no religious connotation is intendedǤ Recent 

research explores factors that allow social entrepreneurs to retain their Ǯfaithǯ in the 

efϐicacy of SE as a tool of social change despite its tensions and challenges ȋKennyǡ 

Haughǡ & Fotakiǡ ʹͲʹͲȌǤ A more speciϐic example is the introduction to a special issue 

on the development of SE in six European nations that have wellǦestablished stateǦ

sponsored social welfare systems ȋBaglioniǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ SE is described in this article as 

a Ǯredemptiveǯ response to structural Ǯsinsǯ of the modern welfare state that was 

initially developed to replace or coǦopt faithǦbased social servicesǤ These religious 
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overtones may be a consequence and reϐlection of the grand narrative of SE that 

ǲcomprisesǡ among other thingsǡ a high level of univocityǡ unambiguousnessǡ oneǦ

sidedness as well as a quasiǦreligious makeoverǳ ȋDey & Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳͲǡ pǤ ͺͺȌǡ a 

narrative that offers a ǲmessianic social visionǳ ȋNicholls & Choǡ ʹͲͲǡ pǤ ͳͲȌǤ Based 

on this literatureǡ SE could justiϐiably be described as faithǦbased regardless of the 

religious afϐiliations of its practitioners and advocatesǤ 

To create a narrative synthesis ȋDenyer & Tranϐieldǡ ʹͲͲȌ of extant literature on 

FBSEǡ I searched for related terms in the academic database Scopusǡ databases 

available through the EBSCO Discovery service and in Google ScholarǤ Search terms 

paired variants of the words Ǯfaithǯ and Ǯreligionǯ with Ǯsocialǯ and variants of 

Ǯentrepreneurǡǯ Ǯenterpriseǡǯ Ǯentrepreneurshipǡǯ Ǯventureǯ and ǮbusinessǤǯ I also 

conducted searches for terms Ǯbusiness as mission ȋBAMȌǯ and Ǯfreedom businessǯ 

often used to describe Protestant Christian expressions of FBSEǤ Searches covered 

literature through November ʹͲͳͻ and were restricted to scholarly English 

language articles published in academic journalsǡ books and book chapters where 

the target terms appeared in titlesǡ abstracts or keywordsǤ Further general Internet 

searches using the same terms were conducted using the metasearch software tool 

DEVONagent to identify scholarly works not catalogued in academic databases as 

well as in the practiceǦbased literatureǤ  

The speciϐic term FBSE and its variants are rarely encountered in scholarly 

literature and works that use the terms constitute only a small number of citationsǤ 

Using the acronym FBSE to refer to ǮfaithǦbased social entrepreneursǡǯ Roundy et al. 

ȋʹͲͳȌ take a micro view in an inductive study that identiϐies ϐive phases through 

which founders of social entrepreneurial ventures integrate religious beliefs with 

their workǤ A meso view is represented in research and conceptual articles that use 

FBSE to mean ǮfaithǦbased social enterpriseǤǯ Empirical studies use the term to 

identify and explore organisational and strategic characteristics of faithǦbased social 

enterprises in the UK ȋOhamǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Ohamǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǡ Ethiopia ȋMoritaǡ ʹͲͳȌ and 

Hungary ȋMiha lyǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ These locate the organisations and their social 

entrepreneurial programmes in a context of religious faith and identify 

organisational and programmatic differences with secular organisationsǤ Lyneǡ Ryuǡ 

Tehǡ and Morita ȋʹͲͳͻȌ apply institutional theory to analyse the inϐluence and 
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expression of religion on the strategy and operation of what they refer to as ǮfaithǦ

based social enterprisesǯǢ in this case those located in four Southeast Asian 

countriesǤ  

The term FBSE usedǡ as in this thesisǡ to mean ǮfaithǦbased social entrepreneurshipǯ 

is also rarely encountered in scholarly literatureǤ The only empirical works to 

explicitly refer to FBSE in this sense are case studies of a faithǦbased social 

enterprise in the UK ȋNicolopoulouǡ Chellǡ & KarataşǦOǆ zkanǡ ʹͲͲȌ and of a social 

entrepreneurial religious congregation in the US ȋAldersonǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Both studies 

identify FBSE as an entrepreneurial process directed at producing positive social 

change through a blend of socialǡ ϐinancial and religious outcomesǤ Two conceptual 

articles explicitly use the term FBSE to advocate for the inclusion of SE in the 

programmes of religious congregations in Wales ȋChambersǡ ʹͲͳͳȌ and in efforts to 

promote inclusion and harmony between Muslim and Christian youth in Europe 

ȋMarquesǡ ʹͲͲͺȌǤ  

Few academic theses to date have used the term FBSE or its variants to describe 

research into social entrepreneurial faithǦbased individualsǡ organisations or 

processesǤ Two of these theses relate to an Evangelical Protestant Christian 

expression of FBSE known as Ǯbusiness as missionǯ ȋBAMȌ that is explored in greater 

depth in Section ʹǤͷǤʹǤ A Masterǯs thesis by Christiansen ȋʹͲͲͺȌ analyses data from 

organisations that participated in a BAM conferenceǤ This thesis characterises BAM 

as ǮfaithǦbased social entrepreneurshipǯ that pursues blended socialǡ economic and 

religious Ǯbottom linesǯ motivated by religious valuesǤ A doctoral thesis by Albright 

ȋʹͲͳͶȌ based on multiple cases studies of six Christian ǮfaithǦbased social 

businessesǯ in subǦSaharan Africa explores the strategic and operational issues they 

face in managing business structuresǡ outcomes and collaborative partnershipsǤ 

Regarding outcomesǡ this thesis ϐinds the organisations pursue economic goals for 

their ϐinancial sustainabilityǡ social goals to promote justice in their communities 

and spiritual goals related to the evangelism of employees and other stakeholdersǤ  

The third is a recent doctoral thesis on FBSE by Beech ȋʹͲͳͺȌǤ It identiϐies 

organisational characteristics that inϐluence the development and effectiveness of 

social entrepreneurial initiatives by nonǦproϐit FBOsǤ Based on a systematic review 
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of literature rather than empirical data from ϐieldworkǡ this author uses the term 

FBSE to refer both to social entrepreneurial FBOs and to social entrepreneurship 

enacted in a context of religious faithǤ Using the analytical lens of institutional 

theoryǡ the thesis concludes that FBSE is characterised by the blended prescriptions 

of spiritualǡ economic and social institutional logics and by tensions produced when 

all three are incorporated into an organisation and its business modelǤ 

Turning to literature that investigates expressions of SE in the context of a particular 

religionǡ scholars primarily study SE in contexts of both Islam and Christianity but 

do not refer to the phenomenon as FBSEǤ Recent work by Gu mu say ȋʹͲͳͷǢ ʹͲʹͲǢ 

ʹͲͳͺǢ ʹͲʹͲȌ and Ramadaniǡ Danaǡ Ge rguriǦRashitiǡ and Ratten ȋʹͲͳȌ on Islamic 

entrepreneurship establishes religious principles that are extended and applied to 

Islamic SEǤ Scholars identify speciϐic Islamic principles that both support and guide 

the expression of SE in a Muslim contextǤ Tenets such as waqf ȋendowmentȌ and 

zakat ȋalmsgivingȌ that emphasise community supportǡ equality and justice for the 

less fortunate in society are highlighted for their inϐluence on what I term Islamic 

FBSE ȋAlmarri & Meewellaǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Anwarǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Mulyaningsih & Ramadaniǡ ʹͲͳǢ 

Salarzehi et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ This rapidly growing literature shows the analytical and 

conceptual approach I develop in this thesis has broad applicationǡ since both 

Islamic and Christian scholarship use organisational and institutional theories to 

explore expressions of SE in a religious faith contextǤ  

Discussions and examples of FBSE are infrequently encountered in the broader 

academic and practitioner literature on SEǤ In the academic literatureǡ conceptual 

works have examined the inϐluence of religious faith on historical expressions of SE 

ȋSpearǡ ʹͲͳͲȌ and have noted faithǦbased expressions of SE in a survey of academic 

literature on religion and organization theory ȋTraceyǡ ʹ ͲͳʹȌǤ Two other works have 

proposed conceptual frameworks that characterise SE in a religious context ȋAtaideǡ 

ʹͲͳʹǢ Borquist & de Bruinǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ An empirical article by Nolan ȋʹͲͲͷȌ analyses a 

social entrepreneurǯs actions as an outworking of Ignatian spiritual disciplines 

taught by the Roman Catholic religious order known as the JesuitsǤ A multiple case 

study identiϐies responses of religious congregations in Los Angeles to the 

prevalence of HIV in their communities ȋWerberǡ Mendelǡ & Pitkin Deroseǡ ʹͲͳͶȌ 

and identiϐies their responses as faithǦbased expressions of SE based on strong 
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social capital and collaborative alliancesǤ In the practiceǦbased literatureǡ manuals 

have been produced to encourage religious congregations and individuals to use the 

process of SE to enhance their faithǦbased social engagement ȋDinhamǡ ʹͲͲǢ 

Holcomb & Parkerǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ  

Empirical studies identify religion as either a primary inϐluence on the expression 

of SE or as a secondaryǡ implicit factorǤ Empirical articles that investigate SE in an 

explicitly religious context have studied its inϐluence on the operation of individual 

ȋBorquist & de Bruinǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Moritaǡ ʹͲͳȌ and religious congregationǦbased social 

enterprises ȋNdemoǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ Religious conviction is acknowledged as an inϐluence on 

social entrepreneurial behaviour in Nigeria in a study by Omorede ȋʹͲͳͶȌǡ though 

the implications of religious faith on how SE is expressed are not exploredǤ The 

survey of research into SE in Cambodiaǡ Malaysia and South Korea cited previously 

ϐinds evidence that religions from various traditions inϐluence the enactment of SE 

ȋLyneǡ Ryuǡ Tehǡ & Moritaǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǡ a ϐinding echoed in a study of social entrepreneurs 

in Brazil ȋScheiberǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ  

An implicit and unacknowledged context of religion and religious faith is 

occasionally encountered in empirical investigations of SEǤ Research that examines 

challenges experienced by Homeboy Industries in Los Angeles observes the founder 

is a Roman Catholic priestǢ howeverǡ it neither mentions that the venture is a faithǦ

based social business nor analyses religion as a signiϐicant context in which 

Homeboy operates ȋChoi & Kiesnerǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ Religious faith is present but lurks in the 

background as an implicit and unexplored context in a conceptual article about the 

potential of SE to address unresolved social issues ȋThompsonǡ Alvyǡ & Leesǡ ʹͲͲͲȌǤ 

The same is true in empirical studies that consider the role of organizational mission 

in BǦCorp certiϐication in the US ȋHickmanǡ Byrdǡ & Hickmanǡ ʹͲͳͶȌ and that 

investigate the motivations of social entrepreneurs ȋOmoredeǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Yitshaki & 

Kroppǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ  

A largeǦscale empirical study of social entrepreneurs recognised by Ashoka and the 

Schwab Foundation also documents the inϐluence of religion on expressions of SE 

without naming these expressions as FBSE ȋChandra & Shangǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Signiϐicantlyǡ 

the authors of this article ϐind that religious beliefs and contact with religiouslyǦ
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inspired groups or social engagement initiatives encourage social entrepreneurial 

behaviour in many of the initiatives they proϐileǤ  

Finallyǡ the scholarly literature also explores fair tradeǡ microϐinance and earned 

income activity by nonǦproϐit organisations enacted in a context of religious faithǡ 

though these expressions are not categorised as FBSEǤ Fair trade is often cited as an 

expression of SE that is based on religious faith and valuesǡ especially in the early 

years of the movement ȋCaterǡ ʹͲͳǢ Doran & Nataleǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Reynoldsǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ 

Salvadorǡ Merchantǡ & Alexanderǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ Likewiseǡ microϐinance is sometimes 

enacted in a religious faith context and provides examples of FBSE without being 

labelled as such ȋFikkert & Maskǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Koku & Acquayeǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ For exampleǡ 

religiously afϐiliated microϐinance institutions were found to have stronger social 

performance in a study by Casselmanǡ Samaǡ and Stefanidis ȋʹͲͳͷȌǡ though in a 

different study they were shown to face greater funding challenges than secular 

agencies ȋZhao & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Articles that explore earned income activities 

by nonǦproϐit organisations often include in their analysis social entrepreneurial 

FBOs and religious congregationsǡ though these expressions are rarely highlighted 

as examples of FBSE ȋDees & Backmanǡ ͳͻͻͶǢ Fosterǡ ʹͲͲǢ Frumkin & AndreǦClarkǡ 

ʹͲͲͲǢ Morrisǡ Webbǡ & Franklinǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Ndemoǡ ʹͲͲǢ Pearce IIǡ Fritzǡ & Davisǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ 

Sherman & Greenǡ ʹͲͲǢ Sudǡ VanSandtǡ & Baugousǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ  

2.5.2 Christian Expressions of Faith-based Social Entrepreneurship 

Scholars and practitioners from Roman Catholic and Protestant traditions start with 

different premises when analysing and expressing SE in a Christian religious context 

ȋSpearǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ The Roman Catholic approach to social entrepreneurial behaviour is 

doctrinally basedǡ while Protestant expressions are idiosyncratic and express the 

approaches of multiple movementsǤ  

Catholic Social Teachingǡ the social doctrine of the Roman Catholic Churchǡ 

encourages faithǦbased engagement in economic and social systems based on 

human dignityǡ pursuit of the common goodǡ empowerment of the less fortunate 

ȋǮsubsidiarityǯȌ and strengthening of community ȋǮsolidarityǯȌ ȋCornwall & 

Naughtonǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ Pontiϐical Council for Justice and Peaceǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Santosǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ 

Williamsǡ ͳͻͻ͵ȌǤ Social engagement using the tools and practices of business has a 
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long history in a Catholic tradition that predates modern categorisations of SE and 

FBSE ȋBarreraǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ Several Catholic religious orders have undertaken 

entrepreneurial ventures that blend socialǡ economic and religious goalsǡ among 

them the Franciscansǡ Jesuits and Vincentians ȋBowesǡ ͳͻͻͺȌǤ Modern expressions 

of FBSE in the Roman Catholic tradition include the worldwide network of StǤ 

Vincent de Paul resale shopsǡ social enterprise initiatives sponsored by the Catholic 

Charities and Catholic Social Services organisationsǡ and the global programs of the 

Miller Center for Social Entrepreneurship at Santa Clara University in US ȋSabbaghi 

& Cavanaghǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Warnerǡ Liebermanǡ & Roussosǡ ʹͲͳȌ 

The Encyclical Letter Caritas in Veritate ȋǮLove in TruthǯȌ issued by Pope Benedict 

XVI ȋʹͲͲͻȌ is frequently cited for its application of Catholic Social Teaching to 

entrepreneurial activityǤ Signiϐicantly for my review of literatureǡ the encyclical 

frames SE in a context of religious faith and recommends alternative economic 

models like SE that incorporate social value creation from a religious perspectiveǤ 

Academic work inspired by Caritas in Veritate applies its themes of caritasǡ 

reciprocity and the logic of Ǯgratuitous giftǯ to the ϐields of business ethicsǡ faithǦ

based entrepreneurship and SE in particular ȋGrasslǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Mele  & Naughtonǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ 

McCannǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ The encyclical and its contribution to scholarship on the 

institutional logics of SE enacted in a Christian context is analysed in greater depth 

in Section ǤʹǤͶǤ 

Contemporary Protestant expressions of SE have as their starting point a late ʹͲthǦ

century movement that encourages believers to be active participants in religious 

mission activityǤ For this analysisǡ I adopt a categorization proposed by Johnson and 

Rundle ȋʹͲͲǡ pǤ ʹͳȌ that identiϐies ǲfour campsǳ within the movementǣ enterprise 

development through Ǯholistic missionǯ ȋLausanne Movementǡ ʹͲͲͷbǢ Myersǡ ͳͻͻͻȌǡ 

Ǯtentmakingǯ ȋLewisǡ ͳͻͻǢ Laiǡ ʹͲͲȌǡ Ǯmarketplace ministriesǯ ȋJohnsonǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ 

Eldredǡ ʹͲͲͻȌ and Ǯbusiness as missionǯ ȋBAMȌ ȋLausanne Movementǡ ʹͲͲͷaǢ Steffen 

& Barnettǡ ʹͲͲǢ Gort & Tunehagǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ The holistic mission Ǯcampǯ that promotes 

faithǦbased personalǡ communityǡ economic and social development has retained a 

separate identity in practiceǦbased and theological literatureǤ Howeverǡ by far the 

most active discourse in the academic and practiceǦbased literature uses the term 
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BAMǡ which has largely subsumed the tentmaking and marketplace ministries 

literaturesǤ 

The expression of Christian FBSE referred to in the practiceǦbased literature as BAM 

is of particular interest to my research ȋJohnsonǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Steffen & Barnettǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ 

Other terms used to describe BAM in the literature include Ǯbusiness for 

transformationǯ ȋLaiǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǡ Ǯtransformational venturesǯ ȋTransformational 

Venturesǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǡ Ǯfreedom businessǯ ȋFreedom Business Allianceǡ ʹͲͳͻȌ and 

Ǯkingdom businessǯ ȋYamamori & Eldredǡ ʹͲͲ͵ȌǤ Using the term ǮGreat Commission 

companyǡǯ Rundle and Steffen ȋʹͲͳͳȌ deϐine a BAM enterprise asǣ 

a socially responsible, incomeǦproducing business managed by kingdom 
professionals and created for the speciϔic purpose of glorifying God and 
promoting growth and multiplication of local churches in the least 
evangelized and leastǦdeveloped parts of the world. ȋRundle & Steffenǡ 
ʹͲͳͳǡ pǤ ͶͳȌ 

Current deϐinitions of BAM predominantly describe it as proϐitǦmaking commercial 

activity that generates revenue and employment as a vehicle for Evangelical 

Protestant mission activity in lessǦdeveloped countriesǤ This literature stream 

typically describes BAM as presenting blended economic and religious objectivesǡ 

though some deϐinitions also include the creation of social value ȋBronkema & 

Brownǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Johnsonǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ Ewert ȋʹͲͲȌǡ for exampleǡ includes social impact in 

the designation Ǯbusiness as integral missionǯ ȋemphasis in the originalȌǤ A doctoral 

thesis that investigates the motivations of BAM entrepreneurs ϐinds a similar 

blended value proposition and identiϐies economicǡ social and religious outcomesǡ 

concluding that BAM ventures are holistic enterprises engaged in transformational 

economicǡ social and spiritual change ȋBatesǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ One of the principal advocates 

for the BAM movement proposes a more expansive deϐinition that incorporates 

quadruple socialǡ economicǡ environmental and spiritual Ǯbottom linesǯ ȋGort & 

Tunehagǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Tunehagǡ ʹͲͲȌ  

Scholars in the ϐield call for more academic research into BAM and greater efforts to 

integrate its practiceǦbased and academic literature more closely with research and 

theorising about SEǤ Howeverǡ the SE and BAM literature streams are for the most 

part developing separately and in isolation from each other ȋAlbrightǡ MinǦDongǡ & 
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Rundleǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Rundleǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Rundleǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ I address this gap by bridging literature 

on BAM and SE and employ the umbrella term FBSE to provide a common ground 

for integrated research and theory buildingǤ  

2.5.3 Definition and Integrative Framework 

Three common themes emerge from my analysis of extant literatureǤ Firstǡ religious 

faith is a context that inϐluences the enactment of SE and should be recognised as 

suchǤ Secondǡ SE enacted in a context of religious faith adds religious objectives to 

the hybrid social and economic value creation proposition widely recognised as 

characteristic of the process of SEǤ The greater organisational and institutional 

complexity produced by including religious objectivesǡ thereby creating three 

Ǯbottom linesǡǯ is a commonly noted feature of FBSE and social entrepreneurial FBOsǤ 

A third and ϐinal theme is that a Christian religious context inϐluences the enactment 

of SE through biblical mandates to pursue social justiceǡ care for disadvantaged 

members of society and seek the holistic socialǡ economic and spiritual 

transformation of individuals and societiesǤ  

Based on this review of literature and my previous deϐinition of SEǡ I deϐine FBSE 

succinctly as followsǣ 

FaithǦbased social entrepreneurship is an expression of social 
entrepreneurship enacted in a distinctive context of religious faith.  
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Figure ʹ Ǥͳ encapsulates and expands on this deϐinition of FBSE and its distinguishing 

contextǤ  

Figure 2.1 
Integrative Framework of FBSE 

 
Adapted from Borquist and de Bruin ȋʹͲͳǡ pǤ ʹ͵ͳȌ 

The integrative framework I propose in Figure ʹǤͳ locates FBSE at the intersection 

of SEǡ faithǦbased entrepreneurship and faithǦbased social engagementǡ each of 

them representing different hybrid value propositionsǤ  

Social value creation is a central concept in the SE literature and apparently so 

intuitive that it is rarely deϐined ȋHlady‐Rispal & Servantieǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ Howeverǡ social 

value and its creation present signiϐicant deϐinitional and measurement challenges 

since social value is subjectiveǡ negotiated among stakeholdersǡ contingent on its 

contextsǡ heterogeneous and valuesǦbased ȋKroeger & Weberǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Youngǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ 

This literature suggests that social value is created through positive social change 

ȋStephan et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌ that fulϐils ǲbasic and longǦstanding needsǳ in society ȋCerto & 

Millerǡ ʹͲͲͺǡ pǤ ʹȌǡ promotes change in the social sector ȋDees & Backmanǡ ͳͻͻͶȌ 

or catalyses the transformation of systems that create and maintain social problems 

ȋAlvord et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Mair & MartÇ ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Waddock & Postǡ ͳͻͻͳȌǤ  
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Economic value creation and capture are central concepts in the entrepreneurship 

literature and typically measured by opportunity development leading to ϐinancial 

return and positive change in shareholder wealth ȋFriedmanǡ ʹͲͲǢ Gartnerǡ ͳͻͻͲȌǤ 

This is not to assert that commercial entrepreneurship does not create social value 

as wellǢ ratherǡ that economic value creation and capture are widely recognised as 

the overarching goal of commercial entrepreneurship ȋAustin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Bacq et 

al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ For exampleǡ Porter and Kramerǯs ȋʹͲͳͳȌ notion of Ǯshared valueǯ asserts 

that commercial enterprises create economic value by creating social valueǤ Santos 

ȋʹͲͳʹȌ echoes this claimǡ afϐirming that economic value creation improves social 

welfare through better allocation of resourcesǤ Acsǡ Boardmanǡ and McNeely ȋʹͲͳ͵Ȍ 

develop the idea of shared value further by applying Baumolǯs ȋͳͻͻͲȌ categories of 

productiveǡ unproductive and destructive entrepreneurshipǤ They conclude that 

productive entrepreneurship creates both economic and social valueǡ while 

unproductive or destructive entrepreneurship only creates economic value with no 

net gain in social valueǤ  

In contrast to social and economic value creationǡ religious value creation has yet to 

be explicitly described as such in academicǡ practiceǦbased and theological 

literatureǤ What I term religious value creation is usually implicit in the desired 

outcomes of a religious traditionǤ I contend that religious value is created when 

processes based on normative religious values and in pursuit of religiouslyǦdeϐined 

goals lead to positive change at the individualǡ organisational or societal levels of 

analysisǤ 

I represent SE in Figure ʹǤͳ as a hybrid process that incorporates a Ǯblended valueǯ 

proposition to create both social and economic valueǡ with priority given to social 

value creation ȋEmersonǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ Hlady‐Rispal & Servantieǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ McMullen & 

Warnickǡ ʹͲͳǢ Nichollsǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Zahra et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Santos ȋʹͲͳʹȌ reϐines this 

description by asserting that in SE the goal of capturing economic value in the form 

of ϐinancial proϐit is of secondary importance to developing opportunities that 

create social valueǤ  

FaithǦbased entrepreneurship in Figure ʹǤͳ is portrayed as a hybrid process that 

combines economic and religious value creation ȋDodd & Gotsisǡ ʹͲͲbǢ Gu mu sayǡ 
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ʹͲͳͷȌǤ Entrepreneurship is characteristically described as a process that prioritises 

economic value creation and capture measured by ϐinancial return and positive 

change in shareholder wealth ȋAustin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Bacq et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Religion is 

increasingly recognised as an inϐluence on entrepreneurial behaviourǡ leading to the 

conclusion that a context of religious faith characterises faithǦbased 

entrepreneurship and the blended economic and religious value proposition it 

represents ȋBusenitz & Lichtensteinǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Danaǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Smith et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ  

I identify faithǦbased social engagement in Figure ʹǤͳ as a hybrid phenomenon that 

combines social and religious value creation ȋBeaumontǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Go çmenǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Zald 

& McCarthyǡ ͳͻͻͺȌǤ FBOs meet human need and address contemporary social and 

environmental problems in a historical context of social engagement that spans 

centuries ȋBaglioniǡ ʹͲͳǢ Nepstad & Williamsǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ This engagement is based on 

normative religious mandates to address problems of povertyǡ seek social justice 

and protectǡ care for and empower disadvantaged members of societyǤ FaithǦbased 

social engagement is expressed through initiatives that promote community 

buildingǡ social inclusionǡ holistic wellbeing and economic development ȋDinham & 

Shawǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Ferguson et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Pontiϐical Council for Justice and Peaceǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ 

Finallyǡ I depict FBSE in Figure ʹǤͳ as a hybrid process that combines the processes 

and value creation propositions of SEǡ faithǦbased entrepreneurship and faithǦbased 

social engagementǤ Henceǡ FBSE pursues a hybrid mix of socialǡ commercial and 

religious value creation because of the distinctive religious faith context in which it 

is enacted ȋBorquist & de Bruinǡ ʹͲͳǢ Gu mu sayǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Ohamǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Roundy et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳȌǤ 

2.5.4 Contextual Setting and Religious Worldview 

Figure ʹǤͳ portrays FBSE as occurring in a contextual settingǤ As previously set out 

in Chapter ͳǡ this study explores the inϐluence of religious faith on the enactment of 

SE and identiϐies how faith intersects with contexts of valuesǡ gender and 

institutional logicsǤ I argue that a worldview shaped by religious faith is the 

underpinning contextual setting that deϐines FBSEǤ  
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Religious worldview is a foundational concept for understanding how FBSE is 

enactedǤ Christianity deϐines the religious worldview context for this researchǡ 

thoughǡ as noted in Chapter ͳǡ FBSE is shown to take place in and be inϐluenced by 

worldviews derived from Islam ȋAlmarri & Meewellaǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Anwarǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ 

Mulyaningsih & Ramadaniǡ ʹͲͳǢ Salarzehi et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǡ Judaism ȋBusenitz & 

Lichtensteinǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Cohen et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ Gordisǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǡ Buddhism ȋChou et al.ǡ ʹͲͳǢ 

Lyneǡ Ryuǡ Tehǡ & Moritaǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Valliereǡ ʹͲͲͺȌǡ Hinduism ȋAudretsch & Meyerǡ 

ʹͲͲͻǢ Sundarǡ ͳͻͻȌ and other religious and spiritual traditionsǤ  

Scholars in ϐields as diverse as linguisticsǡ philosophyǡ theology and the natural and 

social sciences employ the concept of worldview ȋNaugleǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǤ In its simplest 

deϐinitionǡ a worldview represents a way of looking at the worldǣ ǲa personǯs 

interpretation of reality and a basic view of lifeǳ ȋNaugleǡ ʹͲͲʹǡ pǤ ʹͲȌǤ A 

comprehensive review of the worldview literature is beyond the scope of this 

review ȋsee Naugleǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǡ so I adopt the following working deϐinitionǣ 

Our worldview forms the context within which we organize and build 
our understanding of reality. It is the presuppositions we have about the 
nature of reality, knowledge, morality, and lifeǯs meaning and purpose. 
ȋKimǡ Fisherǡ & McCalmanǡ ʹͲͲͻǡ pǤ ͳͳȌ 

A personǯs worldview is based on generally unquestioned beliefs and assumptions 

about reality and knowledge that shape personal deϐinitions of morality and the 

meaning and purpose of life ȋDanielsǡ Franzǡ & Wongǡ ʹͲͲͲǢ Kim et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ Value 

systems and priorities are embedded in this worldview and inϐluence how 

individuals make ethical and moral decisions ȋKim et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Rohanǡ ʹͲͲͲȌǤ For 

exampleǡ research suggests that male and female worldviews may differ due to the 

inϐluence of gender socialisation on value priorities and culturally determined roles 

ȋJensenǡ McGhieǡ & Jensenǡ ͳͻͻͳǢ Struchǡ Schwartzǡ & van der Klootǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǡ though 

literature on the gendered nature of values and worldviews remains controversial 

and inconclusiveǤ Since worldviews are socially constructed and contextually 

embeddedǡ the concept of worldview embodies an unavoidable tautologyǣ a person 

deϐines the features of their worldview based on their worldview ȋBerger & 

Luckmannǡ ͳͻǢ Naugleǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǤ 
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A religious worldview is distinct from other worldviews in its approach to 

ontological beliefs regarding what can ȋand cannotȌ constitute reality and 

epistemological beliefs regarding what can ȋand cannotȌ be known about that reality 

ȋYsseldykǡ Mathesonǡ & Anismanǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ Daniels et al. ȋʹͲͲͲȌ illustrate differences 

between religious and secular worldviews by situating these epistemological and 

ontological beliefs as intersecting dimensions that separate religious worldview 

types into four quadrantsǤ I have adapted their diagram as shown in Figure ʹǤʹ and 

use it for analytical purposes in this studyǤ 

Figure 2.2 
Worldviews of the Nature of Reality  

 
adapted from Daniels et al. ȋʹͲͲͲǡ pǤ ͷͶʹȌ 

In this ϐigureǡ the horizontal axis represents a continuum of two contrasting beliefs 

about reality and existence ȋontologyȌǤ The materialist position that reality is 

deϐined by physical matter is on the leftǡ while the view that what is Ǯrealǯ includes 

but transcends the material is on the rightǤ The vertical axis represents a continuum 

of opposing epistemological views of knowledgeǤ The belief that knowledge is based 

on objective facts external to the observer is on the lower sideǡ while the belief that 

knowledge is subjective and individually determined is on the upperǤ  
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The four quadrants created by these intersecting dimensions of belief about reality 

and knowledge thus represent stereotypical worldviewsǤ These distinct worldviews 

are founded on implicit assertions of faithǡ since each is based on a priori 

philosophical propositionsǤ Worldviews on the left side of the ϐigure represent 

objective materialist ȋthe ǮmodernǯȌ and subjective materialist ȋthe ǮpostǦmodernǯȌ 

worldviewsǤ I label and refer to these as Ǯsecularǯ worldviewsǤ In contrastǡ 

worldviews on the right side hold transcendent views of reality as being either 

subjectively determined ȋthe Ǯmysticalǯ worldviewȌ or objectively determined ȋthe 

Ǯtheisticǯ worldviewȌǤ I characterise and label these as Ǯspiritualǯ and Ǯreligiousǯ 

worldviewsǡ respectivelyǤ 

The difference between these two Ǯtranscendentalǯ worldviews is based on 

distinctions between spirituality and religion noted previouslyǤ To reviewǡ 

spirituality reϐlects the individual pursuit of a subjective supernatural experienceǡ 

while religion is a group activity that invokes the sacred based on universalǡ 

normative ideologies and practices ȋHill et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͲǢ Hogg et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Karakasǡ 

ʹͲͳͲȌǤ This investigation restricts its analysis to FBSE enacted in the context of a 

Ǯtheisticǯ religious worldview that recognises the existence of a supreme being or 

deityǤ Furtherǡ this Ǯtheisticǯ religious worldview is based on the monotheistic 

Abrahamic tradition recognised as the common origin of Judaismǡ Christianity and 

Islam ȋGu mu sayǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Schwartzǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǤ  

Examples from Islam and Christianity illustrate the utility of recognising the shared 

Ǯtheisticǯ worldview of the Abrahamic religions as a context in which SE is enactedǤ 

Aydin ȋʹͲͳͷȌ uses the standpoint of an Islamic worldview to contrast its ontologyǡ 

epistemology and values with the secular worldview of freeǦmarket capitalismǤ This 

article concludes that the practice of SE resonates with an Islamic worldview 

because they share compatible beliefs about social responsibility and the role of 

enterpriseǤ  

A historical study of the early Christian movement up through the Reformation by 

Dodd and Gotsis ȋʹͲͲaȌ recounts how a Christian religious worldview inϐluenced 

enterprise values and business ethics in European societiesǤ They conclude that 

during this periodǡ a Christian worldview inϐluenced beliefs about commercial 



Chapter ʹǣ Literature Review 

 ͷ 

enterprise by emphasising social welfare over individual advantage and labour as a 

humble duty that enables charity and serviceǤ Furtherǡ they argue that a Christian 

religious worldview favoured early expressions of SE dating back to Calvin in the 

ͳth century and laid the foundation for contemporary critiques of freeǦmarket 

economic theoryǤ Spear ȋʹͲͳͲȌ extends this assertion to the presentǡ noting that 

religious institutions guided by a Christian religious worldview have played a 

seminal role in creating expressions of what today is referred to as SEǤ These two 

examples drawn from Islam and Christianity illustrate the distinctive nature of 

religion as a worldview that provides a context which shapes behaviour at the 

individualǡ organisational and societal levels of analysisǤ 

Referring again to the contextual setting for the integrative framework I propose in 

Figure ʹǤͳǡ a religious worldview also intersects with contexts of normative valuesǡ 

gender and institutional logics in the enactment of FBSEǤ These contexts and their 

interactions are explored inǦdepth and analysed through empirical data in Chapters 

Ͷǡ ͷ and Ǥ Additionallyǡ the contextual setting in which FBSE is enacted is deϐined 

by omnibus inϐluences that include whatǡ whereǡ howǡ whoǡ when and why factors 

such as geographyǡ cultureǡ history and economic and political systems ȋJohnsǡ ʹ ͲͲǢ 

Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Thereforeǡ Figure ʹǤͳ is integrative rather than exclusive and is 

presented as a starting point for subsequent analysis and discussionǤ  

2.6 Chapter Conclusion 

This chapter builds upon the Ǯtheological turnǯ in entrepreneurship and organisation 

and management studies ȋDyckǡ ʹͲͳͶȌ by reviewing and analysing literature on the 

practice of SE in a religious contextǡ one of the ǲpaths less travelled for exploring the 

varied and complex SE terrainǳ ȋde Bruin & Teasdaleǡ ʹͲͳͻǡ pǤ ͳȌǤ Through this 

reviewǡ I lay a foundation for the study and its contribution to knowledge and theory 

building in SEǤ 

Four related streams of academic and practiceǦbased literature were reviewed to 

examine current knowledge of SE enacted in a religious worldview contextǤ I 

encapsulate conclusions from an analysis of these literature streams in a proposed 

deϐinition that identiϐies FBSE as the enactment of SE in a religious worldview 

contextǤ Furtherǡ I propose an integrative framework that depicts FBSE as a 
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contextuallyǦembedded process that blends socialǡ economic and religious value 

creation propositionsǤ Figure ʹǤͳ uses this concept of blended value creation to link 

FBSE to the processes of SEǡ faithǦbased entrepreneurship and faithǦbased social 

engagementǤ In so doingǡ I respond to calls for research into how a religious 

worldview inϐluences the enactment of SE ȋBusenitz & Lichtensteinǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ 

This review of academic and practiceǦbased literature on SE from the standpoint of 

the Christian religious faith is the basis for empirical examination of the process of 

FBSE using theoretical lenses of valuesǡ gender and institutional logics in Chapters 

Ͷ through Ǥ Prior to presenting and discussing empirical ϐindingsǡ the research 

approach adopted for the study is set out in Chapter ͵Ǥ 



  

3 Research Strategy: Paradigm, 
Methodology and Design  

3.1 Chapter Introduction 

The previous chapter reviewed literature that provides the foundational concepts 

that underpin my deϐinition of faithǦbased social entrepreneurship ȋFBSEȌǤ This 

chapter presents the strategy I adopted to answer the questions that motivate this 

exploratory research into the nature and characteristics of FBSEǤ I contend that 

answering these research questions requires an interpretiveǡ qualitative research 

methodology based on a social constructionist paradigm ȋCreswellǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Lindgren 

& Packendorffǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ This combination of paradigm and methodology is suited for 

building theory about social entrepreneurship ȋSEȌ and how it is enacted in the 

rarely investigated context of religious faith ȋEisenhardtǡ ͳͻͺͻǢ Eisenhardt & 

Graebnerǡ ʹͲͲǢ Pettigrewǡ ͳͻͻͲǢ Yinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ 

The social entrepreneurial organisation is the primary level of analysis identiϐied in 

this researchǤ The multiple case study design I employ ȋStakeǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ Stakeǡ ʹͲͲǢ 

Yinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌ incorporates direct observationǡ archival research and data analysis in a 

comparative study of eight social entrepreneurial organisations located in three 

countriesǤ Organisations represent faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular 

enactments of SEǡ providing opportunities to analyse data across countries and 

organisational typesǤ Analysis also investigates macro institutional and micro 

individual factors in keeping with Saebi et al. ȋʹͲͳͻȌ who deϐine SE as a multilevelǡ 

multidimensional phenomenonǤ The multilevel methodology used in the study 

responds to recommendations by Hackman ȋʹͲͲ͵Ȍ that research should Ǯbracketǯ 

the primary analysis level by examining constructs at both a higher and lower level 

in order to reveal the socialǡ organisational and individual dynamics involvedǤ 

The following two sections present the paradigmǡ methodology and design that 

deϐine the research strategy used in this investigation ȋCreswellǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Crucial 

ethical issues considered in the research methodology are then identiϐiedǡ and 

details on the cases and their selection are presentedǤ Data collection and analysis 
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methods are deϐinedǡ and the chapter concludes with a summary that leads to the 

ϐirst empirical examination of FBSE in Chapter ͶǤ  

3.2 Research Paradigm 

Research paradigms are described in the literature from both practical and 

philosophical perspectivesǤ The practical view is represented by Kuhn ȋͳͻͲȀʹͲͳʹǡ 

pǤ ͅ Ȍǡ who deϐines a paradigm as ǲa shared commitment to follow the same rules and 

standards in scientiϐic researchǤǳ Guba and Lincoln ȋͳͻͻͶȌ offer the philosophical 

perspective thatǣ  

A paradigm may be viewed as a set of basic beliefs ȋor metaphysicsȌ that 
deals with ultimates or ϔirst principles. It represents a worldview that 
deϔines, for its holder, the nature of the Ǯworld,ǯ the individualǯs place in 
it, and the range of possible relationships to that world and its parts, as, 
for example, cosmologies and theologies do. Guba and Lincoln ȋͳͻͻͶǡ pǤ 
ͳͲȌ 

Uniting these two viewsǡ the research paradigm I adopt describes my position on 

questions of ontology ȋthe nature of reality and the deϐinition of what is Ǯrealǯ and 

knowableȌǡ epistemology ȋthe nature of knowledge and the deϐinition of what are 

ǮfactsǯȌ and methodology ȋthe principles for creating knowledge through researchȌ 

ȋBurrell & Morganǡ ͳͻͻȀʹͲͳǢ Gubaǡ ͳͻͻͲǢ Guba & Lincolnǡ ͳͻͻͶǢ Lindgren & 

Packendorffǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Suǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ A set of fundamental a priori beliefs accepted to be 

true as a matter of faith underpins answers to these questions of ontologyǡ 

epistemology and methodology ȋGubaǡ ͳͻͻͲȌǤ Thereforeǡ no particular research 

paradigm can be privileged over another except to the degree it is more appropriate 

to the worldview of the researcher and the aims of the inquiryǤ  

3.2.1 An Interpretivist, Constructivist Paradigm 

Guba and Lincoln ȋͳͻͻͶȌ identify an investigationǯs research paradigm as an 

expression of the worldview the researcher brings to the research taskǤ Research for 

this thesis was conducted following a paradigm referred to as constructivism or 

social constructionism ȋBerger & Luckmannǡ ͳͻǢ Grandyǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Lincoln & Gubaǡ 

ͳͻͺͷǢ Schwandtǡ ͳͻͻͶȌǤ I chose an interpretivistǡ constructivist paradigm since it 

offers a better ϐit with the research aims of this study and my worldview as 
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researcherǤ This paradigm was chosen over the critical realist or 

pragmaticȀparticipatory paradigms also used in the social sciences and in contrast 

to the positivist or postpositivist paradigm used predominantly in the physical 

sciences ȋCreswellǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ  

Constructivism is founded on the belief that reality is subjectiveǡ a perspective 

termed ontological relativityǤ Ontological relativity holds that ǲall tenable 

statements about existence depend on a worldviewǡ and no worldview is uniquely 

determined by empirical or sense data about the worldǳ ȋPattonǡ ʹͲͳͷǡ pǤ ͳʹʹȌǤ The 

constructivist assertion that reality is subjective and socially constructed contrasts 

with a positivist and postpositivist Ǯrealismǯ that claims an objective reality exists 

and can be empirically discovered ȋLincoln & Gubaǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Furtherǡ constructivism 

adopts a transactional epistemology that believes knowledge is subjectively created 

and validated in the interactions between researcher and researchedǡ and is thus 

shaped and mediated by values ȋGuba & Lincolnǡ ͳͻͻͶȌǤ The assertion that 

knowledge is contextually embedded and socially constructed is juxtaposed with a 

positivist and postpositivist epistemology that researcher and researched are 

distinct entities and that contextual inϐluences must be eliminated to gain Ǯtrueǯ 

knowledge about realityǤ 

The research paradigm used in this investigation of FBSE reϐlects a constructivist 

perspective modiϐied by realismǡ a position taken by many researchers in the ϐield 

of SE ȋLehner & Kansikasǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ This modiϐication of a purely subjective 

constructivist paradigm is consistent with the Ǯtheisticǯ worldview I hold as 

researcher that afϐirms a transcendent view of reality and the belief that this reality 

is objectively knowableǡ albeit within limits ȋsee Section ʹǤͷǤͶȌǤ  

Synthesising principles enumerated by scholars in the ϐield ȋCreswellǡ ʹ ͲͳͶǢ Grandyǡ 

ʹͲͳͺǢ Lincoln & Gubaǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Pattonǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǡ the constructivist paradigm I employ 

suggests thatǣ 

x Individuals create subjective understandings of reality as they interpret their 

social worldǡ implying that multiple realities existǢ 

x These social realities are constructed through perceptionǡ experience and 

interactionsǢ 
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x Social realities are Ǯrealǯ and Ǯtrueǯ insofar as their consequences are regarded 

as Ǯrealǯ and ǮtrueǯǢ  

x The research process interprets and creates both reality and knowledge in 

the interaction between researcher and research participantsǤ 

3.2.2 Role of the Researcher 

The research paradigm I apply in this study is interpretive in that it acknowledges 

the role and inϐluence of the researcher as the principal instrument used to gather 

and analyse data ȋCreswellǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Lincoln & Gubaǡ ͳͻͺͷȌǤ Since research conducted 

using an interpretive paradigm is conducted from a particular point of viewǡ the 

paradigm recognises and incorporates the valuesǡ biases and experiences of the 

researcher ȋStutz & Sachsǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ My background as researcher shapes the direction 

and interpretation of the data presented in this thesisǡ requiring reϐlexivity and a 

recognition that my positionality is an integral part of this research ȋCorlett & Mavinǡ 

ʹͲͳͺǢ Creswellǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Awareness of my background and worldview also helps the 

reader evaluate the validity of the truth claims I make ȋCopeǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǤ  

For this reasonǡ Section ͳǤʹ presents my journey to the thesis and its research 

questionsǤ My approach and interpretations are shaped by my social position as a 

male of European ethnicity acculturated by my upbringing in a middleǦclass family 

in the Paciϐic Northwest region of the United StatesǤ Privileges of higher education 

and the opportunity to engage in a variety of work and travel experiences further 

shape my position as a researcherǤ My Christian faith provides me with a Ǯtheisticǯ 

worldview ȋDaniels et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͲǢ Kim et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǡ deϐines my sense of life purpose 

and calling ȋDik & Duffyǡ ʹͲͲͻȌ and determines the nature of my professional workǤ  

My past experiences and connections also inϐluence this researchǤ Experience with 

faithǦbased organisations ȋFBOsȌ engaged in community and economic 

development and with various expressions of SE in Global South countries 

contribute to how I identify the research problemǡ settings and participantsǡ collect 

data and then interpret itǤ My connections give me privileged access to the 

phenomenon of FBSE enacted in a Christian setting and worldviewǤ I also beneϐit 

from prior experience with four of the eight organisations participating in this 

researchǤ This privileged access is both an advantage and a disadvantageǡ and I have 
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adopted measures to mitigate the disadvantages as presented in Section ͵ ǤͶǤ Section 

ǤͶ also discusses my role as researcher in its analysis of potential limitations to the 

validity and generalisability of study ϐindingsǤ 

3.3 Research Methodology and Design 

In addition to deϐining positions taken on ontology and epistemologyǡ a research 

strategy also describes the methodology and design used to conduct the 

investigation ȋCreswellǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Gubaǡ ͳͻͻͲǢ Guba & Lincolnǡ ͳͻͻͶȌǤ This section 

presents the qualitative and practice methodologies I employ and the comparative 

multiple case study research design upon which the research is basedǤ  

3.3.1 Qualitative Inquiry 

I adopted a qualitative methodology due to its constructivist deϐinitions of ontology 

and epistemology and the exploratory nature of the studyǯs research questionsǤ The 

purpose of qualitative research is ǲto explore the generalǡ complex set of factors 

surrounding the central phenomenon and present the broadǡ varied perspectives or 

meanings that participants holdǳ ȋCreswellǡ ʹͲͳͶǡ pǤ ͳͶͲȌǤ The beneϐit of qualitative 

inquiry for this study ǲlies in its capacity to provide insightsǡ rich detailsǡ and thick 

descriptionsǳ ȋJack & Andersonǡ ʹͲͲʹǡ pǤ Ͷ͵ȌǤ  

Qualitativeǡ interpretive methodologies based on a constructivist paradigm are 

increasingly recommended in the wider ϐield entrepreneurship researchǡ one that 

has been traditionally dominated by quantitative research based on a positivist or 

postǦpositivist paradigm ȋDana & Danaǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǤ Qualitative research is recognised to 

be better suited for ǲcapturing the richness and diversity of the contextȋsȌǳ in which 

entrepreneurship occurs ȋWelterǡ ʹͲͳͳǡ pǤ ͳȌǤ Understanding entrepreneurship 

as a multilevelǡ contextually embedded process requires a constructivist research 

paradigm that embraces the diversity of its expressions and inϐluencesǡ thereby 

contributing to theory building ȋDowningǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ DrakopoulouǦDoddǡ Pretǡ & Shawǡ 

ʹͲͳǢ Lindgren & Packendorffǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ An inquiry into the role of values in 

entrepreneurial behaviour by Kirkley ȋʹͲͳȌ provides a ϐitting example of 

entrepreneurship research using a qualitative research paradigm similar to mineǤ 

The study identiϐies a speciϐic value set associated with entrepreneurial behaviour 
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through research based on an interpretiveǡ constructivist paradigm that recognises 

values as socially determinedǡ subjective and revealed through narrativeǤ 

A qualitative methodology is widely used to investigate the multiple dimensions and 

expressions of SE ȋde Bruin & Teasdaleǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ A frequently cited article by Nicholls 

ȋʹͲͳͲȌ concludes that SE research reϐlects a Ǯmultidisciplinary contestǯ and is in a 

ǮpreǦparadigmatic stateǯ because it lacks an established research paradigmǤ Lehner 

and Kansikas ȋʹͲͳ͵Ȍ respond to this challenge in a systematic review of literature 

that examines the ontological and epistemological perspectives applied to empirical 

research into SEǤ They conclude that SE research does indeed have an established 

research paradigmǡ one that views SE as voluntarily constructed through narrative 

and political processesǤ Lehner and Kansikas ȋʹͲͳ͵Ȍ ϐind that the predominant 

approach guiding SE research to date is characterised by a constructivistȀrealist 

ontologyǡ a hermeneutic and structuralist epistemology and an interpretive 

structuralist research methodologyǤ 

FBSE is a relatively unexplored area of academic inquiryǢ henceǡ I have adopted an 

interpretivisticǡ qualitative methodology ȋCreswellǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Pattonǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ This 

methodology is used because the concept of FBSE is Ǯimmatureǯ and needs to be 

exploredǡ previous research and theory are lacking and the critical variables are 

unknown ȋCreswellǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Morseǡ ͳͻͻͳȌǤ Consequentlyǡ I conduct research within 

an inductive Ǯcontext of discoveryǯ rather than a deductive Ǯcontext of justiϐicationǯ 

that conϐirms or disproves an existing theoretical framework ȋCopeǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ Guba & 

Lincolnǡ ͳͻͻͶǢ HoyningenǦHueneǡ ͳͻͺǢ Schickore & Steinleǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ  

The data I seek regarding FBSE is contained in the experiences and perspectives of 

persons directly involved in itǤ Thereforeǡ the research task is to listen carefully to 

its practitioners ȋPattonǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ The qualitative methodology I employ aims to 

develop a complexǡ holistic account of FBSE using the diverse perspectives of 

practitioners interpreted through multiple theoretical lenses ȋDana & Danaǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ 

Creswellǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ I gathered data in a natural setting by talking to practitionersǡ 

studying their organisations over time and integrating multiple data sourcesǤ The 

methodology was also ϐlexible and emergent during the dataǦgathering phase as 

new information and issues surfacedǤ In data analysisǡ I attempt to give primacy to 



Chapter ͵ǣ Research Strategy 

 ͵ 

the meanings participants assign to their activity rather than imposing meanings 

derived from the literature or my experience ȋLincoln & Gubaǡ ͳͻͺͷȌǤ Consequentlyǡ 

reϐlexivity is an integral part of my practice of qualitative research ȋCorlett & Mavinǡ 

ʹͲͳͺȌǤ Analysis of qualitative data proceeded inductively and deductively and 

incorporated applicable theory through a process described in greater detail in 

Section ͵ǤǤʹǤ 

3.3.2 Practice Perspective 

I adopt a practice perspective ȋChalmers & Shawǡ ʹͲͳȌ to investigate the context 

and enactment of FBSEǤ A practice perspective has been applied to gain insights into 

each of the focus areas for this thesisǣ entrepreneurship ȋde Clercq & Voronovǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ 

Gartnerǡ Stamǡ Thompsonǡ & Verduynǡ ʹͲͳȌǡ SE ȋKannampuzha & Hockertsǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ 

Mair et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͳʹǢ Ormistonǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǡ the sociology of religion and gender ȋNeitzǡ ʹ ͲͲͶȌ 

and the inϐluence of religious faith on business activity ȋWernerǡ ʹͲͲͺȌǤ I respond to 

a call from Welter et al. ȋʹͲͳǡ pǤ ͵ͳͳȌ for research that explores ǲeverydayǳ 

expressions of entrepreneurship by incorporating a practice perspective that 

locates entrepreneurship in ǲa broader context of reasonsǡ purposesǡ and values for 

why and how entrepreneurship emergesǤǳ  

The shift from viewing social phenomena as static concepts to viewing them as lived 

experiences implies a change in languageǡ a change observable in recent studies of 

entrepreneurship and SEǤ A practice approach to research emphasises that practices 

are active and constitutive by describing the phenomena of interest using gerunds 

rather than nounsǣ organising rather than organisation ȋFeldman & Orlikowskiǡ 

ʹͲͳͳǢ Jarzabkowski & Paul Speeǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǡ entrepreneuring rather than 

entrepreneurship ȋJohannissonǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Steyaertǡ ʹͲͲȌ and social entrepreneuring 

rather than SE ȋAndersonǡ Younisǡ Hashimǡ & Airǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Johannissonǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ While I 

will continue to refer to SE and FBSE in order to maintain consistency with the 

literatureǡ it would be more accurate to describe the focus of this investigation as 

Ǯsocial entrepreneuring in a religious faith contextǤǯ  

Contextǡ orǡ to be more accurateǡ Ǯcontextualisingǡǯ is an essential analytical theme in 

my investigationǡ since ǲpractice occurs within a coexistent and ϐluid interplay 

between contextsǳ ȋJarzabkowskiǡ ʹͲͲͶǡ pǤ ͷͶʹȌǤ A focus on everyday activities in 
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this research emphasizes that social practices like entrepreneurship are 

contextually embedded ȋChalmers & Shawǡ ʹͲͳǢ Corradi et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ 

In line with a practice perspectiveǡ I investigate the context of religious faith as ǲlived 

religionǳǣ a social activity constructed and reinforced through everyday actions 

rather than philosophies based on theological afϐirmations and creeds ȋHallǡ ͳͻͻǢ 

McGuireǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Wuthnowǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ The setting of this study in developing countries 

of the Global South also suggests the importance of a practice perspectiveǡ as it is 

well suited to exploring the lived experiences and everyday activities of 

disadvantaged or stigmatised population groups ȋDrakopoulouǦDoddǡ Pretǡ & Shawǡ 

ʹͲͳǢ Lysaght et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Teasdaleǡ Steinerǡ & Royǡ ʹͲʹͲȌǤ 

3.3.3 Comparative Multiple Case Study Design 

I chose a multiple case study research design ȋStakeǡ ʹ ͲͲͷǢ Stakeǡ ʹ ͲͲȌ because this 

design is appropriate for investigating complex social phenomena and inductively 

developing generalisable theoretical conclusions ȋEisenhardt & Graebnerǡ ʹͲͲǢ 

Pettigrewǡ ͳͻͻͲȌǤ A case study is deϐined as ǲan empirical inquiry that investigates 

a contemporary phenomenon ȋthe ǮcaseǯȌ inǦdepth and within its realǦworld contextǡ 

especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and context may not be 

clearly evidentǳ ȋYinǡ ʹͲͳͶǡ pǤ ͳȌǤ FBSE represents an Ǯextremeǯ or Ǯedgeǯ 

phenomenon particularly useful for building theory from case studies ȋEisenhardt 

& Graebnerǡ ʹͲͲǢ Pettigrewǡ ͳͻͻͲȌǤ Multiple case study research is particularly 

appropriate when investigating a complex social process such as FBSE that occurs 

at different locations not linked organisationally or programmatically ȋCreswellǡ 

ʹͲͳͶǢ Stakeǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ  

As noted previouslyǡ the comparative multiple case study design I employ 

investigates FBSE as a multidimensionalǡ multilevel phenomenon ȋCaronnaǡ Pollackǡ 

& Scottǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ Organisations are the primary level of analysisǡ and thus deϐine the 

Ǯcasesǯ exploredǡ though individual and societal dynamics are also considered in 

recognition that SE is a multilevel phenomenon ȋSaebi et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ 

Entrepreneurship research increasingly recognises the utility of a case study design 

for expanding knowledge and building theory ȋPerren & Ramǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ Case studies 

have been used to explore diverse topics in entrepreneurship such as the discovery 
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of opportunities ȋShaneǡ ʹͲͲͲȌǡ social value creation ȋKorsgaard & Andersonǡ ʹ ͲͳͳȌǡ 

spirituality ȋGanzin et al.ǡ ʹͲʹͲȌǡ the inϐluence of gender identities ȋGarcÇ a & Welterǡ 

ʹͲͳͳȌǡ the inϐluence of institutional logics ȋSpedale & Watsonǡ ʹͲͳͶȌ and 

institutional entrepreneurship ȋGreenwood & Suddabyǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ  

Empirical research into the enactment of SE frequently uses case studies to 

investigate its characteristicsǡ gendered natureǡ institutional logics and valuesǤ Case 

studies are used in seminal works that explore aspects of SE such as its social change 

and transformation objectives ȋAlvord et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Luke & Chuǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ȍǡ and the 

distinct ways opportunities are identiϐied and developed ȋCorner & Hoǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ 

Perriniǡ Vurroǡ & Costanzoǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Robinsonǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ Crucial contributions to 

understanding SE as a gendered process have come from case studies of social 

entrepreneurial organisations in Global South countries ȋCherrier et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Datta 

& Gaileyǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Haugh & Talwarǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Signiϐicant insights into the institutional 

logics of SE and how organisations respond to multipleǡ conϐlicting logic 

prescriptions have been gained through research based on case studies ȋBattilana & 

Doradoǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Hockertsǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Maibom & Smithǡ ʹͲͳǢ Mair & MartÇ ǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ 

Mitzinneck & Besharovǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Pache & Santosǡ ʹͲͳ͵bȌǤ Finallyǡ the scarce literature 

that explores expressions of FBSE is primarily based on case studies of social 

entrepreneurial FBOs ȋAldersonǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Ndemoǡ ʹͲͲǢ Nicolopoulouǡ Chellǡ & 

KarataşǦOǆ zkanǡ ʹͲͲǢ Ohamǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Omoredeǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Perritonǡ ʹͲͳǢ Roundy et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳǢ Werber et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ 
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Research conducted for this thesis applies the multiple case replication design 

ȋStakeǡ ʹͲͲǢ Yinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌ illustrated in Figure ͵ǤͳǤ 

Figure 3.1 
Case Study Procedure 

 
Adapted from Yin ȋʹͲͳͶǡ pǤ ͲȌ 

A replication design views individual case studies as discrete experimentsǡ each case 

contributing data that conϐirms or disconϐirms emergent relationshipsǤ A series of 

case studies is therefore analogous to multiple experiments that together contribute 

to theory building ȋEisenhardtǡ ͳͻͺͻǢ Yinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ As depicted in Figure ͵Ǥͳǡ the 

multiple case study design I employ began with the creation of an initial set of 

research questions and theoretical lensesǤ A sampling method was developedǡ cases 

were selected and data collection protocols designed as presented in Section ͵ǤͷǤ 

Data collection through desk research and ϐieldwork together with concurrent data 

analysis were carried out according to procedures detailed in Section ͵Ǥǡ 

concluding with an individual case report that was reviewed and validated by each 

organisationǤ CrossǦcase analyses using the theoretical lenses of valuesǡ gender and 

institutional logics were created and form the basis for ϐindings reported in 

Chapters Ͷ through Ǥ Synthesis of data and ϐindings across cases and theoretical 

lenses are the foundation for research conclusions presented in Chapter Ǥ 
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3.4 Ethical Considerations 

Ethical considerations are at the heart of the research process I adopt and an 

integral part of all its phasesǡ especially because its qualitative approach involves 

human participants ȋPattonǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Websterǡ Lewisǡ & Brownǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ In addition to 

crucial moral and legal aspectsǡ ethical conduct in research has a direct bearing on 

the quality and validity of research ϐindings ȋCreswellǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Yinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ  

Massey Universityǯs Code of Ethical Conduct for Research, Teaching and Evaluations 

Involving Human Participants applies to my research and is followed strictly in its 

design and methodologyǤ The Universityǯs Human Research Ethics Committee 

reviewed the ethical implications of this studyǯs research design and found that it 

complies with the guidelines for ǲlow riskǳ certiϐication ȋnotiϐication number 

ͶͲͲͲͲͳͷͺͶǡ dated ʹͶ March ʹͲͳȌǤ A copy of this certiϐication is provided in 

Appendix BǤ 

Ethical issues have been considered in my research during all phases of designǡ 

participant selectionǡ data collectionǡ data analysisǡ reporting and data storage 

ȋCreswellǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Scholars and standardǦsetting bodies broadly agree on the 

principles of ethical research ȋCreswellǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Kvaleǡ ʹͲͲǢ Pattonǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Websterǡ 

Lewisǡ & Brownǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǡ and based on this literature I have incorporated the 

following measuresǣ 

x Positive purposeǣ this study aims to create social beneϐit for participantsǡ 

practitioners and the academic communityǢ 

x Sensitivity to ethical considerationsǣ I attended my universityǯs research 

ethics seminar and incorporated guidance from literature on the unique 

ethical challenges of qualitative case study researchǢ 

x Informed consentǣ research objectives and methodology were explained 

verbally and in writing to potential participantsǡ who received and 

voluntarily signed a consent form that provided information on their rights 

as participantsǤ The participant information sheet is shown in Appendix C 

and Appendix D presents the consent formǤ Copies of the consent form signed 

by each participant are available on requestǢ 
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x Respect for conϔidentiality and anonymityǣ participants were given the option 

to remain anonymous andǡ in each caseǡ gave me permission to use their real 

names and those of their organisationsǢ  

x Risk assessment and safetyǣ potentially adverse consequences and sensitive 

areas of information were identiϐied with participants so that data gatheringǡ 

analysis and reporting could be done in a way that respects their rightsǡ 

needsǡ values and desiresǢ 

x Veriϔicationǣ participants reviewed and suggested corrections to case reports 

on their organisations and received a copy of the ϐinal corrected versionǢ 

x Reciprocity and beneϔicenceǣ participants received a small thankǦyou gift item 

after interviews were conductedǤ Following the interviews and in 

subsequent communicationǡ I responded to requests from participants for 

advice and counsel about the operational challenges they were facingǤ On two 

occasionsǡ I responded to a request from Samaritana to offer seminars for 

staff members on the principles and practice of FBSEǤ 

Additional ethical issues were considered in the research design due to the unique 

crossǦgender and crossǦcultural settings in which it was conductedǤ My social 

identity and position is as a male doctoral researcher of European descent coming 

from a New Zealand universityǤ In contrastǡ participants are women leaders of social 

entrepreneurial organisations located in the Global South countries of the 

Philippinesǡ Thailand and VietnamǤ Thereforeǡ the design and conduct of my 

research also considers the intersection of these contexts in their social and 

representational dimensionsǡ requiring a high degree of reϐlexivity on my part 

ȋRodriguezǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ  

Research that crosses the boundaries of social positioning in genderǡ ethnicityǡ 

culture and social class is not inherently inappropriate on ethical groundsǤ Such 

research can generate valuable insights for both researchers and participants andǡ 

when done sensitivelyǡ crossǦboundary research can empower participants and 

provide valuable opportunities for reϐlection ȋScheyvens & Leslieǡ ʹͲͲͲȌǤ My 

experiences living in Global South countries and my professional work empowering 

organisations and communities in these locations have made me acutely aware of 
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the power imbalances that arise due to genderǡ colonisation and globalisationǤ In 

responseǡ I seek through this doctoral research to recognise a multiplicity of 

perspectivesǡ engage participants and give them a voice by prioritising their lived 

experiences in a way that is respectful and culturally informed ȋBell & Kothiyalǡ 

ʹͲͳͺǢ Weston & Imasǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ These considerations form part of the ethical practice 

of research applied in this studyǤ 

3.5 Sampling and Cases 

This section presents the rationale for case selection and describes the 

organisations and country settings from which data were gatheredǤ Information on 

sampling method and the organisations selected for study provides the background 

for ϐindings reported in Chapters Ͷ through Ǥ 

3.5.1 Sampling  

My goal was to construct a set of cases reϐlecting balanceǡ varietyǡ relevance to the 

study topic and opportunity to learnǡ rather than to identify a representative sample 

based on attributes ȋStakeǡ ʹͲͲǢ Yinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ As recommended by Pettigrew ȋͳͻͻͲȌǡ 

participating organizations were sufϐiciently different from each other to explore 

the phenomenon ȋthey are faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secularǢ forǦproϐit and 

nonǦproϐitǡ in various national settingsȌ yet sufϐiciently similar in the social 

problems they address and the religious faith tradition they incorporate to produce 

valid crossǦgroup and withinǦgroup ϐindingsǤ Selected organizations were matureǡ 

ensuring they would have sufϐicient experience in enacting SEǤ  

Case selection was based on a nonǦprobability purposeful sampling method 

appropriate for an instrumental multipleǦcase comparative study such as this 

ȋStakeǡ ʹͲͲǢ Pattonǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ As recommended for a multiple case study designǡ cases 

were selected using a replication logic in contrast to a sampling logic based on 

characteristics and the goal of representativeness ȋEisenhardt & Graebnerǡ ʹͲͲǢ 

Yinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Organisations engaged in social entrepreneurial initiatives were 

separated into faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular groups in order to produce 

crossǦcase ϐindings within groups ȋliteral replicationȌ and comparative ϐindings 

between groups ȋtheoretical replicationȌǡ thereby improving the validity and 



Chapter ͵ǣ Research Strategy 

 ͺͲ 

generalisability of conclusions drawn from the data ȋYinǡ ʹ ͲͳͶȌǤ Cases were selected 

to create matched pairsǡ making it possible to compare equal numbers of cases 

based on differences between theoretically relevant predictorsǡ referred to as Ǯcase 

controlǯ ȋJohnsǡ ͳͻͻͳȌǤ The ϐinal number of cases studied was chosen to ϐit within 

the range of four to ten deemed sufϐicient to develop valid theoretical 

generalisations from multiple case study research ȋCopeǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ Eisenhardtǡ ͳͻͺͻǢ 

Stakeǡ ͳͻͻͶȌ 

My prior professional relationships provided the opportunity for special access to 

social entrepreneurial organizations in Southeast Asian countriesǡ and candidates 

were initially identiϐied within this groupǤ Internet searches were conducted to 

identify other potential candidates in these countriesǡ and these were added to 

constitute the ϐinal pool of organisationsǤ To make data collection and analysis 

manageableǡ I limited the pool to social entrepreneurial organisations located in the 

Philippinesǡ Thailand and Vietnam and the expression of religion to the Christian 

faithǤ This delimitation of scope is not to suggest that organisations in other 

countries or those motivated by other religious faiths are less interesting or 

importantǤ Ratherǡ these delimitations were made to control the scope of the 

investigationǡ take advantage of privileged access and insights I bring to the research 

task and better focus the ϐindingsǤ 

Cases selected for the study were chosen in a twoǦstage screening procedure based 

on criteria that deϐine a potential candidate organisation ȋYinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Criteria used 

wereǣ 

x Religious faith orientation  

x Enterprise sector  

x Beneϐiciaries of the enterprise  

x Type of enterprise 

x Geographic location 

x Similarity to other candidate organisations  

x Uniqueness and opportunity for learning 

x Opportunity for special access 
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In the ϐirst stage of case selectionǡ the pool of candidate organisations was 

constructed and recorded in a matrix that identiϐied organisational characteristics 

of interestǤ Organisations were then selected and a list was generated that provided 

balance and variety within and across countries based on these criteriaǤ In the 

second stageǡ leaders of the candidate organisations were contacted and invited to 

participate in the researchǤ A copy of the participant information sheet sent to each 

candidate organisation is provided in Appendix CǤ As organisations accepted or 

declined the invitationsǡ further adjustments were made to the list in order to 

maintain the matched pairs that provide literal and theoretical replicationǤ The 

initial group of conϐirmed participants included a faithǦbased and a secular 

organisation pair in the Philippinesǡ Thailand and Vietnamǡ for a total of sixǤ  

The emergent nature of qualitative research provided the opportunity to add two 

more cases from the Philippines during the selection processǤ Upon reviewing the 

pool of candidatesǡ I discovered that some social entrepreneurial organisations in 

the Philippines identiϐied through internet research were secularǡ yet their founderǦ

leaders claimed to be inspired by the Christian religious faith to engage in SEǤ It 

became clear that my binary faithǦbased vsǤ secular categorisation did not capture 

the nuanced inϐluence of religious faith on the enactment of SEǤ The predominantly 

Christian cultural and religious heritage of the Philippines provides a favourable 

environment for this organisation type andǡ as a resultǡ I recruited two additional 

organisations that I categorise as ǮfaithǦinspiredǤǯ 

3.5.2 Cases 

By the end of the sampling processǡ I had selected and recruited eight organisations 

located in three countriesǣ the Philippinesǡ Thailand and VietnamǤ These countries 

provide a range of culturalǡ political and religious environments in which SE is 

enactedǡ thereby improving the generalisability of ϐindingsǤ A matched pair 

comparative case design ȋHockertsǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Pache & Santosǡ ʹͲͳ͵bȌ afforded 

opportunity to analyse crossǦgroup and withinǦgroup data about how these 

organisations engage in SE across different nationalǡ cultural and religious 

situationsǤ The ϐinal selection of cases and their categories is shown in Table ͵ǤͳǤ 
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Table 3.1 
Categorisation of Cases 

Countries  
(total organisations) 

Faith-based Faith-inspired Secular 

Philippines ȋͶȌ Samaritana Jacinto & Lirio 
KKHC 

Habi 

Thailand ȋʹȌ Thai Village  WEAVE 

Vietnam ȋʹȌ Bright Solutions  CSRD 

The Philippinesǡ Thailand and Vietnam are the national settings for matched pairs 

of faithǦbased and secular organisationsǤ An additional pair of faithǦinspired 

organisations is located in the Philippinesǡ providing a third organisational category 

and further opportunity for comparative analysis based on literal and theoretical 

replicationǤ Detailed information on the organisations that agreed to participate in 

the research is furnished in Table ͵ǤʹǤ 
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The locations of the social entrepreneurial organisations I studied in the Philippinesǡ 

Thailand and Vietnam are shown on a map in Appendix FǤ These organisations 

respond to similar social challenges that include rural and urban povertyǡ 

environmental degradationǡ unemploymentǡ lack of formal education and vocational 

skillsǡ human trafϐickingǡ and discrimination against womenǡ minorities and 

vulnerable members of society ȋBidet & Defourneyǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Jahanǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Howeverǡ 

the socioǦpolitical realities and religious situations of each country varyǤ 

The recent history of Vietnamǡ a majority Buddhist countryǡ is marked by the 

founding in ͳͻ of the Communist PartyǦled Socialist Republic of Vietnamǡ based 

on the ideology that the state should be the single entity responsible for meeting 

citizen needsǤ Economic reforms undertaken in ͳͻͺ were designed to create a 

ǮsocialistǦoriented market economyǡǯ encourage foreign investment and 

entrepreneurial activityǡ reduce state social services and subsidiesǡ and encourage 

social beneϐit activity by nonǦproϐit and private sector organizationsǤ Neverthelessǡ 

in ʹͲͳͷǡ ͷΨ of the poorest quintile of Vietnamǯs population received state and 

private social assistance beneϐitsǤ In contrastǡ poverty alleviation measures by state 

and private agencies reached only ͷΨ of this population segment in the 

Philippinesǡ a predominantly Christian countryǡ and in Thailand where ͻͻΨ of 

eligible Thai citizens in this quintile received stateǦsponsored social assistance 

beneϐits ȋJahanǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Howeverǡ in majority Buddhist Thailand the plight of those 

who remain ineligible for state assistance Ȃ refugees from neighbouring Myanmar 

and migrant ethnic minority groups from Laosǡ China and Myanmar ȋcollectively 

referred to as Ǯhill tribesǯȌ Ȃ is an added challengeǤ  

In the Philippinesǡ I studied secular organization Habi Footwearǡ faithǦinspired 

organisations Jacinto & Lirio and Katutubong Kamay Handicrafts Companyǡ and FBO 

Samaritana Transformation MinistriesǤ Habi Footwear ȋwhose company name 

derives from the Tagalog word Ǯhabiǡǯ meaning Ǯto weaveǯȌ is the business name of 

Sosyal Revolutionǡ IncǤǡ a forǦproϐitǡ privately held corporation based in ManilaǤ 

Initially conceived as a group thesis project by six students enrolled at Ateneo de 

Manila Universityǡ Habi manufactures and sells footwear made from Ǯupcycledǯ tǦ

shirt remnantsǡ recycled tires and jute ϐibre and markets it to fashionǦconscious and 
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environmentally aware local and international consumersǤ Habi addresses 

problems of poverty and exploitation by adding value to mats woven from fabric 

remnants by women in lowǦincome neighbourhoodsǡ reducing the solid waste that 

enters landϐillsǡ promoting social involvement and responsible consumption by its 

customers and encouraging national prideǤ I categorise Habi as a secular 

organisation because it does not identify religious faith as inspiration for its 

engagement in SEǡ nor do its foundersǤ Organisational type deϐined by the degree of 

inϐluence exerted by religious faith was deϐined in Section ͳǤ͵ǤʹǤ  

Jacinto & Lirio produces and markets ethically and sustainably produced bagsǡ 

walletsǡ journals and planners made from locallyǦsourced materialsǤ The primary 

raw material in its products is Ǯplant leatherǯ made from water hyacinth ȋan invasive 

aquatic plant that clogs lakes and rivers in the PhilippinesȌǤ Company goals are to 

transform a Ǯpestǯ into stylish products that emphasise responsible consumption 

and national prideǡ remediate environmental impacts by clearing waterways and 

empower affected communities through sustainable livelihoods and social 

development programmes that alleviate povertyǤ Jacinto & Lirio is categorised as a 

faithǦinspired organisation because its founders identify religious faith as their 

personal inspiration for the ventureǡ though the organisation does not incorporate 

religious practices in its operationǤ 

Katutubong Kamay Handicrafts Company ȋKKHCȌ engages in the designǡ production 

and sale of fashion jewellery based on traditional materials and handicraft skills of 

the Ati Indigenous people group living on Guimaras Island in the central Philippines 

and the Matigsalug Indigenous people of Mindanao Island in the southern 

PhilippinesǤ The organisation takes its name from the Tagalog phrase Ǯkatutubong 

kamayǯ meaning native or Indigenous hand andǡ by extensionǡ Indigenous 

handicraftsǤ KKHC sells these items at handicraft bazaar events in Metro Manilaǡ by 

consignment in four stores in Manila and through the online marketplace 

shopinasǤcomǤ KKHC founders also advocate for change in the social and economic 

structures that disadvantage Indigenous peoplesǤ As with Jacinto & Lirioǡ I 

categorise KKHC as faithǦinspired because one of the founders cites her Christian 

faith as a primary motivation for engaging in SEǡ although the organisation does not 

identify itself as being faithǦbasedǤ 
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Samaritanaǡ whose name derives from the Biblical story of a Samaritan womanǯs 

transformational encounter with Jesusǡ provides social and spiritual services and 

incomeǦgenerating opportunities to women survivors of human trafϐicking in 

ManilaǤ It addresses problems of prostitution and human trafϐicking based on a 

holistic or transformational development model ȋMyersǡ ͳͻͻͻȌ that incorporates 

socialǡ spiritualǡ intellectual and economic interventionsǤ Samaritanaǯs model has 

included Ǯlivelihood trainingǯ and Ǯincome generationǯ activities from its inceptionǤ 

Women in its Ǯaftercareǯ programme earn a monthly allowance by producing 

handmade greeting cards and jewellery sold through wholesale distributors in the 

USǤ A partnership with the organisation Micro Business Mentors offers microϐinance 

and small business development services to programme graduates and targeted 

urban poor communitiesǤ Samaritana and its founders identify religious faith as a 

foundational motivation for themselvesǡ the organisation and its programmesǡ 

though beneϐiciaries and partners are not required to adhere to its religious 

traditionsǤ Samaritana is accordingly classiϐied as faithǦbasedǤ  

In Thailandǡ I studied secular organization Womenǯs Education for Advancement 

and Empowerment ȋWEAVEȌ and FBO Thai VillageǤ WEAVEǡ based in Chiang Maiǡ is 

one of the ϐirst nongovernmental organizations to protect and support Indigenous 

women and their families who ϐled military conϐlict and human rights abuses in 

Myanmar more than ͵Ͳ years agoǤ These refugees resettled into temporary camps 

on the Thai border and remain there to this dayǤ WEAVE addresses problems of 

Indigenous women and their families in Thailand and Myanmar through four major 

programme activitiesǣ early childhood developmentǡ healthǡ capacity development 

and economic empowermentǤ IncomeǦgenerating activities are administered 

separately through a forǦproϐit subsidiaryǡ WEAVE Fair Trade Social Enterpriseǡ LtdǤ 

Created in ʹͲͳʹǡ WEAVEǯs social enterprise addresses problems of povertyǡ 

vulnerabilityǡ disempowermentǡ trauma and loss of cultural identityǡ providing a 

market for traditional handloom products made by Indigenous women in displaced 

personsǯ camps and rural Thai villagesǤ Products are labelled and sold as ǮfairǦtradeǯ 

handicrafts at WEAVE retail outlets in Thailand and through international 

distributorsǤ I categorise WEAVE as a secular organisation since religious faith is not 
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identiϐied as a motivation for the organisationǯs programmes nor its current 

leadershipǤ 

Thai Village IncǤǡ also based in Chiang Maiǡ engages in the production and sale of 

handicraft items inspired by the Indigenous art forms of Thailandǯs ethnic minority 

Ǯhill tribesǤǯ It was started by individuals related to the USǦbased Wisconsin 

Evangelical Lutheran Synod ȋWELSȌ and later incorporated and registered as a taxǦ

exempt charitable organization in the US and ThailandǤ Thai Village addresses 

problems of povertyǡ loss of cultural identity and social exclusion of womenǡ 

minorities and the disabled through handicraft productionǡ community and 

economic developmentǡ vocational training and emotional and spiritual careǤ 

Products are marketed and sold through Thai Villageǯs websiteǡ WELSǦrelated 

churches in the US and ǮfairǦtradeǯ handicraft storesǤ Income earned through sales is 

used to support WELSǦrelated community outreach and Christian education 

programs in northern ThailandǤ Thai Village and its leadership openly identify 

themselves and their programmes as faithǦbased and are classiϐied as suchǡ though 

in an expression that does not require beneϐiciaries and partners to adhere to its 

religious traditionǤ 

In Vietnamǡ I conducted research with the Centre for Social Research and 

Development ȋCSRDȌ and Bright SolutionsǤ CSRDǡ a secular nonǦproϐit association 

based in Hueቷ  in central Vietnamǡ addresses problems of environmental degradation 

and rural poverty through community development projects and environmental 

education aimed at making communities more resilient and less vulnerable to 

external changeǤ In ʹͲͳǡ CSRD opened its social enterpriseǡ ǮSusu Xanh Organic 

Vegetable Storeǡǯ to provide a sales outlet for farmers it has helped adopt organic 

agricultural techniquesǡ offer safe food to consumersǡ encourage healthy lifestyle 

choices and generate income for CSRDǤ Change in senior leadership and a funding 

crisis caused CSRD to sell Susu Xanh to one of the shopǯs managers in ʹͲͳͺǤ 

Bright Solutions CoǤ LtdǤǡ based in Ho Chi Minh Cityǡ addresses problems of urban 

povertyǡ lack of vocational skills and the marginalization of women through the 

manufacture and sale of handǦcrafted early education products for childrenǤ The forǦ

proϐit company is owned by Global Mission Partnersǡ the crossǦcultural mission 
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agency of the Churches of Christ in AustraliaǤ Bright Solutions is supported 

ϐinancially through sales revenue supplemented by operating grants from the 

Churches of Christ in Australia relief and development agency Churches of Christ 

Overseas AidǤ Disadvantaged women in one of the cityǯs poorer districts produce 

products for Bright Solutions under ʹǦyear training and employment contractsǤ 

Women participate in vocationalǡ social and management skill training designed to 

help them gain ϐinancial independenceǤ When their contract endsǡ these women 

either take on management and administrative responsibilities at the company 

under a new contractǡ leave to seek other employment or start a businessǤ Products 

are sold outside Vietnam through the Bright Solutions websiteǡ ǮfairǦtradeǯ 

handicraft stores and churches afϐiliated with Churches of Christ in AustraliaǤ 

Vietnamese law and the policy of Global Mission Partners prohibit Bright Solutions 

from openly identifying religious faith as a motivation for its programmesǢ 

neverthelessǡ I classify it as faithǦbasedǤ  

3.6 Data Collection and Analysis Methods 

My research process consisted of concurrent ϐieldwork and data analysis phasesǡ a 

synergistic approach common in interpretiveǡ qualitative research ȋCreswellǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ 

Pattonǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ Data collectionǡ recording and analysis procedures were designed to 

develop ǲconverging lines of inquiryǳ from multiple data sourcesǡ thereby enhancing 

the validity of conclusions ȋYinǡ ʹͲͳͶǡ pǤ ͳʹͲȌǤ Data collected through semiǦ

structured interviewsǡ observation and documentary evidence were analysed 

thematically in a multistep deductive and inductive process ȋSpencerǡ Ritchieǡ 

Ormstonǡ OǯConnorǡ & Barnardǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Data were stored in a case database using the 

qualitative data analysis software NVivo to preserve its integrity and facilitate 

analysis ȋStakeǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ Yinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ As an additional and essential validity checkǡ 

participants from each organisation reviewed and approved the ϐinal case study 

reportǤ 

3.6.1 Data Collection 

Fieldwork was conducted in three phases from April ʹͲͳ to September ʹͲͳǤ In 

the ϐirst phaseǡ selection criteria and interview protocols were prepared based on 

constructs of interest from the inquiryǯs theoretical lenses and informed by relevant 
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literatureǤ Candidate organisations were identiϐied and recruited in the Philippinesǡ 

Vietnam and Thailandǡ and visits to conduct ϐieldwork were scheduled with eachǤ 

Extensive desk research was conducted during this phase to collect archival data on 

organisations and their settings that would guide upcoming interviewsǤ  

In the second ϐieldwork phaseǡ I visited each organisation and conducted semiǦ

structured interviews lasting from one to two hours using a standard protocol that 

provided data reliability and consistency ȋEisenhardtǡ ͳͻͺͻȌǤ The interview 

protocol included questions about the organisationǡ its historyǡ accomplishments 

and challenges as shown in Appendix EǤ To elicit this informationǡ I asked for a story 

about how and why the initiative was startedǤ I listened for how a social problem 

was identiϐiedǡ how it was transformed into an opportunityǡ and how and why the 

organisationǯs social entrepreneurial approach was chosenǤ I then asked for a story 

about a signiϐicant milestone or achievement and another story about a signiϐicant 

challengeǤ My last question sought information about plans and dreams for the 

initiativeǤ I concluded by asking for recommendations for other individuals I should 

talk toǡ including major actors or gatekeepers in the ϐieldǤ In each segment of the 

interviewǡ I listened and probed for constructs related to values and institutional 

logics previously identiϐied in the literatureǤ Speciϐicallyǡ I tried to elicit stories of 

challenging moments and hard tradeǦoffsǡ since extant literature suggests values 

and logics exist in tension with each other ȋDeesǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Miller et al.ǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ 

Mitzinneck & Besharovǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ A total of ͳͳ interviews were conducted by the end 

of this phaseǤ 

CSRD was the ϐirst organisation studiedǡ which allowed me to test ϐieldworkǡ data 

collection and analysis tools and proceduresǤ My initial experience with CSRD also 

illustrates how research conducted using an interpretivist paradigm unfolds as 

opportunities present themselvesǤ I identiϐied CSRD as a potential candidate while 

preparing to teach an intensive short course in social entrepreneurship at Hueቷ  

University in central VietnamǤ Data collection toolsǡ protocols and forms were 

already prepared and the process of selecting organisations was well underway at 

that pointǡ so CSRD provided a ϐitting opportunity to test my research methodology 

and develop data analysis proceduresǤ During the short courseǡ participants visited 

the organic vegetable shop Susu Xanh that CSRD had recently launched and one of 
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the farmers that supplied produce to itǤ I returned after the course to interview the 

Executive Director and founder of CSRD and collect additional dataǤ Subsequent 

ϐieldwork with other organisations built upon what I learned from this ϐirst Ǯtestǯ 

case study and helped me improve research tools and processes through 

experienceǤ 

The third ϐieldwork phase involved followǦup visits and inǦperson interviews at four 

of the organisations ȋHabiǡ Samaritanaǡ Thai Village and WEAVEȌ and ongoing 

collection of new archival materialǤ I was not able to return to Vietnam to reǦvisit 

Bright Solutions and CSRD inǦperson and conducted followǦup interviews with these 

organisations through email and SkypeǤ A total of ͳ͵ more interviews conducted in 

the third phase allowed me to explore emergent themes in greater depth and gain a 

broaderǡ longitudinal perspectiveǡ bringing the total number of interviews to ʹͶǤ 

3.6.2 Data Analysis 

Data analysis was done in three steps that took place simultaneously with ϐieldwork 

and continued after it was completedǤ Figure ͵Ǥʹ depicts the ϐlow of data analysis 

steps leading to the ϐindings reported in this thesisǤ 
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Figure 3.2 
Data Analysis 

 
Adapted from Creswell ȋʹͲͳͶǡ pǤ ͳͻȌ 

While collecting data from organisations during the ϐieldwork phaseǡ I stored 

archival data and transcribed the ʹͶ digitally recorded interviews in NVivoǤ These 

interviews and their transcriptions were stored together with ͳͲ videos and more 

than Ͷͷͺ archival documentsǤ Archival data included datasets drawn from the 

organisationsǯ websitesǡ social media accounts and news reportsǤ Interview and 

archival material were reviewed multiple times in order to get a sense of the 

materialǡ which enabled me to identify emergent themes and revise the interview 

guide accordingly during ϐieldworkǤ 

Secondǡ I analysed the data thematically by coding it both deductively and 

inductively in a multiǦstep iterative process as shown by doubleǦheaded arrows in 

Figure ͵Ǥʹ ȋSpencerǡ Ritchieǡ Ormstonǡ OǯConnorǡ & Barnardǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Table ͵Ǥ͵ 

presents the thematic framework and codes developed during data analysisǤ 
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Table 3.3 
Thematic Framework 

Theoretical codes  
(deductive and inductive) 

Descriptive codes  
(inductive) 

ͳǤ Values 
ͳǤͳǤ Benevolence 
ͳǤʹǤ Universalism 
ͳǤ͵Ǥ SelfǦdirection 
ͳǤͶǤ Security 
ͳǤͷǤ Calling 

ʹǤ Gender 
ʹǤͳǤ As context 
ʹǤʹǤ Empowerment 

͵Ǥ Logics 
͵ǤͳǤ Commercial 
͵ǤʹǤ Social welfare 
͵Ǥ͵Ǥ Religious 
͵ǤͶǤ Gift and love 
͵ǤͷǤ Paradox  
͵ǤǤ Tension socialǦcommercial 
͵ǤǤ Tension commercialǦreligious 
͵ǤͺǤ Tension socialǦreligious 

ͳǤ Background 
ͳǤͳǤ Collaboration 
ͳǤʹǤ Description of venture 
ͳǤ͵Ǥ Fair trade 
ͳǤͶǤ Founders 
ͳǤͷǤ Operational principles 
ͳǤǤ Organisation and structure 
ͳǤǤ Stakeholders Ȃ beneϐiciaries 
ͳǤͺǤ Stakeholders Ȃ internal 

ʹǤ Context 
ʹǤͳǤ SocioǦeconomic 
ʹǤʹǤ Historical 
ʹǤ͵Ǥ Religious faith 

͵Ǥ Opportunity 
͵ǤͳǤ Identiϐication 
͵ǤʹǤ Problem deϐinition  
͵Ǥ͵Ǥ Value proposition 

The initial round of coding was based on ǲpotentially important constructsǳ 

ȋEisenhardtǡ ͳͻͺͻǡ pǤ ͷ͵Ȍ drawn from the investigationǯs theoretical lenses in order 

to establish an empirical foundation for developing theoryǤ These a priori theoretical 

codes were supplemented by codes that emerged inductively during the processǤ A 

second round of coding proceeded inductively and identiϐied descriptive multiǦlevel 

organisational characteristicsǤ During this step of data review and codingǡ 

organisations were contacted by email to clarify information and ask further 

questions that emerged during data review and analysis 

NVivo was then used to generate wordǡ coding and matrix queries in the third 

analysis stepǤ These queries were done to check coding integrityǡ make additions 

and corrections to data coding and identify patterns in the dataǤ Analysis proceeded 

inductivelyǡ moving iteratively between data and literature to incorporate emerging 
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ϐindings and update the coding structure as depicted by doubleǦheaded arrows in 

Figure ͵ǤʹǤ Simultaneous analysis of interview transcriptsǡ archival material and 

ϐield observations provided a rich dataset for each organisation ȋStakeǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ Yinǡ 

ʹͲͳͶȌǡ a check on retrospective rationalisation by interviewees ȋEisenhardtǡ ͳͻͺͻȌ 

and greater construct validity in ϐindingsǤ 

After the third analysis stepǡ individual case reports were prepared following 

guidelines offered by Stake ȋͳͻͻͷǢ ʹͲͲȌ and Yin ȋʹͲͳͶȌǤ These reports were 

presented to the participating organisations with a request for corrections and 

comments in order to validate data and ϐindingsǤ Final case reports that 

incorporated corrections and comments were then shared with participantsǤ3  

CrossǦcase analyses of the corrected reports were conducted to produce a matrix of 

ϐindings and themes based on the three theoretical lenses of valuesǡ gender and 

institutional logics ȋStakeǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ These analyses revealed commonalities and 

unique features among the cases and provided the basis for further withinǦgroup 

and crossǦgroup queries of the data in NVivo as shown in Figure ͵ǤʹǤ During this stepǡ 

ϐindings were developed inductivelyǡ using literature from the theoretical lenses to 

interrogate the data and identify patterns related to the research questionsǤ These 

ϐindings are presented and analysed in Chapters Ͷ through to  and synthesised in 

Chapter Ǥ  

3.7 Chapter Conclusion 

This chapter presents and discusses the paradigmǡ methodology and design 

decisions that deϐine the research strategy employed to conduct my studyǤ Due to 

the scarcity of research on FBSEǡ the exploratory nature this investigationǡ and in 

accordance with my worldview as researcherǡ a constructivist paradigm was 

adopted that views FBSE as a socially constructed and enacted processǤ My previous 

experience and privileged access to organisations also suggest that a constructivist 

perspective is appropriate as it recognises the researcher is an integral element of 

data gathering and analysisǤ  

 
3 ParticipantǦapproved summary case reports are available on requestǤ 
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A multiple case study design similar to that employed in other studies of SE was 

adoptedǡ reϐlecting an interpretivistǡ qualitative research methodology consonant 

with a constructivist paradigmǤ Accordinglyǡ a group of eight social entrepreneurial 

organisations in Southeast Asia constituting faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular 

expressions of SE was selected and data gathered through ϐieldwork and archival 

sourcesǤ Literal and theoretical replication provided through a matchedǦpair design 

supported data analysis using theoretical lenses of religious faith and valuesǡ gender 

and institutional logicsǤ I contend that this research strategy can yield ϐindings about 

the context and enactment of FBSE that contribute to knowledge and theory 

buildingǤ The next chapterǡ Chapter Ͷǡ presents the ϐirst of these analyses and 

examines how a context of values and religious faith shapes the enactment of FBSEǤ  



 ͻ 

4 The Values Context 
4.1 Chapter Introduction 

Social entrepreneurship ȋSEȌ is recognised as a valuesǦbased process and social 

entrepreneurial organisations are regarded as valuesǦbased organisations ȋBruni & 

Smerilliǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Fitzgerald & Shepherdǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Hockertsǡ Mairǡ & Robinsonǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǡ yet 

empirical research into the values context of SE is rareǤ The study of faithǦbased 

social entrepreneurship ȋFBSEȌ ȋAtaideǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Borquist & de Bruinǡ ʹͲͳǢ Ohamǡ 

ʹͲͳͷǢ Spearǡ ʹͲͳͲȌ can provide unique insights into SE as a valuesǦbased activity 

because spirituality and religious faith are often foundational to the values that 

inϐluence individualǡ organisational and societal behaviour ȋLongest et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ 

Traceyǡ Phillipsǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳͶbǢ Winchesterǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Thereforeǡ the ϐirst subǦ

question of my thesis asksǣ  

How does a context of values and religious faith inϔluence the enactment of social 

entrepreneurshipǫ 

In response to this research questionǡ the chapter aims to develop and empirically 

test a conceptual framework that contextualises the process of SE by incorporating 

the inϐluence of values and a religious worldviewǤ  

Scholars in the ϐields of entrepreneurship and SE increasingly recognise the 

boundaries provided by temporalǡ spatialǡ social and institutional contexts ȋde Bruin 

& Lewisǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Mair & MartÇ ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Welter et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Zahra & 

Wrightǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Howeverǡ values are seldom recognised as a context for SE despite 

their importance to distinctions made between social and commercial 

entrepreneurship ȋAustin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Doradoǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ I attempt to mitigate this gap 

in the literature by developing a framework that incorporates values using a widely 

recognised and validated theory of universal human values ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹȌ used 

to investigate the values of commercial and social entrepreneurs ȋKirkleyǡ ʹͲͳǢ 

SastreǦCastillo et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ A religious worldview is also introduced ȋsee Section 

ʹǤͷǤͶȌ given that religious faith and values have been recognised as a context for the 

values that shape entrepreneurial behaviour ȋAudretsch et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Danaǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ 

Dodd & Gotsisǡ ʹͲͲbǢ Dodd & Seamanǡ ͳͻͻͺǢ Kim et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Neubert et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ 
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Employing this contextual framingǡ I use the special case of FBSE to illuminate how 

values shape the whatǡ whereǡ howǡ whoǡ when and especially the whyǡ of SEǤ  

Efforts to advance theorising about SE and hybrid social institutions increasingly 

consider the critical inϐluence of values and ethics ȋDey & Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳǢ Kraatz & 

Blockǡ ʹͲͳǢ Mitzinneck & Besharovǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ Multipleǡ sometimes conϐlicting values 

underly the tension practitioners and scholars note when describing the dual social 

and entrepreneurial objectives in SE ȋDeesǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Smithǡ Goninǡ & Besharovǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ 

Zahra et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ Howeverǡ the nature of these prosocial values and how they give 

rise to social entrepreneurial activity remains underexplored and underǦtheorisedǤ 

SE provides a unique opportunity to study the values context of entrepreneurial 

behaviourǡ since ǲvalues are at the heart of social entrepreneurshipǳ ȋMairǡ 

Robinsonǡ & Hockertsǡ ʹͲͳͲǡ pǤ ʹȌǤ  

Concepts of valueǡ values and valuing are found in multiple disciplines such as 

economicsǡ philosophyǡ psychology and sociology ȋBrosch & Sanderǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ The 

study of values in these disciplines is rooted in the ϐield of philosophyǡ where it is 

referred to as axiology ȋHartǡ ͳͻͳǢ Hartmanǡ ͳͻȌǤ In the ϐield of SEǡ concepts of 

value are used in economicǡ philosophical and psychoǦsocial senses of the wordǤ 

Stated in the singularǡ Ǯvalueǯ is typically used in the economic sense to refer to utility 

or relative worth that can be createdǡ exchanged or destroyed ȋBowman & 

Ambrosiniǡ ʹͲͲͲǢ Hlady‐Rispal & Servantieǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Santosǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ The review of 

literature presented in Section ʹǤʹ uses value in this sense when describing SE as a 

process that creates both social and economic valueǤ  

The nature of values ȋusually stated in the pluralȌ is also explored in the ϐields of 

philosophy and social psychologyǤ Ethical theory developed in the ϐield of 

philosophy encompasses a vast literature that explores normative ethics and values 

ȋCoppǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ In the ϐield of business and management studiesǡ the perspectives of 

virtueǡ consequentialist and deontological ethics have been used to investigate 

phenomena such as corporate social responsibilityǡ business ethics and SE ȋBullǡ 

RidleyǦDuffǡ Fosterǡ & Seanorǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Chakrabarty & Erin Bassǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Chellǡ Spenceǡ 

Perriniǡ & Harrisǡ ʹͲͳǢ Mele  & Naughtonǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Mort et al.ǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ Weaverǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ  
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My perspective on values is drawn from social psychology rather than philosophyǤ 

A psychoǦsocial approach to values is widely adopted in empirical research into 

human behaviour and frequently used to examine the values context of 

entrepreneurship and SE ȋHolland & Shepherdǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Kirkleyǡ ʹͲͳǢ SastreǦCastillo 

et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͳͷǢ Stephan & Drenchevaǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ In the psychoǦsocial senseǡ Ǯvaluesǯ as used 

throughout this thesis refers to socially constructed transǦsituational goals that 

provide a context for activity at individualǡ organisational and societal levels by 

motivating and giving meaning to action ȋHitlin & Piliavinǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Schwartzǡ ͳͻͻͶȌǤ  

I develop a valuesǦbased conceptual framework of social entrepreneurial activity in 

this chapter through three stepsǤ Firstǡ I review extant literature to identify an initial 

conceptual framework that integrates multiple literature streamsǤ Secondǡ this 

framework is tested using empirical data from faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and 

secular organisations to discern the inϐluence of values and a religious worldview 

on the enactment of SEǤ Thirdǡ discussion of ϐindings analyses the inϐluence of values 

in FBSEǡ identiϐies values and a religious worldview as contexts in which SE is 

enacted and advances a reϐined valuesǦbased conceptual frameworkǤ The chapter 

concludes with a summary and look ahead to Chapter ͷǤ 

4.2 Incorporating Values: Literature Review 

The conceptual framework developed and tested in this study is based on 

scholarship from three rarely combined literature streamsǣ universal human values 

and prosocial behaviourǡ values and prosocial behaviour in SEǡ and the inϐluence of 

religion on prosocial behaviourǤ I examine each of these streams separately and then 

integrate them to propose an initial valuesǦbased conceptual framework to guide 

analysis of my empirical dataǤ 

4.2.1 Universal Human Values and Prosocial Behaviour 

A literature stream foundational to this chapter explores the universal human 

valuesȂprosocial behaviour nexusǤ Scholarly work to date suggests that individuals 

have a range of universal values that inϐluence and are inϐluenced by personal and 

organisational behaviourǤ A related area of literature ϐinds that a speciϐic set of these 



Chapter Ͷǣ The Values Context 

 ͻͻ 

values motivates prosocial behaviours such as those expressed in SE and FBSEǤ 

Table ͶǤͳ compiles key literature from these threadsǤ 

Table 4.1 
Universal Human Values and Prosocial Behaviour – Key Literature 

Strands Author(s) Method Contribution 

ͳȌ Universal 
human 
values  

Schwartz 
ȋͳͻͻʹȌ 

Surveys of ʹͲ 
countries using 
Schwartz Value 
Survey 

Seminal development of the 
Schwartz value typology and 
theoryǤ 

 Schwartz 
ȋͳͻͻͶȌ 

Surveys of ͶͶ 
countries  

Further develops the Schwartz 
value typology and theoryǤ 

 Rohan 
ȋʹͲͲͲȌ 

Conceptual Systematic literature review of the 
values constructǤ 

 Hitlin & 
Piliavin 
ȋʹͲͲͶȌ 

Conceptual Systematic literature review of the 
values constructǤ 

 Sagiv et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳȌ 

Conceptual Systematic review of research 
using the Schwartz value theoryǤ 

ʹȌ ValuesǦ
based 
organisations 

Bruni & 
Smerilli 
ȋʹͲͲͻȌ 

Conceptual Seminal deϐinition of ǮvaluesǦ
based organisationǤǯ 

 Bourne & 
Jenkins 
ȋʹͲͳ͵Ȍ 

Conceptual Seminal deϐinition of 
organisational values and their 
multilevel inϐluenceǤ 

 Gehman 
et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳ͵Ȍ 

Ethnographic studyǢ 
US business school 

ǮValues workǯ links values to 
actions through Ǯvalues practicesǤǯ  

 Arieli et 
alǤ ȋʹͲͳͻȌ 

Systematic review of 
research using the 
Schwartz typology 

Personal and organisational values 
have a biǦdirectionalǡ multilevel 
inϐluenceǤ 
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Strands Author(s) Method Contribution 

͵Ȍ Values and 
prosocial 
behaviour 

Schwartz 
ȋʹͲͳͲȌ 

ConceptualǢ review of 
research 

Prosocial behaviour is inϐluenced 
by the Schwartz value types 
universalismǡ benevolenceǡ 
conformityǡ security and powerǤ 

 Grant 
ȋʹͲͲͺȌ 

Three psychological 
experiments ȋUSȌ 
using the Schwartz 
Value Survey 

Prosocial values and motivation 
have a positive inϐluence on task 
signiϐicance and job performanceǤ  

 Caprara & 
Steca 
ȋʹͲͲȌ 

MultiǦgenerational 
survey ȋItalyȌ using 
the Schwartz Value 
Survey 

SelfǦtranscendence values 
benevolence and universalism 
motivate ǲprosocial agencyǤǳ 

4.2.1.1 Universal Human Values 

Empirical research into universal human values chieϐly relies on a crossǦculturally 

veriϐied typology and theory of values developed by Schwartz ȋͳͻͻʹǡ ͳͻͻͶȌǤ The 

Schwartz typology is supported by more than ͵ͲͲ samples in over ͺͲ countries and 

is widely recognised as the dominant values construct in social psychology ȋRohanǡ 

ʹͲͲͲǢ Sagiv et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Schwartz ȋͳͻͻͶǡ pǤ ʹͳȌ deϐines values as ǲdesirable transǦ

situational goalsǡ varying in importanceǡ that serve as guiding principles in the life 

of a person or other social entityǤǳ The Schwartz typology and theory of values has 

been used to examine the values of entrepreneurs ȋGorgievski et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Kirkleyǡ 

ʹͲͳǢ Morris & Schindehutteǡ ʹͲͲͷȌ and social entrepreneurs ȋCongerǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ 

Bargsted et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Doran & Nataleǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Egri & Hermanǡ ʹͲͲͲǢ SastreǦCastillo et 

al.ǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Stephan & Drenchevaǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ I have adopted the Schwartz theory of 

universal human values as an appropriate theoretical lens to analyse the values 

context of SEǤ  

The Schwartz theory claims to be universal because it describes motivations based 

on universal human needs for biological survivalǡ coordinated social action and 

group survival and welfare ȋSchwartzǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ These needs are arranged in a circular 

continuum of four higherǦorder value Ǯdimensionsǯ that represent orthogonal pairs 

of motivesǣ selfǦenhancement vsǤ selfǦtranscendenceǢ and openness to change vsǤ 

conservation ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹȌǤ The resulting pattern of tension and compatibility 
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between values produces a circular hierarchy that places similar values in proximity 

while mutually exclusiveǡ offsetting values are located opposite each otherǤ The 

original theory identiϐied ten motivationally distinct groups or Ǯtypesǯ of ͷ 

individual values ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹȌǤ While Schwartz and colleagues later reϐined the 

organisation of individual values to produce ͳͻ more narrowly deϐined groups 

ȋSchwartzǡ ʹͲͳȌǡ the original typology is more widely usedǤ The values lens used in 

this investigation is based on the original hierarchy of ͷ values grouped into ͳͲǦ

value types that reϐlect four higherǦorder value dimensionsǤ 

The Schwartz value taxonomy arranges the ͳͲ motivational value types in a circle 

composed of four quadrants that represent the higher order value dimensions 

ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻͶǡ pǤ ʹͶȌǤ The dimension encompassing motives that transcend 

personal selfǦinterest consists of value types related to benevolence and 

universalismǤ The opposite quadrant of selfǦenhancement motivations comprises 

values that prioritise power and achievementǤ A third motivational dimension 

emphasising openness to change contains motivational value types of selfǦdirection 

and stimulationǤ Opposing theseǡ values that prioritise conservation are grouped 

into types identiϐied as securityǡ conformity and traditionǤ  

Schwartz discovered that values expressing motives related to hedonism do not ϐit 

neatly into the four quadrantsǤ Insteadǡ hedonismǦrelated values were found to be 

similar to and therefore located between values in the dimensions openness to 

change and selfǦenhancementǤ In the circular arrangement of value dimensions and 

typesǡ this suggests values related to hedonism make up their own higher order 

dimension and exist in tension with values that emphasise motives of selfǦ

transcendence and conservation on the opposite side of the circleǤ Table ͶǤʹ 

presents deϐinitions of the original value types and identiϐies component values 

from the Schwartz Values Survey for each ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹȌǤ 
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Table 4.2 
Ten Universal Value Types – Deϐinitions from the Schwartz Typology 

Value Dimensions  
and Types 

Value Type Deϐinitions  
(component values in parentheses) 

Self-transcendence  

Benevolence 
Preservation and enhancement of the welfare of people with 
whom one is in frequent personal contact ȋloyalǡ responsibleǡ 
honestǡ helpfulǡ forgivingȌǤ 

Universalism 

Understandingǡ appreciationǡ tolerance and protection for the 
welfare of all people and of nature ȋequalityǡ unity with natureǡ 
wisdomǡ world of peaceǡ world of beautyǡ social justiceǡ broadǦ
mindedǡ protecting the environmentȌǤ 

Self-enhancement  

Power 
Social status and prestigeǡ control or dominance over people and 
resources ȋsocial powerǡ wealthǡ authorityȌǤ 

Achievement  
Personal success through demonstrating competence according 
to social standards ȋambitiousǡ capableǡ inϐluentialǡ successfulȌǤ 

Hedonism  
Pleasure and sensuous gratiϐication for oneself ȋpleasureǡ 
enjoying lifeǡ selfǦindulgentȌǤ  

Openness to Change  

SelfǦdirection 
Independent thought and actionǣ choosingǡ creating and exploring 
ȋfreedomǡ creativityǡ independentǡ choosing my own goalsǡ 
curiosityȌǤ 

Stimulation  
Excitementǡ novelty and challenge in life ȋexciting lifeǡ varied lifeǡ 
daringȌǤ 

Conservation  

Security 
Safetyǡ harmonyǡ stability of society and relationships ȋsocial 
orderǡ national securityǡ family securityǡ reciprocation of favoursǡ 
cleanȌǤ 

Conformity 
Restraint of actionsǡ inclinations and impulses that are likely to 
upset or harm others and violate social expectations or norms 
ȋpolitenessǡ selfǦdisciplineǡ respect for eldersǡ obedientȌǤ 

Tradition 
Respectǡ commitment and acceptance of customs and ideas that 
traditional culture or religion provides ȋrespect for traditionǡ 
modestǡ humbleǡ accepting my portion in lifeǡ devoutȌǤ 

Sourceǣ adapted from Sagiv et al. ȋʹͲͳǡ pǤ ͵ʹȌ 
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According to the Schwartz theoryǡ universal human values operate at and across 

individualǡ organizational and societal levels of analysis ȋArieliǡ Sagivǡ & Roccasǡ 

ʹͲʹͲǢ Hitlin & Piliavinǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ LargeǦscale empirical research based on European 

values surveys by Sagiv and Schwartz ȋʹͲͲȌ concludes that personal ȋmicro levelȌ 

and cultural ȋmacro levelȌ values have both direct and indirect inϐluences on mesoǦ

level organisational valuesǤ A study by Brief and Motowidlo ȋͳͻͺȌ extends this 

ϐinding and links altruisticǡ prosocial organisational behaviour with the valuesǦ

based behaviours of individual membersǤ  

Religious faith is recognised for having a multilevel and multidimensional inϐluence 

on valuesǤ ChanǦSeraϐin et al. ȋʹͲͳ͵Ȍ use the Schwartz value theory to identify the 

signiϐicant inϐluence individual membersǯ religious faith and values exert on 

organisational life and theorise that religion introduces tensions that can be both 

beneϐicial and detrimentalǤ Religiosity measured by degree of adherence to the 

normative behaviours of a religious faith has also been linked to values at societal 

and individual levels in several studies ȋSchwartzǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Schwartzǡ ʹͲͲǢ Schwartz 

& Huismansǡ ͳͻͻͷȌǤ The demonstrated inϐluence of values at and between all levels 

of analysis is important to the study of FBSE since SE itself has been described as a 

multilevel phenomenon inϐluenced by values and contexts at the individualǡ 

organisational and societal levels ȋSaebi et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ 

In conclusionǡ the Schwartz theory of universal human values was chosen as the 

principal values construct for this study because of its usefulness in analysing the 

prosocial behaviour central to expressions of SE and FBSEǤ Firstǡ the theory suggests 

that values inϐluence all social phenomena since values shape personal preferencesǡ 

emotionsǡ daily activities and the perception and interpretation of situations ȋBardi 

& Schwartzǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ Sagivǡ Schwartzǡ & Arieliǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Schwartzǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ Thusǡ values can 

be regarded as socially justiϐied guiding principles that take on a powerful 

Ǯoughtnessǯ that motivates action and emotion ȋRokeachǡ ͳͻ͵Ǣ Sagiv & Roccasǡ 

ʹͲͳȌǤ Secondǡ the theory proposes that values are based on deeplyǦheld beliefs and 

activated by situational factors that produce motivation and action ȋSchwartzǡ 

ͳͻȌǤ Religious faith is an apt illustrationǡ since it has been shown to provide a 

context that activates prosocial values related to universalism and benevolenceǡ 
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yielding motivation to act and therefore action that reinforces positive selfǦconcept 

and affect ȋSchwartzǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Schwartz & Huismansǡ ͳͻͻͷȌǤ  

Thirdǡ the Schwartz values theory provides a recognised and validated analytical 

structure for my investigationǤ Multiple studies have determined that the meaning 

assigned to individual values appears to be stable across timeǡ cultures and 

situations even though the relative priority assigned to those values may vary ȋSagiv 

& Roccasǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ The conclusion that values are stable and universally understood 

makes it possible to compare values across cultures and refutes the claim that values 

are cultureǦspeciϐic ȋFischer & Schwartzǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Fourth and ϐinallyǡ the circular 

continuum of values proposed by the Schwartz theory suggests that behaviour is the 

result of a dynamic equilibrium that expresses tradeǦoffs between values that 

promote and oppose the behaviour ȋSchwartzǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Schwartzǡ ʹͲͳǢ Schwartz et 

al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Thereforeǡ values exist in tension with one another and individual values 

are strengthened or weakened by the socialǡ geographicǡ temporal and religious 

contexts in which the personǡ organisation or society exists ȋSchwartzǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ 

Tetlockǡ Petersonǡ & Lernerǡ ͳͻͻȌǤ 

4.2.1.2 Values-based Organisations 

The second strand of literature presented in Table ͶǤͳ extends the concept of 

universal human values to organisationsǤ While much of the literature on values 

focuses on the individual or micro level of analysisǡ organisations are also shown to 

possess values ȋRokeachǡ ͳͻͻǢ Suddabyǡ Elsbachǡ Greenwoodǡ Meyerǡ & Zilberǡ 

ʹͲͳͲȌǤ Bourne and Jenkins ȋʹͲͳ͵ǡ pǤ ͶͻȌ deϐine organisational values as ǲthose 

general values that guide organizational members in their selection or evaluation of 

behaviourǤ They represent a form of consensus regarding the values that a social 

group or organization consider important for its aims and collective welfareǤǳ  

Values are a cornerstone concept in both early and contemporary theorising about 

organisations and institutions that directly relates to my study of social 

entrepreneurial organisationsǤ This is epitomised by Selznick ȋͳͻͷǡ pǤ ʹͲȌ who 

observes ǲOrganizations do not so much create values as embody themǤ As this 

occursǡ the organization becomes increasingly institutionalizedǤǳ Values are 

recognised as an essential element of an organisationǯs distinctive identity and 
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cultureǡ providing a motive for agencyǡ changeǡ purpose and direction ȋAmisǡ Slackǡ 

& Hiningsǡ ʹͲͲʹǢ Borgǡ Groenenǡ Jehnǡ Bilskyǡ & Schwartzǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Hiningsǡ Thibaultǡ 

Slackǡ & Kikulisǡ ͳͻͻǢ Kraatz & Blockǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ The multilevel inϐluence of values is 

shown in the way priorities of organisational founders and managers inϐluence their 

behaviour and decisionsǡ shape the culture of their organisations and provide a 

context for organisational life ȋArieli et al.ǡ ʹͲʹͲȌǤ Although values are one of the 

contexts that inϐluence organisational processesǡ performance and managerial 

actionǡ their multilevel inϐluence is underǦtheorised in management studies ȋArieli 

et al.ǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Connor & Beckerǡ ͳͻͻȌǤ  

Values and value systems are complex and dynamic in organisationsǡ just as they are 

in individualsǤ Bourne and Jenkins ȋʹͲͳ͵Ȍ propose that organisational values are 

both individual and collective and express both present and future orientationsǡ 

together constituting a system of espousedǡ attributedǡ shared and aspirational 

valuesǤ Research suggests that organisational values arise dialogically through a 

distributedǡ relational process that helps organisations and members manage the 

paradoxical tensions created by multipleǡ competing values ȋCalton & Payneǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ 

Gehmanǡ Trevin oǡ & Garudǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Gondǡ Demersǡ & Michaudǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Viewed from a 

practice perspectiveǡ organisations can be said to engage in daily processes of 

Ǯvalues workǯ that link values to actions through what Gehman et al. ȋʹͲͳ͵ǡ pǤ ͺͶȌ 

describe as Ǯvalues practicesǯǣ ǲthe sayings and doings in organizations that 

articulate and accomplish what is normatively right or wrongǡ good or badǡ for its 

own sakeǤǳ  

The deϐinition of a valuesǦbased organisation ȋVBOȌ is especially applicable to this 

chapterǯs analysis of the values context for social entrepreneurial activityǤ Initially 

used to describe faithǦbased organisations ȋFBOsȌ ȋMitroff & Dentonǡ ͳͻͻͻȌǡ the 

term was broadened later by Bruni and Smerilli ȋʹͲͲͻǢ ʹͲͳͷȌ who propose the 

following deϐinition of a VBO based on three criteriaǡ one that describes the 

organisation and two that apply to its membersǣ 

aȌ The activity carried out in the organization is an essential part of its 
identity because the activity the VBO implements is engendered by a 
ǮǮvocationǯǯ that represents the values, the identity and the mission of 
the organization; 
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bȌ The identity of the organization is deeply linked to a core of members 
who share, and in a certain sense embody, the ǮǮvocationǯǯ and the 
ethical values of the VBO; 

cȌ These intrinsically motivated ǮǮcore membersǯǯ are less reactive to price 
signals ȋi.e. wageȌ as compared with other less intrinsically motivated 
members. The core members are the ǮǮguardiansǯǯ of the identity and 
ideal quality of the VBO, therefore they are the most ready to signal an 
alarm, i.e. ǮǮvoice,ǯǯ should a deterioration of that ideal quality and 
values occur. ȋBruni & Smerilliǡ ʹͲͲͻǡ pǤ ʹʹȌ 

Aligning with this perspectiveǡ I contend that social entrepreneurial organisations 

can be characterised as VBOsǤ Core elements that deϐine a VBO ȋiǤeǤ vocationǡ valuesǡ 

identityǡ mission and members as value ǮguardiansǯȌ clearly apply to organisational 

expressions of SEǤ These elements are also found in expressions of FBSEǡ making 

social entrepreneurial FBOs that are explicitly founded on values derived from 

religious faith quintessential examples of VBOsǤ  

4.2.1.3 The Universal Human Values-Prosocial Behaviour Relationship 

Finallyǡ Table ͶǤͳ identiϐies literature that explores how universal human values 

motivate prosocial behaviourǤ This literature is based on research that suggests 

values motivate and give meaning to action ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǢ Schwartzǡ ͳͻͻͶǢ 

Schwartzǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Of interest in this chapter is the extensive body of research into 

prosocial behaviour that has used the Schwartz value theory ȋSchwartzǡ ʹ ͲͳͲȌǤ Early 

research by Schwartz and Bilsky ȋͳͻͺǡ pǤ ͷͷʹȌ ϐinds values in the selfǦ

transcendence value types benevolence and universalism motivate prosocial 

behaviourǡ deϐined as ǲa positiveǡ active concern for the welfare of othersǤǳ The same 

study locates religious values ȋǲbelief in GodǢ salvationǳȌ in the same prosocial 

regionǡ suggesting prosociality and religious values may be linked ȋSchwartz & 

Bilskyǡ ͳͻͺȌǤ Subsequent empirical research by Grant ȋʹͲͲǢ ʹ ͲͲͺaǡ pǤ ͳͳͳȌ afϐirms 

that values related to benevolence and universalism are foundational to prosocial 

motivationǡ described as ǲthe extent to which individuals regard protecting and 

promoting the welfare of others as important guiding principles in lifeǤǳ  

Further studies based on the Schwartz theory validate the link between 

motivational values that transcend selfǦinterest and prosocial behaviourǤ Research 
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by Caprara and Steca ȋʹͲͲǡ pǤ ʹʹʹȌ concludes that values in the types benevolence 

and universalism motivate ǲprosocial agencyǳ ȋdeϐined as habitual prosocial 

behaviours such as volunteeringǡ donating and helping othersȌ when activated by a 

sense of selfǦefϐicacyǡ or belief in oneǯs ability to make a positive differenceǤ In their 

comprehensive reviewǡ Sanderson and McQuilkin ȋʹͲͳȌ summarise empirical 

research and theorising on the values basis for prosocial behaviourǤ This review 

concludes that values based on selfǦtranscendent motivations are the primary 

source of prosocial action in contrast to values in the opposing selfǦenhancement 

dimensionǤ A recent systematic review of research on personal and organisational 

values agrees with this conclusionǡ noting that selfǦtranscending values located in 

the benevolence and universalism types are consistently shown to be related to the 

altruisticǡ prosocial behaviours frequently associated with SE ȋArieli et al.ǡ ʹͲʹͲȌǤ 

4.2.2 Social Entrepreneurship as a Values-based, Prosocial Process 

The preceding discussion of universal human values and their inϐluence on prosocial 

action provides the foundation for analysing SE as a process based on prosocial 

values and behavioursǤ Literature explored in this stream reveals that 

compassionate action motivated by values that transcend selfǦinterest is a central 

characteristic of the process of SEǤ Key literature on this topic is shown in Table ͶǤ͵Ǥ 
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Table 4.3 
Social Entrepreneurship as a Values-based, Prosocial Process – 

Key Literature 

Author(s) Method Contribution 

Mair et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳͲȌ 

Conceptual SE is based on prosocial normative valuesǤ 
Values research is crucial for SE theoryǤ 

Saebi et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳͻȌ 

ConceptualǢ systematic 
review of SE research 

Proposes a multilevel framework 
highlighting prosocial behaviour in SEǤ 

SastreǦCastillo 
et alǤ ȋʹͲͳͷȌ 

Survey of adults using 
the Schwartz Value 
Survey ȋSpainȌ 

Social entrepreneurs prioritise selfǦ
transcendence ȋprosocialȌ and conservation 
valuesǡ assign low priority to selfǦ
enhancement valuesǤ 

Stephan & 
Drencheva 
ȋʹͲͳȌ 

ConceptualǢ systematic 
review of research 
using the Schwartz 
value typology 

Social entrepreneurs prioritise values related 
to selfǦtranscendence ȋprosocialȌ and assign 
lower priority to selfǦenhancement values 
when compared to commercial 
entrepreneursǤ 

Miller et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳʹȌ 

Conceptual Compassion acts as a prosocial motivator for 
social entrepreneurial activityǤ 

Goetz et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳͲȌ 

ConceptualǢ systematic 
literature review 

Compassion and its antecedents motivate 
prosocial behaviourǤ 

Kanov et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͲͶȌ 

ConceptualǢ systematic 
literature review 

Individual and organisational expressions of 
values reinforce compassionǤ Religious faith 
encourages compassionǤ 

Table ͶǤ͵ integrates literature on the crucial inϐluence prosocial values have on the 

enactment of SEǤ Foundational to this literature is the widely accepted claim that SE 

is a valuesǦbased and valuesǦdriven process ȋMairǡ Robinsonǡ & Hockertsǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ 

Spearǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ A seminal article on SE conceptualises it as a valuesǦbasedǡ 

contextualised process that expresses ǲnot only a range of universal virtues such as 

integrityǡ compassionǡ empathy and honesty but also speciϐic virtues appropriate to 

the social entrepreneurial contextǳ ȋMort et al.ǡ ʹͲͲ͵ǡ pǤ ͺ͵ȌǤ  

One of the deϐining characteristics of SE is tension between its social and economic 

value propositionsǡ a tension that springs from a deeper conϐlict between otherǦ

regarding and selfǦregarding values ȋStevensǡ Morayǡ & Bruneelǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ Various 
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terms are used to describe SE based on this foundation in otherǦregarding valuesǤ 

Mort et al. ȋʹͲͲ͵ǡ pǤ Ȍ use the word ǲvirtuousǡǳ conceptualising SE as ǲa 

multidimensional construct involving the expression of entrepreneurially virtuous 

behaviourǤǳ Drawing on ethical and stakeholder theories integrated by Jones et al. 

ȋʹͲͲȌǡ Santos ȋʹͲͳʹȌ concludes that SE is otherǦregarding and not based on selfǦ

interestǡ thereby positioning SE in the discourse of economic sociologists such as 

Etzioni ȋͳͻͺǢ Etzioni & Lawrenceǡ ͳͻͻͳȌǤ Tanǡ Williamsǡ and Tan ȋʹͲͲͷȌ suggest SE 

offers ǲan altruistic form of capitalismǳ based on prosocial valuesǤ Taken togetherǡ 

this literature suggests that SE is Ǯsocialǯ because it is entrepreneurship practised in 

a context deϐined by preǦeminent prosocialǡ otherǦregarding valuesǤ As a resultǡ 

Spear ȋʹͲͳͲǡ pǤ ͵ʹȌ concludes ǲone could consider all SE as valueǦdrivenǤǳ  

Scholarly debate about the differenceǡ if anyǡ between social and commercial 

entrepreneurship frequently involves questions about their embeddedness in 

normative values ȋAustin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Chellǡ ʹͲͲǢ Doradoǡ ʹͲͲǢ Lumpkin et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ McMullen & Warnickǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Scholars argue SE is related to but distinct from 

commercial entrepreneurship because in SE otherǦregardingǡ selfǦtranscending 

values are prioritised over selfǦregardingǡ selfǦenhancing values ȋCongerǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ 

Kirkleyǡ ʹͲͳǢ Moralesǡ Holtschlagǡ Masudaǡ & Marquinaǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Santosǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ 

Stephan & Drenchevaǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ These valuesǦbased characteristics of SE provide a 

context that signiϐicantly alters how the process of entrepreneurship is expressed in 

areas such as opportunity identiϐication and developmentǡ people and resourcesǡ the 

exchange transactionǡ innovationǡ risk and proϐit ȋAustin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Corner & Hoǡ 

ʹͲͳͲǢ Shaw & Carterǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ  

Social action based on universal and contextǦspeciϐic prosocial values has been 

highlighted as one of the distinguishing features of SE ȋRuskinǡ Seymourǡ & Websterǡ 

ʹͲͳȌǤ Consequentlyǡ SE is identiϐied in this chapter as a process that mobilises 

prosocial normative values to orient entrepreneurial processes toward a social 

transformation goalǡ a social value proposition and priority given to social value 

creation over economic value creation ȋAlvord et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Hlady‐Rispal & 

Servantieǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Santosǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ 
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In summaryǡ the rapidly growing literature on SE stresses that prosocial values 

underpin SE ȋBull & RidleyǦDuffǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Dey & Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳǢ Mair & MartÇ ǡ ʹͲͲǢ 

Peredo & McLeanǡ ʹͲͲǢ Renkoǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Zahra et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ Despite this emphasisǡ the 

speciϐic relationship between SE and normative values in general Ȃ and faithǦbased 

values in particular Ȃ is underdeveloped in this literatureǡ raising questions about 

whether the Ǯsocialǯ in SE can be automatically equated with Ǯethicalǯ ȋChell et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳǢ Dey & Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Research into social and commercial entrepreneurship 

has incorporated diverse theoretical perspectives but typically neglected to 

investigate its ethical context ȋChell et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ I respond to this gap by integrating 

scholarship on universal human values and prosocial behaviourǤ 

Literature in the ϐield of social psychology frequently observes that prosocial 

behaviour is motivated by empathy and compassion based on the selfǦ

transcendence value type labelled benevolenceǣ the ǲpreservation and enhancement 

of the welfare of people with whom one is in frequent personal contactǳ ȋSchwartzǡ 

ͳͻͻʹǡ pǤ ͳͳȌǤ Howeverǡ both literature and organisations studied in this 

investigation show that empathy and compassion expressed in SE are also directed 

more broadly at alleviating the suffering of distant others and even the environmentǤ 

Thereforeǡ I argue that empathy and compassion expressed in SE also demonstrate 

the selfǦtranscendence value type known as universalismǡ deϐined as 

ǲunderstandingǡ appreciationǡ tolerance and protection for the welfare of all people 

and for natureǳ ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǡ pǤ ͳʹȌǤ  

Compassion and empathy feature prominently in descriptions of SE as a process 

motivated by prosocial values ȋMiller et al.ǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Mort et al.ǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ Pittzǡ Maddenǡ & 

Mayoǡ ʹͲͳȌǡ though this has been challenged by Arend ȋʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ Sympathyǡ empathy 

and pity make up a ǲfamilyǳ of compassionǦrelated emotions that together describe 

a response to another personǯs emotions or condition ȋGoetzǡ Keltnerǡ & SimonǦ

Thomasǡ ʹͲͳͲǡ pǤ ͵ͷʹȌǤ Empathy is a vicarious cognitive and affective response to 

another personǯs emotions or situationǡ whether positive or negative ȋGoetz et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳͲȌǤ Deϐined as ǲthe ability to intellectually recognise and emotionally share the 

emotions or feelings of othersǡǳ empathy has been identiϐied as a necessary 

antecedent to a personǯs intention to engage in SE ȋHockertsǡ ʹͲͳǢ Mair & Noboaǡ 

ʹͲͲǡ pǤ ͳʹͺȌǤ  
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Empathy and compassion are frequently conϐlatedǡ yet they are distinct responses 

to anotherǯs adverse circumstancesǤ Compassion is a response to witnessing 

anotherǯs suffering that involves cognitive recognition and an empathic response 

followed by the intent to help ȋGoetz et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ This deϐinition implies that 

compassion takes place through three related processesǣ ǲnoticing anotherǯs painǡ 

experiencing an emotional reaction to the pain and acting in response to the painǳ 

ȋKanov et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͶǡ pǤ ͺͲͺȌǤ Since compassion implies the intent to take actionǡ it is 

also constrained by perceived costsǡ beneϐits to self and others and resource 

availabilityǤ This analysis suggests compassion is a relational and contextǦsensitive 

process based on a series of evaluations and decisions ȋGoetz et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ  

Although compassion is frequently described as an individual responseǡ 

organisations have also been shown to exhibit compassion in how they respond to 

human suffering ȋDuttonǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ Kanov et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ When compassion is directed 

toward alleviating the suffering of disadvantaged members of societyǡ it is an 

organisational response especially pertinent to expressions of SEǤ Thereforeǡ while 

extant literature cites the importance of empathy to how opportunity is identiϐied 

and developed in SE ȋBacq & Altǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Hockertsǡ ʹͲͳǢ Mair & Noboaǡ ʹͲͲȌǡ I 

contend it is more accurate to identify compassion motivated by benevolence and 

universalism values as an antecedent to social entrepreneurial activity ȋMiller et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳʹȌǤ 

4.2.3 Religion and Prosocial Behaviour 

The third and ϐinal literature stream related to the values context of SE links religion 

to prosocial values and behaviourǤ This link is hinted at in the observation that social 

entrepreneurial organisations express ǲa spiritual or virtue dimension very often 

missing from or only latent in commercial enterprisesǳ ȋMort et al.ǡ ʹͲͲ͵ǡ pǤ ͺʹȌǤ 

Research suggests that religious faith and values deϐine a worldview that inϐluences 

the behaviour of individuals and organisationsǤ Additionallyǡ the literature reveals 

that degree of religiosity ȋoneǯs normative practice of religionȌ is positively related 

to prosocial values and behavioursǤ Table ͶǤͶǤ summarises the key contributions this 

literature makes to the studyǤ  



Chapter Ͷǣ The Values Context 

 ͳͳʹ 

Table 4.4 
Religion and Prosocial Behaviour – Key Literature 

Author(s) Method Contribution 

Spear ȋʹͲͳͲȌ Conceptual Religious faith and values linked to SEǤ 

Hogg et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳͲȌ 

Conceptual Religions are social groups that share a 
common worldview that shapes values 
and behaviourǤ Religiosity is deϐined by 
and expressed in normative practicesǤ 

Longest et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳ͵Ȍ 

ConceptualǢ systematic 
review of research using 
Schwartz value typology 

Religiosity is a better indicator of value 
priorities than religionǤ Context 
inϐluences value developmentǤ 

Schwartz & 
Huismans 
ȋͳͻͻͷȌ 

Surveys of Ͷ countries Religiosity is associated with higher 
priorities for benevolenceǡ traditionǡ 
conformity and security valuesǤ Finds a 
biǦdirectional inϐluence between 
religiosity and valuesǤ  

Saroglou 
ȋʹͲͳʹȌ 

ConceptualǢ systematic 
review of research using 
Schwartz value typology 

The positive inϐluence of religiosity on 
prosocial behaviour is real and nuancedǤ 

Roccas & 
Elster ȋʹͲͳͶȌ 

MetaǦanalysis of research 
results using Schwartz 
value typology 

Religion is a social identityǤ Religiosity 
inϐluences prosocial values and actions 
of individuals and groupsǤ 

Kim et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͲͻȌ 

Conceptual Deϐines worldviewǡ proposes that a 
Christian worldview provides an 
alternative basis for business ethicsǤ 

Table ͶǤͶ highlights literature suggesting that religion provides a worldview that 

shapes values and prosocial behaviourǤ Furtherǡ this literature suggests a positive 

relationship between religion and prosocial behaviourǤ The deϐinition of religion 

offered in Section ͳǤͶǤʹ emphasises this connection between religionǡ values and 

worldviewǤ To recapǡ Hogg et al. ȋʹͲͳͲǡ pǤ ͵Ȍ deϐine religion as ǲa group 

phenomenon involving group norms that specify beliefsǡ attitudesǡ values and 

behaviours relating to both sacred and secular aspects of lifeǡ which are integrated 

and imbued with meaning by an ideological framework and worldviewǳ ȋemphasis 

addedȌǤ The concept of a religious worldview and its application to FBSE was 

discussed in depth in Section ʹǤͷǤͶǤ In values researchǡ the term Ǯworldviewǯ is used 
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to describe ǲpeopleǯs conscious beliefs about the world that are a function of their 

value prioritiesǳ ȋRohanǡ ʹͲͲͲǡ pǤ ʹȌǤ Thusǡ an individualǯs value priorities form 

part of their worldview and serve to deϐine it ȋStruch et al.ǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǤ Consequentlyǡ 

religion has a profound inϐluence on personal and organisational values by 

providing a worldview that inϐluences how reality is perceivedǡ normative values 

are deϐined and everyday activities are carried out ȋKim et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ 

Religious faith is strongly linked in this literature with prosocial valuesǡ the 

emotions of sympathyǡ pity and empathy and also compassionate action to relieve 

the suffering of othersǤ All major world religions encourage adherents to treat others 

with kindness and tolerance and to care for the poor and disadvantaged as a moral 

obligation with temporal and eternal consequences ȋHogg et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Martin et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͲȌǤ For exampleǡ both Judaism and Christianity emphasise compassion as ǲa duty 

to divine lawǡ as a response to divine love and a sign of commitment to the JudeoǦ

Christian ethicǳ ȋWuthnowǡ ͳͻͻͳǡ pǤ ͷͲȌǤ A seminal article on compassion by Goetz 

et al. ȋʹͲͳͲȌ highlights the link between religious faith and prosocial actionǣ  

Compassion is a central focus of many spiritual and ethical traditions, 
from Buddhism and Confucianism to Christianity, and a state and 
disposition people seek to cultivate on the assumption it will make for 
more morally coherent lives and more cooperative communities. ȋGoetz 
et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǡ pǤ ͵Ȍ 

Religion provides a ǲmoral compassǳ that can guide decision and action ȋBisesi & 

Lidmanǡ ʹͲͲͻǡ pǤ Ȍǡ but its inϐluence on values and prosocial behaviour is nuanced 

and controversialǤ Morgan ȋͳͻͺ͵Ȍ offers a helpful framing of the relationship 

between religionǡ values and prosocial behaviour by arguing that religion and 

normative moral behaviour can be divorcedǡ separated or marriedǤ Religious values 

and behaviour can be divorced as evidenced in historical and contemporary 

accounts of injustices and atrocities perpetrated by religious individuals and 

institutionsǤ Furtherǡ some research shows people with a strong religious 

orientation can be more prejudiced and intolerant than those with low or no 

religious inclinations ȋHogg et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Morganǡ ͳͻͺ͵ȌǤ  

Religious values and behaviour can be separated as proposed by modernisation and 

secularisation theories ȋpresented in more detail in Section ʹǤͶǤͳȌǤ These theories 
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hold religion will not Ȃ and should not Ȃ inϐluence morality and behaviour in 

modernǡ secular societies ȋKim et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Weberǡ ͳͻ͵ͲȀʹͲͲͳǢ Wuthnowǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ 

Finallyǡ Morgan ȋͳͻͺ͵Ȍ describes religious values and behaviour as married in 

recognition that religion provides and reinforces a value system embedded in a 

worldviewǤ In this caseǡ religious faith has a positive inϐluence on the values that 

motivate prosocial action ȋRoccasǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ Saroglou et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ Without neglecting 

or denying the often precarious nature of the relationship between religion and 

normative moral behaviourǡ the nuanced view of religion and religiosity I adopt is 

based on the recognition that morally virtuousǡ prosocial behaviour can and does 

spring from a religious worldview and valuesǤ 

Numerous empirical studies support the link between religious faith and prosocial 

values and actionsǤ Beutel and Marini ȋͳͻͻͷȌ investigate the value orientation of a 

large sample of US high school seniors and ϐind religiosity is signiϐicantly correlated 

with values related to compassionǡ materialism and meaning in lifeǤ Qualitative 

studies of nonǦcongregational faithǦbased service providers in the US and of 

Christian small business ownerǦmanagers in the UK conclude that participantsǯ 

religious faith make a difference in organisational behaviours and routines by 

providing conceptual frames that include a sense of callingǡ empathyǡ respect and 

compassion ȋTangenbergǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Wernerǡ ʹͲͲͺȌǤ A qualitative study of Dutch 

executives ϐinds a positive relationship between religionǡ prosocial values and 

socially responsible business conduct ȋGraaϐland et al.ǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ A largeǦscale 

quantitative study of Gallup World Poll data from ͳʹ countries supports the 

positive relationship between religious faith and prosocial behaviourǡ concluding 

that people who selfǦidentify as religious are more likely to report prosocial 

behaviour such as volunteering or helping a stranger ȋBennett & Einolfǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ 

Finallyǡ a link between religious prosociality and SE was observed in a study of social 

entrepreneurs by Chandra and Shang ȋʹͲͳȌ who conclude that spirituality in the 

form of religious beliefsǡ contact with religious groups and experience with 

religiouslyǦinspired social action encourage social entrepreneurial behaviourǤ 

An individualǯs religious values produce prosocial behaviour when those values are 

activated by contexts and a sense of selfǦefϐicacy and are then enacted in everyday 

life ȋCaprara & Stecaǡ ʹͲͲǡ pǤ ʹʹʹǢ Schwartzǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Schwartz & Huismansǡ ͳͻͻͷȌǤ 
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This positive relationship between religious values and prosocial behaviour is based 

on the distinction between religion and religiousness Ȃ referred to as religiosity in 

this thesis Ȃ introduced in Section ͳǤͶǤʹǤ Hogg et al. ȋʹͲͳͲǡ pǤ ʹȌ contrast the two 

conceptsǡ referring to religions as group phenomena and ǲreligiosity as the extent to 

which a person identiϐies with a religionǡ subscribes to its ideology or worldview 

and conforms to its normative practicesǤǳ  

The link between a religious worldviewǡ values and prosocial behaviour has been 

extensively researched using participants from a variety of religionsǡ leading to the 

nearly unanimous conclusion that degree of religiosity is more determinant in 

predicting value priorities and behaviour than adherence to a particular religion 

ȋLongest et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Sagiv et al.ǡ ʹͲͳǢ Schwartzǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Schwartz & Huismansǡ 

ͳͻͻͷȌǤ This conclusion is aptly summarized by Roccas and Elster ȋʹͲͳͶǡ pǤ ͳͻͺȌǡ who 

stateǣ ǲIn terms of values the main distinction is between people that differ in the 

extent of religiosity rather than between people that differ in their religious 

denominationǤǳ 

The Schwartz value theory has proven useful in clarifying the link between 

religiosityǡ values and prosocial behaviour ȋRoccas & Elsterǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Schwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹȌǤ 

Repeated studies of diverse populations representing a number of monotheistic 

religious traditions consistently show positive correlations between degree of 

religiosity and values that promote conservation of personal and social order 

ȋtraditionǡ conformity andǡ to a lesser degreeǡ securityȌ and selfǦtranscendence 

ȋbenevolence andǡ to a lesser or even negative degreeǡ universalismȌ ȋLongest et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Roccas & Elsterǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Saroglou et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Schwartz & Huismansǡ ͳͻͻͷȌǤ 

These same studies show a low or negative correlation between religiosity and 

values related to hedonismǡ selfǦenhancement ȋachievement and powerȌ and 

openness to change ȋstimulation and selfǦdirectionȌǤ  

Religiosity strongly correlates with values in the conservation and selfǦ

transcendence value dimensionsǡ suggesting that religious individuals may face 

competing psychological inϐluences regarding social action and provision of social 

welfare servicesǤ A large scale study in the US investigates the relationship between 

religiosity and social welfare attitudes and ϐinds evidence of two competing 
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pathways ȋMalkaǡ Sotoǡ Cohenǡ & Millerǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Authors conclude that religiosity 

predicts opposition to stateǦsponsored social welfare services based on 

conservation values and a politically conservative selfǦidentiϐicationǤ On the other 

handǡ religiosity also predicts support for government social welfare programmes 

based on prosocial selfǦtranscendence valuesǤ This seemingly selfǦcontradictory 

result reinforces my contention that religious prosociality is embedded in and 

inϐluenced by multiple contextsǤ 

Surveys based on the Schwartz value typology ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹȌ provide further 

support for the link between religiosity and prosocialityǡ though this conclusion is 

controversial and has been challengedǤ Summarising data from a metaǦanalysis of 

survey resultsǡ Saroglouǡ Pichonǡ Trompetteǡ Verschuerenǡ and Dernelle ȋʹͲͲͷǡ pǤ 

͵ʹ͵Ȍ ϐind the relationship is real but moderate and ǲthe prosociality of religious 

people is not an artefact of genderǡ social desirability biasǡ security in attachmentǡ 

empathyǡ or honestyǳ ȋalsoǡ Saroglou et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ Based on a different 

comprehensive review of research to dateǡ Galen ȋʹͲͳʹȌ disagreesǤ Galen ȋʹͲͳʹȌ 

concludes that studies showing a link between religiosity and prosociality are 

neither valid nor plausible because they are poorly designedǡ wrongly interpreted 

and reϐlect impression formationǡ religious stereotype endorsementsǡ ingroup 

biases and psychological effects such as social desirabilityǤ  

In response to these criticismsǡ Saroglou ȋʹͲͳʹȌ defends values research to date and 

suggests a more balanced view of religious prosociality based on the dataǤ 

Conclusions reached in Saroglou ȋʹͲͳʹȌ are signiϐicant for this study because they 

delineate how a religious worldview context shapes the expression of SEǤ I 

summarise these conclusions in the four points below that suggest religious 

prosocialityǣ 

aȌ Is limited in scope and extent to lowǦcost actions in favour of known and inǦ

group membersǢ 

bȌ Is often the result of egoistic rather than altruistic motivations and based on 

concern for social image and divine favourǢ 

cȌ Is inϐluenced and activated by contexts such as religious normsǡ positive 

emotions and conϐlicting moral principlesǢ and 
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dȌ Varies depending on an individualǯs speciϐic religious aspect or orientation 

ȋiǤeǤ intrinsicǡ extrinsic or quest religiosityǢ Batsonǡ ͳͻǢ Batsonǡ Andersonǡ 

& Collinsǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǤ 

Thereforeǡ it would be an overstatement to conclude religion causes prosocial 

motivation and behaviour andǡ furtherǡ that religious people are by deϐinition more 

prosocial than nonreligious peopleǤ Howeverǡ it is equally an overstatement that the 

religionǦprosociality link is a ǲcongruence fallacyǳ unsupported by the evidence 

ȋGalenǡ ʹͲͳʹǡ pǤ ͺͻͻȌǤ I infer from this literature that the relationship between a 

religious worldview and prosocial action appears to be found somewhere between 

these two extremesǤ 

4.2.4 Initial Values-based Conceptual Framework 

The preceding review of literature integrates three major streams that deϐine the 

values context of prosocial behaviour expressed through SEǣ universal human 

valuesǡ organisational values and a religious worldviewǤ Based on this literatureǡ I 

advance in Figure ͶǤͳ an initial valuesǦbased conceptual framework of social 

entrepreneurial activity that encapsulates these relationshipsǤ  

Figure 4.1 
Initial Values-based Conceptual Framework  

of Social Entrepreneurial Activity 

 

Figure ͶǤͳ depicts the relationship between universal human valuesǡ prosocial 

behaviour and the process of SEǤ The ϐigure reϐlects literature that describes SE as a 
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valuesǦbased activity that expresses prosocial behaviours such as compassion 

ȋMairǡ Robinsonǡ & Hockertsǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Miller et al.ǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Spearǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ The novel 

feature of this conceptual framework is that it incorporates the foundational 

inϐluence of a religious worldview on the universal values that motivate prosocial 

behaviour and SEǤ This depiction of a religious worldview as the foundation for 

values expressed through the process of SE is in line with scholarship that links an 

individualǯs beliefs about the world with their value priorities ȋRohanǡ ʹͲͲͲȌǤ I now 

turn to the data to test the initial framework in Figure ͶǤͳ and identify further 

reϐinements to itǤ 

4.3 Empirical Findings 

Findings on the values context of SE are based on data collected from the faithǦ

basedǡ faithǦinspired and secular social entrepreneurial organisations that 

participated in my researchǤ To recapǡ Bright Solutionsǡ Samaritana Transformation 

Ministries and Thai Village are FBOsǤ Jacinto & Lirio and Katutubong Kamay 

Handicrafts Company ȋKKHCȌ are faithǦinspiredǡ while Centre for Social Research 

and Development ȋCSRDȌǡ Habi Footwear and Womenǯs Education for Advancement 

and Empowerment ȋWEAVEȌ are secular organisationsǤ Section ͵ǤͷǤʹ provides 

further information on these organisations and their contextsǤ  

Qualitative data from the eight organisations were analysed and ϐindings developed 

using the thematic analysis method presented in Section ͵ǤǤʹ ȋSpencerǡ Ritchieǡ 

Ormstonǡ OǯConnorǡ & Barnardǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Interview transcripts and archival records 

were thoroughly studied to become familiar with the dataǡ an initial set of themes 

was developedǡ and then data were coded and reviewed by themeǤ Following data 

coding and analysisǡ withinǦcase and crossǦcase data summaries were developed 

that were then used to interrogate the literatureǤ Finallyǡ categories that became the 

basis for ϐindings were developed inductivelyǡ further informed by the relevant 

literatureǤ Reϐlecting the studyǯs research designǡ ϐindings are based on comparative 

case studies in order to illuminate any differences a religious worldview context 

may introduce in how SE is enacted Ǥ 

Initial themes used in data analysis were developed iteratively based on patterns 

observed in the data and prior theorising and research ȋEisenhardtǡ ͳͻͺͻǢ 
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Eisenhardt & Graebnerǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ Themes were initially constructed based on results 

from prior quantitative research that used the Schwartz value typology to 

investigate the values that motivate social entrepreneurs ȋBargsted et al.ǡ ʹ Ͳͳ͵Ǣ Egri 

& Hermanǡ ʹͲͲͲǢ Schwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹȌǤ The few studies that use the Schwartz theory 

suggest that values in the selfǦtranscendent value types of benevolence and 

universalismǡ and the value type selfǦdirection motivate social entrepreneurs 

ȋBargsted et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Egri & Hermanǡ ʹͲͲͲȌǤ During data analysis I observed that 

participants also express securityǦrelated valuesǡ so security was added and 

explored as a fourth thematic groupǤ As a resultǡ the themes used to analyse data in 

this chapter are based on both inductive analysis and deduction using current 

theorising and researchǤ Thematic value types based on Schwartz ȋͳͻͻʹȌ that are 

used in data analysis are presented in Table ͶǤͷǣ 

Table 4.5 
Value Types Used in Data Analysis 

Value types  

Benevolenceǣ ǲpreservation and enhancement of the welfare of people with whom one is in 
frequent personal contactǤǳ ȋpǤ ͳͳȌ 

Universalismǣ ǲUnderstandingǡ appreciationǡ tolerance and protection for the welfare of all 
people and for natureǤǳ ȋpǤ ͳʹȌ 

SelfǦdirectionǣ ǲIndependent thought and action Ȃ choosingǡ creatingǡ exploringǤǳ ȋpǤ ͷȌ 

Securityǣ ǲSafetyǡ harmony and stability of societyǡ of relationships and of selfǤǳ ȋpǤ ͻȌ 

Sourceǣ Schwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹ 

Data coding and analysis proceeded inductivelyǡ employing the valuesǦrelated 

themes to identify patterns of responses from individual organisations indicating 

benevolenceǡ universalismǡ selfǦdirection and securityǤ These patterns were 

summarised for the three groups of faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired or secular 

organisationsǤ Resulting withinǦgroup and acrossǦgroup analyses yielded ϐindings 

on valuesǦbased organisational differences and individual expressions of valuesǤ  

4.3.1 Influence of Differing Worldviews 

FaithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular organisations have distinct worldviews 

based on different fundamental assumptions and beliefs about the world ȋKim et al.ǡ 
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ʹͲͲͻǢ Rohanǡ ʹͲͲͲȌǡ and hence demonstrate contrasting expressions of SEǤ Secular 

organisations are characterised by a nonǦreligious worldview that draws upon 

normative moral and ethical beliefs derived from virtue ethicsǤ In contrastǡ the faithǦ

based and faithǦinspired organisations in this study are grounded in a Christian 

religious worldviewǤ Table ͶǤ summarises ϐindings related to organisational 

worldviewsǡ beneϐiciary descriptions and the approaches to social change that 

shape and are shaped by organisational valuesǤ 
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Table 4.6 
Inϐluence of a Religious Worldview – Organisational Overview 

 Secular 
CSRD, Habi, WEAVE 

Faith-inspired 
Jacinto & Lirio, KKHC 

Faith-based 
Bright Solutions, 

Samaritana,  
Thai Village 

Worldview Moral and ethicalǤ  

Basisǣ fundamental 
human rights to lifeǡ 
dignityǡ safetyǡ peace 
and equal opportunityǤ 
Environmental care a 
moral responsibilityǤ 

ReligiousǤ  

Basisǣ biblical 
mandate to care for 
the poor and 
vulnerableǡ love oneǯs 
neighbour as oneselfǤ 

ReligiousǤ  

Basisǣ theological view 
of Godǯs love and 
benevolenceǡ Godǯs 
mission to redeem 
and restore creationǤ 

Founders SE a vocation or 
calling that fulϐils their 
purpose in lifeǤ 

SE a vocation or 
calling given by GodǤ 

SE a vocation or 
calling given by GodǤ 

Beneϐiciaries Essential equalityǣ 
considered friendsǡ 
partners and familyǤ 

Essential equalityǣ 
considered friendsǡ 
partners and familyǤ 

Essential equalityǣ 
valued for reϐlecting 
Godǯs imageǤ 

Approach to 
social 
change 

Inclusiveǡ rightsǦbased 
community 
developmentǤ  

MesoǦlevel approachǤ 
Support healthy 
community groups 
that empower 
beneϐiciariesǤ 
Beneϐiciaries are 
labour force in 
ongoing livelihood 
programmeǤ  

Venture is agent and 
director of changeǤ  

Inclusive community 
developmentǤ  

MesoǦlevel approachǤ 
Support healthy 
community groups 
that empower 
beneϐiciariesǤ 
Beneϐiciaries are 
labour force in 
ongoing livelihood 
programmeǤ  
 

Venture is agent and 
director of changeǤ 

Transformational 
developmentǤ  

Integrated microǦlevel 
approachǤ  

Create a supportive 
community to restore 
and empower 
beneϐiciariesǤ 
Beneϐiciaries are 
trainees in transition 
to permanent 
employmentǤ  

God is agent and 
director of changeǤ 

Table ͶǤ analyses the different organisational worldviews and how those 

worldviews inϐluence they ways founders regard their workǡ beneϐiciaries and 

organisational approaches to positive social changeǤ Secular organisations ȋCSRDǡ 

Habi and WEAVEȌ engage in SE based on a universalistic moral and ethical stance 

that all human beings have rights to lifeǡ dignityǡ safety and equal opportunity as 
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well as a responsibility to care for the environmentǤ WEAVEǯs description of its work 

with disadvantaged women illustrates this worldviewǣ ǲWork for economic selfǦ

sufficiency is a fundamental human rightǤ Howeverǡ in many parts of the worldǡ 

because of political and social upheavalsǡ this right remains unrealizedǤ While all 

who lack this right sufferǡ women and children are mostly affectedǤǳ  

FaithǦinspired organisations Jacinto & Lirio and KKHC draw upon a Christian 

religious worldview and describe their social ventures as a direct response to 

biblical mandates to help the poor and love oneǯs neighbour as oneselfǤ FBOs Bright 

Solutionsǡ Samaritana and Thai Village draw upon the same religious worldview but 

describe their social ventures in theological termsǤ These FBOs respond from a 

worldview that identiϐies their social entrepreneurial activity as an outworking of 

Godǯs mission to redeem and restore creationǤ Thelmaǡ the founder of Samaritanaǡ 

illustrates this theological worldview by referring to the New Testament story of a 

meeting between Jesus and a Samaritan womanǣ 

I would say that the biggest inspiration for me is my reϔlections on John 
ͺ. Thatǯs basically what Samaritana is all about: itǯs about following the 
footsteps of Jesus into these places where the women are often taken for 
granted because of where they work. So, we have to be there to make 
them realise that theyǯre loved just as they are. Not to be condemned. 

FounderǦleaders engage in SE based on a vocation or calling that encapsulates their 

valuesǡ identity and missionǤ These individuals embody and are motivated by this 

vocation and are intrinsically motivated to uphold and carry it outǤ FounderǦleaders 

universally describe the work they and their organisations engage in as a calling in 

contrast to a job or a career ȋBellahǡ Madsenǡ Sullivanǡ Swidlerǡ & Tiptonǡ ͳͻͺͷȀͳͻͻǢ 

Dik & Duffyǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ The construct of calling is vital to SEǡ as shown in a recent 

empirical study using the Schwartz ȋͳͻͻʹȌ value construct that provides evidence 

for a link between antecedents to social entrepreneurial behaviour and a sense of 

callingǤ In that investigationǡ Arieli et al. ȋʹͲʹͲȌ ϐinds that individuals who describe 

their work as a calling also place a high priority on the value types benevolence andǡ 

to a lesser extentǡ universalismǤ 

FounderǦleaders of the secular organisations deϐine their calling to engage in SE as 

work for which they were destined based on a personal sense of social duty or 
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obligationǤ Janineǡ one of Habi̵s foundersǡ echoes founderǦleaders of other secular 

organisations when she describes her work as a callingǣ ǲI would say I feel like I̵m 

called to do itǤ And I̵m actually very much happy doing itǤ ǥ It̵s like my passion and 

my supposed career path merging togetherǤǳ FounderǦleaders of the faithǦbased and 

faithǦinspired organisations also describe their work as a callingǡ but with the added 

dimension of an external summons they attribute to GodǤ Fiona represents this 

dimension of calling in her conviction that she is called by God to start and manage 

Bright Solutionsǣ 

Because itǯs been Godǯs call on my heart, Iǯve never had a day that I felt 
the need to stop. He still called me here and even though itǯs difϔicult to 
build a business in this country, very difϔicult, and weǯre not developing 
at any great rate, I still trust that God will keep us sustainable. 

These distinct worldviews are also reϐlected in how organisations describe their 

beneϐiciaries and their approach to addressing social problemsǤ Both secular and 

faithǦinspired organisations present beneϐiciaries as friendsǡ partners and even 

familyǤ They emphasise beneϐiciariesǯ essential equality with founders and leaders 

in a way that removes the subjectǦobject distinction between helper and helpedǤ 

Janine exempliϐies this in her description of the urban poor women who weave the 

mats for Habiǯs shoesǣ 

You meet these mothers, you spend time with them, and you realise 
theyǯre just like you. Itǯs not really about you being more well off, itǯs not 
really you having more, itǯs just basically you seeing them just as you 
are. Youǯre just giving them opportunities they havenǯt witnessed yet. 

In additionǡ FBOs draw on a theological worldview that emphasises the value and 

dignity inherent in each person as a unique creation of God regardless of gender or 

circumstanceǤ Samaritanaǯs website describes its beneϐiciariesǯ ǲinnate dignityǡ 

beautyǡ creativity and sacredness because they bear the image of GodǤǳ  

All organisations state they address social problems by breaking cycles of povertyǡ 

dependencyǡ debtǡ substance abuse and socioǦcultural role limitations that create 

vulnerability and disadvantage in multiple dimensionsǤ Howeverǡ their different 

worldviews produce different descriptions of and approaches to this common goalǤ  

Secular and faithǦinspired organisations use an inclusiveǡ rightsǦbased community 
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development approach that focuses on creating and supporting healthy community 

groups ȋCornwall & Nyamu‐Musembiǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Offenheiser & Holcombeǡ ʹͲͲ͵ȌǤ This 

mesoǦlevel strategy aims to create groups that empower individuals and promote 

societal changeǤ Secular and faithǦinspired social entrepreneurial organisations 

present themselves as actors and directors of this change andǡ with the notable 

exception of CSRDǡ beneϐiciaries are also the organisationsǯ labour force through an 

ongoing livelihood programmeǤ  

The inϐluence of a theological worldview is seen in how FBOs describe a 

transformational development approach that integrates socialǡ economic and 

spiritual interventions ȋMyersǡ ͳͻͻͻȌǤ In contrast to the secular and faithǦinspired 

organisationsǡ FBOs employ an integratedǡ microǦlevel strategy based on a 

supportive community that restores and empowers individuals to promote social 

changeǤ FBOs also assert that God is the actor and director of change at individualǡ 

organisational and societal levels and they regard their beneϐiciaries as trainees in 

transition to more permanent employment outside the organisationǤ Lizǡ one of Thai 

Villageǯs foundersǡ summarises the FBOsǯ theological worldview and individual 

approach in a promotional video entitled ǲA Beautiful Lifeǳǣ  

The purpose of Thai Village is to respond to a practical need in Chiang 
Mai providing income for people who need it so they can take care of 
their families. We set up vocational skills trainings so they are able to 
learn a marketable skill. Our deeper goal is to share Christǯs love with 
them amidst the difϔiculties of life. 

I conclude from this data that a context of religious faith inϐluences how 

organisations enact SEǤ Differences between faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular 

organisations derive from their distinct worldviews and how those worldviews 

inϐluence and are reϐlected in descriptions of foundersǡ beneϐiciaries and approaches 

to social problemsǤ  

I now present ϐindings on how these different worldviews shape the speciϐic values 

that motivate social entrepreneurial organisationsǤ Analysis centres on values of 

benevolenceǡ universalismǡ selfǦdirection and security previously found to be 

associated with SE ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǢ Stephan & Drenchevaǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ 
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4.3.2 Benevolence 

Extant literature and research highlight the primacy of benevolence as a motivating 

factor for compassionate action through SE ȋMiller et al.ǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Stephan & 

Drenchevaǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Benevolence represents a value type focused on the 

ǲpreservation and enhancement of the welfare of people with whom one is in 

frequent personal contactǳ ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǡ pǤ ͳͳȌ that includes individual values 

such as helpfulǡ honestǡ forgivingǡ loyalǡ responsibleǡ true friendshipǡ a spiritual lifeǡ 

mature loveǡ meaning in life ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻͶȌǤ  

In this sectionǡ I analyse how secularǡ faithǦinspired and FBOs express values related 

to benevolence and how a religious worldview context inϐluences those expressionsǤ 

The data reveal that organisations express benevolenceǦrelated values in their 

efforts to alleviate povertyǡ facilitate healing for those who have suffered trauma and 

injusticeǡ and create sustainable livelihoodsǤ Table ͶǤ summarises the differences 

observed in organisational expressions of SEǤ 

Table 4.7 
Inϐluence of a Religious Worldview – Expressions of Benevolence Values 

Secular 
CSRD, Habi, WEAVE 

Faith-inspired 
Jacinto & Lirio, KKHC 

Faith-based 
Bright Solutions, 

Samaritana,  
Thai Village 

Compassionate action arises from empathic concern for vulnerable and disadvantaged 
beneϐiciaries that is embodied in programmes that address poverty by creating 
sustainable livelihoodsǤ 

Beneϐiciaries assisted are 
Ǯclose othersǯ with inherent 
dignity and valueǤ 

Beneϐiciaries are assisted 
as an expression of biblical 
mandates to help the poorǤ  

Beneϐiciaries are assisted 
as an expression of Godǯs 
love and of love shown to 
oneǯs neighbour as oneselfǤ  

Table ͶǤ shows that organisations express benevolence values through livelihood 

programmes that address poverty and its consequences based on an empathic 

concern for vulnerable and disadvantaged members of societyǤ Secular organisation 

WEAVE and FBO Samaritana also manifest benevolent concern through 

programmes that facilitate psychological and emotional healing for beneϐiciaries 

who have suffered trauma and injusticeǤ Secularǡ faithǦinspired and FBOs share 
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these characteristics as expressions of benevolence values that inherently arise 

from the nature of their social entrepreneurial activityǤ The inϐluence of religious 

faith is seen in how different worldviews inform these programmesǤ 

Secular organisations emphasise the inherent value and dignity of their 

beneϐiciaries and describe an empathic connection with them as Ǯclose othersǯ 

ȋpartnersǡ friends and familyȌǤ MsǤ Suuǡ the founder of CSRD and its organic 

vegetable store Susu Xanhǡ demonstrates benevolence and empathy in her 

description of how CSRD sacriϐices proϐit to support the smallǦscale farmers who 

produce the organic vegetables it sellsǣ 

When the farmer grows a big amount of vegetables, we cannot say no 
although we are aware that, OK, there will be a big surplus if we take 
that today. But then we feel ǲOh, poor farmer. He worked so hardǨǳ So 
better to take more and then letǯs see what happens. So usually we have 
a big surplus by the end of the day. 

FaithǦinspired organisations link benevolence and empathy to normative Christian 

ethicsǤ Participants state they regard beneϐiciaries as friends and family and relate 

this to biblical mandates to care for the poor and disadvantagedǤ Benevolence values 

and empathy arising out of Christian religious faith motivate Jacinto & Lirioǯs 

compassionate response to the situation of rural poor families impacted by 

environmental degradationǡ as described by Anneǡ one of its foundersǣ ǲThe spiritual 

and social values do work togetherǤ After allǡ we are asked to help the poorǤǳ 

FBOs deϐine benevolence and empathy in theological termsǤ They describe 

compassionate action as a consequence of and response to Godǯs love and as an 

expression of how loving oneǯs neighbour as oneself is lived outǤ Bright Solutions 

can not overtly link its expression of SE to the Christian faith because of its contextǡ 

but the following post on its Facebook page illustrates how FBOs express 

benevolence and empathy as a manifestation of Godǯs unconditional loveǣ 

Bright Solutionsǯ desire is to love and accept each broken life. As we seek 
to love each, reclaiming value and purpose, these women start to laugh; 
they look forward to work in a community of peace and safety where 
their futures do not need to be as dark as once thought. 
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In summaryǡ organisations express benevolence values arising from close 

association with beneϐiciaries and their challengesǤ In a religious worldview contextǡ 

faithǦinspired organisations add a religious dimension to benevolence by identifying 

its source in biblical mandates to care for the poor and vulnerableǤ FBOs also include 

this religious dimension but practice benevolence values as a response toǡ and 

expression ofǡ Godǯs loveǤ  

4.3.3 Universalism 

Universalism is a selfǦtranscendent value type that research identiϐies with 

prosociality in general and SE in particular ȋArieli et al.ǡ ʹ ͲʹͲǢ Stephan & Drenchevaǡ 

ʹͲͳȌǤ In contrast to benevolence valuesǡ universalism values ȋsocial justiceǡ 

equalityǡ broadǦmindedǡ protecting the environmentǡ unity with natureǡ world of 

beautyǡ wisdomǡ a world at peaceǡ inner harmonyȌ are based on an ǲunderstandingǡ 

appreciationǡ tolerance and protection for the welfare of all people and for natureǳ 

ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǡ pǤ ͳʹǡ italics in the originalǢ Schwartzǡ ͳͻͻͶȌǤ These universalism 

values suggest a moral obligation to help vulnerable and disadvantaged Ǯdistant 

othersǯ in society and care for the environmentǤ Table ͶǤͺ summarises data from 

secularǡ faithǦinspired and FBOs on the presence of universalism values and how 

they are expressedǤ 

Table 4.ͺ 
Inϐluence of a Religious Worldview – Expressions of Universalism Values 

Secular 
CSRD, Habi, WEAVE 

Faith-inspired 
Jacinto & Lirio, KKHC 

Faith-based 
Bright Solutions, 

Samaritana,  
Thai Village 

Income generation and livelihood programmes promote advocacyǡ empowermentǡ equal 
opportunity and justice for the vulnerable and disadvantagedǤ 

Values are based on 
universal human rights to 
lifeǡ dignityǡ safetyǡ peace 
and equal opportunityǤ 
Programmes include 
environmental remediation 
and careǤ 

Values are based on the 
biblical mandate to care for 
needy and underprivileged 
members of societyǤ 
Programmes include 
environmental remediation 
and careǤ 

Values are based on the 
biblical mandate to care for 
needy and underprivileged 
members of societyǤ 

Their goal is holistic 
renewal and restoration of 
individuals and 
communitiesǤ 
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As shown in Table ͶǤͺǡ organisations embody universalism values through their 

efforts to seek justice for and empower vulnerable and disadvantaged groups in 

societyǤ These organisations share a wider concern for the underprivileged based 

on values related to universalism that are common to expressions of SEǤ The 

inϐluence of religious faith is seen in how organisationsǯ different worldviews affect 

the ways universalism values are expressedǤ  

Secular organisations present their social entrepreneurial activities as a reϐlection 

of the respectǡ dignity and universallyǦrecognised rights due to all personsǤ CSRD 

and WEAVE describe their approaches as inclusive or rightsǦbased development 

and present organisational missions to protect and advocate for justice for 

disadvantaged groups facing discrimination and consequences of external changeǡ 

in particular for women and the poorǤ These organisations also address 

environmental degradation and assert a collective responsibility to adopt practices 

and lifestyles that care for the environmentǤ CSRD and Habiǡ in particularǡ have made 

environmental concerns a central motivation for their initiativesǤ  

The three secular organisations focus on improving beneϐiciariesǯ income and 

livelihood skills through vocational trainingǡ product design assistanceǡ an equitable 

perǦpiece payment for productsǡ marketing and distribution of products and 

coaching in Ǯsoft skillsǯ such as leadershipǡ time management and ϐinancial literacyǤ 

WEAVE exempliϐies how secular organisations express universalism values in a 

posting on Facebook that emphasises its rightsǦbased approach to solving social 

problemsǣ ǲWe believe that the end of poverty can only be achieved with the end of 

genderǦbased discriminationǤ All over the worldǡ gender inequality makes and keeps 

women poorǡ depriving them of basic rights and opportunities for wellǦbeingǤǳ 

FaithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations express universalism values in 

initiatives based on biblical mandates to seek justiceǡ advocate and care for the 

vulnerable and disadvantagedǤ FaithǦinspired organisations Jacinto & Lirio and 

KKHC describe their engagement with rural poor and Indigenous people groups as 

faithǦinspired empowermentǤ Jacinto & Lirio additionally includes environmental 

care and protection as a central motivation for its initiativeǤ Like the secular 

organisationsǡ faithǦinspired organisations have programmes that develop 
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beneϐiciariesǯ incomeǦgenerating livelihood skillsǡ compensate beneϐiciaries fairly 

for their workǡ provide marketing and distribution for products and teach Ǯsoft 

skillsǤǯ Jacinto & Lirioǯs website publishes a ǲManifestoǳ statement on its website that 

aptly describes how faithǦinspired organisations present values related to 

universalismǤ Written by founder Anne MariposaǦYeeǡ the manifesto includes the 

statementsǣ 

Everything I do is for the glory of God. I believe in living a life with 
purpose. … I strive to live sustainably and be a steward of the natural 
environment entrusted to me. My gratitude for life moves me to be a 
blessing to others & to empower society Ȃ especially to those who are 
most in need. 

FBOs also attribute their universalism values to religious principles but take a more 

holistic approach to their work with disadvantaged beneϐiciariesǤ Where the faithǦ

inspired organisations focus on developing the livelihood skills and income 

generation capabilities of beneϐiciariesǡ FBOs also include psychoǦsocial and 

spiritual components aimed at promoting renewalǡ empowerment and restoration 

of individuals and their familiesǤ Unlike the secular and faithǦinspired organisations 

that base their programmes on community groupsǡ FBOs take a microǦlevel 

approach to social problems and concentrate on helping individuals affected by 

traumaǡ disabilities and povertyǤ Additionallyǡ FBOs do not emphasise 

environmental care and protection as part of their organisational missionsǤ 

Statements posted on the websites of Samaritana and Thai Village exemplify how 

FBOs express universalismǦrelated values in a religious worldview context through 

an individuallyǦfocusedǡ holistic approachǣ 

x Samaritanaǣ ǲwomen in transformed communities becoming whole and free 

in Christ towards prostitutionǦfree societiesǤǳ  

x Thai Villageǣ ǲWe strive to see and treat all people fairly and equally as 

humans created by a loving Godǡ on whose mercy we are all dependentǡ and 

without whom we are all poorǤǳ 

In summaryǡ universalism values are strongly evident in the organisations studiedǤ 

Secularǡ faithǦinspired and FBOs differ in how they identify the context for these 

values and in how the values are operationalised in everyday activitiesǤ Secular and 



Chapter Ͷǣ The Values Context 

 ͳ͵Ͳ 

faithǦinspired organisations address the economic and social needs of 

disadvantaged individuals in community groups through income generation and 

livelihood skill programmes but differ in where they base their universalism valuesǤ 

Secular organisations draw upon normative moral imperatives based on human 

rights and environmental responsibilitiesǡ while faithǦinspired organisations base 

their initiatives on biblical mandates to seek justice for the poor and vulnerableǤ 

FBOs base their social entrepreneurial activity on the same religious social justice 

mandates but adopt a more holistic approach that integrates economicǡ social and 

spiritual componentsǤ  

4.3.4 Self-direction 

SelfǦdirection represents a value type that includes individual values such as 

creativityǡ curiousǡ freedomǡ choosing own goals and independentǤ These values are 

deϐined by ǲindependent thought and actionȄchoosingǡ creatingǡ exploringǳ 

ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǡ pǤ Ǣ Schwartzǡ ͳͻͻͶȌǤ Unlike benevolence and universalismǡ selfǦ

direction is located adjacent to stimulationǦrelated values in the openness to change 

dimensionǤ This value cluster is potentially important to the exploration of FBSE 

since empirical research ϐinds selfǦdirection values are related to entrepreneurial 

behaviour in commercial entrepreneurship ȋGorgievski et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Kirkleyǡ ʹͲͳǢ 

Morris & Schindehutteǡ ʹͲͲͷȌ and SE ȋBargsted et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Egri & Hermanǡ ʹͲͲͲȌǤ 

Additionallyǡ a related ϐield of theorising and research suggests that selfǦefϐicacyǡ or 

belief in oneǯs ability to successfully address a social problemǡ contributes to 

prosocial agency ȋCaprara & Stecaǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ  

Analysis of data from secularǡ faithǦinspired and FBOs reveals that selfǦdirection 

values are expressed in programmes for beneϐiciaries and by their founderǦleadersǡ 

as summarised in Table ͶǤͻǣ 



Chapter Ͷǣ The Values Context 

 ͳ͵ͳ 

Table 4.ͻ 
Inϐluence of a Religious Worldview – Expressions of Self-direction Values 

Secular 
CSRD, Habi, WEAVE 

Faith-inspired 
Jacinto & Lirio, KKHC 

Faith-based 
Bright Solutions, 

Samaritana,  
Thai Village 

Promotes selfǦdirection for beneϐiciaries through empowerment and capacity buildingǤ 

 

 

 

FounderǦleaders are guided 
by a sense of calling and life 
purposeǤ 

 

 

 

FounderǦleaders are guided 
by a sense of Godǯs call and 
directionǤ 

SelfǦdirection by 
beneϐiciaries is encouraged 
based on their essential 
worth before GodǤ 

FounderǦleaders are guided 
by a sense of Godǯs call and 
directionǤ 

Table ͶǤͻ shows that these organisations engage in activities designed to increase 

beneϐiciariesǯ sense of selfǦdirectionǤ SelfǦdirection values are promoted to counter 

what organisations perceive as a culture of poverty that limits beneϐiciariesǯ ability 

to plan for and engage in actions that might improve their quality of lifeǤ In responseǡ 

organisations encourage selfǦdirection values through training and coaching in Ǯsoft 

skillsǯ such as teamworkǡ planningǡ leadership and ϐinancial literacyǤ Additionallyǡ 

counselling and organisational policies that encourage individuals and community 

groups to be selfǦgoverning and take pride in their work increase beneϐiciaries̵ 

sense of selfǦefϐicacy and conϐidenceǤ FaithǦinspired organisation KKHC emphasises 

selfǦdirection values in its work with Indigenous artisans as described in this extract 

from its websiteǣ 

KKHC guided the community in innovating and developing the product 
to give a more modern and trendy look, yet still keeping the traditional 
roots of the product. KKHC, in addition, provided means to production 
thru building a production facility and providing technical training to 
the women who are part of the project. 

In contrast to the secular and faithǦinspired organisationsǡ FBOs use a religious 

worldview context to frame programme elements that encourage and develop selfǦ

direction values among beneϐiciariesǤ A promotional video for FBO Thai Village 

includes an interview with its founder Liz in which she describes how the 
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organisation encourages selfǦdirection values by emphasising beneϐiciariesǯ 

essential worth and dignity before Godǣ 

I want everybody that comes into Thai Village to know they are created 
in the image of God, that they are valuable in His eyes and therefore 
worthy of dignity and to be treated with respect. That they have just as 
much potential and gifts as any other person and can use them in a way 
that makes them come alive. 

Differences in how founderǦleaders attribute their own selfǦdirection reveal the 

inϐluence of a religious worldview on how this value type is expressedǤ A sense of 

calling guides founderǦleaders of these organisationsǡ but as described in the 

ϐindings on organisational worldviews ȋSection ͶǤ͵ǤͳȌ a religious worldview adds 

the additional dimension of Godǯs agency and directionǤ Thelmaǡ the founder of 

Samaritanaǡ illustrates a social entrepreneurial FBOǯs view of Godǯs direction in a 

summary of her ʹͷǦyear engagement with the problem of human trafϐickingǤ After 

describing Samaritanaǯs many programmes and activities over this periodǡ Thelma 

concluded with the statementǣ ǲGod is really at workǤ You do one thing and God does 

the restǤǳ 

To summariseǡ organisations enact selfǦdirection values at the beneϐiciary and 

founderǦleader levels of analysisǤ Organisations encourage their beneϐiciaries to be 

selfǦdirecting and conϐident in their abilities through activities that encourage 

initiativeǡ responsibility and an awareness of their worth and dignityǤ Individual 

founderǦleadersǯ beliefs that they are prepared for and called to the hard work of SE 

play a central role in the selfǦdirection values they exhibitǤ The inϐluence of a 

religious worldview on how selfǦdirection values are expressed is revealed in how 

founderǦleaders of faithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations locate their and 

their beneϐiciariesǯ agency in Godǯs initiative and describe their social 

entrepreneurial activity as a response to Godǯs call and directionǤ  

4.3.5 Security 

SecurityǦrelated values such as a sense of belongingǡ social orderǡ reciprocation of 

favours and family security are located in the Schwartz typology dimension that 

emphasises conservation ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǢ Schwartzǡ ͳͻͻͶȌǤ Deϐined by ǲsafetyǡ 
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harmony and stability of societyǡ relationships and of selfǳ ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǡ pǤ ͻȌǡ 

security values are not rated high in importance in empirical research that has 

investigated the values of commercial entrepreneurs ȋGorgievski et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ 

Kirkleyǡ ʹͲͳǢ Morris & Schindehutteǡ ʹͲͲͷȌ or social entrepreneurs ȋBargsted et 

al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Egri & Hermanǡ ʹͲͲͲȌǤ This ϐinding is consistent with the circular 

hierarchical continuum of values proposed by Schwartz ȋͳͻͻʹȌǡ since security is 

located opposite selfǦdirectionǦrelated values which have been shown to be related 

to entrepreneurship and SEǤ  

I hypothesise that security may be an important values construct to include in data 

analysisǤ Valuing a sense of belongingǡ social orderǡ family security and the 

reciprocation of favours builds and maintains social capitalǤ Social capital is 

important to these ventures as it has been shown to be a signiϐicant contributory 

factor in commercial entrepreneurship and SE ȋEstrinǡ Mickiewiczǡ & Stephanǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ 

Grifϐiths et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Pret & Carterǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Thereforeǡ I also explore how a religious 

worldview context inϐluences the way securityǦrelated values are expressed in SEǤ  

Data analysis reveals that social entrepreneurial secularǡ faithǦbased and FBOs 

express securityǦrelated values through activities and processes at the beneϐiciaryǡ 

organisational and founderǦleader levels as summarised in Table ͶǤͳͲǤ 
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Table 4.10 
Inϐluence of a Religious Worldview – Expressions of Security Values 

Secular 
CSRD, Habi, WEAVE 

Faith-inspired 
Jacinto & Lirio, KKHC 

Faith-based 
Bright Solutions, 

Samaritana,  
Thai Village 

Providing beneϐiciaries with stable income and a 
supportive communityǤ  

Providing beneϐiciaries 
with stable income and a 
supportive community as 
expressions of Godǯs loveǤ  

Collaboration with friendsǡ familyǡ partner organisationsǡ 
funding agenciesǡ educational institutions and promoters 
of SE provides organisations with signiϐicant resourcesǤ 

Collaboration with friendsǡ 
familyǡ partner 
organisations and funding 
agencies provides 
organisations with 
signiϐicant resourcesǤ 

FounderǦleaders recognise 
security and support from 
social networkǤ 

FounderǦleaders recognise 
security and support from 
GodǤ 

FounderǦleaders recognise 
security and support from 
GodǤ 

As shown in Table ͶǤͳͲǡ organisations engage in activities designed to foster a sense 

of stability and security for their beneϐiciariesǤ Stability and security are emphasised 

in their programmes because organisations recognise that life and behaviour 

changes are difϐicult if not impossible for beneϐiciaries inϐluenced by contexts of 

povertyǡ exploitation and traumaǤ Thereforeǡ providing a stable income and creating 

a supportive community are central to how they engage in SEǤ Secular organisation 

WEAVE and FBOs Bright Solutions and Samaritana also emphasise beneϐiciariesǯ 

personal security and sense of belongingǡ since they work with women who have 

been exploited and are vulnerable to domestic and genderǦrelated violenceǤ WEAVE 

describes its fairǦtrade social enterprise in just such terms on its Facebook pageǣ 

ǲOur aim is to provide safe and fair incomesǡ better access to and control over 

resources and greater securityǡ including protection from violenceǡ abuse and 

exploitationǤǳ  

FBOsǡ in particularǡ strive to create a supportive community for and with 

beneϐiciaries as an expression of their organisationsǯ religious worldviewǤ In their 

Christian religious faith context FBOs describe the security and support they offer 
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as an expression of Godǯs unconditional loveǤ In one of its newsletters to supportersǡ 

Thai Village highlights ǲthe importance of providing safeǡ healthyǡ stable jobs and 

income for people and being willing to love people unconditionallyǡ with the love of 

GodǤǳ 

These social entrepreneurial organisations exhibit securityǦrelated values in the 

ways they identify and mobilise social and ϐinancial support for their venturesǤ All 

have received funding from philanthropic and grantǦmaking agencies and many still 

doǤ Friends and family contributed timeǡ moneyǡ ideas and social and professional 

connections to launch Habiǡ Jacinto & Lirioǡ KKHCǡ Samaritana and Thai VillageǤ 

Collaborative programmatic and marketing partnerships play a signiϐicant role in 

social ventures at WEAVEǡ Bright Solutions and SamaritanaǤ FieldǦlevel 

intermediary organisations that teach and promote SE in the Philippines through 

conferences and business plan competitions encouragedǡ provided consulting and 

offered funding crucial to conceptualisation and startǦup at Habiǡ Jacinto & Lirio and 

KKHCǤ In contrast to the secular and faithǦinspired organisationsǡ social 

entrepreneurial FBOs do not gain security and support from ϐieldǦlevel intermediary 

organisations that promote SEǤ Insteadǡ FBOs ϐind support for their initiatives 

through collaborative arrangements with friendsǡ family and faithǦbased partner 

organisationsǤ  

FounderǦleaders of faithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations describe a sense of 

Godǯs calling and direction for their ventures in terms of security and supportǤ This 

transcendent sense of security is exempliϐied in a story Fiona at Bright Solutions told 

about challenges the organisation faced when she discovered that its ϐinancial 

reporting to the Vietnamese government had been done incorrectlyǤ Negotiating a 

settlement and paying back taxes threatened Bright Solutions̵ viabilityǡ but the 

venture survived and Fiona concludes ǲGodǯs kept us going through all thatǤǳ  

In summaryǡ the data suggest that social entrepreneurial secularǡ faithǦinspired and 

FBOs enact practices related to securityǦrelated values and rely on social support in 

their venturesǤ These activities are observed in their programmes for beneϐiciaries 

in the way the organisations mobilise resources through collaborative partnershipsǡ 

in the daily activities of their operation and in the activities and beliefs of their 
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founderǦleadersǤ The inϐluence of a religious worldview is revealed in the ways faithǦ

based and faithǦinspired organisations and their founderǦleaders attribute security 

and support to God̵s agency in and through collaborative partnerships and in the 

daily activities of their social venturesǤ 

4.4 Discussion: Values and Religious Worldview Contexts 

SE is predominantly described from a secular Western materialist worldview that 

overlooks the inϐluence of religious faithǤ This characterisation persists despite 

challenges to the dominant discourse of SE ȋDey & Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳͲȌ and assertions 

that religion is a signiϐicant inϐluence in valuesǦdriven entrepreneurship and SE 

ȋDees & Backmanǡ ͳͻͻͶǢ Spearǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ The special case of FBSE provides a 

counterpoint to Ǯgrand narrativeǯ of SE and illuminates the role of values and a 

religious worldview as related contexts in which SE takes placeǤ  

The example of FBSE shows that a worldview shaped by religious faith inϐluences 

the expression of SE by social entrepreneurial FBOsǤ Table ͶǤͳͳ summarises how 

FBOs engage in SE based on this religious worldviewǤ 

Table 4.11 
Inϐluence of a Religious Worldview on Social Entrepreneurship – Summary 

Area of inϐluence Expression 

Enactment of SE Transformational social impact based on programmes that 
integrate vocational and Ǯsoft skillsǯ training with 
therapeutic support in order to address socialǡ economic 
and spiritual dimensions of povertyǤ Beneϐiciaries deserve 
respectǡ dignity and compassion as equals who reϐlect 
Godǯs imageǤ 

Motive and rationale Benevolence and universalism values motivate 
compassionate action as an expression of Godǯs loveǤ 

Attribution of agency SelfǦdirection and security values are expressed in terms of 
Godǯs directionǡ calling and supportǤ 

Table ͶǤͳͳ summarises ϐindings that suggest a religious worldview inϐluences how 

founderǦleaders enact SEǡ establish the motive and rationale for their programmes 

and ascribe agency for themselves and their beneϐiciariesǤ FBOs engage in SE based 

on a transformational development approach that integrates socialǡ economic and 
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spiritual programmes to achieve social impact ȋMyersǡ ͳͻͻͻȌǤ This approach is lived 

out in microǦlevel activities that create a supportive community in order to restore 

and empower individualsǤ FBOs provide mediumǦterm vocational training in 

handicraft production plus training in Ǯsoft skillsǯ in order to transition beneϐiciaries 

to gainful employment and reintegration into societyǤ In this theological world viewǡ 

beneϐiciaries are regarded as equals that reϐlect Godǯs image and therefore have 

inherent valueǤ  

A religious worldview also modiϐies how social entrepreneurial FBOs express and 

embody a constellation of values related to benevolenceǡ universalismǡ selfǦ

direction and security ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǢ Stephan & Drenchevaǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ In relation to 

benevolence and universalism valuesǡ a religious worldview context provides an 

explicit motive and rationale for prosocial values in FBSE based on a theological 

understanding of Godǯs selϐlessǡ unconditional caritas love ȋFre meaux & Michelsonǡ 

ʹͲͳͳǢ Mele  & Naughtonǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Religious faith and values provide a context in which 

benevolence and compassion are understood to arise out of Godǯs love and 

compassion for each person and the biblical mandate to love oneǯs neighbour as 

oneselfǤ A religious worldview context also deϐines universalism values and moral 

obligation in terms of biblical mandates to provide care and seek justice for all 

vulnerable and disadvantaged members of societyǤ 

In relation to selfǦdirection and security valuesǡ a religious worldview context alters 

the attribution of agency for beneϐiciariesǡ founderǦleaders and the organisation 

itself by locating directionǡ calling and support in Godǯs activity in and through the 

ventureǤ Social entrepreneurial FBOs attribute ultimate agency in their ventures to 

God and understand themselves as actors and representatives of Godǯs 

transformative missionǤ As a resultǡ FBSE is understood to be a calling in the termǯs 

traditionalǡ religious sense ȋBellahǡ Madsenǡ Sullivanǡ Swidlerǡ & Tiptonǡ ͳͻͺͷȀͳͻͻǢ 

Dik & Duffyǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ  

Extending beyond FBSEǡ the contextualised approach used in this study advances 

research and theory building in SE by recognising values as a context in which SE is 

enactedǤ The multilevel and multidimensional inϐluence of values revealed in the 

data is consistent with and extends research that explores the inϐluence of values on 
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the process of SE ȋMairǡ Robinsonǡ & Hockertsǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Spearǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Stephan & 

Drenchevaǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ The investigation suggests the Schwartz ȋͳͻͻʹȌ typology and 

theory of universal human values can be a useful theoretical and analytical lens for 

identifying and comparing values in SE and FBSE through a qualitative research 

designǤ Findings also extend literature that identiϐies compassion as a precursor to 

SE by more clearly linking prosocial behaviour to a context of benevolenceǡ 

universalismǡ selfǦdirection and security values ȋBerglundǡ ʹ ͲͳͺǢ Miller et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͳʹȌǤ  

Results reported in this chapter suggest that values are a discrete context that 

inϐluences the wider omnibus contexts shaping the expression of SEǤ As detailed in 

Section ͳǤͶǤͳǡ context is a key analytical concept used throughout the thesisǤ Scholars 

classify contexts according to whether they have a broad ȋomnibusȌ or narrow 

ȋdiscreteȌ effect on individual and organisational behaviour ȋJohnsǡ ʹͲͲǢ Welterǡ 

ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Omnibus contexts inϐluence whatǡ whereǡ howǡ whoǡ when and why an 

activity takes placeǤ Discrete contexts are speciϐicǡ often situationalǡ inϐluences such 

as taskǡ social and physical factorsǤ Current scholarship argues that discrete contexts 

act as situational variables that are nested in and modify omnibus contexts but it 

does not account for the inϐluence of values as one of those variablesǤ My contention 

based on analysis of empirical data in this chapter is that FBSE is a distinct 

expression of SE that reveals the inϐluence of discrete contexts of values and a 

religious worldview on the enactment of SEǤ  

I extend literature that identiϐies SE as a valuesǦbased process by analysing in Table 

ͶǤͳʹ how values function as a discrete context in which it is enactedǤ This table 

builds on Table ͶǤͳͳ by integrating omnibus contexts into a more comprehensive 

analysis of contextual inϐluences in SEǤ For each omnibus contextǡ the discrete 

contextual inϐluence of values on the expression of SE is identiϐiedǤ  

  



Chapter Ͷǣ The Values Context 

 ͳ͵ͻ 

Table 4.12 
Inϐluence of a Discrete Context of Values on the Expression of  

Social Entrepreneurship 

Omnibus 
context 

Inϐluence of 
Discrete Context 

Contextual Expression 

What Social problems 
addressed 

Address social problems of povertyǡ exploitation 
and environmental degradationǤ 

Where Location of venture Low income urban and rural communities in 
developing countriesǤ 

How Approach Activities create social and economic value through 
transformational approaches that integrate capacity 
building and livelihood programmesǤ 

Who Beneϐiciaries and 
founderǦleaders 

Beneϐiciaries are vulnerable and disadvantaged 
populationsǤ Programmes build capacity for agency 
and change based on selfǦdirection and security 
valuesǤ FounderǦleaders describe their work as a 
callingǤ  

When Venture timing Sense of agency in the ventureǯs timing and 
resource mobilisation based on selfǦdirection and 
security valuesǤ FounderǦleaders describe the 
urgency of their work as a callingǤ 

Why Motive and 
rationale for action 

Compassion as prosocialǡ altruistic action based on 
benevolence and universalism valuesǤ 

Table ͶǤͳʹ analyses ϐindings that suggest values act as a discrete contextual ǲleverǳ 

that inϐluences the way the omnibus contexts whatǡ whereǡ howǡ whoǡ when and why 

shape the expression of SE ȋBaker & Welterǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Johnsǡ ʹͲͲǡ pǤ ͵ͻͳǢ Welterǡ 

ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Values inϐluence the whatǡ where and how factors of SE by providing a 

context for choosing a social problem and beneϐiciaries and thereby determining 

how organisations create social and economic value ȋHlady‐Rispal & Servantieǡ 

ʹͲͳͺǢ Ruskin et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ In this caseǡ the founderǦleadersǯ worldviews and values 

provide a discrete context that motivates them to address the problems of 

vulnerable and disadvantaged populations through integratedǡ transformational 

approaches to create social and economic valueǤ  
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The data also suggest that values inϐluence the who and when contexts through selfǦ

direction and security values that motivate beneϐiciaries with a sense of agency and 

founderǦleaders with a sense of calling to mobilise resources and engage in prosocial 

action ȋBellahǡ Madsenǡ Sullivanǡ Swidlerǡ & Tiptonǡ ͳͻͺͷȀͳͻͻǢ Caprara & Stecaǡ 

ʹͲͲǢ Dik & Duffyǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ Values provide the context for founderǦleadersǯ sense of 

selfǦefϐicacyǡ resource mobilisation activities and their sense of agency expressed 

through callingǡ ability and sense of urgency to address difϐicult social problemsǤ  

The inϐluence of values as a discrete context is most observable in the omnibus Ǯwhyǯ 

context of SEǤ Research links altruisticǡ prosocial behaviour to benevolence and 

universalism values ȋArieli et al.ǡ ʹͲʹͲȌ and altruism has been identiϐied as a 

deϐining characteristic of SE ȋDeesǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Mair & MartÇ ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Ruskin et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ 

Secular organisations and their founderǦleaders described why they are engaged in 

solving social problems in altruistic terms based on values of benevolence and 

universalismǤ In contrastǡ faithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations and their 

founderǦleaders described their social entrepreneurial activity as an expression of 

Godǯs unconditionalǡ compassionate loveǤ  

Figure ͶǤʹ encapsulates these observations in a contextǦaware conceptual 

framework for social entrepreneurial activity that incorporates and revises the 

initial valuesǦbased framework presented in Figure ͶǤͳǤ The revised framework uses 

doubleǦheaded arrows to indicate the biǦdirectional interactions of discrete and 

omnibus contexts that shape prosocial behaviour in the process of SEǤ 
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Figure 4.2 
Context-aware Conceptual Framework of Social Entrepreneurial Activity 

 

Figure ͶǤʹ is grounded in empirical data presented in this chapter that suggest 

multiple contexts have a foundational inϐluence on the expression of SEǤ Values and 

a religious worldview are contexts that act as discrete ǲleversǳ that affect how the 

broader omnibus dimensions whatǡ whereǡ howǡ whoǡ when and why shape 

prosocial behaviour and the process of SE ȋJohnsǡ ʹͲͲǡ pǤ ͵ͻͳǢ Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ The 

ϐigure depicts a biǦdirectional relationship between these discrete and omnibus 

contexts and suggests that values and a religious worldview inϐluence and are 

inϐluenced by omnibus contextsǤ  

A wellǦresearched example of this twoǦway relationship between omnibus and 

discrete contexts is the interaction between national or ethnic culture and an 

individualǯs values and worldviewǤ Multiple studies ϐind national and organisational 

cultures shape the relative importance individuals assign to valuesǡ though not the 

meaning of the values themselves ȋSchwartzǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Schwartzǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ At the same 
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timeǡ national and organisational cultures represent the motivational goals of their 

members and are altered as membersǯ goals change ȋArieli et al.ǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Kanov et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͲͶǢ Sagiv et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Empirical research into ethnic entrepreneurship in Hawaii 

by Morris and Schindehutte ȋʹͲͲͷȌ reveals just this biǦdirectional relationship 

between individual values and broader omnibus contextsǤ Based on the Schwartz 

value typologyǡ their study ϐinds that culture inϐluences the individual values that 

shape entrepreneurial activity but that valuesǦbased entrepreneurial activity in turn 

inϐluences and changes the broader cultureǤ 

Figure ͶǤʹ locates prosocial behaviour in a valuesǦbased and contextǦaware view of 

the process of SEǤ Prosocial behaviour such as compassionǡ deϐined as both intent 

and action to relieve anotherǯs suffering ȋKanov et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Miller et al.ǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǡ is 

widely recognised as a precursor to social entrepreneurial activity ȋMiller et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳʹǢ Mort et al.ǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ Pittz et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Howeverǡ existing conceptual frameworks 

have not integrated prosocialǡ compassionate action or linked it to universal human 

valuesǤ The revised contextǦaware contextual framework I advance identiϐies social 

entrepreneurial activity as the end result of interactions between a religious 

worldviewǡ valuesǡ omnibus contexts and prosocial behaviourǤ  

The conceptual framework I propose emphasises that multidimensional contexts 

shape how SE is enacted in everyday activities ȋChalmers & Shawǡ ʹͲͳǢ Corradi et 

al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ This Ǯpractice perspectiveǯ ȋChalmers & Shawǡ ʹͲͳȌ reveals that values 

are part of the contextualisedǡ multilevel dynamics of SE ȋSaebi et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͳͻȌǤ Results 

join and contribute to a growing body of literature that examines the practice of 

entrepreneurship and SE ȋde Clercq & Voronovǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Dey & Martiǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ 

Johannissonǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ In so doingǡ I respond to calls for research into Ǯeverydayǯ 

expressions that locate entrepreneurship in ǲa broader context of reasonsǡ purposes 

and values for why and how entrepreneurship emergesǳ ȋWelter et al.ǡ ʹͲͳǡ pǤ ͵ ͳͳȌǤ 

From this perspectiveǡ expressions of SE in secular and faithǦbased contexts are 

observably different as a result of their distinct worldviews and valuesǤ Thereforeǡ 

FBSE is not a static concept but is constructedǡ enacted and reinforced through daily 

activities that are shaped by a faithǦbased contextǤ 
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To sum upǡ I draw three conclusions about how a context of values and religious 

faith inϐluences the enactment of SE based on data presented in this chapterǤ Firstǡ 

valuesǦbased activities observed in the organisations ȋGehman et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ȍ suggest 

that in FBSEǡ a context of religious worldview and values modiϐies the enactmentǡ 

motive and rationale and sense of agency for the process of SEǤ Secondǡ ϐindings 

suggest that a values context inϐluences how SE is enacted when SE is viewed 

through the theoretical lens of universal human values ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹȌǤ Thirdǡ and 

more broadlyǡ ϐindings suggest that values act as a discrete contextual ǲleverǳ that 

shapes the whatǡ whereǡ howǡ whoǡ when and why omnibus contexts that inϐluence 

social entrepreneurial activity ȋBaker & Welterǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Johnsǡ ʹͲͲǡ pǤ ͵ͻͳǢ Welterǡ 

ʹͲͳͳȌǤ  

This chapter adds to a growing body of research that explores the impact of contexts 

on social entrepreneurial activityǤ Using the novel standpoint of a religious 

worldviewǡ these conclusions contribute to theory building based on a 

contextualised understanding of SE ȋde Bruin & Readǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Grantǡ ʹͲͲͺbǢ PerisǦ

Ortizǡ Puumalainenǡ Sjogrenǡ Syrjaǡ & Barraketǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Seelosǡ Mairǡ Battilanaǡ & 

Dacinǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ The chapter not only advances efforts to contextualise SE theory by 

recognising values as a context in which SE takes placeǡ it also furthers theorising 

about the role of context in the enactment of SE ȋFeldman & Orlikowskiǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ More 

broadlyǡ I respond to calls for research that analyses the interaction of discrete and 

omnibus contexts ȋWelterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌ and contributes to theory building about context 

and how it shapes organisational behaviour ȋBaker & Welterǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Bambergerǡ 

ʹͲͲͺǢ Johnsǡ ʹͲͲǢ Whettenǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ  

4.5 Chapter Conclusion 

In this chapter I develop and test an initial conceptual framework of social 

entrepreneurial activityǤ Based on empirical dataǡ I advance a novel valuesǦbased 

and contextǦaware conceptual framework for social entrepreneurial activity that 

integrates universal human valuesǡ a religious worldviewǡ omnibus contexts and 

prosocial behaviourǤ The evidence suggests that values and a religious worldview 

are discrete contexts that shape how broader omnibus contexts inϐluence the way 

SE is enactedǤ Henceǡ the special case of FBSE highlights how values provide a 
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context that guides social entrepreneurial activityǤ Consequentlyǡ FBSE is shown to 

be a uniqueǡ contextualised expression of SE that reϐlects a speciϐic worldview 

drawn from its religious faith contextǤ These ϐindings contribute to knowledge and 

theory building about valuesǡ SE and the inϐluence of context on organisational 

behaviourǤ  
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5 The Gender-Values Context 
5.1 Chapter Introduction 

A growing ϐield of study explores how gender and social entrepreneurship ȋSEȌ 

intersect to address societyǯs multifaceted problems ȋde Bruin & Teasdaleǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ 

Empirical research reveals that a gender context inϐluences who engages in SEǡ 

where and how SE is practiced and what social problems are addressed ȋCherrier et 

al.ǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Datta & Gaileyǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ HechavarrÇ aǡ Ingramǡ Justoǡ & Terjesenǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ While 

a genderǦaware view of entrepreneurial behaviour increasingly includes SE ȋClark 

Muntean & OzkazancǦPanǡ ʹͲͳǢ Lewis & Henryǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǡ the intersection of genderǡ 

values and a religious worldview in SE is rarely examined ȋBorquist & de Bruinǡ 

ʹͲͳͻȌǤ I respond to this research gap by addressing the second subǦquestion of the 

thesisǣ  

How does gender inϔluence social entrepreneurship enacted in a context of values and 

religious faithǫ 

The aim of this chapter is to explore how and why women engage in SE in distinct 

ways ȋLewis & Henryǡ ʹͲͳͻȌ by investigating the genderǦvaluesǦreligious worldview 

nexus in expressions of SEǤ I respond to the chapterǯs research question by 

incorporating gender into the contextǦaware conceptual framework of social 

entrepreneurial activity advanced in Figure ͶǤʹǤ  

Guided by feminist scholarshipǡ I deϐine gender as a socially constructed and 

performed practice that deϐines feminine or masculine in speciϐic contextsǤ Henceǡ 

gender is a social identity distinct from but related to biological sex and sex 

categories that deϐine female or male ȋGarcÇ a & Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Nightingaleǡ ʹͲͲǢ 

West & Zimmermanǡ ͳͻͺȌǤ Gender is also a context enacted in daily activities and 

social interactions such that ǲevery aspect of social life is genderedǳ ȋBradleyǡ ʹͲͳǡ 
pǤ ͵ͺȌǤ Thereforeǡ gender is a social structure that inϐluences daily life by providing 

a context that shapes values and actions ǲindirectly by shaping actorsǯ perceptions 

of their interests and directly by constraining choiceǳ ȋMartinǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Rismanǡ ʹͲͲͶǡ 

pǤ Ͷ͵ʹȌǤ Viewing gender as a social structureǡ I explore how the process of SE is 
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embedded in gendered contexts of religious worldview and values at the individualǡ 

organisational and institutional levels of society ȋBrush et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Rismanǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ  

I refer to Ǯdoing genderǡǯ Ǯgenderingǯ and activities as being Ǯgenderedǯ in recognition 

that ǲgender is something that is Ǯdoneǡǯ Ǯaccomplishedǡǯ or Ǯperformedǯ rather than 

something that Ǯisǯǳ ȋAhlǡ ʹͲͲǡ pǤ ͷͻȌǤ Consequentlyǡ this chapter treats Ǯdoing 

entrepreneurshipǯ and Ǯdoing genderǯ as a single intertwined activity performed in 

a speciϐic context ȋGherardi & Poggioǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ I argue that gender and how gender is 

Ǯdoneǯ provides a context that intersects with valuesǡ a religious worldview and the 

broader omnibus contexts that shape whatǡ whereǡ when and how SE occursǡ who 

engages in it and why ȋJohnsǡ ʹͲͲǢ Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ West & Zimmermanǡ ͳͻͺȌǤ  

Concepts and analysis presented in this chapter were initially developed in an 

article based on empirical data from ϐive of my eight case studies ȋBorquist & de 

Bruinǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ In that articleǡ we explored how womenǦled social entrepreneurial 

organisations express motivational value types that manifest benevolenceǡ 

universalismǡ selfǦdirection and security as identiϐied in the Schwartz ȋͳͻͻʹǢ ͳͻͻͶȌ 

typologyǤ Our ϐindings show that gender and a religious worldview are contexts that 

shape how values inϐluence the process of SEǤ I now extend the articleǯs analysis to 

include the complete data set and apply ϐindings in greater detail to faithǦbased 

social entrepreneurship ȋFBSEȌǡ SE and the role of contexts in the enactment of SEǤ 

Following this introductionǡ the chapter reviews extant literature to establish a 

gendered view of contextsǡ valuesǡ entrepreneuring and a religious worldviewǤ An 

initial genderǦaware conceptual framework for the process of SE based on Figure 

ͶǤʹ is then proposedǤ Nextǡ empirical data is presented to test the framework by 

identifying the inϐluence of a gender context on social entrepreneurial faithǦbasedǡ 

faithǦinspired and secular organisations and the values they expressǤ In the 

discussion section I develop insights into the genderǦvaluesǦreligious worldview 

nexus in FBSE and propose a revised genderǦaware conceptual framework that 

recognises the inϐluence of these multipleǡ intersecting contexts on expressions of 

SEǤ Finallyǡ concluding observations prepare the way for Chapter  and its analysis 

of institutional logics as a context for FBSEǤ 
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5.2 Incorporating Gender: Literature Review 

This section sets the stage for developing a valuesǦbased and contextǦaware 

conceptual framework that recognises gender as a context in which SE is enactedǤ 

The ϐirst two literature streams provide gendered views of contexts and valuesǤ The 

growing literature stream that studies commercial and social entrepreneurship 

enacted in a gender context is then analysedǡ highlighting the theme of 

empowermentǤ The ϐinal stream considers the interaction of gender and a religious 

worldview in SE and highlights the theme of altruistic caritas loveǤ Each of these 

streams is explored in turnǤ  

5.2.1 Gendering Contexts 

Extant literature describes gender as a signiϐicantǡ yet often overlookedǡ context that 

inϐluences individualsǡ organisations and societies ȋYoder & Kahnǡ ʹͲͲ͵ȌǤ Gender is 

widely recognised in contemporary scholarship as a context through which social 

behaviour and control take place ȋWest & Zimmermanǡ ͳͻͺȌǤ On the other handǡ 

gender is itself shaped by the multidimensional contexts in which it is enactedǡ 

presenting different deϐinitions and impacts depending on the context ȋNightingaleǡ 

ʹͲͲȌǤ Gender is also a context that operates across individualǡ organisational and 

institutional levels of analysisǡ as shown in gendered analyses of entrepreneuring 

ȋde Bruin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Rismanǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ 

Scholarly consensus is lacking on whether gender inϐluences behaviour and social 

institutions as an overarching omnibus context or a discrete contextual variableǤ To 

recapǡ current theory differentiates between omnibus and discrete contexts 

according to the scope of their effects ȋJohnsǡ ʹ ͲͲǢ Welterǡ ʹ ͲͳͳȌǤ Omnibus contexts 

have a broad inϐluence on social behaviour and systems such as cultureǡ time and 

place and answer the analytical questions whatǡ whereǡ howǡ whoǡ when and whyǤ 

Discrete contexts are speciϐicǡ situational variables such as taskǡ social or physical 

factors that are embedded in one or more of the omnibus contextsǤ The distinction 

between omnibus and discrete contexts provided a useful analytical construct in 

Chapter ͶǤ In that chapterǡ values and a religious worldview were identiϐied as 

discrete contexts for the various expressions of SE enacted by the social 

entrepreneurial organisations I studiedǤ  
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Seminal papers that explore the inϐluence of contexts on organisational behaviour 

cite gender as an example of demographic characteristics encompassed in the Ǯwhoǯ 

omnibus context ȋJohnsǡ ʹͲͲǢ Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Howeverǡ it is unclear whether these 

and other authors in the ϐield consider gender a variable that deϐines the omnibus 

Ǯwhoǯ context ȋiǤeǤ a discrete contextȌ or an omnibus variable in its own rightǤ 

Whether gender is a discrete or omnibus context is an open question this chapter 

will addressǤ  

5.2.2 Gendering Ethics and Values 

Gender is regarded as a context with wideǦranging inϐluences on ǲrealityǡ timeǡ 

actionȀinteractionǡ power and ethicsǳ ȋBird & Brushǡ ʹͲͲʹǡ pǤ ͶȌǤ The second 

literature stream incorporated in this chapter locates ethics and universal human 

values in a gender contextǤ Analysis of this literature suggests that gender has a 

slight inϐluence on ethical decision making and value prioritiesǡ with a female bias 

toward moral reasoning based on care for and responsibility to others and toward 

selfǦtranscendent values that express benevolence and universalismǤ Key literature 

in this stream is summarised in Table ͷǤͳǡ integrating two major areas of inquiryǣ 

gender as context for moral reasoning and universal human valuesǤ 
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Table 5.1 
Gender, Ethics and Values – Key Literature 

Author(s) Method Contribution 

Gilligan ȋͳͻͺʹȌ Conceptual Women tend to base moral reasoning on 
responsibility and care vsǤ rights and justiceǤ 

Jaffee & Hyde 
ȋʹͲͲͲȌ 

MetaǦanalysis 
of research 

The small gender effect in moral reasoning is 
outweighed by situational contexts and contentǤ 

Bampton & 
Maclagan 
ȋʹͲͲͻȌ 

Qualitative 
study ȋUKȌ 

Gender inϐluences value priorities in ethical 
decision makingǤ 

Beutel & Marini 
ȋͳͻͻͷȌ 

Survey ȋUS 
adolescentsȌ 

Gender inϐluences value prioritiesǣ females express 
more concern and responsibility for othersǯ 
welfareǡ less materialism and competitionǡ more 
importance to ϐinding meaning and purpose in lifeǡ 
higher religiosityǤ 

Schwartz & 
Rubel ȋʹͲͲͷȌ 

Surveys in Ͳ 
countries 

Women rank benevolence and universalism values 
higherǤ Age and cultural differences inϐluence value 
priorities more than sex differencesǤ 

Longest et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳ͵Ȍ 

Surveys 
ȋEuropeȌ 

Women are more likely to prioritise universalism 
values in the Schwartz typologyǤ 

Drawing upon gender socialisation literatureǡ a seminal work by Gilligan ȋͳͻͺʹȌ 

proposes a feminine ethic of care in moral decision makingǤ It asserts that a feminine 

ethic of care is based on relationship and context in contrast to a masculine ethic of 

justice based on belief and dutyǤ According to this gendered theory of ethicsǡ moral 

orientation is gendered and the two ethics of care and justice represent crossǦ

cutting perspectives that exist in dynamic tension when individuals make ethical 

decisions ȋGilliganǡ ͳͻͻͷȌǤ  

Thusǡ the ǲfeminine voiceǳ ȋGilliganǡ ͳͻͻͻǡ pǤ ͵ͺͳȌ in matters of moral judgment is 

contextualised based on the embeddedness of self and responsibilityǣ a sense of self 

embedded in relationships paired with a sense of responsibility to others embedded 

in a situational contextǤ According to this viewǡ a feminine ethic of care frames moral 

dilemmas in terms of conϐlicting responsibilities rather than conϐlicting rights or 

truthsǤ An early empirical test of this hypothesis with married couples in the US 

conϐirms that a feminine worldview inϐluences moral orientation ȋJensen et al.ǡ 
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ͳͻͻͳȌǤ These authors suggest a feminine worldview is characterised by caring and 

responsibility for others and emphasises achieving success through being rather 

than through doing and the exercise of powerǤ 

Subsequent research has sought to conϐirm the inϐluence of gender on moral 

reasoning and ethical decision makingǡ yielding inconclusive and controversial 

results ȋDalton & Ortegrenǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Whereas early studies suggest females are more 

sensitive to ethical issues than males and are therefore more ethical in their decision 

making ȋOǯFallon & Butterϐieldǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǡ later research identiϐies a more complicated 

and nuanced relationshipǤ The salience of contexts appears to matter when gender 

is considered in ethical decision makingǡ as suggested by Bampton and Maclagan 

ȋʹͲͲͻȌ who ϐinds that female participants are more inclined than male participants 

to make ethical decisions in favour of human welfare and the environment when 

those decisions are framed in terms of caringǤ Radtke ȋʹͲͲͲȌ ϐinds that differences 

in gender and contexts ȋwork and personal settingsǡ in this caseȌ do not signiϐicantly 

inϐluence ethical decision makingǡ while Dalton and Ortegren ȋʹͲͳͳȌ concludes 

gender has a smaller and less direct inϐluence on ethical decision making than 

previously thoughtǤ 

The feminine ethic of care hypothesis continues to be controversialǤ While 

acknowledging that moral judgments can be based on care and justice orientationsǡ 

Flanagan and Jackson ȋͳͻͺȌ assert that care and justice orientations are not 

necessarily gendered since individuals rely on and mix both perspectives in their 

ethical decision making based on the situationǤ A metaǦanalysis of ͳͳ͵ empirical 

studies by Jaffee and Hyde ȋʹͲͲͲȌ concludes that care and justice exist as distinct 

moral orientations but are not strongly associated with genderǤ Their analysis 

suggests that individuals mix care and justice orientations when they make moral 

decisionsǡ with females tending to emphasise a care orientation slightly more than 

justice and males the oppositeǤ Howeverǡ Jaffee and Hyde ȋʹͲͲͲȌ ϐind that the type 

of moral reasoning used is highly sensitive to the contexts and content of the moral 

decisionǡ such that contexts override the slight gender effectǤ  

Despite a lack of empirical evidence to support assertions that moral orientation is 

gendered and females make decisions based on an ethic of careǡ these ideas are still 
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encountered in the womenǯs social and commercial entrepreneurship literatureǤ In 

the SE literatureǡ the female ethic of care hypothesis appears in claims that womenǯs 

orientation to care may cause them to emphasise social value creation goals more 

than men ȋAndre  & Pacheǡ ʹͲͳǢ Chell et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͳǢ HechavarrÇ aǡ ʹͲͳaǢ HechavarrÇ a 

et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ  

Parallel to literature on the gendered nature of ethical decision makingǡ a substantial 

body of literature explores whether universal human values are genderedǤ Theorists 

and researchers who study human values from a social psychology perspective base 

their analysis on the observation that contexts inϐluence a personǯs values and how 

those values are expressed ȋArieli et al.ǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Rokeachǡ ͳͻ͵Ǣ Schwartzǡ ͳͻȌǤ 

Contextual dimensions such as genderǡ ethnicityǡ religionǡ national culture and 

education are shown to affect value prioritiesǡ though not the values themselves or 

the overall structure of an individualǯs values ȋHitlinǡ ʹͲͲ͵ȌǤ  

Beutel and Marini ȋͳͻͻͷȌ investigate the inϐluence of gender on the value 

orientation of US secondary school students and ϐind substantial differences 

between gendersǡ with females more likely to express compassionǡ concern and 

responsibility for the wellǦbeing of othersǡ less likely to be motivated by materialism 

and competition and more likely to emphasise purpose and meaning in their livesǤ 

Analysis of data from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor and World Values 

Surveys shows that females in a postǦmaterialist cultural context are more likely to 

start an environmentallyǦoriented business ȋHechavarrÇ aǡ ʹͲͳbǢ HechavarrÇ a et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳȌǤ These results suggest that gender socialisation of girls and women 

encourages stereotypically feminine values such as selfǦexpressionǡ quality of lifeǡ 

belongingǡ human rightsǡ the environment and loveǣ values that are more aligned 

with caring for people and the planetǤ  

The preponderance of research and theory building on the gendered nature of 

values is based on the widely used and validated typology and theory of human 

values developed by Schwartz ȋͳͻͻʹǢ ͳͻͻͶȌ discussed in detail in Section ͶǤʹǤͳǤ 

Research that explores the inϐluence of gender on the structureǡ meaning and 

priorities of human values using the Schwartz value theory has to date yielded 

inconclusive resultsǤ Two early studies ϐind that values have similar meanings for 



Chapter ͷǣ The GenderǦValues Context 

 ͳͷʹ 

women and men andǡ furtherǡ that gender shows no effect on the priorities assigned 

to values ȋPrinceǦGibson & Schwartzǡ ͳͻͻͺǢ Struch et al.ǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǤ This result is 

conϐirmed in subsequent research that also concludes gender does not moderate 

value priorities or the relationship between values and behaviour ȋSchwartz et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳȌǤ  

On the other handǡ some investigations using the Schwartz value theory and survey 

have shown a small but positive relationship between gender and value priorities 

that result from culturally inϐluenced gender socialisationǤ Several studies ϐind 

women place higher relative priority on the benevolence and universalism values 

associated with prosocial behaviour and moral agencyǡ while men attribute more 

importance to values related to powerǡ achievementǡ stimulationǡ selfǦdirection and 

hedonism ȋCaprara & Stecaǡ ʹͲͲǢ Longest et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Schwartzǡ ʹͲͲǢ Schwartz & 

Butenkoǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Schwartz & Rubelǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǤ These studies conclude that differences 

between genders in the relative priorities assigned to values are smallǡ explaining 

less variance than age and much less than cultureǤ  

In light of these resultsǡ the majority view among scholars appears to be that there 

is more variation in value priorities between individuals than between gendersǤ This 

conclusion is afϐirmed by results from two investigations of how value priorities 

shift with ageǤ These studies ϐind that value structures of men and women in the 

same age cohort are more similar than different even though value structures as a 

whole shift systematically over time ȋBorgǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Lyons et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǤ  

To sum upǡ it appears that gender socialisation has only a small degree of inϐluence 

on ethical decision makingǡ moral orientation and value prioritiesǤ While research 

suggests a gender context of femininity may favour an ethic of care in decision 

making and promote a higher priority on values related to benevolence and 

universalismǡ multiple authors conclude that situational factors and individual 

variation have a greater inϐluence on individual behaviour than genderǤ Howeverǡ at 

the societal level a context of gendered norms and stereotypes imposed and 

reinforced by the familyǡ religious doctrineǡ culture and social institutions continues 

to have a powerful inϐluence on individuals and social entrepreneurial activityǤ  
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5.2.3 Entrepreneuring and Empowerment 

Entrepreneurship by and for women is increasingly attracting scholarly interest 

ȋBrushǡ de Bruinǡ & Welterǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ de Bruin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Welterǡ Brushǡ & de Bruinǡ 

ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Drawing upon this extensive and multifaceted literature streamǡ I identify 

three related threadsǤ Table ͷǤʹ highlights key literature on the gendered nature of 

entrepreneurshipǡ SE and womenǯs empowermentǤ 

Table 5.2 
Gender and Entrepreneurship, SE and Empowerment –  

Key Literature 

Thread Author(s) Method Contribution 

ͳȌ EntrepreǦ
neurship 

Gherardi 
and Poggio 
ȋʹͲͳͺȌ 

Conceptual Gender and entrepreneurship are 
intertwined social practicesǢ contrasts 
gender in entrepreneurship with 
gendering of entrepreneurshipǤ 

 Bird & 
Brush 
ȋʹͲͲʹȌ 

Conceptual A gendered perspective highlights 
masculine and feminine characteristics 
of venturesǤ 

 Ahl ȋʹͲͲȌ Discourse 
analysis 

Counters male gendering of 
entrepreneurship research and theory 
buildingǤ 

 de Bruin et 
alǤ ȋʹͲͲȌ 

Conceptual WomenǦled entrepreneurship is 
embedded and practiced in multilevelǡ 
multidimensional contextsǤ 

ʹȌ SE Clark 
Muntean & 
OzkazancǦ
Pan ȋʹͲͳȌ 

Conceptual SE evokes gendered deϐinitionsǣ social 
ȋfeminineȌ Ϊ entrepreneur ȋmasculineȌǤ 

 Dimitriadis 
et alǤ ȋʹͲͳȌ 

Statistical 
analysis ȋUS 
dataȌ 

SE is linked with traits identiϐied as 
feminineǤ 

 HechavarrÇ a 
& Ingram 
ȋʹͲͳȌ 

Statistical 
analysis 
ȋGEM dataȌ 

Females are more likely to start social 
venturesǢ these are more common in 
cultures of emphasised femininityǤ 
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Thread Author(s) Method Contribution 

͵Ȍ Womenǯs 
empowerment 

Rowlands 
ȋͳͻͻͷȌ 

Conceptual Seminal workǤ Womenǯs empowerment 
addresses unequal power relationshipsǤ 

 Kabeer 
ȋͳͻͻͻȌ 

Conceptual Empowerment gives women power to 
make strategic life choicesǤ 

 Syed ȋʹͲͳͲȌ Conceptual Empowerment gives women power to 
participate in all areas of lifeǤ 

 Rindova et 
alǤ ȋʹͲͲͻȌ 

Conceptual Entrepreneurship not only pursues 
proϐitable opportunitiesǡ but 
emancipation and social changeǤ 

 AlǦDajani & 
Marlow 
ȋʹͲͳͷȌ 

Ethnography 
ȋJordanȌ 

Entrepreneurship in a Global South 
context promotes womenǯs 
empowerment and social changeǤ 

 Haugh & 
Talwar 
ȋʹͲͳȌ 

Case study 
ȋIndiaȌ 

Emancipatory SE contributes to womenǯs 
empowerment and positive social 
changeǤ  

When feminist theories of gender and gendering are used to analyse mainstream 

entrepreneurship researchǡ they reveal a dominant epistemological gender biasǤ 

Mainstream research frequently adopts a Ǯgender in entrepreneurshipǯ approach 

when studying the relationship between gender and entrepreneurship ȋBird & 

Brushǡ ʹͲͲʹǢ Gherardi & Poggioǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ In this traditional viewǡ the entrepreneur is 

male gendered by default and entrepreneurship is deϐined as an instrument for 

economic growthǤ This approach typically ignores issues of gender equalityǡ power 

relations and the different types of businesses that women may start ȋAhlǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ 

Consequentlyǡ women are identiϐied as female entrepreneurs when masculine 

images are assumed to be normativeǡ which tends to characterise them as inferior 

or inadequate actors ȋAhl & Marlowǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Clark Muntean & OzkazancǦPanǡ ʹͲͳǢ 

Marlow & McAdamǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ 

In contrastǡ this study adopts a Ǯgendering of entrepreneurshipǯ approach and 

extends it to examine how SE and FBSE are gendered in their everyday expressions 

ȋGherardi & Poggioǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Welter et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ I regard gender relationships as 

fundamental social practices and thus explore how gender and entrepreneurship 

are integrated and Ǯdoneǯ simultaneously ȋBruniǡ Gherardiǡ & Poggioǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ In a 



Chapter ͷǣ The GenderǦValues Context 

 ͳͷͷ 

systematic review of extant researchǡ Brush ȋͳͻͻʹȌ proposes this integrated 

perspective be adopted to study womenǯs entrepreneurshipǤ Research reviewed in 

the article suggests womenǯs social orientation is more focused on relationships 

than menǡ leading Brush ȋͳͻͻʹȌ to conclude that women entrepreneurs do not just 

create and manage an economic entity but an integrated system of familyǡ 

community and business relationshipsǤ This gendered view of entrepreneurship 

recognises that entrepreneurial processes are embedded in institutionalǡ cultural 

and family contexts that impact women differently than men ȋBrush et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ 

Brushǡ de Bruinǡ & Welterǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ As a resultǡ women engage in doing and reǦdoing 

gender as they confront the potentially conϐlicting discourses of womanhood and 

entrepreneurship ȋGarcÇ a & Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Thereforeǡ gender can be regarded as a 

context that matters in entrepreneurial activity at the institutionalǡ organisational 

and individual levels ȋBrush et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ de Bruin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ  

A gendered view of social entrepreneurial activity reveals that deϐinitions of SE 

incorporate and express gendered qualities stereotypically considered both 

feminine ȋsocialȌ and masculine ȋentrepreneurshipȌ ȋClark Muntean & OzkazancǦ

Panǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ The review of entrepreneurship research by Brush ȋͳͻͻʹȌ discussed 

previously concludes that women entrepreneurs are more likely to start businesses 

in order to address social issues or problems and to merge social and commercial 

goals in their venturesǤ Extending conceptual work by Bird and Brush ȋʹͲͲʹȌ that 

highlights masculine and feminine characteristics in new venture creationǡ 

empirical research by Dimitriadisǡ Leeǡ Ramarajanǡ and Battilana ȋʹͲͳȌ ϐinds social 

entrepreneurial activity is associated with traits identiϐied as feminineǤ Conϐirming 

the association of social goals with feminine gender characteristicsǡ research by Lee 

and Huang ȋʹͲͳͺȌ observes that femaleǦled commercial ventures are subject to less 

gender bias when their proposals for external funding are framed in terms of social 

impactǤ Finallyǡ analysis of largeǦscale survey data gathered by the Global 

Entrepreneurship Monitor provides further corroboration of the gendered nature 

of SE by revealing that women entrepreneurs are more likely to start social ventures 

and that social ventures are more common in societies characterised by emphasised 

femininity ȋHechavarrÇ a & Ingramǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ 
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A genderǦaware analysis of the process of entrepreneurship also highlights its 

potential to emancipate and empower underprivileged womenǤ The concept of 

empowerment as it applies to women is widely usedǡ complex and vigorously 

debated ȋCornwall & Rivasǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Phillipsǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Rowlandsǡ ͳͻͻͷȌǤ Initially 

developed to inform initiatives in international community and economic 

development based in Global South countriesǡ womenǯs empowerment addresses 

unequal power relationships in society that disfavour women at personalǡ family 

and community levels of analysis ȋRowlandsǡ ͳͻͻͷȌǤ Empowerment in this social 

context is best understood as a process that gives women increased power to make 

strategic life choices about their resourcesǡ agency and wellǦbeing ȋKabeerǡ ͳͻͻͻǢ 

Mosedaleǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǤ  

I adopt the holisticǡ relational and multilevel deϐinition proposed by Syed ȋʹͲͳͲǡ pǤ 

ʹͻʹȌ that womenǯs empowerment is ǲa dynamic process that involves developing 

the capacity of women to participate in economic as well as nonǦeconomic activities 

of lifeǡ within private and public domainsǤǳ By this viewǡ womenǯs empowerment is 

seen as a valuesǦbased activity that seeks to change gendered subjectivities and 

relationships that create unequal distributions of power that disfavour womenǡ 

leading to change at personalǡ organisational and societal levels ȋClark Muntean & 

OzkazancǦPanǡ ʹͲͳǢ Kabeerǡ ͳͻͻͻǢ Nightingaleǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ Thusǡ entrepreneurship by 

and for women is more than a process that pursues proϐitable opportunities but is 

also an activity that has implications for womenǯs emancipation and empowerment 

ȋAlǦDajani et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Rindova et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ  

Entrepreneurial activity through SE is clearly identiϐied as a process that involves 

womenǯs empowerment as a consequence of its goal to promote positive social 

change ȋCherrier et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Datta & Gaileyǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Haugh & Talwarǡ ʹͲͳǢ Stephan 

et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Empowerment through SE bridges the gap between emancipation of 

self and emancipation of others ȋRindova et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻȌ by providing a platform for 

marketǦbased economic emancipation and relationsǦbased social emancipation that 

leads to new livelihoodsǡ social roles and meaning in life ȋChandraǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ 

The observation that SE is a process capable of empowering socially disadvantaged 

women is particularly relevant to my researchǤ Empirical data on which the thesis is 
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based comes from developing countries of the Global South where gender biasǡ 

social disadvantage and poverty have a strong impact on women ȋAlǦDajani & 

Marlowǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Datta & Gaileyǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Haugh & Talwarǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Substantial research 

has been done in recent years in Global South countries that shows contextualised 

entrepreneurship has a social impact and can contribute to poverty alleviation and 

social changeǤ Studies reveal that social and commercial entrepreneurial activity 

empowers women beneϐiciaries and founderǦleaders in Africa ȋKimbu & Ngoasongǡ 

ʹͲͳǢ Pe rilleux & Szafarzǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǡ Central Asia ȋLeeǡ ʹͲͳǢ Phillipsǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǡ the Indian 

subcontinent ȋAnderson et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͳͻǢ Cherrier et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͳͺǢ Datta & Gaileyǡ ʹ ͲͳʹǢ Mairǡ 

MartÇ ǡ & Ventrescaǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǡ Latin America ȋMaak & Stoetterǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Maguirreǡ Ruelasǡ 

& De La Torreǡ ʹͲͳǢ Va zquez Maguirreǡ Portalesǡ & Vela squez Bellidoǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǡ the 

Middle East ȋAlǦDajani et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Essers & Benschopǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Tlaissǡ ʹͲͳͷȌ and 

Southeast Asia ȋPio & Singhǡ ʹͲͳǢ Wilksǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ 

Finallyǡ research into the inϐluence of gender on commercial and social 

entrepreneurial activity may suggest a possible answer to the question of whether 

gender inϐluences individuals and social systems as an omnibus or discrete contextǤ 

Brushǡ de Bruinǡ and Welter ȋʹͲͳͶȌ propose that gender is embedded in broad 

structuralǡ cultural and family contexts that affect new venture creation by women 

differently than menǤ Similarlyǡ Hanson ȋʹͲͲͻȌ concludes from a fourǦcountry 

investigation of womenǯs entrepreneurship that gender inϐluences and is inϐluenced 

by the omnibus Ǯwhereǯ context of geographyǤ A qualitative study of Spanish women 

entrepreneurs draws a distinction between gender and broader omnibus contexts 

that deϐine ǲwhenǡ how and why entrepreneurship happens and who becomes 

involved with itǳ ȋGarcÇ a & Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳǡ pǤ ͵ͺȌǤ Lastlyǡ a largeǦscale quantitative 

study identiϐies gender as a ǲbackground identityǳ ȋHechavarrÇ a et al.ǡ ʹͲͳǡ pǤ ʹ͵ͲȌ 

with different inϐluences on womenǯs expression of entrepreneurship depending on 

culture and other omnibus contextsǤ I conclude from these studies that gender is a 

discrete contextual variable that conditions the inϐluence of broader omnibus 

contexts deϐining whatǡ whereǡ howǡ whoǡ when and why entrepreneurship and SE 

take placeǤ 

In summaryǡ a genderǦaware view of SE challenges a stereotypically masculine 

characterisation of entrepreneurial activity that narrowly deϐines entrepreneurship 
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as an income generatingǡ sequentialǡ strategic and competitive activity that exploits 

opportunities to maximise proϐit ȋAhlǡ ʹͲͲǢ Bird & Brushǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǤ A gendered view 

shows entrepreneuring in its social and commercial forms has the potential to 

create social change by altering gender norms and relationsǡ thereby creating new 

opportunity structures that empower and emancipate women through more just 

and equitable economicǡ institutionalǡ social and cultural arrangements ȋCala sǡ 

Smircichǡ & Bourneǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Hansonǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Rindova et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Stephan et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ 

While this rapidly growing literature has not examined the nature of the gender 

context for entrepreneurial behaviourǡ I ϐind within it clues that gender is a discrete 

context that shapes the inϐluence of the broader omnibus contexts in which 

entrepreneurship takes placeǤ  

5.2.4 Gender, Religious Worldview and Social Entrepreneurship 

This chapterǯs exploration of FBSE also adopts a genderǦaware view of religion and 

religiosity ȋiǤeǤ oneǯs normative practice of religionȌǤ This gendered view afϐirms that 

religion is embodied and therefore genderedǡ revealing that ǲgender and sexuality 

are at the core of religionǳ ȋNeitzǡ ʹͲͲͶǡ pǤ ͶͲͲȌǤ My analysis locates SE enacted in 

the intersecting contexts of a religious worldview and gender as a form of Ǯlived 

religionǯ ȋHallǡ ͳͻͻȌǡ since actions are more likely to be gendered than beliefsǤ Key 

literature in the stream that examines the interrelationship between genderǡ 

religion and SE is summarised in Table ͷǤ͵ 
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Table 5.3 
Gender, Religious Worldview and Social Entrepreneurship –  

Key Literature 

Author(s) Method Contribution 

Neitz ȋʹͲͲͶȌ Conceptual  Religion is a gendered practiceǤ 

Darwin ȋʹͲͳͺȌ Survey ȋUSȌ Doing gender and doing religion are intertwinedǤ 

AlǦDajani et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳͻȌ 

Ethnography 
ȋJordanȌ 

Muslim women defy their religious and social 
embeddedness through entrepreneurshipǤ 

Perriton ȋʹͲͳȌ Historical 
ȋEnglandȌ 

Christian women in ͳͺth century England Ǯdidǯ 
genderǡ values and religious faith through SEǤ 

Dees ȋʹͲͳʹȌ Conceptual SE blends two value systemsǣ entrepreneurial 
problem solving and altruistic loveǤ 

Noddings 
ȋͳͻͻͻȌ 

Conceptual Female ethics emphasise altruistic love over duty 
and needs over rightsǤ 

Cancian ȋͳͻͺȌ Conceptual The conventional deϐinition of love is feminisedǤ 
Love blends both emotion ȋfeminineȌ and 
instrumentality ȋmasculineȌǤ  

I recognise at the outset that the relationship between religion and gender is fraught 

and often represents the Ǯdark sideǯ of religious faith and practiceǤ Analysing the 

abundant literature on religionǯs role in legitimating patriarchy and enforcing 

gender discrimination is beyond the scope of this studyǡ but several examples may 

illustrate the pointǤ  

Zhao and Wry ȋʹͲͳȌ argue that a context of patriarchy shapes the logics of religionǡ 

familyǡ professions and the stateǡ thereby reducing capital availability to 

microϐinance agencies that lend predominantly to womenǤ In the ϐield of 

international developmentǡ Martin et al. ȋʹͲͲȌ note that faithǦbased organisations 

ȋFBOsȌ are effective agents for alleviating poverty due to their underlying moral 

values to help the poor and through the religious social capital FBOs generateǤ 

Neverthelessǡ they ϐind that religiouslyǦdeϐined gender roles and discrimination 

against women can also limit the effectiveness of FBOs in addressing social 

problemsǤ Authors who explore entrepreneurial behaviour in an Islamic context 
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note that Islam has been recognised for systematically subordinating women to men 

ȋAlǦDajani et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Essers & Benschopǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Tlaissǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ  

In another exampleǡ largeǦscale statistical analysis of data from the World Values 

Survey and country development indicators by Seguino ȋʹͲͳͳȌ ϐinds that greater 

religious afϐiliation and religiosity in a country is correlated with more rigid 

hierarchical gender stereotypes and decreased measures of gendered wellbeingǡ 

regardless of the dominant religionǤ Lastlyǡ asserting that the major world religions 

Ȃ Christianity prominent among them Ȃ are inherently and irredeemably sexistǡ 

patriarchal and oppressive to womenǡ Daly ȋͳͻͻͻǡ pǤ ʹͷ͵Ȍ contends that feminist 

efforts to reform Christianity are ǲlike a Black personǯs trying to reform the Ku Klux 

KlanǤǳ Cognisant of these very real challengesǡ I proceed to review literature that 

explores the positive scholarship on Ǯdoingǯ genderǡ religious faith and valuesǤ  

Gender and religion are intersecting social structures that form part of the 

contextual richness in which social life takes placeǡ but they are often ignoredǡ 

separated theoretically or treated as control variables in empirical studies ȋAvishaiǡ 

ʹͲͳǢ Avishai & Irbyǡ ʹͲͳǢ Criado Perezǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Rismanǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ The value of using a 

gender perspective to explore social phenomena such as FBSE is that inclusion of 

gender as an analytical frame can reveal and highlight practices and theories that 

would otherwise be hidden ȋAvishai et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ Female founderǦleaders of social 

entrepreneurial FBOs simultaneously Ǯdoǯ genderǡ religion and SE in a way that male 

founderǦleaders ȋwho beneϐit from the implicit male gender bias in entrepreneurial 

and religious activitiesȌ often do not ȋEssers & Benschopǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Perritonǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ 

Research by Darwin ȋʹͲͳͺȌ with Jewish women who challenge gendered religious 

norms by wearing the kippot ȋthe brimless cap worn by male JewsȌ illuminates the 

organisational and institutional implications when Ǯdoing genderǯ and Ǯdoing 

religionǯ are intertwinedǤ  

Literature that considers the inϐluence of genderǡ values and a religious worldview 

on entrepreneurship and SE is sparse and inconclusiveǤ When contexts of a religious 

worldview and values are included in a gendered analysisǡ research suggests their 

inϐluence is both positive and negativeǤ On the positive sideǡ a systematic review of 

research on female entrepreneurship in developing countries notes that religious 
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faith is perceived by women as a crucial factor that helps them to develop 

entrepreneurial qualities and guide their venturesǡ especially in the East and South 

Asia regions ȋDe Vitaǡ Mariǡ & Poggesiǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Additionallyǡ ϐield study of Christian 

women microǦentrepreneurs in Ghana by Quagrainie et al. ȋʹͲͳͺȌ ϐinds that church 

membership and religious faith empower women in a patriarchal society by 

providing selfǦconϐidenceǡ a social network for technical and business management 

support and an ethical framework for managing their businessesǤ  

On the negative sideǡ Ǯdoingǯ genderǡ values and religious faith often involves 

resistanceǡ deϐiance and limited empowerment ȋAlǦDajani et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Essers & 

Benschopǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ A historical review of SE by and for women in India suggests that 

the inϐluence of religion has been ambiguousǣ while Hinduismǡ Islam and 

Christianity have promoted values that encourage social action and philanthropic 

donations by womenǡ these religions have also inhibited womenǯs participation in 

SE since it might alter maleǦdominated gender relations in society ȋSundarǡ ͳͻͻȌǤ 

Quantitative analysis of global data from the World Values Survey by Terrell and 

Troilo ȋʹͲͳͲȌ concludes that life and work values shaped by religion and culture 

hinder female workforce and entrepreneurial participationǤ These results are 

replicated for social entrepreneurial activity based on data from the Global 

Entrepreneurship Monitor that shows gender inequality and a dominant national 

religion are strongly correlated with less social entrepreneurial activity by women 

ȋGrifϐiths et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ 

FaithǦbased entrepreneurship and SE are regarded in my study as gendered 

activities performed in the context of a religious worldviewǤ A common theme of 

literature that explores the genderǦreligion nexus in entrepreneurial activity is the 

assertion that when women simultaneously Ǯdoǯ entrepreneurshipǡ gender and 

religion they both challenge and act within religious and cultural gender 

stereotypesǤ Research involving Muslim women entrepreneurs in the Netherlands 

ȋEssers & Benschopǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǡ Middle Eastern countries ȋTlaissǡ ʹͲͳͷȌ and Jordan ȋAlǦ

Dajani et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻȌ reveals that women accept and employ Islamic values but 

challenge and defy traditionalǡ conservative genderǦbiased interpretations of sacred 

textsǤ Ratherǡ Muslim women in these studies reǦinterpret Islamic texts to endorse 

and reinforce their engagement in entrepreneurshipǤ Perriton ȋʹͲͳȌ reaches a 
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similar conclusion in a historical study of Catherine Cappe and Faith Grayǡ two 

women social entrepreneurs who created and led Christian FBOs that addressed the 

social problems of lowerǦclass women in England in the late ͳͺth centuryǤ In 

retrospectǡ Cappe and Gray Ǯdidǯ SE and religion as gendered actions in ways that 

both challenged and reinforced gender stereotypes of the periodǤ These studies 

suggest that social entrepreneurial activity empowers women founderǦleaders and 

their women beneϐiciariesǡ but their empowerment is limited or Ǯboundedǯ by 

gendered social and religious norms ȋGill & Ganeshǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ  

Finallyǡ a genderǦaware perspective highlights SE as a calling based on altruisticǡ 

compassionate loveǤ Adopting a gender perspective on loveǡ Cancian ȋͳͻͺȌ 

observes that the conventional deϐinition of love is exaggeratedly feminised and 

sentimental and instead proposes an androgynous deϐinition of love that 

incorporates both affect ȋstereotypically feminineȌ and instrumentality 

ȋstereotypically maleȌǤ Like religionǡ scholars have only recently rediscovered loveǯs 

multilevel inϐluence on individualǡ organisational and institutional behaviour 

ȋFriedlandǡ ʹͲͳ͵bǢ Tasselliǡ ʹͲͳͻȌ and the centrality of love to expressions of SE 

ȋDeesǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ 

Chapter Ͷ presents data on how women founderǦleaders of social entrepreneurial 

faithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations describe their programmes as an 

expression of Godǯs unconditionalǡ compassionate loveǤ In theological discourseǡ this 

kind of love is referred to using the Greek word agapē and its Latin equivalent 

caritasǤ In Christian theologyǡ caritas love is characterised by altruisticǡ 

compassionate action on behalf of another person given without expectation of 

reciprocity ȋInaba & Lowenthalǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Sobleǡ ͳͻͺͻȌǤ As suchǡ ǲagapē is the central 

virtue and the main precept of Christian ethicsǳ ȋMele ǡ ʹͲͳʹǡ pǤ ͺͳȌǤ Support for this 

gendered perspective on love is found from feminist scholars who assert that value 

ethics from the standpoint of women is rooted in altruistic loveǡ in contrast to 

traditional theories of values and value judgments that reϐlect stereotypically 

masculine Kantian and utilitarian philosophical thought ȋNoddingsǡ ͳͻͻͻǢ Pearsallǡ 

ͳͻͻͻȌǤ I conclude from this sparse literature that SE enacted in the intersecting 

contexts of a religious worldview and gender brings altruistic love into focus as both 

motivation and actionǤ 
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5.2.5 Initial Gender-aware Conceptual Framework 

Informed by literature streams that identify the diverse inϐluences of gender on the 

values and enactment of SEǡ I advance in Figure ͷǤͳ an initial contextǦaware 

conceptual framework for SE that incorporates genderǤ  

Figure 5.1 
Initial Context-aware Conceptual Framework  

of Social Entrepreneurial Activity Incorporating Gender  

 

Figure ͷǤͳ builds upon and extends the conceptual framework advanced in Figure 

ͶǤʹ by incorporating gender as an additional contextual inϐluence on the process of 

SEǤ The location of gender in the framework depicts consensus in extant literature 

that gender is a signiϐicant context that shapes expressions of social and commercial 

entrepreneurshipǤ Howeverǡ gender has been placed outside both discrete and 

omnibus contexts to indicate the lack of consensus as to the nature of genderǯs 

contextual inϐluenceǤ DoubleǦheaded arrows reϐlect scholarship that suggests 

gender inϐluences and is inϐluenced by both the omnibus and discrete contexts in 

which SE is enactedǡ though the nature of that mutual inϐluence remains unclearǤ 

Figure ͷǤͳ is thus a steppingstone toward this chapterǯs aim of developing a more 

comprehensive contextǦaware conceptual framework for the process of SE that 

answers these questions based on analysis of data from womenǦled social 

entrepreneurial organisationsǤ 
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5.3 Empirical findings 

Findings presented in this section are based on data from the group of eight faithǦ

basedǡ faithǦinspired and secular organisations described in Section ͵ ǤͷǤʹǤ Data were 

analysed using the thematic analysis method presented in Section ͵ǤǤʹ ȋSpencerǡ 

Ritchieǡ Ormstonǡ OǯConnorǡ & Barnardǡ ʹͲͳͶȌ using value types from the Schwartz 

ȋͳͻͻʹǢ ͳͻͻͶȌ typology in Table ͶǤʹǤ I aim through this analysis to discern how 

gender interacts with valuesǡ a religious worldview and the whatǡ whereǡ howǡ whoǡ 

when and why omnibus contexts that shape SE ȋJohnsǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ In so doingǡ I test the 

initial conceptual framework for SE depicted in Figure ͷǤͳ to discern what the 

intersection of these contexts may reveal about social entrepreneurial activityǤ  

The opportunity to develop a genderǦaware conceptual framework of social 

entrepreneurial activity arose during initial analysis of data from the eight 

participating organisationsǤ I did not initially set out to investigate the inϐluence of 

gender on FBSE as one of my research objectivesǤ Howeverǡ analysis of a gender 

context was added when I noted that the organisations selected were all founded 

and led by women andǡ furtherǡ that all addressed genderǦrelated social problemsǤ 

This opportunity to modify the investigation in order to explore an emergent theme 

is one of the strengths of the interpretive research design I have chosen ȋCreswellǡ 

ʹͲͳͶǢ Eisenhardtǡ ͳͻͺͻȌǤ  

Gender is a prominent context in all these organisationsǡ though not to the same 

degreeǤ Secular organisation Womenǯs Education for Advancement and 

Empowerment ȋWEAVEȌ and the FBOs Bright Solutions and Samaritana 

Transformation Ministries explicitly identify vulnerableǡ disadvantaged women as 

beneϐiciaries and recognise gender as a primary factor in the social problems they 

addressǤ Secular organisation Habi Footwear and faithǦinspired organisations 

Jacinto & Lirio and Katutubong Kamay Handicrafts Company ȋKKHCȌ address 

problems of poverty and social exclusion and identify disadvantaged women as 

primary beneϐiciariesǡ but they do not identify the problems as genderǦrelatedǤ 

KKHC also addresses the challenges of Filipino Indigenous groups in its work with 

two different ethnic minority communitiesǡ one led by women and the other by menǤ 

Finallyǡ the secular organisation Centre for Social Research and Development 
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ȋCSRDȌ and FBO Thai Village take a broader community development approach to 

social problems of poverty and social exclusion that impact women and menǤ  

These organisations identify women as not only vulnerable but especially crucial to 

addressing social problems in their communitiesǤ Despite variations in how 

organisations recognise gender and address genderǦrelated social problemsǡ they 

and their founderǦleaders provide an opportunity to investigate and theorise how 

and why women are active in SE in distinct ways ȋLewis & Henryǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ  

5.3.1 Influence of Gender 

Table ͷǤͶ presents an overview of how gender inϐluences organisational expressions 

of SEǤ Gender and a religious worldview intersect to shape how founderǦleaders 

view their workǡ what social problems the organisations addressǡ who beneϐiciaries 

are and how organisations approach social problemsǤ  
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Table 5.4 
Inϐluence of Gender and a Religious Worldview – Organisational Overview 

 Secular 
CSRD, Habi, WEAVE 

Faith-inspired 
Jacinto & Lirio, KKHC 

Faith-based 
Bright Solutions, 

Samaritana,  
Thai Village 

FounderǦ
leaders 

Women describe their work as a callingǤ Women attribute their 
calling to GodǤ 

Social 
problem 

Women in this geoǦcontext are vulnerable and disadvantaged by socioǦ
culturalǡ economic and environmental factorsǤ Issues addressedǣ 
womenǯs economic and social povertyǡ social exclusionǡ lack of 
educationǡ forced migrationǢ environmental degradationǤ 

   Additional issues 
addressedǣ womenǯs 
spiritual needsǡ 
human trafϐickingǡ 
distorted selfǦimageǤ 

Beneϐiciaries Disadvantaged womenǡ their families and their communitiesǤ 

Approach Build womenǯs capacity to exert controlǡ make choices in their livesǤ 

 Social change through communityǦbased 
womenǯs empowermentǤ  
 
 

The organisation is agent and director of social 
changeǤ 

Social change through 
individualǦbased 
womenǯs 
empowermentǤ  

God is the agent and 
director of changeǤ 

 Inclusiveǡ rightsǦbased 
leadership training 
and livelihood  

Leadership training 
and livelihood  

Transformational 
developmentǡ 
leadership training 
and livelihoodǤ 
Integrates 
psychologicalǡ social 
and religious 
dimensionsǤ  

Table ͷǤͶ illustrates how contexts of gender and a religious worldview shape the 

way SE is expressed in these organisationsǤ FounderǦleaders are all women who 

describe their work as a calling rather than a job or career ȋBellahǡ Madsenǡ Sullivanǡ 

Swidlerǡ & Tiptonǡ ͳͻͺͷȀͳͻͻǢ Dik & Duffyǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ Women feature prominently in 
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leadership positionsǡ though in several cases ȋCSRDǡ WEAVEǡ Samaritana and Thai 

VillageȌ men also occupy leadership rolesǤ  

Religion intersects with gender in the FBOsǡ where the female founderǦleaders 

ascribe their calling and their organisational missions to a transcendent sense of 

being prepared and directed by God to address situations that disadvantage women 

and make them vulnerable to exploitationǤ Samaritana states on its websiteǣ ǲOur 

calling to care for and empower women is bigger than ourselvesǤ We seek to pursue 

that work in community with the greater body of ChristǤǳ By referring to ǲthe greater 

body of Christǡǳ Samaritana not only identiϐies its organisational mission as a callingǡ 

it also links that calling to an understanding of Godǯs mission that involves all 

Christians individually and corporatelyǤ 

FaithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular organisations are similar in the social 

problems they addressǡ who their beneϐiciaries are and where beneϐiciaries are 

locatedǤ These organisations identify and address socioǦculturalǡ economic and 

environmental factors that disadvantage women in a developing country context 

more than menǡ thereby making women more vulnerable to povertyǡ social 

exclusionǡ exploitation and the effects of environmental degradationǤ  

WEAVE in Thailand exempliϐies the inϐluence of a gender context on the expression 

of SE in its work with ethnic minority women forcibly displaced by stateǦsponsored 

violence in neighbouring MyanmarǤ A posting on its Facebook page states that the 

purpose of its social enterprise is to address the complex issues of refugee womenǣ 

ǲWEAVE Fair Trade is working to ensure safe and quality livelihoods for those 

displaced by crisis through handicraft production Ȃ particularly displaced and 

vulnerable women who are often the most at risk of genderǦbased violenceǤǳ 

Gender is a context for how organisations deϐine their approach to social problems 

and social changeǤ Secular and faithǦinspired organisations identify their approach 

as rightsǦbasedǡ inclusive development that addresses economic and relational 

dimensions of poverty by helping women beneϐiciaries develop sustainable 

livelihoods and leadership skills ȋAlǦDajani & Marlowǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Cornwall & Nyamu‐

Musembiǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ Secular organisation WEAVE clearly identiϐies its approach as 

rightsǦbased developmentǤ Executive Director Mitos recognises the income 
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generation component of its social enterprise initiative is a critical part WEAVEǯs 

response in this descriptionǣ ǲAs part of the commitment of WEAVE to the right to 

survival and the right to protection we decided we had to do something for the 

womenǤ Income generation is one of the key programmatic areas we identiϐied in 

ͳͻͻͲǤǳ 

FBOs Bright Solution and Samaritana are unique in that they also recognise the 

impact of emotional and religious factors on womenǤ Their programmes address the 

gendered cognitiveǦemotionalǡ relational and spiritual dimensions of povertyǡ social 

exclusion and exploitationǤ In contrast to the secular and faithǦinspired 

organisationsǡ these FBOs help beneϐiciaries develop sustainable livelihoods and 

leadership skills in a therapeutic environment that focuses on caring forǡ restoring 

and reintegrating disadvantaged women into societyǤ The need to address the 

cognitive and emotional challenges of survivors of human trafϐicking is a particular 

challenge for Samaritana and its social enterprise initiativeǡ as described by Thelmaǡ 

its founder and coǦleaderǣ ǲThe reason why perhaps itǯs so hard for Samaritana to 

even think about a business is because we understand the traumatic side of the 

women that makes them less able to fulϐil the requirements of a businessǤǳ 

Also unique among the organisationsǡ FBOs recognise and address religious 

inϐluences that can disadvantage womenǤ Religious traditions can impact women 

personally by promoting a distorted and negative selfǦimage and societally by 

reinforcing gender stereotypes and roles that limit and exploit women ȋMartin et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͲȌǤ Bright Solutions faces this situation in Vietnamǡ as described by founder 

Fionaǣ 

Women want to be at work ȏat Bright SolutionsȐ, but they are being 
limited by the expectations on them. Expectations related to religion, 
like the Buddhist background. There are certain days they have to make 
offerings and certain festivals they have to attend. If somebody dies, then 
they have to go back to their hometown and follow through the rituals 
there. Those always take priority. 

Reϐlecting their Christian worldviewǡ Samaritana and Thai Village include in their 

programmes the opportunity to engage in religious activities such as prayerǡ Bible 

study and group worship servicesǤ Bright Solutions supports but is prohibited by its 
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sponsoring organisation and Vietnamese law from including these religious 

activities in its programmeǤ FBOs characterise their approach as holisticǡ 

transformational development ȋMyersǡ ͳͻͻͻȌ in which God is agent and director of 

personalǡ community and societal changeǡ as exempliϐied in this remark by Jonathan 

at Samaritanaǣ 

Weǯve come to the place where we believe that everything is a part of 
how God is at work. In that sense, teaching women how to be better 
mothers, or even helping them to grow in functional literacy is also part 
of Godǯs work. 

5.3.2 Benevolence 

Gender and a religious worldview inϐluence how organisations evidence 

benevolence values that motivate the ǲpreservation and enhancement of the welfare 

of people with whom one is in frequent personal contactǳ ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǡ pǤ ͳͳȌ 

and encourage a compassionate response to the suffering of a close otherǤ Individual 

values in this cluster include helpfulǡ responsibleǡ forgivingǡ honest and loyalǤ The 

initial conceptual framework proposed in Figure ͷǤͳ suggests that benevolence is 

the ϐirst of four value clusters that lead to compassion expressed through SEǤ Data 

on the inϐluence of gender and religious worldview contexts on benevolence are 

summarised in Table ͷǤͷǤ 

Table 5.5 
Inϐluence of Gender and a Religious Worldview –  

Expressions of Benevolence Values 

Secular 
CSRD, Habi, WEAVE 

Faith-inspired 
Jacinto & Lirio, KKHC 

Faith-based 
Bright Solutions, 

Samaritana,  
Thai Village 

Organisations respond compassionately to the challenges of vulnerableǡ disadvantaged 
womenǤ Women beneϐiciaries develop empathy through teamǦbased work and 
leadership development programmesǤ Donors are encouraged to feel empathy women 
beneϐiciariesǤ 

Inspired by founderǦ
leadersǯ personal 
experienceǤ 

Inspired by biblical mandates and founderǦleadersǯ 
personal experienceǤ 
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Data summarised in Table ͷǤͷ reveal that genderǡ values and a religious worldview intersect 

in the ways organisations express benevolenceǦrelated valuesǤ A gender context inϐluences 

how organisations identify and respond to the needs and problems of vulnerableǡ 

disadvantaged womenǤ Organisations exhibit benevolence and a compassionate response 

to the situational challenges of their women beneϐiciaries and offer programmes that 

provide appropriate care and supportǤ  

Female founderǦleaders demonstrate benevolence and compassion based on their 

awareness of and experiences with challenges women beneϐiciaries face andǡ furtherǡ 

encourage beneϐiciariesǡ supporters and customers to respond likewiseǤ Mitos at WEAVE 

notesǡ ǲWe always come back to the reality of the operationǣ we work with a very special 

population Ȃ refugeesǤ Because of this contextǡ the approach has to be customised to thatǤǳ 

Thelma at Samaritana shows not only compassion for women caught in human trafϐickingǡ 

but for the impact aggressive Christian proselytising has on them in this reϐlectionǣ 

If youǯre involved with these people ȏi.e. prostitutesȐ, you have put 
yourself in their shoes. As a woman, I would like to feel accepted as I am 
and not be asked all sorts of questions that I may not be ready to talk 
about. Would I want to just receive a gospel tract and the gospel tract 
has all these pictures about hellǫ Iǯve seen some of them do it that way 
and I thought, ǮIf I were that girl, I donǯt think I would like to receive that 
tract. I would rather be talked to.ǯǳ 

Organisations also encourage beneϐiciaries to develop compassion for others by 

incorporating teamǦbased work and leadership development training in their 

programmesǤ Bright Solutions exempliϐies how organisations express and 

encourage compassion in this statement on its websiteǣ  

Bright Solutions invests in genuine relationships of encouragement and 
acceptance so that over time conϔidence and identity are restored. Once 
a part of the work community, women learn how to respect and value 
one another as well as themselves, how to work in teams and celebrate 
their achievements. It does this through incorporating interpersonal 
and life skills training with their vocational training in sewing and 
handcrafts. 

Informational and marketing messages encourage a benevolent and compassionate 

response from customers and supporters by emphasising the creativity of women 

beneϐiciaries rather than portraying them as objects of pityǤ Several organisations 
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noted they avoid Ǯpity sellingǯǣ marking messages that portray beneϐiciaries as poor 

and needyǤ Janine presents her rationale for depicting Habiǯs women beneϐiciaries 

as capable and creative in this statementǣ 

I never go for pity selling. I never say that this is to feed the mothers. I 
always say that these ȏshoesȐ are made in partnership with the mothers. 
You donǯt have to sell your story too much if the product is already good. 
What we do is we try to make sure they ȏcustomersȐ will see empowered 
mothers in how we market the products, not mothers in need. 

Samaritana offers the most cogent example of how gender and a religious worldview 

intersect to inϐluence how FBOs exhibit benevolence and compassionǤ The 

organisation takes its name from the New Testament story of a Samaritan woman 

who had a transformational encounter with Jesus ȋJohn ͶǣͳǦͶʹȌǤ Samaritana aligns 

its faithǦbased programme with the compassionate response Jesus showed to a 

vulnerableǡ socially excluded woman from a differentǡ and despisedǡ ethnic groupǤ A 

post on Samaritanaǯs Facebook page reveals the gender and religious worldview 

contexts that inϐluence its expression of benevolence and compassionǣ 

Inspired by Jesusǯ example, Samaritana reaches out to modernǦday 
Samaritan women. By offering them community, friendship and 
accompaniment, these women are also slowly freed up to be who they 
truly are, as people loved just for who they are, regardless of their 
backgrounds, and valued for who they can yet become as they begin to 
trust in themselves and others and as they renew and pursue their 
dreams and aspirations.  

KKHC adds to gender the additional context of Indigenous peoples in the 

PhilippinesǤ KKHC engages with an Ata ethnic minority community in the central 

part of the Philippines and a Matigsalug community in the southern Philippines to 

commercialise traditional handicrafts and promote community development ȋReidǡ 

ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ The two women who founded KKHCǡ Churchille and Mayreenǡ are members 

of the ethnic majority population who became concerned about the systematic 

exclusion and discrimination faced by Indigenous peoples in the countryǡ as 

described by Churchilleǣ 

I realised itǯs the Indigenous communities that are the most forgotten. 
Thatǯs one of my personal missions. I want to help those Indigenous 
communities preserve their culture and heritage and at the same time 
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for them not to be left behind in society. I want them to have sufϔicient 
enough for them to keep up with their needs, to send their kids to school 
and have the basic needs. Right now, they are the ones being most 
exploited. In fact, their culture is being destroyed. 

Gender is a crucial factor in how KKHC responds to the problems of the two 

Indigenous Filipino communities it works withǡ since the two communities have 

different gender role expectationsǤ The Ata community on Guimaras Island is led by 

womenǡ while the Matigsalug community in Bukidnon province on the island of 

Mindanao is led by datus ȋtraditional rulersȌ who are menǤ Mayreen describes the 

challenges she and Churchille face working across gender and cultureǣ ǲThe 

Guimaras community is very feminineǤ They have lots of women leadersǤ But for the 

Bukidnon communityǡ the datus are all guysǤ We have to deal with thatǤǳ 

In sumǡ the inϐluence of gender on benevolence values and compassion is revealed 

in programmes that address the needs and challenges of disadvantaged women in 

developing countriesǤ A Christian religious faith context locates these values and 

compassionate responses in New Testament teachings that encourage concern for 

and a compassionate response to vulnerable women based on the example of JesusǤ 

Furtherǡ FBOs create a supportive community that provides women with psychoǦ

socialǡ cognitive and spiritual support in addition to the vocational training offered 

by the secular and faithǦinspired organisationsǤ Finallyǡ gender is a factor that 

impacts how KKHC and its founders express benevolence values and compassion 

with its femaleǦled and maleǦled partner Indigenous communitiesǤ 

5.3.3 Universalism 

Organisations also exhibit the inϐluence of genderǡ values and religious worldview 

on the universalism values expressed through their approaches to social problemsǤ 

Universalism values motivate ǲunderstandingǡ appreciationǡ tolerance and 

protection for the welfare of all people and for natureǳ ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǡ pǤ ͳʹȌ and 

provide a moral obligation to help disadvantaged and excluded members of society 

ȋHockertsǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Individual values in this cluster include social justiceǡ equalityǡ 

broadǦminded and protecting the environmentǤ  
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The chapterǯs initial contextǦaware conceptual framework that incorporates gender 

ȋFigure ͷǤͳȌ proposes that universalism is the second values cluster that leads to 

compassion and social entrepreneurial actionǤ Table ͷǤ analyses data on how 

contexts of gender and religious worldview inϐluence universalism values expressed 

in SEǤ 

Table 5.6 
Inϐluence of Gender and a Religious Worldview –  

Expressions of Universalism Values 

Secular 
CSRD, Habi, WEAVE 

Faith-inspired 
Jacinto & Lirio, KKHC 

Faith-based 
Bright Solutions, 

Samaritana,  
Thai Village 

Social justice and equality for vulnerable and disadvantaged women are expressed 
through programmes that alleviate economic and social dimensions of povertyǤ 

RightsǦbased developmentǤ 
CommunityǦbased 
programmes include 
environmental careǤ 

Biblical social justice 
mandatesǤ CommunityǦ
based programmes include 
environmental careǤ 

Biblical social justice 
mandatesǤ IndividualǦbased 
programmes include 
psychological and spiritual 
dimensionsǤ 

Table ͷǤ suggests that gender inϐluences the expression of universalism values by 

providing a context for how notions of social justiceǡ equalityǡ broadǦmindedness 

and environmental care are appliedǡ to whom and whereǤ Organisations apply these 

universal normative values to vulnerable and disadvantaged women in developing 

countries who live in situations of poverty and exploitationǤ  

Secular and faithǦinspired organisations express universalism values of social 

justice and equality in programmes that address the economic and social factors 

that impact women living in situations of povertyǤ My Phamǡ the current Executive 

Director of CSRDǡ expresses her organisationǯs genderǦaware initiatives to promote 

justice for communities impacted by socialǡ economic and environmental changesǣ 

Greater gender equality means women have better choices and 
opportunities to work in the society and can contribute more. When 
women have a better position in society and a better life the country 
becomes more developed without any group being marginalised. It 
means we will have an inclusive development process. 
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Additionallyǡ secular and faithǦinspired organisations communicate universal 

values of social justice and environmental care through the products their women 

beneϐiciaries produce and sellǤ Bernadee states that one of Habiǯs goals is to raise 

environmental awareness and change lifestyles in the Philippines through the shoes 

it manufacturesǣ ǲWe also want the middle class to be involved in social awarenessǤ 

If they want to be socially and environmentally consciousǡ weǯre giving them an 

optionǤǳ KKHC expresses universalism values in its work with Indigenous people 

groups in an excerpt from its presentation at a social enterprise business plan 

competitionǣ ǲIndigenous people represent our roots and we should never turn our 

back on themǤ What is a country of people who turn their backs on their rootsǫǳ  

The religionǦgender nexus shapes how universalism values are expressed in faithǦ

inspired and faithǦbased social entrepreneurial organisationsǤ FBOs are inspired by 

biblical mandates to pursue social justice and equality through programmes that 

address the situation of lowerǦincome women in developing countriesǤ When asked 

how social justice and a religious worldview relate to each other in Jacinto & Lirioǯs 

work with womenǡ Anne responded ǲThe spiritual and social values work togetherǤ 

After allǡ we are asked to help the poorǤǳ Thelma describes the decision to start 

Samaritana as a response to her desire to reϐlect Godǯs concern for the situation of 

poor women in the Philippinesǣ 

I said ǲLord, what kind of poor women can I reachǫǳ That was when I 
read the news of women going to Japan to be entertainers. I was reading 
about this in the late ;Ͷs and early ͿͶs and one lady came back in a 
casket from Japan. They said they just didnǯt know what happened to 
her. Thatǯs when I began to think that I didnǯt know that Filipino women 
were going abroad to work as entertainers. It was then that I began to 
explore what is really prostitution in my own country. 

To summariseǡ gender provides a context for universalism values such as equalityǡ 

social justice and environmental care expressed through programmes that address 

the situation of vulnerable and disadvantaged womenǤ Organisations also advocate 

for these values with customersǡ supporters and the wider society through 

marketing messages and productsǤ In the context of religious worldviewǡ faithǦbased 

and faithǦinspired organisations apply to women the biblical mandates to seek 

social justice and care for vulnerable members of societyǤ  
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5.3.4 Self-direction 

The inϐluence of genderǡ values and a religious worldview on how SE is enacted is 

seen clearly in the ways selfǦdirection values are expressedǤ The cluster of selfǦ

direction values motivates ǲindependent thought and action Ȃ choosingǡ creatingǡ 

exploringǳ ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǡ pǤ ͷȌ and encompass values such as independenceǡ 

choosing oneǯs own goalsǡ freedom and creativityǤ Figure ͷǤͳ proposes that gender 

and a religious worldview inϐluence the expression of these selfǦdirection values in 

the process of SEǤ Findings are summarised in Table ͷǤǤ 

Table 5.7 
Inϐluence of Gender and a Religious Worldview –  

Expressions of Self-direction Values 

Secular 
CSRD, Habi, WEAVE 

Faith-inspired 
Jacinto & Lirio, KKHC 

Faith-based 
Bright Solutions, 

Samaritana,  
Thai Village 

Programmes empower disadvantaged women through capacity building and sustainable 
livelihoods that develops leadershipǡ creativity and a sense of agencyǤ 

Community and groupǦ
basedǤ SelfǦdetermination 
emphasised as a 
fundamental human right 
of womenǤ Empowered 
founderǦleaders express a 
sense of callingǤ 

Community and groupǦ
basedǤ Empowered 
founderǦleaders express a 
sense of callingǡ emphasise 
Godǯs direction and efϐicacyǤ 

IndividualǦbased 
therapeutic interventions 
transition women to 
independent lives outside 
the organisationǤ 
Empowered founderǦ
leaders express a sense of 
callingǡ emphasise Godǯs 
direction and efϐicacyǤ 

Gendered expressions of selfǦdirection values are revealed in Table ͷǤ through 

organisational programmes that seek to empower disadvantaged womenǤ 

Empowerment is frequently noted as a common theme in womenǯs 

entrepreneurship and SE ȋCala s et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Clark Muntean & OzkazancǦPanǡ ʹͲͳǢ 

Haugh & Talwarǡ ʹͲͳȌǡ an observation conϐirmed in the dataǤ All organisations take 

an approach that seeks to empower women ȋand in the case of Thai Villageǡ menȌ to 

exert control and make choices in their lives ȋKabeerǡ ͳͻͻͻǢ Mosedaleǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǤ 

Bernadeeǡ one of Habiǯs foundersǡ describes her organisationǯs focus on empowering 

women who live in one of Manilaǯs lowǦincome districtsǣ ǲThe ϐirst ȏsocial problem 
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Habi addressesȐ is the lack of empowermentǡ especially right now in the urban poor 

sectors Ȃ particularly the mothersǤǳ Fiona at FBO Bright Solutions echoes this 

priority on womenǯs empowermentǣ ǲThe best way out of poverty or those places 

that bind women into a cycle of poverty and welfare is to empower them via 

education alongside employment and vocational trainingǤǳ 

Secular organisations CSRD and WEAVE interpret womenǯs selfǦdirection and selfǦ

efϐicacy as expressions of a fundamental human right to selfǦdeterminationǤ CSRD 

states in its ʹͲͳ Annual Report that one of its main activities is to ǲempower 

disadvantaged peopleǡ particularly womenǡ helping them to realize their rights and 

to make their voices heardǤǳ WEAVE bases its vision on universal values of social 

justice and equality and applies these values to womenǯs empowerment in this 

excerpt from its Evaluation & Monitoring Manualǣ ǲVISIONǣ A world where 

empowered women and their children are free to exercise their rights and live 

peacefully in a justǡ humane and equitable societyǤǳ 

Organisations structure their programmes to give disadvantaged women control 

and agency in their individual livesǡ homes and communities by providing 

opportunities to develop livelihood and leadership skillsǡ express creativity and 

earn a regular incomeǤ Mitos at WEAVE describes the work her social enterprise 

does with ethnic minority women as empowerment leading to a greater sense of 

selfǦdirectionǡ selfǦefϐicacy and selfǦworthǤ She states that for the ethnic Karen 

women living in refugee camps on the ThaiǦMyanmar borderǣ 

Weaving gives them a sense of control, that it is only themselves they can 
control. This means while the income may be for food, it becomes 
secondary because basically itǯs about selfǦworth. … And then with 
income women think, ǲOK now I have the money I can decide what is 
more important for my family.ǳ It really gives them that sense of dignity. 
It gives them that sense of power within themselves.  

Empowering disadvantaged women to experience greater selfǦdirection and selfǦ

efϐicacy in their lives is also one of the goals FBO Bright Solutions has for the women 

in its vocational training programmeǤ Fiona states on the Bright Solutionǯs Facebook 

pageǣ ǲOne of Bright Solutionsǯ key goals is to continually empower individual 

women with a higher sense of selfǦworthǤ ǥ Itǯs great to see our women growing 
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every day and the conϐidence and independence they are gaining through Bright 

SolutionsǤǳ Empowerment leading not only to sustainable livelihoods and 

communities but to greater pride and dignity is also the focus of KKHC in its work 

with Indigenous communities in the PhilippinesǤ On its Facebook pageǡ KKHC says 

its mission is to create ǲsustainable and empowered Indigenous communities with 

a sense of pride and dignity in their cultureǡ craftsmanship and heritageǤǳ Likewiseǡ 

FBO Thai Village describes its purpose as empowerment leading to economic selfǦ

sufϐiciency and stabilityǣ ǲThai Village exists to empower people in Thailandǡ by 

providing vocational training and employment as a means of economic stability  

Several organisations report a longǦterm goal of eventually turning over 

management responsibilities to their women beneϐiciariesǤ Mitos voices this goal for 

the fairǦtrade social enterprise run by WEAVEǣ  

The whole idea is that we are organising them ȏi.e. women weavers in 
the refugee campsȐ but, ultimately, they will manage it. They will market 
and WEAVE will be on a different platform. Maybe they will sell to us. 
This is where we want to see women become more capable of producing 
on their own so they will supply us.ǳ  

The data reveal that selfǦdirection values and empowerment also apply to the 

founderǦleaders of these organisationsǤ Viewed from the perspective of genderǡ SE 

provides women founderǦleaders with opportunities to overcome gender bias in 

their own social networks and societiesǤ Women founderǦleaders are empowered to 

make a difference in the lives of the vulnerable and disadvantaged women they 

serve by engaging in SEǤ Furtherǡ SE empowers women founderǦleaders with agency 

in their own lives and through the organisations they createǤ Participants describe 

their sense of empowerment most clearly as a sense of calling and the conviction 

that their work expresses their lifeǯs purpose ȋBellahǡ Madsenǡ Sullivanǡ Swidlerǡ & 

Tiptonǡ ͳͻͺͷȀͳͻͻǢ Dik & Duffyǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ  

FounderǦleaders of secular organisations express their call to SE in terms of 

preparationǡ selfǦfulϐilment and life purposeǤ Bernadee reϐlects the conviction of 

many founderǦleaders when she saysǣ ǲI think Habi is an expression of what I want 

to do with my lifeǤǳ In this posting on Jacinto & Lirioǯs Facebook pageǡ founders refer 

to themselves and their women beneϐiciaries as innovators who have been 
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empowered to develop and to use plant leather in ways that now beneϐit lowerǦ

income communitiesǣ 

We have been witnesses of an amazing story Ȃ how women in the 
Philippines transformed something that was a nuisance and turned it 
into elegance Ȃ from plant weeds to ecoǦfashion materialsǨ At the same 
time, we have seen how their ingenuity signiϔicantly made a positive 
impact on their lives and uplifted families out of poverty. 

In contrastǡ founderǦleaders of faithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations describe 

a sense of direction and efϐicacy based on an external call from God and their 

conviction that God has empowered them to engage in SEǤ Fiona expresses this sense 

of call when she statesǣ ǲStarting Bright Solutions was Godǯs call on my heartǤǳ 

Churchilleǡ the coǦfounder of KKHCǡ expresses a sense of call in terms of Godǯs desire 

for her to create a social enterprise that helps Filipino Indigenous groups overcome 

systemic discriminationǣ 

I just want to see the different angle of helping. The context there for me 
is God wants me to do this. The answer has always been itǯs about 
livelihood and the impact we want to create. This is the means to do it. 

Empowerment takes on an additional dimension for the women founderǦleaders of 

FBOsǤ Bright Solutions is related to a religious denomination that does not place 

limits on women in leadership and has supported and empowered Fiona as founderǦ

leaderǤ In contrastǡ the other FBOs operate in a theologically conservative context 

that places limits on the participation of women in organisational and clerical 

leadershipǤ Thai Village is related to a religious denomination that does not allow 

women to serve as clergy or titular heads of churchǦrelated agencies where they 

might exercise authority over menǤ When this denomination cut programmes and 

services in Thailand due to a ϐinancial crisisǡ four women involved in those 

programmes created Thai Village to respond to socialǡ economic and spiritual needs 

of ethnic minority Ǯhill tribeǯ communities in northern Thailand ȋYoungǡ ͳͻȌǤ 

Social entrepreneurial activity has empowered the women founders of Thai Village 

to have agency despite religiouslyǦmotivated restrictionsǡ and the organisation 

continues to be womenǦled in a maleǦdominated religious contextǤ  
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Thelmaǯs history at Samaritana expresses a similar situationǤ Before founding the 

organisationǡ she faced similar theologicallyǦbased restrictions when she worked on 

behalf of a Christian parachurch organisation known as The NavigatorsǤ A seminary 

course on ǮWomen in Ministryǯ empowered Thelma with the theological tools and 

emotional support she needed to organise a programme for women in prostitution 

that eventually led to her launching and directing SamaritanaǤ Thereforeǡ social 

entrepreneurial activity in the contexts of gender and a religious worldview has 

empowered women leaders at Bright Solutionsǡ Thai Village and Samaritana to 

exercise agency in their own livesǡ their organisations and their societiesǤ  

To summariseǡ data from organisations that engage in SE to empower 

disadvantaged women suggest that a gender context shapes how selfǦdirection 

values are expressedǤ This ϐinding is consistent with the entrepreneurship and SE 

literature that highlights empowerment as a central theme in womenǦled initiatives 

directed at the needs and problems of womenǡ especially women in a developing 

country context ȋDatta & Gaileyǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Haugh & Talwarǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Empowerment 

programmes increase the controlǡ agencyǡ selfǦworth and dignity of women 

beneϐiciariesǡ ultimately leading to their greater participation in family and 

community decision makingǡ organisational leadership and in some cases eventual 

management of these social enterprisesǤ  

Data suggest that empowerment can also be biǦdirectionalǤ SE enacted in a religious 

worldview context provides an additional dimension to empowermentǡ selfǦ

direction and selfǦefϐicacy for women founderǦleaders themselvesǤ Not only do 

religious faith and values introduce a transcendent sense of callingǡ social 

entrepreneurial activity also provides women founderǦleaders with opportunities 

to exercise agency and control Ȃ sometimes despite external restrictions imposed 

by societal and theological interpretations of the role of womenǤ  

5.3.5 Security 

The ϐinal values cluster I examine in a context of gender and religion is the area of 

securityǦrelated valuesǤ Security values such as family securityǡ social order and 

reciprocation of favours emphasise ǲsafetyǡ harmony and stability of societyǡ of 
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relationships and of selfǳ ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǡ pǤ ͻȌǤ I contend in Figure ͷǤͳ that security 

values inϐluence compassionate action that leads to social entrepreneurial activityǤ  

Data were analysed to determine the ways gender and a religious worldview 

inϐluence the expression of securityǦrelated values in these organisationsǤ Findings 

are summarised in Table ͷǤͺǤ 

Table 5.ͺ 
Inϐluence of Gender and a Religious Worldview –  

Expressions of Security Values 

Secular 
CSRD, Habi, WEAVE 

Faith-inspired 
Jacinto & Lirio, KKHC 

Faith-based 
Bright Solutions, 

Samaritana,  
Thai Village 

Programmes create security for disadvantaged women and their families through social 
and economic programmesǤ Organisations provide a safe space that supports and 
protects vulnerable womenǤ 

Collaborate with secular strategic partnersǡ intermediary 
organisationsǡ funders and government agenciesǤ 

Collaborate mainly with 
other FBOs as strategic 
partners and fundersǤ 

FounderǦleaders build 
supportive networks for 
themselves and 
beneϐiciariesǤ 

FounderǦleaders identify God as primary source of 
security and support for themselves and beneϐiciariesǡ 
supportive networks as secondaryǤ 

Table ͷǤͺ shows that security values take on new signiϐicance in expressions of SE 

when they are enacted in a context of genderǤ Social entrepreneurial organisations 

work with women beneϐiciaries whoǡ in contrast to menǡ are more vulnerableǡ have 

fewer protections and advocates for their rightsǡ suffer more exploitation and abuse 

and are placed in culturallyǦdetermined roles that are more restrictiveǤ Women 

founderǦleaders face many of these same challenges in their social entrepreneurial 

venturesǤ As a resultǡ the expression of SE by these womenǦled organisations is 

strongly inϐluenced by securityǦrelated valuesǤ 

Socially and culturally conditioned roles in a developing country context frequently 

place more responsibility on women while simultaneously making them more 

vulnerable than men ȋAlǦDajani & Marlowǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ My Pham at CSRD highlights the 
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gendered view of vulnerability in the face of rapid socialǡ economic and 

environmental changes in her observation that ǲWomen are a vulnerable group that 

is easily affected by these changesǤ Women are very sensitive to changes and face 

them with greater difϐicultyǤǳ  

One factor in womenǯs vulnerability that organisations recognise and address is the 

responsibility society places on women for the welfare of their nuclear and extended 

familiesǤ Thereforeǡ organisations help women augment family income in a way that 

is sensitive to cultural norms and limitationsǡ as illustrated by Bernadee at Habiǣ 

The mothers have to take care of their kids so they can go out and work 
because they canǯt leave their kids behind. What they have to do is ϔind 
a means of helping augment their husbandsǯ income without leaving 
their homes. 

The importance of security and social support to women beneϐiciaries is especially 

acute at WEAVE and SamaritanaǤ Both organisations aim to create safe options for 

women to generate income for themselves and their familiesǤ Mitos describes the 

genesis of WEAVEǯs fairǦtrade social enterprise in terms of safety and protection for 

refugee womenǣ 

The project originally identiϔied safe employment, a safe space for 
women to earn income. Women refugees are not allowed to even go out 
of the camp to look for money. So, we provide a safe space for women 
who are very vulnerable to abuse. There were incidences in the past 
where women left the camp and got raped. We decided that part of our 
protection and advocacy and intervention to protect women is to work 
with women in their home base by utilising their existing craftsmanship 
and craft practice.ǳ  

The issue of safety is also paramount at Samaritana since it works with women 

survivors of human trafϐickingǤ Jonathan describes Samaritanaǯs development 

philosophy as one based on creating a safe place for womenǣ ǲParticularly for the 

women we serveǡ who have gone through abuseǡ trauma and psychological 

fragmentationǡ we must begin by building a safe place for them to enterǡ feel 

comfortableǡ begin to trust and remember and grieve and reǦcollect themselvesǤǳ 

Samaritana exempliϐies the emphasis on creating a safeǡ supportive community with 

and among their women beneϐiciariesǡ as described by Thelmaǣ ǲThe women in our 
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program need all these kinds of helpǤ In the endǡ I think the most important part of 

our program is that the women are part of a community thatǯs willing to struggle 

with them on the journeyǤǳ 

An emphasis on security values is also seen in the collaborative networks 

organisations formǤ While collaboration is not unique to womenǦled initiativesǡ 

these organisations emphasise the importance of mutual support and networking 

with others in their efforts to address the needs and challenges of women and 

familiesǤ Secular and faithǦinspired organisations collaborate with local and 

international strategic partners and intermediary organisations in their ϐields to 

extend and expand services and resourcesǤ FBOs form strategic partnerships as well 

and for the same reasonsǡ but these relationships are mainly with other FBOsǤ Bright 

Solutions and Thai Village are linked to and supported by global Christian mission 

agencies and their related congregationsǤ Samaritana is a founding member of 

several local and international Christian networks that address the problem of 

human trafϐicking and receives grant funding from several Christian organisations 

concerned about trafϐickingǤ 

FounderǦleaders of faithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations identify a different 

source of security and support than their secular organisation counterpartsǤ Unlike 

the secular organisations that create supportive networks internally for 

beneϐiciaries and externally to expand their services and resourcesǡ faithǦbased and 

faithǦinspired organisations describe the source of their security and support in 

terms of a religious worldview and an assurance of Godǯs transcendent participation 

in their initiativesǤ Anneǡ Jacinto & Lirioǯs founderǡ described on the companyǯs 

Facebook page her source of inspiration from an Old Testament passage that praises 

an industrious woman ȋProverbs ͵ͳǣͳͲǦ͵ͳȌǣ  

Anyone who has read about the Proverbs ͷ woman, knows that, 
biblically speaking, women can by all means work and earn money. In 
fact, they can be successful businesswomen and very enterprising. 
However, the text sets the bar even higher for all of us as women.ǳ 

Founders of faithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations assert that Godǯs support 

for their initiatives by and for women is evident in answered prayerǤ Churchille 

describes the work of KKHC in just these termsǣ ǲIt has all been an answer to prayerǤǳ 
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Thelma described this spiritual sense of security and support in a story she told me 

of Samaritanaǯs involvement with a young woman who had been trafϐickedǤ After 

describing a letter in which the brother of one of Samaritanaǯs beneϐiciaries thanked 

Thelma for the positive change he saw in his sisterǡ Thelma concludedǣ “I wasnǯt 

asking God to afϐirm meǡ but somehow when I received that I thought ǮLordǡ so 

youǯre the one whoǯs at workǤ I just do my roleǡ this little thingǡ and you will do the 

restǤǯǳ  

A story included in Thai Villageǯs ʹͲͳͷ Annual Report identiϐies God as the source 

of the organisationǯs security and supportǡ as demonstrated in the life of one of its 

woman beneϐiciariesǣ  

Although we know that providing income will not solve all of Lahǯs 
problems, we take heart in the knowledge that God is here with her and 
with us, working amidst strife, giving her the opportunity to provide for 
her family in a digniϔied manner and that He loves each one of us. 

In summaryǡ contexts of gender and a religious worldview highlight the importance 

of securityǦrelated values to the enactment of SEǤ WomenǦled social entrepreneurial 

organisations that address the needs and challenges of women in developing 

countries recognise security and social support as essential to their programmesǤ 

Programmes increase the ability of women to generate a sustainable income to 

support their families and do so by creating safe spaces in which women are 

protected and afϐirmed by a supportive communityǤ  

Women founderǦleaders of these initiatives engage in collaborative partnerships 

and network with other organisations to extend and expand services and resourcesǤ 

FaithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations add the additional context of a 

religious worldviewǤ Unlike secular and faithǦinspired organisationsǡ FBOs develop 

support from collaborative networks made up of faithǦbased intermediary and 

funding organisationsǤ A religious worldview also modiϐies the understanding of 

security to include a transcendent sense of Godǯs participation in and support for 

the work these organisations do with vulnerable and disadvantaged womenǤ  



Chapter ͷǣ The GenderǦValues Context 

 ͳͺͶ 

5.4 Discussion: The Gender-Values-Religious Worldview Nexus 

Gender is increasingly recognised as a signiϐicant context that inϐluences processes 

of entrepreneurship and SE ȋAnderson et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ GarcÇ a & Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Welter et 

al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Empirical studies frequently highlight the theme of empowerment in SE 

led by women and directed at the social problems of women ȋDatta & Gaileyǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ 

Gossǡ Jonesǡ Bettaǡ & Lathamǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Haugh & Talwarǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Howeverǡ few studies to 

date have examined the interaction between genderǡ valuesǡ a religious worldview 

and broad omnibus contexts in shaping social entrepreneurial activity ȋBriegerǡ 

Terjesenǡ HechavarrÇ aǡ & Welzelǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ HechavarrÇ aǡ Ingramǡ Justoǡ & Terjesenǡ 

ʹͲͳʹȌǤ This chapter contributes to the sparse literature on the inϐluence of gender 

and values on expressions of SE and extends it to include the context of a religious 

worldview ȋBorquist & de Bruinǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ  

The genderǦaware view of FBSE developed in this chapter incorporates the 

interaction of gender with values and ethical decision making ȋBampton & 

Maclaganǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Schwartz & Rubelǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǡ entrepreneurial activity ȋBird & Brushǡ 

ʹͲͲʹǢ Dimitriadis et al.ǡ ʹͲͳǢ HechavarrÇ a et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌ and a religious worldview 

ȋNeitzǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ I identify gender as a context that intersects with a religious 

worldview and values to shape how FBSE is enactedǡ extending the analysis of FBSE 

in Chapter ͶǤ Gender and a religious worldview inϐluence how founderǦleaders 

engage in social entrepreneurial activityǡ identify their motive and rationale for 

engaging in SE and attribute agency for themselves and beneϐiciariesǤ Table ͷǤͻ 

summarises how a gender context inϐluences the expression of FBSE in these 

womenǦled FBOsǤ 
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Table 5.ͻ 
Inϐluence of Gender in Faith-based Social Entrepreneurship –  

Summary 

Area of inϐluence Expression 

Enactment of SE Programmes promote womenǦled transformational change 
through integrated psychoǦsocialǡ economic and religious 
programmesǤ Participants are disadvantaged and 
vulnerable womenǤ 

Motive and rationale Benevolence and universalism values motivate empathy 
and compassionate action for women as an expression of 
Godǯs loveǤ 

Attribution of agency Women beneϐiciaries are empowered to exercise agency 
and restored to a sense of emotionalǡ social and economic 
securityǤ Women founderǦleaders are empowered through 
their initiativesǤ SelfǦdirection and security are attributed 
to Godǯs loveǡ direction and supportǤ  

Table ͷǤͻ summarises the ϐinding that the womenǦled social entrepreneurial FBOs 

proϐiled in this chapter engage in SE to address the needs and problems of 

vulnerable women disadvantaged by povertyǡ lack of formal education and social 

exclusionǤ The Christian religious worldview of these organisations is reϐlected in 

integrated programmes that provide psychoǦsocialǡ economic and spiritual careǤ 

FBOs adopt a holisticǡ transformational development approach that pursues social 

change through transformed and empowered women ȋMyersǡ ͳͻͻͻȌǤ  

Social entrepreneurial FBOs apply to the situation of disadvantaged women the 

biblical mandates to care for and seek justice for vulnerable and oppressed women 

in societyǤ A gender context also inϐluences how FBOs recognise and enhance the 

agency of women to make changes in their livesǡ families and communitiesǤ These 

faithǦbased programmes emphasise selfǦdirection values and increase beneϐiciariesǯ 

sense of selfǦefϐicacy through livelihood development presented as evidence of 

Godǯs directionǤ Security values are associated with biblical themes of Godǯs love and 

supportǤ In a context of gender and a religious worldviewǡ compassionate action is 

characterised as an expression of Godǯs altruisticǡ selfǦsacriϐicing love in and through 

FBSEǤ  
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Samaritanaǯs programme exempliϐies a gendered expression of FBSE that is 

described in the practiceǦbased literature as a Ǯfreedom businessǯ ȋKilpatrick & Pioǡ 

ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Leeǡ Fungǡ & Fungǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ ǮFreedom businessǯ is the name given to a Christian 

social venture that addresses social problems of human trafϐicking and prostitution 

through a programme that integrates livelihood development ȋtypically craft or 

artisanal product manufacturingȌ with psychoǦsocial and religious supportǤ 

Samaritana does not identify itself as a Ǯfreedom businessǡǯ but it does participate in 

conferences and events sponsored by the movementǤ Founders of the movement 

associate Ǯfreedom businessǯ with the broader phenomenon of Ǯbusiness as missionǯ 

discussed in Section ʹǤͷǤʹǤ Samaritana and the Ǯfreedom businessǯ movement 

exemplify an expression of social entrepreneurial activity shaped by the 

intersection of genderǡ values and a religious worldview that is relatively 

unexplored in academic scholarshipǤ 

A genderǦaware perspective on FBSE highlights empowerment as a central theme 

that applies both to women beneϐiciaries and the women founderǦleaders of these 

initiativesǤ FBOs empower women beneϐiciaries to exercise greater agency in their 

livesǡ families and communities through programs that emphasise selfǦdirection and 

security in psychoǦsocialǡ cognitiveǡ vocational and spiritual dimensionsǤ 

Additionallyǡ women founderǦleaders of faithǦbased and faithǦinspired 

organisations are themselves empowered by engaging in SEǤ They describe their 

initiatives as opportunities to exercise a GodǦgiven call and purpose in their livesǤ 

Women founderǦleaders of two of the three FBOs were empowered by their 

initiatives to exercise leadership in religious contexts that traditionally restrict 

women to secondaryǡ supportive rolesǤ These women founderǦleaders Ǯdo religionǯ 

through SE by responding to biblical mandates that emphasise benevolence and 

universality in a way that also involves Ǯdoing genderǯ ȋDarwinǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ West & 

Zimmermanǡ ͳͻͺȌǤ In so doingǡ founderǦleaders defy their contextual 

embeddedness by engaging in SE ȋAlǦDajani et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ Howeverǡ the selfǦ

empowerment of founderǦleaders is Ǯboundedǯ by constraints imposed on them by 

their socialǡ economic and a religious worldview contexts and founderǦleaders 

experience empowerment in within those limits ȋGill & Ganeshǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ  
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With regard to the broader ϐield of SEǡ I ϐind that a gender context shapes the choice 

of social problemǡ approach and beneϐiciariesǤ This ϐinding supports the observation 

that a gender context inϐluences how social problems are identiϐied and addressed 

in social entrepreneurial initiatives ȋAustin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ Dohertyǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ HechavarrÇ a 

et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ In line with other studiesǡ the data reveal that SE enacted by and for 

women recognises and addresses womenǯs unique socialǡ cultural and economic 

challenges Ȃ particularly in developing country contexts in the Global South ȋDatta 

& Gaileyǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Haugh & Talwarǡ ʹͲͳǢ Lewis & Henryǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ  

Furtherǡ data from these womenǦled organisations provide evidence that a gender 

context inϐluences their approach to social changeǤ SE enacted in a gender context is 

shown to be a process focused on womenǯs transformationǡ empowerment and 

emancipationǤ Organisations adopt an approach to social change characterised by 

both marketǦbased and relationsǦbased ǲemancipatory workǳ ȋChandraǡ ʹͲͳǡ pǤ 

ͲȌ that empowers women in order to transform familiesǡ communities and 

societies ȋCala s et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Kabeerǡ ͳͻͻͻǢ Mosedaleǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǤ Additionallyǡ the data 

reveal that women founderǦleaders are themselves empowered by engaging in SEǣ 

a ϐinding signiϐicant for women founderǦleaders of FBOs who operate in a religious 

context that traditionally limits their agencyǡ initiative and decision makingǤ 

I ϐind that a gender context shapes the values foundational to SE and how those 

values are expressedǤ This chapter reveals the interaction between gender and 

values in SE using the Schwartz ȋͳͻͻʹȌ values theoryǡ thereby extending to SE 

conclusions on the role of values in womenǦled entrepreneurship by Terrell and 

Troilo ȋʹͲͳͲȌǤ In a context of genderǡ the constellation of prosocial values related to 

benevolence and universalism motivate actions that express compassion and seek 

justice for vulnerable and disadvantaged women ȋBampton & Maclaganǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ 

Humbert & Roomiǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Jaffee & Hydeǡ ʹͲͲͲȌǤ Prosocial values related to selfǦ

direction are expressed in programmes that seek to empower women and increase 

their selfǦefϐicacyǤ The greater vulnerability of women beneϐiciaries to socialǡ 

economic and environmental factors lead organisations to emphasise securityǡ 

protection and social support in their programmesǤ Thusǡ a gender context 

conditions how values related to security are expressed by these social 

entrepreneurial organisationsǤ  
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This valuesǦbased analysis reveals that womenǦled SE is a distinct expression of SE 

in choice of social problemǡ approachǡ beneϐiciaries and values expressedǤ By 

incorporating valuesǡ this ϐinding builds upon previous empirical studies that 

examine SE enacted in the context of gender ȋCherrier et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͳͺǢ Dimitriadis et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳǢ Lee & Huangǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Levie & Hartǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Furtherǡ I build on and extend the 

few studies that have explored the intersection between gender and values in SE 

ȋBorquist & de Bruinǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Brieger et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ HechavarrÇ aǡ Ingramǡ Justoǡ & 

Terjesenǡ ʹͲͳʹȌ 

Conclusions from data analysed in this chapter extend to gender my assertion in 

Chapter Ͷ that discrete contexts such as values and a religious worldview shape the 

omnibus contexts that inϐluence expressions of SE ȋJohnsǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ These results 

advance literature that recognises gender as a signiϐicant context in which 

entrepreneurial processes are enacted ȋBird & Brushǡ ʹͲͲʹǢ de Bruin et al.ǡ ʹͲͲǢ 

Gherardi & Poggioǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ Howeverǡ this literature does not identify whether 

genderǯs inϐluence is as a discrete or omnibus contextǤ I ϐind that gender is a context 

that contributes to and shapes a worldview foundational to expressions of SE 

ȋJensen et al.ǡ ͳͻͻͳȌǤ Thereforeǡ these data suggest that gender is a discrete context 

thatǡ together with values and a religious worldviewǡ conditions omnibus contexts 

inϐluencing whatǡ whereǡ howǡ whoǡ when and why SE is enactedǤ Table ͷǤͳͲ 

summarises how contexts intersect to shape the expression of SEǤ  
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Table 5.10 
Inϐluence of Discrete Contexts of Gender, Values and a Religious Worldview  

on the Expression of Social Entrepreneurship 

Omnibus 
context 

Inϐluence of 
Discrete Context 

Contextual Expression 

What Social problems 
addressed 

Address social problems of disadvantaged 
women and their familiesǣ povertyǡ exploitation 
and environmental degradationǤ FBOs address 
spiritual roots of these problemsǤ 

Where Location of venture LowǦincome urban and rural communities in 
developing countries where women are more 
vulnerable to and impacted by social problemsǤ 

How Approach Empower women and build their capacity 
through transformational approaches that 
integrate trainingǡ counselling and livelihood 
programmesǤ FBOs include spiritual 
transformation of systems and individualsǤ 

Who Beneϐiciaries and 
founderǦleaders 

Beneϐiciaries are vulnerable and disadvantaged 
womenǤ Programmes build womenǯs capacity for 
agency and changeǤ FounderǦleaders are women 
who describe their work as a calling and are 
themselves empowered through SEǤ 

When Venture timing FounderǦleaders have a sense of agency in the 
ventureǯs timing and resource mobilisationǤ They 
describe their work as a calling to actǤ 

Why Motive and 
rationale for action 

Compassion as prosocialǡ altruistic action is 
described in terms of altruistic loveǤ For FBOsǡ 
compassion expresses Godǯs caritas loveǤ 

Table ͷǤͳͲ identiϐies how intersecting contexts of genderǡ values and a religious 

worldview shape the expression of SEǤ Gender conditions omnibus contexts such as 

what social problems are addressedǡ where the organisations are locatedǡ how they 

approach social problemsǡ who beneϐiciaries and founderǦleaders areǡ when 

ventures are initiated and their rationale for why to engage in SEǤ A discrete context 

of gender directs social entrepreneurial activity toward empowering disadvantaged 

and vulnerable women to meet the needs and solve the problems of themselves and 

their familiesǤ  
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The effect of gender on these contexts is especially salient in the Ǯwhereǯ dimension 

of place ȋHansonǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Welterǡ Brushǡ & de Bruinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǡ since women in 

developing countries tend to experience greater impacts from social and 

environmental problems ȋAlǦDajani & Marlowǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Lewis & Henryǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ When 

gender shapes these broader contextsǡ SE empowers women founderǦleaders and 

beneϐiciaries to take action on problems of social exclusionǡ poverty and 

environmental degradation through a transformative approach that integrates 

economicǡ psychoǦsocial and spiritual approachesǤ Finallyǡ a genderǦaware view 

highlights altruistic love as the motive and rationale for why organisations engage 

in SEǤ The Christian religious worldview of FBOs frames love in terms of Godǯs otherǦ

regarding caritas loveǤ 

Identifying genderǡ values and a religious worldview as discrete contexts provides 

new insights into the nature of social entrepreneurial activityǤ In light of the 

preceding discussionǡ data presented in this chapter suggest that the initial contextǦ

aware conceptual framework of social entrepreneurial activity I proposed in Figure 

ͷǤͳ should be modiϐiedǤ Accordinglyǡ I depict in Figure ͷǤʹ a revised conceptual 

framework that recognises intersecting contexts of genderǡ values and a religious 

worldviewǡ thereby generating insights into the process of SE that extend current 

research and theory buildingǤ 
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Figure 5.2 
Context-aware Conceptual Framework of Social Entrepreneurial Activity –  

The Gender-Values-Religious Worldview Nexus 

 

The revised conceptual framework I propose in Figure ͷǤʹ suggests that discrete 

contexts of genderǡ values and a religious worldview inϐluence how omnibus 

contexts shape the prosocial behaviour expressed in the process of SEǤ The nature 

of compassion as an expression of altruistic caritas love comes into sharper focus 

when genderǡ values and a religious worldview are recognised as underlying 

discrete contexts for SEǤ  

The Christian religious faith context of faithǦbased and faithǦinspired social 

entrepreneurial organisations highlights altruistic love as a motivation for 

compassionate action expressed through the process of SEǤ In a Christian contextǡ 

Godǯs altruisticǡ selfǦsacriϐicial love referred to in theological discourse by the Latin 

word caritas ȋInaba & Lowenthalǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Sobleǡ ͳͻͺͻȌǤ Figure ͷǤʹ reϐlects the data 

and literature that link compassion and altruistic caritas love to social 
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entrepreneurial activityǡ revealed most strongly when SE is enacted in a context of 

the Christian religious faith ȋDeesǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Miller et al.ǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ Love as an element of 

and inϐluence on organisational life is increasingly explored in scholarly literature 

ȋBruni & Smerilliǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Friedlandǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Tasselliǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ I join and extend this 

literature by explicitly linking compassionate love to SE ȋDeesǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ This 

observation does not suggest that altruistic love is genderedǡ nor does it suggest that 

womenǦled social entrepreneurial organisations inherently exhibit compassion 

expressed as altruistic love because of the gender of their founderǦleadersǤ I contend 

that contexts of gender and a speciϐically Christian religious worldview bring to the 

foreground altruistic caritas love present these expressions of SEǤ  

In summaryǡ this chapter presents three ϐindings about the inϐluence of genderǡ 

values and a religious worldview on the process of SEǤ Firstǡ the data from FBOs 

suggest that FBSE enacted in the context of gender focuses on addressing the 

economicǡ social and spiritual needs of vulnerable and disadvantaged women 

through a transformative development approachǤ Secondǡ the data from all these 

organisations suggest that expressions of SE enacted in intersecting contexts of 

genderǡ values and a religious worldview reϐlect benevolence and universalism 

values and an approach to social change that begins with empowered womenǤ Thirdǡ 

the extended conceptual framework I propose suggests genderǡ values and a 

religious worldview are discrete contexts that intersect to shape expressions of SEǤ 

Furtherǡ I argue that the genderǦvaluesǦreligion nexus in these cases foregrounds 

prosocial behaviour based on altruistic caritas love as crucial to the enactment of 

SEǤ 

5.5 Chapter Conclusion 

In this chapter I extend the valuesǦbasedǡ contextǦaware conceptual framework of 

SE advanced in Chapter ͶǤ Based on empirical dataǡ I integrate a gender context and 

elucidate in Figure ͷǤʹ how gender inϐluences the expression of universal human 

values and a religious worldview through social entrepreneurial activityǤ The 

special case of FBSE reveals that SE enacted in intersecting contexts of genderǡ 

values and a religious worldview brings to the fore altruistic caritas love as 

foundational to the process of SE ȋDeesǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ I conclude that gender is a discrete 
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context embedded in broader omnibus contexts that inϐluence whatǡ whereǡ howǡ 

whoǡ when and why SE is enacted by organisationsǤ These ϐindings and conclusions 

contribute to knowledge and theory building about SE and the inϐluence of discrete 

and omnibus contexts on organisational behaviourǤ Looking aheadǡ evidence from 

this exploration of genderǡ values and a religious worldview provides a foundation 

for investigating how contexts inϐluence the institutional logics that guide the 

enactment of SE in Chapter Ǥ  



 ͳͻͶ 

6 The Logics Context 
6.1 Chapter Introduction 

Institutional logics are socially constructed points of view that provide 

ǲfundamental and coherent sets of organizing principles that are unquestioned and 

unexamined assumptions about the nature of realityǤ They provide the lenses 

through which we view everythingǳ ȋFord & Fordǡ ͳͻͻͶǡ pǤ ͷͺȌǤ Yet empirical 

studies that apply the institutional logics perspective to understand social 

entrepreneurial faithǦbased organisations ȋFBOsȌ are rare ȋGu mu say et al.ǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ 

Moritaǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ I contribute to this limited literature in a third and ϐinal empirical 

chapterǤ 

The aim of this chapter is to employ the institutional logics perspective to identify 

how social entrepreneurial faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular organisations 

experience and manage multiple institutional logicsǤ I do so by incorporating 

institutional logics into the contextǦaware conceptual framework for social 

entrepreneurship ȋSEȌ developed in Chapter Ͷ and extended in Chapter ͷǤ 

Accordinglyǡ I respond to the third research subǦquestion of the thesisǣ  

How do organisations experience and manage multiple institutional logics when SE is 

enacted in a context of gender, values and religious faithǫ  

To interrogate this questionǡ I take a ǲbottomǦupǳ perspective on institutional logics 

ȋZilberǡ ʹͲͳǡ pǤ ͳͶͺȌ and explore how logics are perceived and enacted at individual 

and organisational levels of analysisǤ Social entrepreneurial FBOs provide a novel 

empirical setting in which to investigate the contextual embeddedness of the 

logics that guide SEǤ Furtherǡ these FBOs reveal how organisations respond to 

tensions created by the prescriptions of more than two institutional logics 

ȋBattilanaǡ Besharovǡ & Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳǢ Greenwood et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Heimerǡ ͳͻͻͻȌǤ  

Organisations that combine and manage diverseǡ sometimes incompatibleǡ 

institutional logics are an enigma in organisation studies ȋBattilanaǡ Besharovǡ & 

Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Often referred to as hybrids ȋBattilana & Leeǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Battilanaǡ 

Besharovǡ & Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳǢ Battilanaǡ Sengulǡ Pacheǡ & Modelǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǡ these 
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organisations combine several institutional logics that deϐine for them the ǲrules of 

the gameǳ ȋOcasioǡ ͳͻͻǡ pǤ ͳͻȌǤ Social entrepreneurial organisations have been the 

subject of extensive research into hybrid organising ȋBattilana & Leeǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ 

Battilana et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Newthǡ Shepherdǡ & Woodsǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ They represent ǲan 

Ǯextreme caseǯ of hybridisationǳ ȋBattilana & Leeǡ ʹͲͳͶǡ pǤ ͵ͻͻȌ because they 

incorporate contrasting prescriptions of both social welfare and commercial logics 

ȋHuybrechtsǡ Nichollsǡ & Edingerǡ ʹͲͳǢ Maibom & Smithǡ ʹͲͳǢ Mairǡ Mayerǡ & Lutzǡ 

ʹͲͳͷǢ Pache & Santosǡ ʹͲͳ͵bǢ Wry & Yorkǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ  

SE enacted in the context of religious faith presents an even more acute version of 

this Ǯextreme caseǯ of institutional complexityǡ one as yet rarely studied from the 

perspective of logics ȋGu mu sayǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ McCannǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Zhao & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ 

Research into the institutional logics and tensions in SE is predominantly limited to 

secular organisations and typically investigates only the two stereotypical social 

welfare and commercial logics ȋBattilanaǡ Besharovǡ & Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳǢ Battilana 

& Leeǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Besharov & Smithǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Doherty et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Furthermoreǡ 

investigations that employ the institutional logics perspective often neglect the 

inϐluence of contexts such as religionǡ values and gender on logics and their 

prescriptions ȋDey & Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳǢ Dimitriadis et al.ǡ ʹͲͳǢ Kraatz & Blockǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ  

Thusǡ organisations engaged in faithǦbased social entrepreneurship ȋFBSEȌ offer a 

unique opportunity to study institutional complexityǡ since it has been suggested 

that social entrepreneurial faithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations also 

incorporate an institutional logic of religion ȋGu mu sayǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ A Ǯtheological turnǯ in 

the wider ϐield of organisation and management scholarship has only recently 

recognised the signiϐicance of religion in organisational life ȋDyckǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Dyck & 

Wiebeǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Sørensen et al.ǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ Howeverǡ empirical investigations that explore 

the inϐluence of a religious logic are still rare ȋGreenwoodǡ DÇ azǡ Liǡ & Lorenteǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ 

Gu mu say et al.ǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Zhao & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Consequentlyǡ research and theory 

building tend to oversimplify how organisations experience institutional logics and 

respond to tensions created by multiple logic prescriptionsǤ  

This chapter offers a more complete view of SE that encompasses more than two 

logics and recognises the inϐluence of multidimensional contextsǤ In particularǡ it 
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responds to the enticing call by Tracey ȋʹͲͳʹȌ for research into how the logic of 

religion interacts with other institutional logicsǣ 

Perhaps the most exciting opportunity to extend institutional analysis 
involves a focus on the logic of religion … A focus on the logic of religion 
would expand the range of logics examined in institutional theory and 
might also undermine the notion of incompatibility between logics. 
ȋTraceyǡ ʹͲͳʹǡ pǤ ͳͳͺȌ 

Following this introductionǡ I present an overview of institutional logics and review 

literature that examines SE from the institutional logics perspectiveǤ The review 

concludes with the initial conceptual framework I use to interrogate my empirical 

data in light of extant literatureǤ Nextǡ I analyse the data to discern the logics that 

inϐluence how faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular organisations engage in SEǤ 

Findings in this section also identify the ways organisations respond to tensions 

created by the multiple logics they incorporateǤ In the discussion of ϐindings that 

follows I highlight implications for FBSE and SE and for institutional theory in 

generalǤ Finallyǡ I conclude with a summary of the chapterǯs contribution to 

knowledge and theory buildingǤ  

6.2 Institutional Logics and Social Entrepreneurship: Literature 
Review 

The institutional logics perspective is ǲa metatheoretical framework for analysing 

the interrelationships among institutionsǡ individuals and organizations in social 

systemsǳ ȋThorntonǡ Ocasioǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳʹǡ pǤ ʹȌǤ This approach to 

understanding organisational change and agency describes institutions as socially 

constructed systems of both logic and belief that are subject to changing societal 

norms and the agency of individual actors ȋBoltanski & The venotǡ ͳͻͻͳȀʹͲͲȌǤ In 

line with Friedland and Alford ȋͳͻͻͳȌǡ I consider institutions to beǣ 

simultaneously material and ideal, systems of signs and symbols, 
rational and transrational. Institutions are supraorganisational 
patterns of activity by which individuals and organisations produce and 
reproduce their material subsistence and organize time and space. They 
are also symbolic systems, ways of ordering reality, thereby making 
experience of time and space meaningful. ȋFriedland & Alfordǡ ͳͻͻͳǡ pǤ 
ʹͶ͵Ȍ 
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According to the institutional logics perspectiveǡ society is multidimensional and 

composed of institutional orders that inϐluence and are inϐluenced by organisations 

and individualsǤ Thornton and colleagues ȋThorntonǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Thornton & Ocasioǡ 

ʹͲͲͺǢ Thorntonǡ Ocasioǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌ propose a typology of seven societalǦ

level institutional ordersǣ marketsǡ corporationsǡ professionsǡ statesǡ familiesǡ 

communities and Ȃ signiϐicantly for this study Ȃ religionǤ Institutional orders are 

expressed through logicsǡ deϐined by Thornton and Ocasio ȋͳͻͻͻǡ pǤ ͺͲͶȌ as ǲthe 

socially constructedǡ historical patterns of material practicesǡ assumptionsǡ valuesǡ 

beliefs and rules by which individuals produce and reproduce their material 

subsistenceǡ organise time and space and provide meaning to their social realityǤǳ 

The institutional logics that shape behaviour in organisations are invisible to and 

unquestioned by their membersǡ since logics form part of the framework individuals 

use to understandǡ contextualise and enact institutional prescriptions ȋGreenwood 

et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ  

Research and theory building to date suggest that it is not unusual for organisations 

to incorporate multiple institutional logics ȋGreenwood et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Thorntonǡ 

Ocasioǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ The institutional logics perspective has been widely 

used to explore a variety of ϐieldsǡ eǤgǤ French haute cuisine ȋRaoǡ Moninǡ & Durandǡ 

ʹͲͲ͵Ȍǡ the US mutual fund industry ȋLounsbury & Crumleyǡ ʹͲͲȌǡ and even a local 

courtroom that processes drugǦrelated cases ȋMcPherson & Sauderǡ ʹ Ͳͳ͵ȌǤ Common 

to all these studies is the conclusion that organisations and their members 

experience and manage diverseǡ sometimes competing logicsǤ Furthermoreǡ 

organisations are shown to dynamically draw on different logics at different times 

to achieve their goals ȋPache & Santosǡ ʹͲͳ͵bȌǤ 

I refer to the presence and inϐluence of multiple institutional logics as Ǯinstitutional 

complexityǯ in accord with the majority of authors in the ϐield ȋCherrier et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ 

Greenwood et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Kodeih & Greenwoodǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Peiferǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Smith & Traceyǡ 

ʹͲͳǢ Zhao & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳǢ Zilberǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Howeverǡ similar terms such as 

institutional pluralism ȋKraatz & Blockǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Kraatz & Blockǡ ʹͲͳǢ Mair et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳͷǢ Mitzinneck & Besharovǡ ʹͲͳͻȌ and institutional multiplicity ȋZilberǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ 

Zilberǡ ʹͲͳȌ are also usedǤ Institutional complexity has been explored in public 

administration ȋDenisǡ Ferlieǡ & Van Gestelǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǡ privateǡ forǦproϐit corporations 
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ȋDalpiazǡ Rindovaǡ & Ravasiǡ ʹͲͳȌǡ thrift banks ȋHaveman & Raoǡ ʹͲͲȌǡ publicǦ

private alliances ȋJayǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ȍ and microϐinance organisations ȋBattilana & Doradoǡ 

ʹͲͳͲȌǤ Social entrepreneurial organisations have been highlighted as particularly 

strong examples of institutional complexityǤ  

The institutional logics perspective has been used extensively to explore SEǤ 

Research has sought to understand how social entrepreneurial organisations 

incorporate diverse logics and manage the tensions that arise from their 

prescriptions ȋBattilana & Doradoǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Battilana & Leeǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Besharov & Smithǡ 

ʹͲͳͶǢ Doherty et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Pache & Santosǡ ʹͲͳ͵bǢ Smith & Besharovǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Smith 

et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Wry & Zhaoǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ In this sectionǡ I analyse and integrate four related 

literature streamsǣ institutional logics and SEǡ contexts and logicsǡ responses to 

institutional complexity andǡ lastlyǡ love and the logic of gratuitous giftǤ The review 

concludes with an initial contextǦaware conceptual framework for the process of SE 

that encapsulates this literatureǤ  

6.2.1 The Logics of Social Entrepreneurship 

The ϐirst literature stream I incorporate uses the institutional logics perspective to 

analyse the process of SEǤ Scholars are unanimous in ϐinding that SE expresses 

prescriptions of both social welfare and commercial logicsǤ Social entrepreneurial 

organisations are thus identiϐied as examples of hybrid organisations that manage 

institutional complexity created by the diverse logics they incorporateǤ Two 

literature strands are analysedǣ the ϐirst examines the dual logics of SEǡ while the 

second explores SE as an expression of multiple logicsǤ Table Ǥͳ summarises this 

literatureǤ 
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Table 6.1 
Logics of Social Entrepreneurship – Key Literature 

Strand Author(s) Method Contribution 

ͳȌ Dual 
logics of SE 

Doherty et 
alǤ ȋʹͲͳͶȌ 

Conceptual Systematic reviewǢ social enterprises are 
hybrid organisations that combine social 
welfare and commercial logicsǤ 

 Battilana & 
Dorado 
ȋʹͲͳͲȌ 

Multiple 
case study 
ȋBoliviaȌ 

Microϐinance agencies are hybrid 
organisations that experience tension from 
social welfare and commercial logicsǤ 

 Battilana & 
Lee ȋʹͲͳͶȌ 

Conceptual  Hybrid organising in SE links charity and 
business logicsǤ 

 Mair et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳͷȌ 

Survey Ϊ 
case study 

Social welfare and commercial logics are 
prioritised differently ȋglobal sampleȌǤ 

ʹȌ Multiple 
logics and 
SE 

Mitzinneck 
& Besharov 
ȋʹͲͳͺȌ 

Multiple 
case study 
ȋGermanyȌ 

Renewable energy cooperatives incorporate 
communityǡ environmental and commercial 
logicsǤ 

 Zhao & Wry 
ȋʹͲͳȌ 

Database 
analysis 

Microϐinance agencies incorporate logics of 
familyǡ religionǡ professions and the stateǤ 

 Zhao & 
Lounsbury 
ȋʹͲͳȌ 

Database 
analysis 
ȋglobalȌ 

Marketǡ community and religious logics 
inϐluence resources available to microϐinance 
agenciesǤ 

 Vickers et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳȌ 

Multiple 
case study 
ȋUKȌ  

Social enterprises providing public health 
services incorporate social welfareǡ 
commercial and state logicsǤ 

 Gu mu say 
ȋʹͲͳͺȌ 

Conceptual Religious SE expresses social welfareǡ 
commercial and religious logicsǤ 

6.2.1.1 Dual Logics of Social Entrepreneurship 

The process of SE is frequently described as one that incorporates seemingly 

contradictory logics directed at social and economic value creation ȋEmersonǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ 

Santosǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ As noted in Table Ǥͳǡ literature that explores the institutional logics 

expressed in SE is unanimous in asserting that the process of SE expresses logic 

prescriptions based on the institutional orders of community and market ȋDoherty 

et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Thompson & Purdyǡ ʹͲͳǢ Vickersǡ Lyonǡ Sepulvedaǡ & McMullinǡ ʹͲͳǢ 
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Zhao & Lounsburyǡ ʹ ͲͳȌǤ Howeverǡ no consensus exists on how to refer to the logics 

that express these ordersǤ  

The logic that expresses the institutional order of community in SE is most 

frequently described as Ǯsocial welfareǯ ȋDoherty et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͳͶǢ Mair et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͳͷǢ Pache 

& Santosǡ ʹ Ͳͳ͵bȌǤ Other less common terms are also usedǡ such as Ǯsocial careǯ ȋPinch 

& Sunleyǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǡ Ǯsocial serviceǯ ȋGarrow & Hasenfeldǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǡ Ǯmissionǯ ȋHockertsǡ 

ʹͲͳͲȌ or simply Ǯsocial logicǯ ȋTeasdaleǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Stevens et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ The logic that 

expresses the institutional order of the market is most frequently referred to as 

Ǯcommercialǯ ȋMaibom & Smithǡ ʹͲͳǢ Pache & Santosǡ ʹͲͳ͵bǢ Mair et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ 

Other terms such as Ǯbusinessǯ ȋGarrow & Hasenfeldǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǡ Ǯmoneyǯ ȋHockertsǡ 

ʹͲͳͲȌǡ or simply Ǯmarket logicǯ ȋGreenwood et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Pache & Santosǡ ʹͲͳ͵bǢ 

Pinch & Sunleyǡ ʹͲͳͷȌ are also employed in this literatureǤ  

I adopt the terminologies commonly used in the extant literature and refer to the 

logics enacted through SE as social welfare and commercial logicsǤ I identify speciϐic 

prescriptions for each logic as followsǡ extending initial deϐinitions proposed by 

Pache and Santos ȋʹͲͳ͵bȌǣ 

Social welfare logicǤ Embedded in the institutional order of community 

characterised by common affectǡ activitiesǡ beliefsǡ values and concerns ȋThorntonǡ 

Ocasioǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳʹǡ pǤ ͻȌǡ the social welfare logic is expressed in 

organisational practices and prescriptions such asǣ provide goods and services that 

meet social needs and thereby create social valueǢ adopt a nonǦproϐit organisational 

formǢ use any economic value created to further social aimsǢ control strategy and 

operation through democratic processesǢ and collaborate with other organisations 

to achieve greater social beneϐitǤ 

Commercial logicǤ Embedded in the institutional order of the market and therefore 

ǲfocused on the accumulationǡ codiϐication and pricing of human activityǳ 

ȋThorntonǡ Ocasioǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳʹǡ pǤ Ͷ͵Ȍǡ prescriptions of the commercial logic 

are observed in organisational practices such asǣ sell products and services to 

produce economic value that can be appropriated by the ownersǢ adopt a forǦproϐit 

organisational formǢ control strategy and operation hierarchically to maximise 
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efϐiciency and economic returnǢ and compete with other organisations based on 

relative advantageǤ 

Hybrid organisations combine disparate institutional logics and only achieve their 

goals if they implement prescriptions from the various logics they incorporate 

ȋBattilana & Leeǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Doherty et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Johansenǡ Olsenǡ Solstadǡ & Torsteinsenǡ 

ʹͲͳͷȌǤ Social entrepreneurial organisations are quintessential hybrids because they 

bridge the logicsǡ identities and forms of both charity and business ȋBattilana & 

Doradoǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Deesǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ As hybridsǡ they are effective to the degree they combine 

the characteristics of both nonǦproϐit and forǦproϐit organisations ȋDacin et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳͳȌ and manage the tensions created by these competing logics ȋTraceyǡ Phillipsǡ 

& Jarvisǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ As a resultǡ SE is widely recognised as an example of Ǯhybrid 

organisingǯ and a valuable context in which to investigate how organisations 

respond to institutional complexity ȋBattilana & Leeǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Doherty et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ 

Howeverǡ to date the preponderance of literature that explores SE from the vantage 

point of institutional complexity has limited research and theory building to the dual 

logics of social welfare and commercial enterpriseǤ  

6.2.1.2 Multiple Logics and Social Entrepreneurship 

A signiϐicant shortcoming in current scholarship is that institutional complexity in 

SE tends to be discussed in terms of a dichotomous pair of social welfare and 

commercial logics ȋBattilanaǡ Besharovǡ & Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳǢ Besharov & Smithǡ 

ʹͲͳͶǢ Wry & Zhaoǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ This limitation has signiϐicant implications for knowledge 

and theory building about organisational responses to institutional complexityǡ 

because ǲwhen initiatives combine three or more logicsǡ ǥ the possibility for 

differences in priority orderings is greater than in dualistic contextsǳ ȋMitzinneck & 

Besharovǡ ʹͲͳͻǡ pǤ ͳȌǤ Consequentlyǡ I respond to calls for research that 

investigates institutional complexity arising from more than two logics ȋBattilanaǡ 

Besharovǡ & Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳǢ Greenwood et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͳͳǢ Kodeih & Greenwoodǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ 

A small number of studies have investigated the inϐluence of three or more logics on 

the process of SEǡ with inconclusive resultsǤ Two multinational quantitative studies 

of microϐinance agencies examine the inϐluence of logics related to the marketǡ 

community and religion ȋZhao & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳȌ and familyǡ religionǡ professions 
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and the state ȋZhao & Wryǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ While neither investigation explores how 

organisations respond to such institutional complexityǡ both are notable for 

observing the inϐluence of a logic of religion and a gender context on funding for and 

availability of microϐinance servicesǤ In a similar veinǡ case studies of social 

entrepreneurial organisations that provide health and wellness services in the UK 

reveal that commercialǡ social welfare and state logics combine in a ǲϐluid and 

creative interplayǳ that create conditions for social and organisational innovation 

ȋVickers et al.ǡ ʹͲͳǡ pǤ ͳͷȌǤ  

Prescriptions of communityǡ environmental and commercial logics were identiϐied 

in German renewable energy cooperatives by Mitzinneck and Besharov ȋʹͲͳͻȌǤ This 

study ϐinds tension between logics is managed through temporalǡ structural and 

collaborative compromisesǤ Interestinglyǡ the cooperatives only experience tension 

between a commercial logic and their community and environmental logicsǡ while 

no tension was reported between the community and environmental logics 

themselvesǤ The studyǯs ϐinding that interǦlogic tensions are not experienced equally 

is important to this chapterǯs exploration of the interaction between three logicsǤ 

Outside the ϐield of SEǡ the few studies that consider organisational responses to 

more than two institutional logics also report ϐindings that suggest organisations 

experience and respond to multipleǡ intersecting logics in complex waysǤ Research 

that investigated how US hospital neonatal intensive care units respond to legalǡ 

medical ȋprofessionalȌ and family institutional logics ϐinds that professional logics 

are dominant due to the agency of medical staff ȋHeimerǡ ͳͻͻͻȌǤ Two studies of 

dentistry practice in the UK conclude that marketǡ communityǡ professional and 

corporate logics interweave in both competitive and cooperative ways ȋHarris & 

Holtǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Harrisǡ Brownǡ Holtǡ & Perkinsǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ  

A historical case study of US pharmacists by Goodrick and Reay ȋʹͲͳͳȌ identiϐies 

corporateǡ professionalǡ state and market logics and concludes that Ǯconstellationsǯ 

of logics coǦexist in competitive and cooperative relationships that shift over timeǤ 

Investigation of a multinational corporationǯs social responsibility programmes 

reveals that the organisation balances marketǡ corporateǡ stateǡ community and 

professional logics over time ȋArenaǡ Azzoneǡ & Mapelliǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ By also 
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incorporating the temporal dimension of contextǡ the study identiϐies different eras 

during which one logic dominatedǡ logics were hybridised and logics were separated 

ȋdecoupledȌ into different business unitsǤ Finallyǡ Greenwood et al. ȋʹͲͳͲȌ ϐinds that 

familyǡ state and religious logics mitigated how prescriptions of a commercial logic 

were enacted by businesses in Spain during periods of corporate downsizingǤ These 

three studies foreground the contextual embeddedness of both logics and 

organisational responses to competing logic prescriptionsǡ a topic taken up in the 

following sectionǤ  

6.2.2 Contextual Embeddedness of Logics 

The contextual embeddedness of logics is rarely highlighted in extant literatureǤ 

Only a small number of empirical studies have set out to investigate how contexts 

inϐluence the ways organisations and individuals perceive and enact logic 

prescriptionsǤ This gap in knowledge and theory building hinders development of a 

more complete understanding of organisational behaviour in general and SE in 

particularǤ  

Extending an argument developed in previous chaptersǡ I contend that the 

institutional logics that shape SE are themselves inϐluenced by multidimensional 

omnibus and discrete contexts ȋJohnsǡ ʹͲͲǢ Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Table Ǥʹ consolidates 

key contributions to literature in this stream that considers the contextual 

embeddedness of institutional logicsǤ 
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Table 6.2 
Contextual Embeddedness of Logics – Key Literature 

Author(s) Method Contribution 

Spedale & 
Watson 
ȋʹͲͳͶȌ 

Single case 
study ȋUKȌ 

Entrepreneurial activity takes place in the complex 
interactions between contexts and logics at individualǡ 
organisational and societal levelsǤ 

Gu mu say 
ȋʹͲͳȌ 

Conceptual Religion is a metaǦlogic that inϐluences other logic 
expressionsǤ 

Kraatz & 
Block ȋʹͲͳȌ 

Conceptual Logics are embedded in valuesǤ 

Zhao & Wry 
ȋʹͲͳȌ 

Database 
analysis 

A gender context inϐluences logics in microϐinance 
agencies ȋglobal dataȌǤ  

Literature summarised in Table Ǥʹ suggests that contexts and institutional logics 

intertwine to inϐluence each other and organisational behaviourǤ On the one handǡ 

institutional logics shape omnibus contexts that inϐluence whoǡ whatǡ whenǡ whereǡ 

how and why SE takes place since ǲcontext is not a constant or passive variableǤ 

Ratherǡ it is shaped by prior and local institutionalised patterns that relevant 

stakeholders can supportǡ changeǡ or use to further their interestsǳ ȋSuddaby et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳͲǡ pǤ ͳʹ͵ͺȌǤ  

On the other handǡ contexts shape logics and how logics are expressedǤ For exampleǡ 

contexts have been found to inϐluence how logic tensions are managed by social 

entrepreneurial organisations ȋWry & Zhaoǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǡ how logics of microϐinance 

organisations are expressed ȋCobbǡ Wryǡ & Zhaoǡ ʹͲͳȌǡ how logics are translated 

by and embedded in organisations ȋPallasǡ Fredrikssonǡ & Wedlinǡ ʹͲͳȌ and how 

logics shape social entrepreneurial innovation and opportunities ȋNewth & Woodsǡ 

ʹͲͳͶǢ Newthǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ Pache and Chowdhury ȋʹͲͳʹǡ pǤ ͷͲͳȌ emphasise the contextual 

embeddedness of logics in SE in the observation that ǲIt is important to emphasise 

the fact that institutional logics are highly contextǦspeciϐicǤǳ Thereforeǡ it is 

reasonable to conclude that logics and contexts interact dynamically and biǦ

directionally and are expressed through everyday activities of organisations and 
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individuals that both reproduce and transform social institutions ȋFeldman & 

Orlikowskiǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Seo & Creedǡ ʹͲͲʹǢ Spedale & Watsonǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ 

The inϐluence of omnibus and discrete contexts on how organisations and 

individuals experienceǡ respond to and transform logic prescriptions is revealed in 

many of the investigations described in this literature reviewǤ Omnibus contexts of 

time and geography are shown to inϐluence organisational responses to the 

prescriptions of multiple logics in research conducted by Arena et al. ȋʹͲͳͺȌǡ 

Goodrick and Reay ȋʹͲͳͳȌ and Greenwood et al. ȋʹͲͳͲȌǤ Other studies demonstrate 

that discrete contexts of religion ȋZhao & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳȌǡ values ȋMitzinneck & 

Besharovǡ ʹͲͳͻȌ and gender ȋZhao & Wryǡ ʹͲͳȌ inϐluence how organisations 

interpret and enact logicsǤ The relationship between logics and each of the discrete 

contexts of religious worldviewǡ values and gender is explored in detail in the 

following three subǦsectionsǤ 

6.2.2.1 Religious Worldview as Context for Logics 

Religion is both a context that inϐluences the social welfare and commercial logics of 

SE and a logic in its own rightǤ This overarching inϐluence of religionǡ and hence a 

religious worldviewǡ stands in contrast to the other discrete contexts of values and 

gender investigated in this studyǤ Literature that deϐines and describes a religious 

worldview is presented in Section ʹǤͷǤͶǡ and religion as a discrete context for 

prosocial behaviour is explored in depth in Section ͶǤʹǤ͵Ǥ Furtherǡ Chapter Ͷ 

presents empirical data that reveals a religious worldview is a context that 

inϐluences how social entrepreneurial FBOs and their founderǦleaders enact SEǡ 

ascribe agency for themselves and their beneϐiciaries and establish the motive and 

rationale for their activitiesǤ I examine the inϐluence of religion on social 

entrepreneurial organisations from an institutional perspective in response to the 

challenge by Traceyǡ Phillipsǡ and Lounsbury ȋʹͲͳͶbǡ pǤ ͺȌ that ǲreligion hasǡ 

unfortunatelyǡ been consigned to the category of phenomena that we know to be 

critically important to organizations from our personal experienceǡ but that do not 

appear prominently in our theoriesǤǳ 

Until recentlyǡ the institutional order of religion and its expression in organisational 

life has received less scholarly attention than the orders of market and community 
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ȋDyckǡ ʹͲͳͶǡ pǤ ʹ͵Ǣ Dyck & Wiebeǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Sørensen et al.ǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Traceyǡ Phillipsǡ & 

Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳͶbȌǤ Reϐlecting this Ǯtheological turnǯ in management and 

organisation studiesǡ Friedland ȋʹͲͳ͵bǢ ʹͲͳ͵aǢ ʹͲͳͶȌǡ an early pioneer in 

institutional theoryǡ now argues that Godǡ loveǡ transcendence and immanence 

should be considered in theorising about institutional logicsǤ A small group of 

scholars now argues that religious beliefs and the logic of religion underpin 

economic behaviourǡ social action directed at problems of poverty and inequalityǡ 

and social entrepreneurial activity ȋeǤgǤ Greenwood et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Gu mu sayǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ 

Traceyǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Zhao & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ  

Though academic literature that explores the relationship between religion and 

entrepreneurship is abundant ȋeǤgǤ Audretsch et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Danaǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Dodd & 

Gotsisǡ ʹͲͲbǢ Dodd & Seamanǡ ͳͻͻͺǢ Neubert et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǡ few studies have 

explored the inϐluence of religion on entrepreneurial behaviour from the 

perspective of institutional logicsǤ In the ϐield of commercial entrepreneurshipǡ the 

research by Greenwood et al. ȋʹͲͳͲȌ cited earlier ϐinds that logics of religion and 

family promoted by the Catholic Church tempered a market logic when Spanish 

ϐirms were engaged in laying off employeesǤ Likewiseǡ a recent study of an Islamic 

bank in Germany by Gu mu say et al. ȋʹͲʹͲȌ concludes that market and religious 

logics coǦexist in a paradoxical relationshipǤ This investigation ϐinds that FBOs 

employ Ǯelastic hybridityǯ that allows the organisation to obey prescriptions from 

each of the logics without either differentiating or integrating themǤ  

Empirical research that explores the institutional logic of religion expressed in SE is 

even more rareǤ An inductive study of faithǦbased social entrepreneurs in the US by 

Roundy et al. ȋʹͲͳȌ ϐinds that the process of FBSE entails greater institutional 

complexity due to the presence of religiousǡ social welfare and business logicsǤ 

Morita ȋʹͲͳȌ concludes that Evangelical Christian social enterprises in Ethiopia 

incorporate logics of the marketǡ religionǡ community and family and use their 

religious logic to control the tendency toward mission drift ȋCornforthǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ 

Ebrahimǡ Battilanaǡ & Mairǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Jonesǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ The study of microϐinance agencies 

by Zhao and Lounsbury ȋʹͲͳȌ previously discussed concludes that high religious 

heterogeneity and priority given to a religious logic in a country reduces funding 

from commercial sourcesǤ These authors surmise that a religious logic and religious 
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heterogeneity increase the operating costs of microϐinance agencies and reduce the 

trust of external funders in those agenciesǤ As these examples indicateǡ current 

studies of how the context and logic of religion shape the expression of SE are few 

and inconclusiveǣ a situation I address and mitigateǤ 

Toward that endǡ I conclude from this literature that SE enacted in the context of 

religious faithǡ referred to as FBSE in this thesisǡ incorporates prescriptions from a 

logic of religion in addition to those of social welfare and commercial logics 

ȋBorquist & de Bruinǡ ʹͲͳǢ Gu mu sayǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Roundy et al.ǡ ʹͲͳǢ Thorntonǡ Ocasioǡ 

& Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ Accordinglyǡ I deϐine the religious logic as followsǣ 

The logic of religion expresses the institutional order of religion that ǲfocuses on an 

explanation for the origin of the world and in converting all issues into expressions 

of absolute moral principles on the basis of faithǳ ȋThorntonǡ Ocasioǡ & Lounsburyǡ 

ʹͲͳʹǡ pǤ Ͷ͵ȌǤ Religious logic prescriptions are observed in organisational practices 

such asǣ advance normative moral valuesǡ beliefs and actions based on doctrines 

shared by a faithǦbased group and expressed through activities and institutions 

ȋStarkǡ ͳͻͻȌǢ and engage in activity that meets spiritual needs and furthers 

spiritual aims related to the inner selfǡ forces greater than the individual and the 

signiϐicance of everyday life ȋNash & McLennanǡ ʹͲͲͳȌǤ In the context of the 

Abrahamic faiths ȋiǤeǤ Christianityǡ Islam and JudaismǢ see Gu mu sayǡ ʹ ͲʹͲǢ Schwartzǡ 

ʹͲͲͷȌ the logic of religion motivates actions that express Godǯs concern for the wellǦ

being of all humans Ȃ especially poorǡ vulnerable and disadvantaged members of 

society Ȃ and the natural environmentǤ 

Religion is unique among the societalǦlevel institutional orders identiϐied by 

Thornton and colleagues ȋThorntonǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Thornton & Ocasioǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Thorntonǡ 

Ocasioǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌ in that it inϐluences the nature and expression of the 

other orders of marketsǡ corporationsǡ professionsǡ statesǡ families and 

communitiesǤ For this reasonǡ Gu mu say ȋʹͲʹͲǡ pǤ ͳȌ proposes that religion be 

considered a ǲmetalogicǳ that does not just interact with other logics but permeates 

them at a macro level due to religionǯs claims of ubiquityǡ uniqueness and ultimacyǤ 

According to this viewǡ the metalogic of religion provides prescriptive and 

proscriptive guidelines that condition how other logics are interpreted and enactedǤ 
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Gu mu say ȋʹͲʹͲǡ pǤ ͳͷȌ illustrates the prevalence and inϐluence of religion as both 

context and metalogic for Islamic ϐinance and entrepreneurshipǡ observingǣ ǲRather 

than a combination of the religious and market logicǡ the religious logic functions as 

a metalogic that deϐines business itselfǡ with the market logic effectively being 

moulded through religion at the macro levelǤǳ 

Ataide ȋʹͲͳʹȌ disagrees with the assertion that religion provides an overarching 

context and metalogic that shapes and inϐluences other logics enacted in SEǤ Ratherǡ 

ǲsocioǦreligious entrepreneursǳ are deϐined as ǲentrepreneurial individuals or 

groups who by virtue of their personal and shared religious values and ideology are 

compelled to create social enterprises with the primary goal of achieving nonǦ

religious social purposesǳ ȋAtaideǡ ʹͲͳʹǡ pǤ ͳͺͷǢ emphasis addedȌǤ This deϐinition 

assumes that faithǦbased social entrepreneurs subordinate prescriptions of a 

religious logic to those of a logic of social welfareǤ  

It remains an open question whether religion is a subsidiary logic as proposed by 

Ataide ȋʹͲͳʹȌ or an overarching logic as proposed by Gu mu say ȋʹͲʹͲȌ and further 

validated in empirical research ȋGreenwood et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Gu mu say et al.ǡ ʹͲʹͲȌǤ This 

is one of the questions the chapter addresses through analysis of empirical dataǤ 

6.2.2.2 Values as Context for Logics 

The values context in which SE is enacted is explored in depth in Chapter ͶǤ I extend 

that analysis to consider values from the perspective of institutional theoryǤ Values 

are widely recognised as a context for social institutions and their logicsǡ and are 

foundational to the ways institutions are expressed in organisational life ȋWeberǡ 

ͳͻ͵ͲȀʹͲͲͳǢ Gerth & Millsǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ Selznick ȋͳͻͷǡ pǤ ʹͲȌǡ a pioneer in what is termed 

Ǯold institutionalismǡǯ asserts that organisations and institutions are embedded in 

valuesǣ ǲOrganisations do not so much create values as embody themǤ As this occursǡ 

the organisation becomes increasingly institutionalisedǤǳ Scott ȋʹͲͳͶȌ argues that 

values in the normative institutional pillar undergird all social institutions together 

with regulative and culturalǦcognitive pillarsǤ The primacy of values as a context that 

deϐines institutions and their inϐluence at socialǡ ϐieldǡ organisation and individual 

levels of analysis is further emphasised in conceptual articles ȋDiMaggio & Powellǡ 

ͳͻͺ͵Ǣ Kraatz & Blockǡ ʹͲͳǢ Meyer & Rowanǡ ͳͻǢ Suddaby et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲȌ and in 
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empirical research ȋHinings et al.ǡ ͳͻͻǢ Kraatzǡ Ventrescaǡ & Dengǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Marquis 

& Huangǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Vaccaro & Palazzoǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ 

The institutional logics perspective takes the value embeddedness of institutions 

one step further by proposing that values undergird how logics are interpreted and 

expressedǤ Values deϐine the nature of institutional logics as the ǲrules of the gameǳ 

for organisations since logics ǲembody a set of cultural and material values and 

incentives that structure and regulate the mixed motives of coordinationǡ bargaining 

and contestation that occur within diverse organisational situationsǳ ȋOcasioǡ ͳͻͻǡ 

pǤ ͳͻȌǤ Thornton and Ocasio ȋʹͲͲͺǡ pǤ ͳͲ͵Ȍ assert that values are a central construct 

in the institutional logics perspectiveǡ observingǡ ǲPerhaps the core assumption of 

the institutional logics approach is that the interestsǡ identitiesǡ values and 

assumptions of individuals and organisations are embedded within prevailing 

institutional logicsǤǳ Friedland ȋʹͲͳǢ ʹͲͳͺȌ further develops this values 

perspective on institutional logics by emphasising the moral basis of logics and how 

values determine the ways organisations and individuals interpret and enact logic 

prescriptionsǤ A valuesǦcentric perspective on logics views institutional complexity 

in terms of underlying normative valuesǡ since personal and collective values are 

ǲpart of the institutional fabricǳ at the core of organisational institutions ȋKraatz & 

Blockǡ ʹͲͳǡ pǤ ͷͶʹȌǤ  

This valuesǦbased perspective on logics suggests that organisations experience 

institutional complexity and tension because their logics express diverseǡ 

sometimes conϐlicting values ȋNielsen & Lockwoodǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Tetlockǡ Petersonǡ & 

Lernerǡ ͳͻͻȌǤ Thusǡ interlogic tensions arise in organisations from multiple 

compatible and conϐlicting values that interact in a dynamic relationshipǤ On the one 

handǡ common values can unite and reduce tension between disparate logics as 

observed in a collaborative venture between three social enterprises and a local 

council in the UK ȋGillettǡ Loaderǡ Dohertyǡ & Scottǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ On the other handǡ 

commonlyǦheld values can create logic tensions in SE as revealed in the case studies 

of German renewal energy cooperatives by Mitzinneck and Besharov ȋʹͲͳͻȌ 

discussed previouslyǤ In these cooperativesǡ tension between communityǡ 

environmental and commercial logics is based on tension between the values that 

deϐine each logicǤ The study concludes that organisations manage interlogic tension 
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by negotiating compromises between competing valuesǤ A similar situation is 

revealed in a qualitative study of corporate social responsibility programmes at a 

Canadian oil sands exploration company by Demers and Gond ȋʹͲʹͲȌǤ In this caseǡ 

tension created by conϐlicting logics of environmental protectionǡ social welfare and 

commercial logics reveals the ǲmoral microfoundations of institutional complexityǳ 

by showing how individuals and the organisation use normative values to respond 

to diverse logic prescriptions and the tensions they create ȋDemers & Gondǡ ʹͲʹͲǡ 

pǤ ͳȌǤ 

The Schwartz ȋͳͻͻʹǢ ͳͻͻͶȌ theory and typology of universal human values provides 

a useful tool for illuminating the dynamics of interlogic tensions created by the 

social welfare and commercial logics expressed in SEǤ As reviewed in depth in 

Section ͶǤʹǤͳǤͳǡ the circular continuum and hierarchy of valuesǡ value types and 

value dimensions identiϐied by Schwartz and colleagues suggests that values exist 

in a dynamic equilibriumǤ SelfǦtranscending values related to universalism and 

benevolence are linked to prosocial behaviour and enacted in SE through 

prescriptions of a social welfare logic ȋCongerǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Bargsted et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Doran & 

Nataleǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Egri & Hermanǡ ʹͲͲͲǢ SastreǦCastillo et al.ǡ ʹ ͲͳͷȌǤ On the opposite side 

of the circular continuumǡ selfǦenhancing values related to power and achievement 

are linked to entrepreneurial behaviour and the expression of a commercial logic 

ȋGorgievski et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Kirkleyǡ ʹͲͳǢ Morris & Schindehutteǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǤ Thusǡ the 

theory that human values both motivate and oppose behaviour provides insight into 

the valuesǦbased interlogic tensions that social entrepreneurial organisations are 

reported to experienceǤ 

On the basis of this literatureǡ I conclude that values are a context that shapes 

institutional logics and their expressionǤ Social entrepreneurial organisations 

provide an apt illustration of the contextual embeddedness of logicsǡ as research 

reveals the prevalence of valuesǦbased logic tensions in their daily activities 

Howeverǡ the association between value tensions and interlogic tensions in SE ϐirst 

pointed out by Stephan and Drencheva ȋʹͲͳȌ is so far underexplored and 

undeveloped and research and theorising seldom integrates universal human 

valuesǡ logics and SEǤ 
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6.2.2.3 Gender as Context for Logics 

Gender as a context that inϐluences the expression of SE is explored in depth in 

Chapter ͷǤ I continue that analysis by developing a genderǦaware perspective on 

institutional logicsǤ Literature that explores gender as a context in which 

institutional logic prescriptions are interpreted and enacted is relatively rareǤ 

Howeverǡ I ϐind clues in previous research and theory building that suggest gender 

is a context that shapes logics and their expression in ways similar to values and 

religious faithǤ For exampleǡ in Chapter ͷ I describe gender as a social institution 

ȋMartinǡ ʹͲͲͶȌ that provides a discrete context in which SE is enactedǤ Thusǡ I argue 

that genderǡ like values and religionǡ provides a discrete context that shapes the 

expression of institutional orders and logicsǤ 

Several studies that examine the role of gender in social institutions suggest that 

gender is a context that inϐluences and is inϐluenced by institutional logicsǤ Gender 

is presented as a crossǦcutting context for logics in a case study of an Israeli rape 

crisis centre conducted by Zilber ȋʹͲͲʹȌǤ This research reveals that the organisation 

and its staff manage tensions between feminist and therapeutic institutional logics 

by negotiating and enacting them in an ongoing processǤ Study results imply that 

logics and the ways they are expressed are genderedǡ though this point is not drawn 

out in the studyǯs conclusionsǤ  

A more explicit example of the gender embeddedness of logics in SE is provided by 

Zhao and Wry ȋʹͲͳȌǤ Their multicountry quantitative investigation of microϐinance 

agencies recognises gender as a context for the institutional logics that shape 

microϐinance lending to womenǤ This study concludes that an overarching context 

of patriarchy inϐluences logics of familyǡ religionǡ professions and state that 

diminishes microϐinance agency outreach and impactǤ  

Gender is also shown to be a context that shapes how logic prescriptions are 

understood and enacted in SE by Dimitriadis et al. ȋʹͲͳȌǤ Investigating the 

commercialisation of social ventures in the USǡ their largeǦscale quantitative study 

ϐinds that female social entrepreneurs are subject to less gender bias than female 

commercial entrepreneursǤ These authors conclude that gendered social 
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stereotypes create a context that favours womenǯs expression of a social welfare 

logic and hinders their enactment of a commercial logicǤ 

To sum upǡ this literature stream suggests that religious faithǡ values and gender are 

contexts that shape and are shaped by institutional logicsǤ This assertion extends to 

institutional logics the conclusions of Chapters Ͷ and ͷ that these are discrete 

contexts that inϐluence how the process of SE is expressedǤ  

6.2.3 Organisational Responses to Institutional Complexity 

This stream of literature explores the implications of institutional complexity for 

organisational lifeǤ Of particular interest is literature that identiϐies how 

organisations experience and respond to the tensions that arise from the 

contrasting prescriptions of the multiple logics they incorporateǤ  

Institutional complexity implies that organisations must cope with the prescriptions 

of logics that may or may not be compatible with each otherǤ Social entrepreneurial 

organisations provide a useful empirical setting in which to explore how 

organisations incorporate and respond to multiple logic prescriptionsǤ As Ǯextreme 

casesǯ of logic hybridity ȋBattilana & Leeǡ ʹͲͳͶǡ pǤ ͵ͻͻȌǡ these organisations have 

been the subject of extensive research and theorisingǤ  

Table Ǥ͵ summarises key literature that discusses organisational responses to 

institutional complexityǤ 
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Table 6.3 
Organisational Responses to Institutional Complexity – Key Literature 

Author(s) Method Contribution 

Greenwood et 
alǤ ȋʹͲͳͳȌ 

Conceptual  Systematic review of organisational responses to 
institutional complexityǤ 

Battilana et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳȌ 

Conceptual Management strategies in response to institutional 
complexityǣ integrateǡ differentiateǡ accept as paradoxǤ 

Besharov & 
Smith ȋʹͲͳͶȌ 

Conceptual Typology of tensions between pairs of logics is based on 
degree of centrality and compatibilityǡ described as 
Ǯcontestedǡǯ Ǯalignedǡǯ Ǯestrangedǯ and ǮdominantǤǯ 

Pache & Santos 
ȋʹͲͳ͵Ȍ 

Multiple 
case study 
ȋFranceȌ 

Social entrepreneurial organisations manage logic 
tensions through Ǯselective couplingǤǯ 

Greenwood et 
alǤ ȋʹͲͳͲȌ 

Database 
analysis 

Familyǡ state and religious logics mitigated prescriptions 
of a market logic for businesses in SpainǤ 

Lewis ȋʹͲͲͲȌ Conceptual Paradox view gives new insights into organisational 
processesǤ 

Smith et alǤ 
ȋʹͲͳȌ 

Conceptual Review of paradox research in organisational theoryǤ 

MironǦSpektor 
et alǤ ȋʹͲͳͺȌ 

Mixed 
methods 

Paradox mindset helps organisational members frame 
and manage tensions in a large US companyǤ 

From the perspective of institutional logicsǡ social entrepreneurial organisations are 

hybrids that experience tension arising from conϐlicting demands of the logic 

prescriptions they incorporate ȋBesharov & Smithǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Hockertsǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ Hybrids 

challenge neoǦinstitutional theories of organisational stability and change 

ȋDiMaggio & Powellǡ ͳͻͺ͵Ǣ Greenwood & Hiningsǡ ͳͻͻȌ by their very existenceǤ 

Furtherǡ hybrids call into question the assertion that organisations must conform to 

the institutional prescriptions of their ϐield in order to be considered legitimate 

ȋDiMaggio & Powellǡ ͳͻͺ͵Ǣ Haveman & Raoǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ As a resultǡ hybrid organisations 

that combine diverse institutional elements and manage the ongoing tensions 

between their logics present an ongoing puzzle and research opportunity for 

scholars ȋBattilanaǡ Besharovǡ & Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ 
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Social entrepreneurial organisations are particularly good examples of 

organisations that are required to manage the tensions created by multiple logicsǤ 

An extensive body of research has identiϐied the conϐlict between prescriptions of a 

communityǦoriented logic of social welfare and a marketǦoriented commercial logic 

of proϐit maximisation as a primary source of tension in SE ȋDacin et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ 

Doherty et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Tension between these two logics is shown to inϐluence the 

activitiesǡ structureǡ governanceǡ human resourcesǡ ϐinancing mechanisms and interǦ

organisational relationships of social entrepreneurial organisations ȋBattilana & 

Doradoǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Battilana et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Santosǡ Pacheǡ & Birkholzǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Smith et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ 

Research and theorising have identiϐied three generic organisational responses to 

institutional complexityǣ differentiatingǡ integrating and acceptance of paradox 

ȋBattilanaǡ Besharovǡ & Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳǢ Besharov & Smithǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Smithǡ Lewisǡ 

Jarzabkowskiǡ & Langleyǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Differentiating responses seek to manage logic 

tensions by eliminating one of the logics or by allowing one of the logics to dominateǤ 

These relationships are identiϐied as Ǯestrangedǯ and Ǯdominantǯ in the typology of 

tensions and responses proposed by Besharov and Smith ȋʹͲͳͶȌǤ For exampleǡ a 

study of work integration social enterprises ȋWISEsȌ in France by Pache and Santos 

ȋʹͲͳ͵bȌ ϐinds these organisations manage constant tension between social welfare 

and commercial logics through a process of Ǯselective couplingǯǣ responding 

selectively to conϐlicting logic demands and implementing logic prescriptions in 

different organisational units to reduce negotiations and gain legitimacy and 

resourcesǤ  

When logics are differentiated and one logic is allowed to become estranged or 

dominantǡ the dynamic equilibrium that sustains institutional hybridity is upset and 

mission drift is often the outcome ȋCornforthǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Doherty et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Ebrahim 

et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Jonesǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ Mission drift occurs in SE when either economic value 

creation is sacriϐiced in pursuit of a social mission ȋBruneelǡ Morayǡ Stevensǡ & 

Fassinǡ ʹͲͳȌ or social value creation is sacriϐiced to achieve ϐinancial sustainability 

ȋBattilana & Doradoǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Eikenberry & Kluverǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ In either caseǡ the social 

entrepreneurial organisationǯs existence and identity are imperilledǡ whether 
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through ϐinancial insolvency or failure to address the original social problem 

ȋSantos et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ  

In contrastǡ integrating strategies seek to join or hybridise the two logics in order to 

establish consistentǡ mutually reinforcing prescriptions and avoid mission driftǤ In 

the Besharov and Smith ȋʹͲͳͶȌ typologyǡ integrated logic prescriptions are ǮalignedǤǯ 

Integrating strategies such as prioritising their social mission and linking economic 

value creation to social value creation help social entrepreneurial organisations 

manage logic tensions and control mission drift ȋCornforthǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Doherty et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳͶǢ Santos et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ Empirical research by Zhang and Swanson ȋʹͲͳ͵Ȍ and 

Maibom and Smith ȋʹͲͳȌ ϐinds that the social entrepreneurial organisations they 

studied consider social welfare and commercial logics complementary and 

synergisticǤ Regarding contrasting logic prescriptions as integrated and 

complementary helps relieve tension between the logics and mitigates tendencies 

toward mission driftǤ 

A third strategy adopted by social entrepreneurial organisations is to regard 

contrasting prescriptions of social welfare and commercial logics as a paradox and 

therefore unresolvableǤ In this caseǡ the two logics are Ǯcontestedǯ in the Besharov 

and Smith ȋʹͲͳͶȌ typologyǤ One study shows that extensive and intractable conϐlict 

between contested logics can imperil an organisationǯs survival if left unaddressed 

ȋBattilana & Doradoǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ The alternative response employed by some social 

entrepreneurial organisations is to recognise and accept the paradoxical nature of 

the social welfare and commercial logics they incorporateǤ Adopting a paradox 

perspective on institutional complexity ǲenables a more holisticǡ ϐluidǡ bothȀand 

framing of tensionsǳ ȋGotsiǡ Andriopoulosǡ Lewisǡ & Ingramǡ ʹͲͳͲǡ pǤ ͻͻȌǤ 

Organisations that regard their institutional complexity as a paradox learn to 

recogniseǡ accept and embrace the conϐlict between logic prescriptionsǤ The 

resulting paradoxical mindset establishes a dynamic equilibrium that helps 

organisations and their members cope with the ambiguity and uncertainty 

produced by multiple institutional logics ȋSmith & Lewisǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ 

In contrast to logical paradoxesǡ social paradoxes represent paradoxes of beliefǡ 

thought or action that arise from both a social situation and an actorǯs perception of 
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it ȋFord & Backoffǡ ͳͻͺͺȌǤ A paradox in this sense is distinct from a dilemmaǡ 

dialecticǡ ambivalence and conϐlict in that no choice needs to be madeǣ the 

paradoxical elements are presented and accepted as they are ȋPoole & Van de Venǡ 

ͳͻͺͻǢ Smithǡ Lewisǡ Jarzabkowskiǡ & Langleyǡ ʹͲͳǢ Westenholzǡ ͳͻͻ͵ȌǤ  

SE appears to embody a paradox in the sense that ǲǮparadoxǯ denotes contradictory 

yet interǦrelated elementsȄelements that seem logical in isolation but absurd and 

irrational when appearing simultaneouslyǳ ȋLewisǡ ʹͲͲͲǡ pǤ ͲȌǤ Tensions 

produced by the contradictory yet interǦrelated prescriptions of the social welfare 

and commercial logics integral to SE are best described as paradoxicalǡ since ǲunlike 

continuaǡ dilemmasǡ or eitherȀor choicesǡ paradoxical tensions signify two sides of 

the same coinǳ ȋLewisǡ ʹͲͲͲǡ pǤ ͳȌǤ 

The way a paradox is framed determines how tensions between paradoxical logic 

prescriptions are experienced and managed ȋWestenholzǡ ͳͻͻ͵ȌǤ I adopt for this 

chapterǯs analysis the deϐinition of conceptual frames of reference proposed by 

Creedǡ Langstraatǡ and Scully ȋʹͲͲʹȌǤ Drawing on previous work by Goffman ȋͳͻͶȌ 

that details the inϐluence frames of reference have on perception and actionǡ they 

deϐine frames asǣ 

Internally coherent interpretative schemas that render events 
meaningful, organise experience, guide behaviour and motivate action. 
By extension, frames are the underlying structures or organising 
principles that bind and give coherence to the diverse arrays of symbols 
and idea elements that make up such packages of meaning. ȋCreed et 
al.ǡ ʹͲͲʹǡ pǤ ͶͺͳȌ 

When faced with a paradoxǡ Ǯparadoxical thinkingǯ helps organisations and their 

members create a superordinate frame of reference that redeϐines the situationǡ 

allows the propositions to coǦexist without resolution and enables action by 

providing a ǲworkable certaintyǳ ȋLu scher & Lewisǡ ʹͲͲͺǡ pǤ ʹ͵ͶǢ Westenholzǡ 

ͳͻͻ͵ȌǤ This Ǯparadox mindsetǯ recognises that paradoxes are deϐined by how 

individuals think about them and that reframing the situation redeϐines the paradox 

and its associated tensions ȋMironǦSpektorǡ Ingramǡ Kellerǡ Smithǡ & Lewisǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ 

In so doingǡ paradoxical thinking establishes a new frame of reference that can be 
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used to reǦinterpret a seemingly contradictory situation and take action ȋLu scher & 

Lewisǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Poole & Van de Venǡ ͳͻͺͻȌǤ  

Paradoxical thinking allows organisations and individuals to redeϐine logics and 

manage ongoing tensions between themǡ in contrast to differentiating or integrating 

strategies ȋLewisǡ ʹͲͲͲǢ MironǦSpektorǡ Ginoǡ & Argoteǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Smith & Lewisǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ 

Smith & Tushmanǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ Smithǡ Lewisǡ Jarzabkowskiǡ & Langleyǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ In this wayǡ 

multiple logics coǦexist in a ǮconϐlictingǦyetǦcomplementaryǯ relationship such as 

that as found in reinsurance trading at Lloydǯs of London by Smetsǡ Jarzabkowskiǡ 

Burkeǡ and Spee ȋʹͲͳͷȌǤ Such paradoxical thinking processes rely on Ǯparadoxical 

framesǯǣ mental templates that allow individuals to recognise and accept 

contradictory yet interdependent facts and requirements ȋChildǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Hahnǡ 

Preussǡ Pinkseǡ & Figgeǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Smith & Besharovǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Smith & Tushmanǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǤ 

Hockerts ȋʹͲͳͷȌ exempliϐies how hybrid social entrepreneurial organisations 

manage seeming incompatibilities between their social and economic missions 

through paradoxical thinking and reframingǤ This empirical study of social 

entrepreneurial organisations in Denmark reveals that hybrid organisations turn 

resources that impede value creation into those that enhance value creation through 

reframing strategiesǤ These reframing strategies include identifying hidden 

complementaritiesǡ developing new complementaritiesǡ eliminating the need for 

complementaritiesǡ creating demand for antagonistic assets and using partnerships 

to achieve distribution complementaritiesǤ  

While the typology of organisational responses to multiple logics proposed by 

Besharov and Smith ȋʹͲͳͶȌ offers a useful tool to examine logic tensions in SE 

ȋBattilana & Leeǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Battilana et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Maibom & Smithǡ ʹͲͳȌǡ its analysis is 

limited to contrasting logic pairsǤ Likewiseǡ paradox theory applied to the study of 

SE tends to consider how social entrepreneurial organisations manage the 

contrasting prescriptions of only their social welfare and commercial logics 

ȋCherrier et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Childǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Smith & Besharovǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Smithǡ Besharovǡ 

Wesselsǡ & Chertokǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Smith et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ I hypothesise that the paradox of 

multiple logics and resulting interlogic tensions are managed in FBSE by regarding 

religion as a metalogic that provides a mental frame of reference which inϐluences 



Chapter ǣ The Logics Context 

 ʹͳͺ 

the prescriptions and expressions of other institutional logics ȋGu mu sayǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ 

Gu mu sayǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ  

Applying this insightǡ I predict that the process of FBSE in the context of a Christian 

religious worldview frames social entrepreneurial action through the theological 

constructs of altruistic caritas love and the logic of the gratuitous gift ȋDeesǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ 

Grasslǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Accordinglyǡ the next and ϐinal subǦsection of this literature review 

brings together concepts of institutional complexityǡ logics and context to explore 

how altruistic love and a logic of nonǦtransactional giving constitute a superordinate 

frame of reference in which SE takes placeǤ 

6.2.4 Love and the Logic of Gratuitous Gift 

This literature stream develops the argument that altruistic love and a logic of 

gratuitous gift provide a frame of reference within which social entrepreneurial 

activity takes placeǤ Table ǤͶ consolidates and analyses the key literatureǤ 

Table 6.4 
Love and the Logic of Gratuitous Gift – Key Literature 

Author(s) Method Contribution 

Benedict XVI 
ȋʹͲͲͻȌ 

Conceptual Altruistic love and the gratuitous gift comprise the social 
foundation of economic activity and business ethicsǤ 

Grassl 
ȋʹͲͳͳȌ 

Conceptual Altruistic love and the gratuitous gift are the overarching 
frame for the process of SEǤ 

Dees ȋʹͲͳʹȌ Conceptual SE incorporates cultures of caritas love and 
entrepreneurial problem solvingǤ 

Bellah et alǤ 
ȋͳͻͺͷȀͳͻͻȌ 

Conceptual SelfǦdisinterestedǡ gratuitous giving is based on altruistic 
loveǤ 

Belk and 
Coon ȋͳͻͻ͵Ȍ 

Mixed 
methods 
ȋUSȌ 

Gift giving based on altruistic love is associated with 
stereotypically feminine traitsǢ economic rationality 
based on exchange is associated with masculine traitsǤ 

Anderson 
ȋͳͻͻͲȌ 

Conceptual GiftǦgiving is a nonǦmarket transactionǡ an economic 
alternative to instrumental reciprocityǤ 

The key literature presented in Table ǤͶ asserts that social entrepreneurial activity 

springs from altruistic caritas love and a logic of gratuitous giftǤ This stream posits 
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an alternative to the widelyǦaccepted notion that social entrepreneurial 

organisations are hybrids that express social welfare and commercial logics ȋGrasslǡ 

ʹͲͳͳǢ McCannǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ  

Literature in this stream offers a novel view of institutional and organisational 

complexity in SE by asserting that social entrepreneurial organisations are hybrids 

that represent a valuesǦbased moral choice between economic systems ȋBull & 

RidleyǦDuffǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ From this standpointǡ the process of SE embodies the moral 

choice to unite a nonǦmarket model based on reciprocity and selfǦdisinterested 

giving with a marketǦbased economic model based on instrumental exchangeǤ 

Regarding SE as a moral choice reveals that ǲsocial entrepreneurship represents a 

passionate response to the hegemony of the proǦbusinessǡ freeǦmarket ideology 

which insists that alternative ideological standards of economic organisation are 

availableǳ ȋDey & Lehnerǡ ʹͲͳǡ pǤ ͷͶȌǤ According to this viewǡ social 

entrepreneurial organisations are not simply institutional hybrids but economic 

system hybrids that respond to tension between nonǦmarket and market models by 

incorporating altruistic love and a logic of selfǦdisinterested giving in an overarching 

frame of reference ȋGrasslǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ 

The logic of giftǦgiving in social and economic transactions remains a puzzle for 

anthropologists and economistsǤ One unresolved question is the motivation behind 

the giving of a giftǣ is giftǦgiving always instrumental and transactionalǡ or can some 

gifts be given without expectation of returnǫ This second type of gift is variously 

deϐined in this literature as the gratuitous ȋde Peyrelongueǡ Masclefǡ & Guillardǡ 

ʹͲͳȌǡ perfect ȋCarrierǡ ͳͻͻͲȌ or existential ȋFre meaux & Michelsonǡ ʹͲͳͳȌ giftǤ 

Characteristics of this kind of Ǯpureǯ gift areǡ ϐirstǡ that price is immaterial as a 

measure of the giftǯs worth andǡ secondǡ that the gift is unrestrained and 

unrestraining in that reciprocity is neither desired nor expected ȋAndersonǡ ͳͻͻͲȌǤ 

Anthropologists cite examples of the Ǯpureǯ gift in Hinduismǯs Ǯlaw of the giftǡǯ the 

hau ȋa giverǯs vital essenceȌ that accompanies a taonga gift in Maǉori cultureǡ and the 

universalistic ethic of selfǦdisinterested giving based on caritas love in Christianity 

ȋParryǡ ͳͻͺȌǤ Economists deϐine Ǯpureǯ gifts as nonǦmarket exchanges based on an 

economy of regard that are characterised by an exchange of Ǯbonding valueǯ between 
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the giver and receiver ȋAndersonǡ ͳͻͻͲǢ Faldetta & Paternostroǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Offerǡ ͳͻͻȌǤ 

If purely selfǦdisinterestedǡ nonǦreciprocal giving does existǡ it challenges the 

dominant homo economicus model of instrumental economic exchange based on 

selfǦinterest ȋBelk & Coonǡ ͳͻͻ͵Ȍ and opens a space to reǦimagine SE from the 

perspective of a logic of gratuitous givingǤ 

Literature that analyses social entrepreneurial organisations through the lens of a 

gift logic motivated by love presents a compelling alternative view of institutional 

complexity in SEǤ FBSE enacted in the Christian religious worldview investigated in 

this study offers a deeper and more explicit understanding of the logic of gift as an 

expression of caritas love ȋInaba & Lowenthalǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Sobleǡ ͳͻͺͻȌǤ Empirical data 

from social entrepreneurial FBOs in Chapters Ͷ and ͷ reveal that an explicit feature 

of FBSE practised in a Christian faith context is selfǦdisinterested giving based on 

altruisticǡ compassionate love rather than instrumental exchange based on 

economic selfǦinterest ȋBellahǡ Madsenǡ Sullivanǡ Swidlerǡ & Tiptonǡ ͳͻͺͷȀͳͻͻǢ 

Fre meaux & Michelsonǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Furtherǡ a genderǦaware interpretation reveals that 

caritas love reϐlects stereotypically feminine values of otherǦregarding compassion 

and care in contrast to a stereotypically masculine instrumental exchange 

ȋNoddingsǡ ͳͻͻͻǢ Pearsallǡ ͳͻͻͻȌǤ  

As noted in Section ʹǤͷǤʹǡ the papal encyclical Caritas in Veritate ȋBenedict XVIǡ 

ʹͲͲͻȌ inspired scholars to reǦexamine the importance of caritas love and gift logic 

to economic activity in general and speciϐically to the process of SEǤ Using the 

example of social entrepreneurial organisations that blend social welfare and 

commercial logicsǡ the encyclical challenges the utility and morality of an economic 

logic of exchange as an organising principle of societyǤ Insteadǡ Benedict XVI 

proposes that the logic of gratuitous gift based on love is a counterbalance to 

instrumental exchange in commercial transactions and public policyǤ Especially 

relevant to my inquiry into how social entrepreneurial organisations experience 

and manage logic tensionsǡ the encyclical cites the theological concept of the Trinity 

to illustrate how diverse logics can coǦexist in a stable yet paradoxical relationship4Ǥ 

By this viewǡ caritas love expressed as a gratuitous gift unites diverse logics of 

 
4 In Christian theologyǡ the doctrine of the Trinity holds that God is one God yet known in three 
distinctǡ coǦequal persons referred to as the Fatherǡ Son and Holy SpiritǤ 
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commercial enterpriseǡ social welfareǡ religion and the state and helps organisations 

and societies manage the tensions between them ȋGrasslǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ  

Citing the encyclicalǡ Dees ȋʹͲͳʹȌ contends that SE embodies two culturesǣ a culture 

of charity that expresses caritas love and a culture of entrepreneurial problemǦ

solvingǤ Highlighting love as a central motivating inϐluenceǡ ȋDeesǡ ʹͲͳʹǡ pǤ ͵ʹ͵Ȍ 

observes that ǲIt is often deep caritas that drives extraordinary people to take on 

apparently insoluble social problems or to work in areas that seem hopelessǤǳ 

McCann ȋʹͲͳͳȌ applies principles of caritas and gratuitous gift found in the 

encyclical to explain social entrepreneurial activity that addresses social problems 

created by a globalised economic systemǤ Doran and Natale ȋʹͲͳͲȌ apply concepts 

of caritas and empathy from the encyclical to analyse the propensity of consumers 

to purchase fair trade itemsǤ  

Based on this literatureǡ I conclude that concepts of altruistic love and gift logic offer 

a superordinate frame of reference that can be used to analyse how social 

entrepreneurial organisations manage the paradoxical demands of the institutional 

logics they incorporateǤ In so doingǡ I argue that the intersection of valuesǡ gender 

and religious faith reveals love and the gratuitous gift ȋFre meaux & Michelsonǡ 

ʹͲͳͳȌ as expressions of religion ǲhidden in plain sightǳ ȋCadge & Koniecznyǡ ʹͲͳͶǡ 

pǤ ͷͷͳȌ in social entrepreneurial organisationsǤ 

6.2.5 Initial Context-aware Conceptual Framework Incorporating Logics 

The previous chapter advanced a valuesǦbasedǡ contextǦaware conceptual 

framework in Figure ͷǤʹ that recognises the inϐluence of intersecting contexts of 

genderǡ values and a religious worldview on the process of SEǤ I now synthesise 

literature discussed in this chapter to incorporate an institutional logics perspective 

and present in Figure Ǥͳ an extended conceptual framework that will be tested 

using empirical data from my studyǤ  



Chapter ǣ The Logics Context 

 ʹʹʹ 

Figure 6.1 
Initial Context-aware Conceptual Framework  

of Social Entrepreneurial Activity Incorporating Logics  

 

Figure Ǥͳ identiϐies institutional logics as a context in which SE is enactedǤ The 

location of logics in the framework reϐlects analysis of the four literature streams 

reviewed previouslyǤ This literature suggests that prescriptions of multiple 

institutional logics are enacted in the process of SEǡ primary among them social 

welfare and commercial logicsǤ Howeverǡ the literature also reveals that 

institutional logics and their prescriptions are shaped byǡ and shapeǡ multifaceted 

organisational contextsǡ hence logics are located above contexts in the ϐigureǤ This 
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biǦdirectional interaction between logics and contexts is shown using double 

headed arrows to suggest that discrete contexts of genderǡ values and a religious 

worldview and omnibus contexts that deϐine whatǡ whereǡ howǡ whoǡ when and why 

SE is enacted inϐluence and are inϐluenced by institutional logicsǤ  

The following section uses Figure Ǥͳ as a template to analyse data obtained from 

faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular organisationsǤ Analysis of empirical data 

draws upon themes developed in the literature review to explore institutional 

complexity when SE is enacted in multidimensional contexts of valuesǡ gender and 

a religious worldviewǤ This thematic analysis examines institutional logic 

prescriptions and how logic tensions are experienced and managedǤ 

6.3 Empirical Findings 

Findings are based on analysis of interview and archival data from the eight faithǦ

basedǡ faithǦinspired and secular social entrepreneurial organisations presented in 

Section ͵ǤͷǤʹǤ Qualitative data were analysed using the thematic analysis method 

discussed in Section ͵ǤǤʹ and applied in Chapters Ͷ and ͷ ȋSpencerǡ Ritchieǡ 

Ormstonǡ OǯConnorǡ & Barnardǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Themes were determined based on a 

comprehensive review of literature that suggested institutional logics related to 

social welfareǡ commercial enterprise and religion would be constructs of interestǤ 

Accordinglyǡ data were analysed for these three logics as deϐined in Sections ǤʹǤͳǤͳ 

ȋsocial welfare and commercial enterpriseȌ and ǤʹǤʹǤͳ ȋreligionȌǤ  

Interviews and subsequent data analysis explored how organisations experience 

logic prescriptions and how they manage tensions between logicsǤ In line with 

accepted practiceǡ my research examines organisational processesǡ practicesǡ 

decisionǦmakingǡ history and symbols in order to intuitively identify the logics that 

organisations express ȋFriedland & Alfordǡ ͳͻͻͳȌǤ Paradox is a crucial aspect of SE 

that is revealed in Ǯlittle narrativesǯ such as those collected in this research ȋDey & 

Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳͲȌ since ǲsocial enterprise cannot be told as a single story but as a set 

of little narratives showing ambiguitiesǡ contradictions and paradoxǳ ȋSeanorǡ Bullǡ 

Bainesǡ & RidleyǦDuffǡ ʹͲͳ͵ǡ pǤ ͵͵ͻȌǤ  
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CrossǦcutting themes related to discrete contexts of valuesǡ gender and a religious 

worldview were used to examine the inϐluence of contexts on the ways social 

entrepreneurial organisations experience and respond to diverse institutional 

logicsǤ Interview and archival data were coded deductively by institutional logic and 

inductively within logics according to how logics were expressedǤ A further 

inductive analysis coded logics by the inϐluence of the discrete contextual elements 

of interestǤ Finallyǡ withinǦcase and crossǦcase summaries and comparisons were 

constructed and used to interrogate extant literatureǤ Findings describe the 

institutional logics observed and how social entrepreneurial organisations 

experience and manage the complexity and tensions of multiple logic prescriptionsǤ 

6.3.1 Logics Revealed 

Literature that employs the institutional logics perspective suggests that social 

entrepreneurial organisations enact the societal level institutional orders of 

community and market through corresponding social welfare and commercial 

logics ȋBattilanaǡ Besharovǡ & Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳǢ Besharov & Smithǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Pache & 

Santosǡ ʹͲͳ͵bȌǤ Additionallyǡ literature reviewed in this chapter indicates that faithǦ

inspired and faithǦbased organisations enact the institutional order of religion 

through prescriptions of a religious logic ȋGu mu sayǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Gu mu sayǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ 

Thorntonǡ Ocasioǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ Table Ǥͷ summarises data that describe 

contextualised expressions of each of these logics categorised by organisation typeǤ 

  



Chapter ǣ The Logics Context 

 ʹʹͷ 

Table 6.5: Contextualised Logic Expressions 

Logic Secular 
CSRD, Habi, WEAVE 

Faith-inspired 
Jacinto & Lirio, KKHC 

Faith-based 
Bright Solutions, 

Samaritana,  
Thai Village 

Social 
welfare 

Programmes directed toward social justiceǡ capacity buildingǡ 
community developmentǡ poverty alleviationǡ empowermentǡ social 
inclusionǡ care for the environment and protection for vulnerable and 
disadvantaged members of societyǤ 

Logic expressions shaped by contexts of gender and of values related to 
universalism and benevolenceǤ 

 No religious 
worldview context 

Religious worldview 
not expressed in 
programmes 

Religious worldview 
expressed in 
programmes 

Commercial Business management activities such as marketingǡ ϐinanceǡ supplier 
relationshipsǡ creating employmentǡ ϐinancial sustainability and 
consumer educationǤ  

Logic expressions shaped by gender and valuesǡ described as Ǯlivelihoodǯ 
or Ǯincome generationǯ projects related to social welfareǤ 

 SelfǦidentify with a commercial logic as proϐitǦ
making social enterprisesǤ 

SelfǦidentify as 
enterprising nonǦ
proϐitsǤ 

Religious None Expressed in stated belief systems and 
motivations of founderǦleadersǤ 

Logic expressions shaped by genderǡ values and 
social contextsǤ 

  Religious logic not 
expressed in 
programmes and 
activitiesǤ 

Religious logic 
expressed in 
programmes and 
activitiesǤ 

I present evidence for each of these three logics in turnǡ with special attention paid 

to how contexts inϐluence their expressionsǤ 

6.3.1.1 Social Welfare Logic 

Prescriptions of a social welfare logic are observed in the data through 

organisational actions directed toward social justiceǡ capacity buildingǡ community 
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developmentǡ poverty alleviationǡ empowermentǡ social inclusionǡ care for the 

environment and protection for vulnerable and disadvantaged members of societyǤ 

Furtherǡ the data reveal that contexts of values and gender shape how social welfare 

logics are interpreted and enacted in these organisationsǤ  

Secular organisations Habi Footwearǡ Centre for Social Research and 

DevelopmentȋCSRDȌ and Womenǯs Education for Advancement and Empowerment 

ȋWEAVEȌ enact the logic of social welfare in programmes focused on empowerment 

and environmental care shaped by contexts of gender and of values related to 

universalism and benevolenceǤ Habi contextualises its social welfare logic in this 

way on its Facebook pageǣ ǲWe are all about responsible fashionǡ Pinoy ȏiǤeǤ FilipinoȐ 

pride and social involvementǤ ǥ When you buy Habiǡ you not only enjoy the comfort 

and sturdiness of our shoesǡ but you also help protect our environment and generate 

fair livelihoodǤǳ CSRD and WEAVE enact a social welfare logic shaped by values and 

gender through projects that emphasise womenǯs empowermentǤ Executive 

Director My Pham at CSRD statesǣ ǲCSRD is seeking justice for vulnerable people 

who are affected by external changesǤ ǥ We are focussing more on women to make 

sure that we empower them and help them develop their livelihoods better and 

more sustainablyǤǳ 

FaithǦinspired organisations Jacinto and Lirio and Katutubong Kamay Handicrafts 

Company ȋKKHCȌ also express a social welfare logic conditioned by contexts of 

gender and valuesǡ but a religious worldview context does not inϐluence how this 

logic is expressed in their everyday activitiesǤ FounderǦleader Anne describes a 

threeǦpart expression of the social welfare logic at Jacinto and Lirioǣ ǲWe want to 

give livelihoodǢ we want to turn a pest into something of value instead of throwing 

it out and we want to solve the colonial mentality problem of the Filipinos by 

creating innovative and stylish productsǤǳ KKHC contextualises a social welfare logic 

in its initiative directed at preserving Indigenous cultures through marketing 

handicrafts produced by Filipino Indigenous peoplesǣ 

you help us manifest our mission to enhance Indigenous peopleǯs 
ingenuity and translate it to an opportunity that will work towards the 
communityǯs advantage, as we envision sustainable and empowered 
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Indigenous communities with sense of pride and dignity in their culture, 
craftsmanship and heritage. 

In contrastǡ FBOs Samaritana Transformation Ministriesǡ Bright Solutions and Thai 

Village express a social welfare logic through programmes that reϐlect and integrate 

contexts of valuesǡ gender and a religious worldviewǤ Samaritana addresses 

problems of human trafϐicking and prostitution through a holistic threeǦphase 

programme directed at preventionǡ aftercare for women survivors and 

reintegration of survivors into societyǤ Jonathan describes Samaritanaǯs training 

programme in the aftercare phase as having three components that show how 

values and a religious worldview shape expressions of the organisationǯs social 

welfare logicǣ 

The training program here at Samaritana we call puso ȏheartȐ, isip 
ȏheadȐ, kamay ȏhandȐ. We want to impact their ȏi.e. women survivors of 
trafϔickingȐ emotional, spiritual and relational development, their 
cognitive and analytical development, and their skill and service 
development. This is what happens in the aftercare phase to prepare 
them for reintegration in the third phase. 

6.3.1.2 Commercial Logic 

Prescriptions of a commercial logic enacted by these organisations are observed in 

business and management activities such as marketingǡ ϐinanceǡ supplier 

relationshipsǡ creating employmentǡ ϐinancial sustainability and consumer 

educationǤ The data suggest that contexts of valuesǡ gender and a religious 

worldview shape how the commercial logic is interpreted and enactedǤ 

Social entrepreneurial faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular organisations engage 

in trading and express a commercial logic through this activityǡ but they describe 

their marketǦrelated activities differentlyǤ Organisations describe their initiatives as 

Ǯlivelihoodǯ or Ǯincome generationǯ projects related to social welfare goalsǡ but only 

the secular and faithǦinspired organisations identify themselves as social 

enterprisesǤ A clear example is seen in how Habi describes itself on its websiteǣ ǲHabi 

is a social enterprise that was formed with the aim of maximizing proϐits while 

creating positive social impactǤǳ Janine embraces a commercial logic and a social 

entrepreneurial identity when asked to describe Habiǯs legal formǣ ǲWe really are a 
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businessǡ a fullǦϐledged businessǤ We do earn proϐitǤ ǥ I want to be able to show 

people that you can earn in social entrepreneurshipǡ so we are registered as a forǦ

proϐitǤǳ In a similar fashionǡ secular organisations CSRD and WEAVE present a 

commercial logic by identifying and legally registering their initiatives as forǦproϐit 

social enterprisesǡ as do faithǦinspired organisations Jacinto and Lirio and KKHCǤ 

In contrastǡ FBOs Samaritanaǡ Thai Village and Bright Solutions enact a commercial 

logic through handicraft production and sales but do not call their initiatives social 

enterprises or declare that proϐitǦmaking is an organisational goalǤ Both Samaritana 

and Thai Village are registered as nonǦproϐit organisations in their countriesǡ while 

Bright Solutions is registered in Vietnam as the forǦproϐit subsidiary of an Australian 

nonǦproϐit organisationǤ FBOs depict themselves as enterprising nonǦproϐitsǡ as 

shown in Thai Villageǯs portrayal of its trading activity as ǲnotǦforǦproϐit craft salesǡǳ 

and Jonathan Nambuǯs description of Samaritanaǯs commercial logicǣ  

we have up until this point always looked at the income generating 
aspect of Samaritanaǯs work as livelihood training or livelihood 
activities and not as forǦproϔit business or enterprise. Iǯm realising more 
and more now that those are two very different paradigms.  

6.3.1.3 Religious Logic 

FaithǦinspired and faithǦbased organisations enact a religious logic related to the 

societal order of religion in addition to their social welfare and commercial logicsǤ 

The difference between the two types of organisation is evident in whether or not a 

religious worldview and normative religious values are expressed as an integral 

component of organisational lifeǤ FaithǦinspired organisations express a logic of 

religion in the belief systems and motivations of founderǦleaders but not in 

organisational activitiesǤ In contrastǡ FBOs express the logic through programmes 

that explicitly incorporate religious values and a religious worldview in 

organisational goals directed at fulϐilling a religious missionǤ  

FounderǦleaders of faithǦinspired organisations Jacinto and Lirio and KKHC identify 

a religious worldview as a context that inϐluences how religious faith and values are 

enacted in their personal livesǤ While Anne and Noreen at Jacinto and Lirio and 

Churchille ȋbut not MaeȌ at KKHC identify a religious logic in their motivation to 
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start and manage their organisationsǡ they do not incorporate the logic in 

organisational activities that involve beneϐiciaries and other stakeholdersǤ Anneǯs 

response to the question of whether Jacinto and Lirio can be described as a faithǦ

based business is representativeǣ  

I think right now itǯs not much of a faithǦbased business. Itǯs more of a 
social enterprise. Itǯs more my personal values and motivation, not so 
much the companyǯs. Not yet. I deϔinitely hope it will be in the future. 

The outworking of a religious logic at KKHC presents founder Churchille with an 

acute and unresolvable paradoxǤ Churchille selfǦidentiϐies as a Christian and states 

that Christian faith is an important part of her lifeǡ yet KKHC markets and sells 

stylised versions of what is regarded in the Philippines as a talisman or power object 

ȋan antingǦantingȌ made by an Indigenous people groupǤ CoǦfounder Maereen 

describes the reputed spiritual power of the items included in the bracelet KKHC 

calls the Maruyog Charmǣ 

The community believes each of the Indigenous materials has an effect 
on the wearer. For example, this is one we call Ǯtagupaypay.ǯ Itǯs believed 
to attract wealth and healthy relationships. This one, on the other hand, 
Ǯsalindugok,ǯ is believed to bring good health and abundance. This is an 
example of Ǯdiamante negraǯ and itǯs believed to illuminate aura. 

FBOs explicitly incorporate prescriptions of a logic of religion in their dayǦtoǦday 

activitiesǤ The three Christian organisations describe their initiatives in the context 

of a mandate to care for the poor and disadvantaged common among the Abrahamic 

religions ȋiǤeǤ Christianityǡ Islam and JudaismȌǤ They present a religious worldview 

and mission as core elements of their programmes and integrate spiritual formation 

activities into organisational routinesǤ Jonathan uses a religious logic to describe 

God at work in the lives of the women Samaritana assistsǣ ǲWe are not asking people 

to pray the Ǯsinners prayerǯ per seǡ but weǯre letting Godǯs Spirit work over a period 

of timeǤǳ One of the unique aspects of Thai Village is the degree to which the 

organisation makes a religious logic explicitǤ The home page of its website describes 

Thai Village as a ǲChristianǦbased organisationǣ your funds help spread the love of 

Jesus in ThailandǤǳ 
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In contrastǡ Bright Solutions cannot openly express a religious logic in its activitiesǤ 

The organisation is registered in Vietnam as a forǦproϐit company and is therefore 

prohibited by law from engaging in religious activitiesǤ In additionǡ the Australian 

Christian mission organisation that owns Bright Solutions prohibits it from 

engaging in overt religious activityǡ classifying it is an aidǦrelated development 

initiative rather than a church partnership projectǤ Thereforeǡ Bright Solutions 

expresses a religious logic in its management style and through personal 

relationshipsǡ as described by founderǦleader Fionaǣ 

We cannot be overt with any of our Christian principles. Inside the 
company itǯs about life skills, development and operating based on 
Biblical principles. But itǯs not about evangelism Ȃ we cannot evangelise. 

In summaryǡ organisations in the study express institutional logics of social welfare 

and commercial enterpriseǡ a combination often noted as a core characteristic of SE 

ȋBattilana & Leeǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Smith et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ While secular and faithǦinspired 

organisations embrace a discourse of commerce and proϐitǡ FBOs recast this marketǦ

based discourse in the language of nonǦproϐit income generation and livelihood 

trainingǤ In additionǡ faithǦinspired and faithǦbased organisations exhibit a third 

logic of religion not present in secular organisationsǤ  

Scholarly literature suggests that social entrepreneurial organisations should 

report tensions between prescriptions of their institutional logicsǡ especially the 

faithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations that experience the greater complexity 

implied by three logicsǤ The following section describes logic tensions and how they 

are managed by organisations in the studyǤ  

6.3.2 Logics and Tensions 

Having identiϐied the logics they expressǡ I analyse in this section how these social 

entrepreneurial organisations experience and manage tensions arising from 

institutional complexityǤ Following the iterative pairǦwise analysis recommended 

by Besharov and Smith ȋʹͲͳͶȌǡ I examine the interǦlogic tensions organisations 

report between socialǡ commercial and religious logicsǤ SE enacted by secular 

organisations incorporates prescriptions of the single social Ϊ commercial logic pairǤ 

Howeverǡ SE in the context of a religious worldview should involve four interlogic 



Chapter ǣ The Logics Context 

 ʹ͵ͳ 

relationshipsǣ social welfare Ϊ commercial logicsǢ commercial Ϊ religious logicsǢ 

social welfare Ϊ religious logicsǢ and a combination of social welfare Ϊ commercial Ϊ 

religious logicsǤ Table Ǥ summarises data on how organisations experience and 

manage interlogic tensionsǤ  
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Table 6.6: Experience and Management of Logic Tensions 

 Secular 
CSRD, Habi, WEAVE 

Faith-inspired 
Jacinto & Lirio, KKHC 

Faith-based 
Bright Solutions, 
Samaritana, Thai 

Village 

Social welfare 
Ϊ commercial 

Experiencing and managing these conϐlicting prescriptions is a 
constant and unavoidable challengeǤ  

Integratedǣ dual prescriptions viewed as compatible with the 
organisational missionǡ prescriptions are aligned by collaborating with 
beneϐiciariesǤ 

Differentiatedǣ social welfare prioritised over commercial logicǡ logics 
separated into different individuals or organisational unitsǤ 

Paradoxǣ they recogniseǡ embrace and live with inherent tensionsǤ 

Commercial  
Ϊ religious 

None Tensions are less acute than between social 
welfare and commercial logicsǤ 

  Framedǣ faithǦbased 
norms of integrity and 
social welfare guide 
commercial activityǤ 

Differentiatedǣ 
religious ethicsǡ social 
justice and mission 
prioritised 

Social welfare 
Ϊ religious 

None No tensionǤ Prescriptions are equally validǡ 
compatible and interdependentǤ  

  Synergyǣ a religious 
logic is expressed 
through social welfareǤ 

Synergyǣ religious and 
social welfare logics 
are compatible and 
interdependentǤ 

Social welfare 
Ϊ commercial 
Ϊ religious 

None Framedǣ a religious 
logic is the context of 
other logics for 
founderǦleadersǤ 

Synergyǣ a religious 
metalogic frames 
organisationsǯ logicsǤ 

Gift logicǡ love SE expressed as altruisticǡ nonǦtransactional giving that empowers 
beneϐiciariesǤ Paradoxical tensions are framed by gift logic and loveǤ 

 SE is giving that 
fulϐils a life purpose 
and callingǤ 

SE is giving that 
fulϐils a life purpose 
and calling from GodǤ 

SE is giving in 
response to Godǯs 
calling and generosityǤ 

 Love as sentiment and friendshipǤ Love is caritasǤ  
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Table Ǥ shows that faithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations exhibit greater 

institutional complexity and therefore experience more complex organisational 

tensions and responsesǤ I proceed to explore the four logic combinations identiϐied 

in the table and conclude with an examination of how organisations frame logic 

prescriptions and tensions using caritas love and the logic of gift as identiϐied 

through inductive analysisǤ  

6.3.2.1 Social Welfare + Commercial Logics 

FounderǦleaders describe the tension produced by conϐlicting demands of social 

welfare and commercial logics as a constant and unavoidable challenge in their 

organisationsǤ Janineǯs observation that at Habi ǲitǯs really hard to do social work 

and grow the business at the same timeǢ conventional business is much easierǳ is 

representativeǤ Tension created by attempting to satisfy the contradictory 

prescriptions of these two logics is a permanent and unresolvable conϐlict 

experienced by all organisations in the studyǡ a situation described by Mitos at 

WEAVE as ǲcaught in the middleǤǳ Similarlyǡ the tension a commercial logic produces 

in a nonǦproϐit organisation is called ǲthe elephant in the roomǳ by Jonathan Nambu 

of Samaritanaǣ  

thereǯs always been an elephant in the room that no one has either 
acknowledged or known how to talk about in terms of the tension 
between how we have identiϔied and deϔined ourselves as a nonǦproϔit 
group and the whole idea of earning money. 

FounderǦleaders experience tension between social welfare and commercial logics 

and manage the conϐlicting prescriptions of these logics through integrating and 

differentiating approaches similar to those described in the institutional logics 

literatureǤ For exampleǡ organisations and their founderǦleaders celebrate the 

potential of SE to address difϐicult social and environmental problems despite the 

inescapable tension between social and commercial logicsǤ Reϐlecting on these 

challengesǡ Maereen at KKHC stated ǲI think social enterprise is one of the best 

business models because it strikes a balance between an NGO and a forǦproϐit 

companyǤǳ Jacinto and Lirio posts on its website a vision statement that 

unproblematically incorporates the two logicsǣ ǲTo grow with our shareholders and 

employees as a profitable and self‐sustaining company for the benefit of 
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empowering marginalized communities in the Philippines with livelihood 

opportunitiesǤǳ 

These organisations also cope with tensions between their social welfare and 

commercial logics by treating beneϐiciaries as business partnersǡ thereby managing 

tensions through integrating and aligning the logic prescriptionsǤ Organisations 

collaborate with beneϐiciaries on productionǡ pricing and management decisions to 

a degree not typical of commercial enterprisesǤ Bright Solutionsǡ KKHCǡ Habiǡ 

Samaritana and WEAVE intentionally involve their beneϐiciaryǦproducers in 

product design and pricing decisionsǤ Bright Solutionsǡ Habiǡ KKHC and WEAVE 

provide management training to beneϐiciaries with the longǦterm goal of turning the 

enterprise over to beneϐiciaries in the futureǡ a goal exempliϐied in Fionaǯs statement 

about Bright Solutionsǣ ǲto make it selfǦsustainable I need to raise up women out of 

the company to take over the management completelyǤǳ 

Organisations also respond to tensions between social welfare and commercial 

logics through differentiating approaches that prioritiseǡ compartmentalise or 

separate the logicsǤ Organisations attempt to manage continuing tensions between 

social welfare and commercial logics by prioritising the welfare of beneϐiciariesǡ 

society and the environment over efϐiciency and proϐit in daily decision makingǤ A 

statement by Mitos illustrates the priority given to a social welfare logic at WEAVEǯs 

fair trade social enterpriseǣ  

While we want to have proϔit, we also want to follow the social values 
which the Foundation is already adopting. Thatǯs why we said itǯs a 
business, but it has a social component. It should deliver social impact 
for the common good, for the greater good. 

Examples of how organisations prioritise social welfare over commercial logics 

aboundǤ Habi Ǯupcyclesǯ scrap cloth from garment factories rather than using new 

materialǡ even though this limits the organisationǯs ability to ϐill orders for speciϐic 

shoe coloursǤ Habiǡ Jacinto and Lirioǡ KKHC and WEAVE state they maximise perǦ

piece rates paid to community producersǡ thereby accepting a lower proϐit margin 

on goods they sellǤ Jacinto and Lirioǡ Thai Village and WEAVE maintain a steady 

production rate that guarantees their producers a regular income but sometimes 

creates greater than normal inventories and unsalable itemsǤ Bright Solutionsǡ Habiǡ 
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Jacinto and Lirioǡ KKHCǡ Samaritanaǡ Thai Village and WEAVE provide employment 

and livelihood opportunities to individuals disadvantaged by traumaǡ povertyǡ 

illiteracy and lack of vocational and life skillsǡ thereby incurring higher production 

and management costs through inefϐicient and lowǦquality producersǤ 

In some casesǡ different logic prescriptions are enacted in separate departments or 

programme areas in a form of Ǯselective couplingǯ ȋPache & Santosǡ ʹͲͳ͵bȌǤ To 

illustrateǡ Habiǡ Samaritanaǡ TVI and WEAVE manage social welfare services and 

commercial operations in different units of the organisationǤ KKHC accomplishes 

the same separation between logics by separating social welfare and commercial 

responsibilities between the two founderǦleadersǤ The most extreme examples of 

logic separation are observed at CSRD and Jacinto and LirioǤ A funding crisis and 

turnover of executive leadership caused CSRD to sell its organic food store Susu 

Xanh to a third partyǡ thereby removing the social enterprise and its accompanying 

logic tensions from the organisationǤ In the case of Jacinto and Lirioǡ disagreement 

between two coǦfounders over the relative priority given to social welfare and 

commercial logics caused one of the coǦfounders to leave the companyǡ thus 

eliminating the tensionǤ  

Howeverǡ the main approach organisations adopt to manage institutional 

complexity is to consider the social welfare and commercial logics as ǮconϐlictingǦ

yetǦcomplementaryǯ ȋSmets et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͷȌ and in a paradoxical relationship to be 

appreciatedǡ embraced and lived withǤ When I asked founderǦleaders if they 

perceived any tension between their organisationsǯ social welfare and commercial 

goalsǡ the universal response was that the two logics generate persistent and 

unresolvable paradoxical tensions that must be lived withǤ  

Conϐlicts inherent in the organisations that operate as work integration social 

enterprises ȋWISEsȌ provide a cogent example Pache and Santos ȋʹͲͳ͵bȌǤ With the 

exception of CSRDǡ these organisations provide employment and training to persons 

disadvantaged by povertyǡ traumaǡ systemic discrimination or disability who 

because of their circumstances are problematicǡ less productive workers who 

require a greater investment of time and resourcesǤ Katie describes how Thai Village 
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experiences the paradoxical tension of a WISE that aims to employ those who need 

help the mostǣ  

The people coming to us are people in need. The more in need they are, 
the harder they are to help. The more help they need, the harder it is to 
do that. The more that we want to help, the harder it is to do. 

As illustrated by Thai Villageǡ these organisations experience the dual prescriptions 

of a social welfare logic and a commercial logic of operating as selfǦsustainingǡ 

competitive business as a paradox to be accepted and managed on a daily basisǤ  

6.3.2.2 Commercial + Religious Logics 

FaithǦbased and faithǦinspired social entrepreneurial organisations also 

incorporate and manage tensions between prescriptions of their commercial and 

religious logicsǤ These organisations state they experience tension produced by 

conϐlicting demands of the two logics but describe the tension as less acute than 

between social welfare and commercial logicsǤ  

FounderǦleaders of faithǦinspired organisations Jacinto and Lirio and KKHC identify 

the tension as one of maintaining the integrity of their Christian religious faith in 

business management decisionsǤ Anne at Jacinto and Lirio describes how she uses 

her faith to frame and thereby manage the tensionǣ ǲI guess the main struggle with 

spirituality and what weǯre doing as a businessǡ especially as a social businessǡ is our 

personal lifeǤ ǥ Thatǯs my main struggleǤǳ Churchille experiences as a paradox she 

must live with the tension between her religious faith and the stylised Indigenous 

antingǦanting charms KKHC sellsǣ ǲThe religious tension is one of my biggest 

challenges and strugglesǤǳ Churchille manages the tension by framing it in terms of 

the organisationǯs social missionǡ reasoning that the spiritual power of the charms 

comes from helping partner Indigenous communitiesǣ ǲI donǯt believe these raw 

materials have powerǤ I say the charm that beneϐits the wearer is the goodwill 

created by buying these products that puts meals on their tables and gives an 

allowance to their kidsǤǳ  

FBOs experience tension between religious and commercial logics and respond by 

implementing ethical business practices consistent with their Christian religious 

faithǤ Samaritana incorporates normative moral and religious values of justice and 
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fairness in its enterpriseǯs policies and procedures and prioritises a religious over a 

commercial logicǡ as described by Thelmaǣ ǲWe have to be guided by our Christian 

values in terms of the amount of time they are here and the money they getǤ ǥ We 

try to observe practices that are not exploitiveǤǳ By intentionally rejecting exploitive 

business practices common in Filipino societyǡ Thelma concludes ǲIn that senseǡ we 

put our Christian values ahead of the businessǤǳ As a resultǡ Thelma observes that 

women in Samaritanaǯs training and counselling programme encounter a spiritual 

dimension in their handicraft production workǣ 

The income generating activities are to raise a sense of hope in them. 
Thatǯs what ȏthe womenȐ say when they evaluate what weǯve done: they 
say the work has been very important in helping them realise that 
someone cared and that God has always cared for them. They are the 
ones to integrate their spirituality with what they do 

The FBO Thai Village experiences tension between its commercial and religious 

logics andǡ like Samaritanaǡ prioritises a religious logicǤ Firstǡ Thai Village 

experiences tension between these two logics in how productive time is usedǤ While 

the organisation hires artisans regardless of their religious faith and does not 

compel them to convert to Christianityǡ all fullǦtime staff are required to attend a 

weekly halfǦday meeting on Friday that includes Bible study and prayerǤ Production 

manager Katie Lehman views this as an expression of the organisationǯs prioritiesǣ  

Itǯs not productive to stop and pray for half a day in a business. … We 
feel like weǯre always busy and there are always things to do, but weǯre 
still doing it. We prioritize the spiritual over the business in the same 
way we prioritise the social over the business. 

Thai Village also notes tension between commercial and religious logics in its 

dealings with customersǤ The organisation openly states in its ʹͲͳͶ Annual Report 

that it engages in the commercial activity of handicraft production and sales to serve 

a religiousǡ and speciϐically Christianǡ missionǣ 

As we sell handmade crafts, we remember that itǯs not just about the end 
products, but itǯs about the process of working alongside people in 
Northern Thailand, where we focus on sharing Godǯs love and pouring it 
into the lives of local people. 
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While this focus on a religious mission is afϐirmed by stakeholders in Thai Villageǯs 

Lutheran denomination in the USǡ some Ǯfair tradeǯ handicraft stores have 

withdrawn wholesale handicraft orders upon learning of Thai Villageǯs faithǦbased 

identity and activitiesǤ Liz notes that some secular handicraft retailers have declined 

to purchase and resell Thai Village products because they are unwilling to support 

Thai Villageǯs religious logicǣ 

Groups have found our products and like them without knowing we are 
Christian. They want to order and then they ϔind out we are Christian 
and our deeper purpose and they say they donǯt want to order any more. 
They like the product, but they canǯt get behind the message. … Could we 
get more business if we just pushed our products and maybe a few of the 
more palatable stories to the nonǦChristian world: of development, 
empowerment and things like thatǫ 

Bright Solutions expresses its commercial and religious logics differently in 

response to a set of unique contextual inϐluencesǤ Both its sponsoring Christian 

mission agency and the Vietnamese government prohibit Bright Solutions from 

creating synergies between its commercial and religious logicsǤ Like Samaritanaǡ 

Bright Solutions emphasises normative moral and religious values in how it 

interacts with employeesǡ customers and regulatorsǡ and contrasts its ethical 

standards with those in the wider societyǤ Although doing so prolonged the approval 

processǡ Fiona chose to declare the companyǯs relationship with a foreign Christian 

mission agency in registration papers ϐiled with the Vietnamese governmentǡ with 

the consequence that ǲIt took ͳͳ months to registerǡ partly because we are a mission 

organizationǤ We chose not to cover that upǤǳ Additionallyǡ Bright Solutions legally 

registers its employees and follows all governmentǦmandated beneϐits and 

regulationsǡ even though this increases its operating and compliance costsǤ Finallyǡ 

founderǦleader Fiona considers it a matter of integrity that the company declares all 

income in its tax ϐilings and refuses to pay extra amounts to ofϐicials to facilitate 

licence and permit approvalsǤ These three policy decisions have cost Bright 

Solutions both time and moneyǣ ǲweǯve been caught in that quandary for a long time 

and weǯve had very long periods of time to license the company and to get things 

runningǤ But itǯs a matter of standing true to integrityǤǳ 
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6.3.2.3 Social Welfare + Religious Logics 

FaithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations identify the distinctive prescriptions of 

social welfare and religious logics as equally validǡ compatible and interdependentǤ 

They report they do not experience tension between the two logicsǡ but rather see 

the logics as integratedǡ compatible and mutually reinforcingǤ Anne at faithǦinspired 

organisation Jacinto and Lirio exempliϐies the integration of social welfare and 

religious logics in the statementǣ ǲThe spiritual and social values do work togetherǤ 

After allǡ we are asked to help the poorǤǳ Likewiseǡ Churchille at KKHC states ǲThe 

context there for me is God wants me to do thisǤ The answer has always been itǯs 

about livelihood and the impact we want to createǤ Now this is the means to do itǤǳ 

FBOs integrate social welfare and religious logics in their programmes in a more 

intentional and explicit fashion than the faithǦinspired organisationsǤ An 

unproblematic synergy between social welfare and religious logics at Samaritana is 

described in Jonathanǯs observation about how the organisationǯs social and 

religious missions relate to each otherǣ 

Weǯve come to the place where we believe that everything is a part of 
how God is at work. In that sense, teaching women how to be better 
mothers, or even helping them to grow in functional literacy, is also part 
of Godǯs work. 

When asked if Samaritana considers religious evangelism one of its organisational 

goalsǡ Thelma responded with an observation that integrates social welfare and 

religious logics in what she considers Ǯthe whole gospelǯǣ  

Itǯs difϔicult to say, because we deϔine it so differently now. Itǯs so 
integrated, itǯs more like the whole gospel. Itǯs more like being the hands 
and feet of Jesus: itǯs everything that we do with them. 

Thai Village also integrates social welfare and religious logics based on a holistic 

understanding of Christian faith and practice that does not separate or prioritise the 

twoǤ Prescriptions of social welfare and religious logics are aligned and integrated 

theologically in Katieǯs observation that the two logics ǲmight be the most 

compatible to meǤ These are things Jesus teaches and the reason why we want to be 

doing the social things is because of our faithǤǳ  
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Unlike Samaritana and Thai Villageǡ Bright Solutions operates in a context in which 

it must exercise care in how it expresses a religious logicǤ Howeverǡ Fiona links 

poverty alleviation and social development activity in the organisationǯs 

programmes with her religious faith and worldviewǣ ǲItǯs about development 

processesǡ but because of who we are and our faithǡ thatǯs why we do what we doǤǳ 

Bright Solutionǯs international sponsor can be more open about the hybrid nature 

of its social welfare and religious logicsǤ Global Mission Partners ȋGMPȌ aligns the 

two logics in this organisational identity statement found in its ʹͲͳͶǦͳͷ Annual 

Reportǣ 

GMP understands our work as an expression of a holistic Gospel Ȃ 
Spiritual, Relational, Practical and Prophetic. … Our work is a Christian 
ministry, guided by Jesus Christ and an expression of the good news of 
the Gospel. We value compassion, noǦstrings generosity and seek to 
respect all people. 

6.3.2.4 Social Welfare + Commercial + Religious Logics 

Social entrepreneurial faithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations incorporate and 

express three institutional logics simultaneouslyǤ Drawing from and extending 

literature on the institutional logics perspectiveǡ the data reveal that their 

expression of FBSE incorporates the prescriptions social welfareǡ commercial and 

religious logicsǤ  

FounderǦleaders of the faithǦinspired organisations describe SE in terms of biblical 

and theological mandates that frame and integrate the logics of FBSEǤ Churchille at 

KKHC considers the integration obvious in light of Jesusǯ statement in Matthew 

ʹʹǤ͵ͻ that the Old Testament commandment ǲYou shall love your neighbour as 

yourselfǳ is the second greatest commandment in the Bibleǣ ǲOf courseǡ my Christian 

faith inϐluences how I look at the businessǤ Itǯs based on the second greatest 

commandmentǤǳ Noreen draws upon a papal encyclical to describe her view of SE at 

Jacinto and Lirioǣ ǲI remember that around ʹͲͳͲ I was deeply inϐluenced by Pope 

Benedict XVIǯs Encyclicalǡ Caritas in Veritate ȋBenedict XVIǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ There are a 

number of lines in the encyclical that make the case for social entrepreneurshipǤǳ 

By contrastǡ FBOs incorporate the three logics of FBSE in a more explicit way than 

do the faithǦinspired organisationsǤ Samaritana openly refers to the three logics of 
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social welfareǡ commercial enterprise and religion to describe its workǡ as shown in 

the organisational vision statement and description posted on its websiteǣ 

Our vision: Women in transformed communities becoming whole and 
free in Christ towards prostitutionǦfree societies. … As part of their 
training program, many of our women take part in learning new skills. 
Our livelihood partners sell goods and products that our women handǦ
produce. 

Thai Villageǯs selfǦdescription on its Facebook page is a clear example of the three 

logics enacted in FBSEǣ ǲWe ȏThai VillageȐ seek to develop longǦterm Christian 

relationships with artisans and encourage selfǦsufϐiciency by providing 

opportunities for Bible educationǡ vocational training and higher educationǡ made 

possible by notǦforǦproϐit craft salesǤǳ In this statementǡ Thai Village combines a 

religious logic ȋǲlongǦterm Christian relationshipsǡǳ ǲBible educationǳȌǡ a social 

welfare logic ȋǲencourage selfǦsufϐiciencyǡǳ ǲvocational training and higher 

educationǳȌ and the instrumentality of a commercial logic ȋǲmade possible by notǦ

forǦproϐit craft salesǳȌǤ  

Concerned that her organisation would experience mission drift by prioritising its 

commercial logicǡ founderǦleader Liz said she made posters to remind staff 

members that Thai Village exists to promote the spiritualǡ social and economic 

wellbeing of its beneϐiciariesǤ A dynamicǡ even paradoxical relationship between 

these three logics is illustrated in a statement Katie made about decision making at 

Thai Villageǣ ǲThe reason why we sometimes donǯt make good business choices is 

because our faith is telling us that the social is importantǤǳ I interpret Katieǯs 

observation to mean that Thai Village uses a religious logic characterised by 

altruistic love and gratuitous giving to frame and manage tensions between 

conϐlicting prescriptions of the social welfare and commercial logic it incorporatesǡ 

thereby mitigating mission driftǤ 

6.3.3 Gift Logic and Altruistic Love 

Inductive analysis of data reveals that contexts of valuesǡ gender and a religious 

worldview accentuate the presence of loveǡ compassion and the gratuitousǡ nonǦ

transactional gift in the process of SEǤ Additionallyǡ the data suggest that altruistic 
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love and gift logic frame how organisations experience and manage logic tensions 

inherent in SEǤ Compassionate action was noted in Chapter Ͷ as a distinct feature of 

SE ȋMiller et al.ǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Mort et al.ǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ Pittz et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌ and of religious faith and 

values ȋGoetz et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Hogg et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ Empirical evidence from the 

organisations I studied suggests altruistic love and the logic of gratuitous giving 

expressed as compassion provide a frame of reference that helps organisations 

manage paradoxical logic tensions in SEǤ 

FaithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular organisations describe SE as altruisticǡ nonǦ

transactional giving that seeks to empower beneϐiciaries rather than making them 

dependentǤ They sacriϐice efϐiciency and potential proϐits in order to provide income 

and employment to those who have suffered traumaǡ multiple disadvantages and 

social exclusionǤ They accept smaller proϐit margins on their products to maximise 

incomes of beneϐiciaries and promote beneϐiciariesǯ stories through more affordable 

pricesǡ as described by Bernadee at Habiǣ ǲOur margins are smaller than the usual 

marginsǤ ǥ We want the product to be accessible to the middle classǤ We also want 

the middle class to be involved in social awarenessǤǳ  

FounderǦleaders accept lowerǡ or noǡ salaries and more challenging working 

conditions than they would receive from employment in a competitive labour 

marketǤ The description of KKHC that Churchille gave a group of students interested 

in SE is an extreme example of gift logic expressed as altruistic loveǣ 

So right now, Mae and I donǯt get paid and we donǯt have any proϔits 
from Maruyog charms. The proϔit goes back to sustaining the enterprise 
and thatǯs the value that goes back to the community. The proϔit margin 
is just good enough to sustain the operational expenses. 

Howeverǡ rather than characterising this situation as personal sacriϐiceǡ founderǦ

leaders describe their work as a gift that fulϐils their lifeǯs purposeǤ Noreenǡ one of 

Jacinto & Lirioǯs foundersǡ described her social enterprise as ǲa vehicle to channel 

our GodǦgiven talents and work on our passion to make a difference in societyǤǳ At 

the same timeǡ organisations avoid creating dependency through overgenerous 

givingǡ a situation Janine and Thelma call ǲthe doleǦout mentalityǤǳ  
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FBOs frame altruistic love and giftǦgiving in theological and transcendent terms and 

thereby provide the clearest example of the nonǦtransactional relationship between 

social entrepreneurial organisations and their beneϐiciariesǤ FounderǦleaders 

identify God as the ultimate giftǦgiver and themselves and their organisations as 

recipients and channels of those giftsǤ Among FBOsǡ SE is characterised as giftǦgiving 

enacted in response to Godǯs generosityǤ Furtherǡ FBOs describe their programmes 

as a means to shareǡ and thereby multiplyǡ Godǯs gifts for social beneϐitǤ Social 

entrepreneurial FBOs celebrate in their social media accounts examples of women 

beneϐiciaries who have learned to give in response to what they have receivedǤ A 

posting on Samaritanaǯs Facebook page recounts Thelmaǯs experience with the 

altruistic generosity of one of the women she was working withǣ 

Thelma exclaimed the other day, ǲWas I blessed by a ǦyearǦold lady at 
Samaritana who I spent time with todayǨ Among other things I learned, 
she has been sharing food with paupers outside a church from time to 
time, on her own, using her hardǦearned money. ǲOne must give not to 
receive a blessing in return but simply to share a blessing to someone in 
need,ǳ she said. This young woman has been through tremendous abuse 
as a child and has been on the journey of healing through the 
accompaniment of different people God has brought into her life. What 
a privilege to be part of her current community at SamaritanaǨ 

Love and compassion are expressions of the gift logic enacted by social 

entrepreneurial organisationsǤ Love is used in the sentimental and friendship senses 

of the word in interview and archival data collected from secular and faithǦinspired 

organisationsǤ Howeverǡ only FBOs use love in the altruistic sense of caritas ȋInaba 

& Lowenthalǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Sobleǡ ͳͻͺͻȌ to describe compassionate action through social 

entrepreneurial activityǤ Bright Solutions describes itself and its work with 

disadvantaged women in terms of caritas love on its Facebook pageǣ  

Bright Solutionsǯ desire is to love and accept each broken life. As we seek 
to love each, reclaiming value and purpose, these women start to laugh; 
they look forward to work in a community of peace and safety where 
their futures do not need to be as dark as once thought. 

Gift logic and compassion shaped by contexts of a religious worldviewǡ values and 

gender are clearly revealed at Samaritana in the statement on its website ǲWe 

believe that as recipients of the compassionate love of God as individuals and as a 
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communityǡ we must extend compassion particularly towards the marginalized and 

vulnerable among us such as these womenǤǳ Katieǡ one of the leaders at Thai Villageǡ 

describes her organisationǯs goal to provide economic security to disadvantaged 

populations in northern Thailand as a response to the biblical commandment to 

demonstrate caritas love to God and othersǣ 

Jesus said, ǲLove the Lord your God with all your heart and all your soul 
and all your mind and love your neighbour as yourself.ǳ We are doing 
both of those things. Not just one, and not just the other, but both. Itǯs 
bothȀand. 

Altruistic love expressed as compassion in these womenǦled social entrepreneurial 

organisations brings Ǯpureǯ giftǦgiving rather than utilitarian exchange into sharp 

focus ȋGrasslǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ McCannǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Offerǡ ͳͻͻȌǤ All organisations emphasise that 

their social entrepreneurial activity provides disadvantaged women with 

opportunities they might not otherwise receive from the state or in a competitive 

commercial marketǤ Janine succinctly describes Habiǯs relationship with the women 

who produce the raw materials for its shoes as ǲgiving them opportunities they 

havenǯt witnessed yetǤǳ Similarlyǡ organisations describe how their commercial 

activity ǲgives livelihoodǳ as in Anneǯs statement that at Jacinto & Lirio they ǲsolve 

the environmental problem and at the same time give livelihood to marginalised 

communities living near the lakesǤǳ  

These social entrepreneurial organisations respond to tensions created by 

institutional complexity by framing them with the overarching logic of gratuitous 

giving expressed through altruistic loveǤ Noreen aptly describes this process 

through the story of a large commercial order that was delayed because of 

production problems in Jacinto and Lirioǯs partner communityǤ She and coǦfounder 

Anne were feeling the stress of trying to both satisfy the customer and work with 

their community producersǤ In other wordsǡ the organisation and its founderǦ

leaders were caught in the middle between prescriptions of Jacinto and Lirioǯs 

commercial and social welfare logicsǤ Noreen said when the order was ϐinally 

delivered and payment made to the producersǣ 

One of the mothers texted me and said ǮMiss Noreen, thank you so much 
for this order. I know it̹s been stressful, but this will be a big help since 
our neighbour just had a caesarean operation and needed me to help 
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pay for it.ǯ The other one said her husband had a goitre and needed it 
treated. And I cried: it was all worth it.ǳ  

Noreenǯs tears and her conclusion ǲit was all worth itǳ suggest that in this situation 

gift logic and love provided a frame of reference that put the organisationǯs 

commercial and social welfare logics in perspectiveǤ The experience also created a 

story of how these tensions are framed and managed at Jacinto and Lirio that 

endures to this dayǤ  

6.4 Discussion: Institutional Complexity in Social 
Entrepreneurship 

This chapter investigates how contexts of genderǡ values and a religious worldview 

inϐluence the ways social entrepreneurial organisations experience and manage 

tensions between their institutional logicsǤ Drawing upon data from social 

entrepreneurial faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular organisationsǡ the discussion 

of ϐindings that follows examines the studyǯs contributions to knowledge and theory 

building about logics and logic tensions in FBSE and SEǡ and then extends those 

contributions to institutional theoryǤ  

The data suggest that FBSE incorporates a religious logic in addition to logics of 

social welfare and commercial enterpriseǡ conϐirming and extending a hypothesis 

advanced by Borquist and de Bruin ȋʹͲͳȌ and Gu mu say ȋʹͲͳͺȌ and empirical 

ϐindings by Roundy et al. ȋʹͲͳȌǤ Thereforeǡ SE in the context of religious faith 

expresses three institutional logics while SE only expresses twoǤ While scholarly 

work to date has primarily investigated institutional complexity in organisations 

that incorporate two logics ȋBattilanaǡ Besharovǡ & Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳǢ Doherty et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳͶȌǡ this conclusion responds to calls for research that extends knowledge of 

institutional logics to encompass organisations in which multiple institutional 

elements are combined into a constellation of logics ȋBattilanaǡ Besharovǡ & 

Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳǢ Goodrick & Reayǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Greenwood et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Kodeih & 

Greenwoodǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Signiϐicantlyǡ the religious logic I identify in faithǦbased and 

faithǦinspired organisations represents the societalǦlevel institutional order of 

religion that in recent years has been highlighted as deserving more attention in 

organisation studies ȋGreenwood et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Gu mu sayǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Traceyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ 
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This chapter presents evidence that social entrepreneurial faithǦinspired and faithǦ

based organisations experience and manage greater institutional complexity than 

their secular counterparts ȋRoundy et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ It appears that a logic of religion 

provides an overarching frame of reference that enhances social welfare logic 

prescriptions and moderates the prescriptions of a commercial logicǤ This ϐinding 

contradicts the assertion that a religious logic is subordinated to a social welfare 

logic in FBSE advanced by Ataide ȋʹͲͳʹȌǤ Ratherǡ these results are consistent with 

and extend those reported by Greenwood et al. ȋʹͲͳͲȌǡ who not only ϐind nonmarket 

logics of familyǡ state and community moderate a commercial logic to lay off 

employees but conclude that religion ȋthrough the Catholic ChurchȌ provides an 

overarching logic that enhances those of family and communityǤ My conclusion thus 

aligns with the assertion by Gu mu say ȋʹͲʹͲȌ that religion is a Ǯmetalogicǯ that 

deϐines and moulds the expression of other institutional logicsǤ Furtherǡ this ϐinding 

joins empirical research that suggests a logic of religion exerts a superordinate 

inϐluence on organisations ȋDeJordyǡ Almondǡ Nielsenǡ & Creedǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Gu mu say et 

al.ǡ ʹͲʹͲȌǤ  

I infer from the data that social entrepreneurial FBOs use a superordinate metalogic 

of religion to manage the paradoxical tensions of greater institutional complexity 

inherent in FBSEǤ In the context of a Christian religious worldview explored in this 

studyǡ concepts of the gratuitous gift motivated by caritas love and the prescriptions 

of a logic of religion provide a frame of reference that helps social entrepreneurial 

FBOs make daily decisions about how to respond to contrasting prescriptions of 

their social welfare and commercial logicsǤ Prescriptions derived from a logic of 

religion in Christian expressions of FBSE provide ǲworkable certaintiesǳ that frame 

social welfare logics through biblical mandates to seek justiceǡ care for and restore 

the lives of disadvantaged and vulnerable members of society ȋLu scher & Lewisǡ 

ʹͲͲͺǡ pǤ ʹ͵ͶǢ Mele  & Naughtonǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Westenholzǡ ͳͻͻ͵ȌǤ  

In this context of a Christian religious worldviewǡ a metalogic of religion appears to 

frame commercial logics through equally strong biblical mandates to conduct 

business based on ethics of honestyǡ workersǯ rights and fair trading ȋKim et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͲͻǢ Wernerǡ ʹͲͲͺȌǤ The metalogic of religion also provides a Ǯparadoxical frameǯ 

that prevents either the social welfare or commercial logic from dominating and 
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creating mission drift ȋEbrahim et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Roundy et al.ǡ ʹͲͳǢ Smith & Besharovǡ 

ʹͲͳͻȌǤ Thereforeǡ from the perspective of institutional logicsǡ FBSE enacted by social 

entrepreneurial FBOs is shaped by a metalogic of religion that conditions how social 

welfare and commercial logics are prioritised and enactedǤ  

Extended to SEǡ empirical data analysed in this chapter build on ϐindings in Chapters 

Ͷ and ͷ that show multidimensional contexts have a foundational inϐluence on how 

SE is expressedǤ The data suggest that contexts of valuesǡ gender and a religious 

worldview shape the institutional logics that guide how SE is enactedǤ This 

observation is consistent with literature that emphasises the contextual 

embeddedness of entrepreneurial and social entrepreneurial activity ȋde Bruin & 

Lewisǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Newth & Woodsǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌ and joins that literature to the 

institutional logics of SEǤ  

ǮLittle narrativesǯ from faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular social entrepreneurial 

organisations in this chapter challenge the heroic Ǯgrand narrativeǯ of SE that 

describes it as an effective means to solve social problems using the tools of 

commercial entrepreneurship ȋDey & Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Steyaert & Hjorthǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ This 

mainstream understanding contends that SE employs marketǦoriented means that 

create economic value in order to pursue social ends that create social value 

ȋEmersonǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ McMullen & Warnickǡ ʹͲͳǢ Nichollsǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ In accordance with 

this grand narrativeǡ institutional theory has been employed to describe SE as a 

hybrid activity that expresses and holds in tension social welfare and commercial 

logics ȋBattilana & Leeǡ ʹͲͳͶǡ pǤ ͵ͻͻǢ Doherty et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Smith et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ In 

contrastǡ the Ǯlittle narrativesǯ presented in this chapter suggest that SE can also be 

described as a moral choice of economic system based on normative values ȋBull & 

RidleyǦDuffǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Dey & Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Seanor et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ Analysis of ϐindings 

from FBOs deepens and extends this alternative view of SE by revealing the logic of 

gratuitous gift and altruistic caritas loveǤ The challenge to the grand narrative of SE 

offered by the Ǯlittle narrativeǯ of FBSE is explored in further detail in Section Ǥͷ 

The religious worldview of faithǦbased and faithǦinspired social entrepreneurial 

organisations accentuates the characteristics of altruistic love and a logic of nonǦ

transactional giving that are implicitly expressed in the daily activities of the secular 
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organisations proϐiled in this chapterǤ I argue that the experience of faithǦbased and 

faithǦinspired organisations reveals a logic of gratuitous giving that manifests as 

compassion and altruistic love in SEǤ Henceǡ ϐindings in this chapter bring to the 

foreground elements of love and gratuitous giving rarely explored in the scholarly 

and practiceǦbased literature on SE ȋBelk & Coonǡ ͳͻͻ͵Ǣ Fre meaux & Michelsonǡ 

ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Because of their religious worldviewǡ faithǦbased and faithǦinspired 

organisations make explicit a set of values and logics that are normally implicit in 

secular social entrepreneurial organisationsǤ  

One of the themes that runs throughout my analysis is that SE takes place in the 

tension between logics arising from prosocial values based on Ǯpureǯ giving and 

selϐless caritas love on the one hand and logics based on marketǦbased values of 

reciprocityǡ selfǦinterest and domination on the otherǤ This ϐinding advances the 

view of prior literature that suggests SE is based on compassion that expresses 

altruistic caritas love and on gift exchange rather than utilitarian transactions ȋBelk 

& Coonǡ ͳͻͻ͵Ǣ Deesǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Grasslǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ McCannǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Miller et al.ǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Offerǡ 

ͳͻͻȌǤ In the same wayǡ I extend to institutional theory the work of scholars who 

have applied concepts of caritas love and the gratuitousǡ ǲexistential giftǳ to business 

ethics in commercial entrepreneurship ȋFre meaux & Michelsonǡ ʹͲͳͳǡ pǤ ͵Ǣ 

Wernerǡ ʹͲͲͺȌǤ  

A unique contribution of this study is the ϐinding that love and gift logic provide a 

frame of reference that social entrepreneurial organisations use to navigate the 

valuesǦbased tensions between their social welfare and commercial logics ȋGrasslǡ 

ʹͲͳͳǢ Smithǡ Lewisǡ Jarzabkowskiǡ & Langleyǡ ʹͲͳǢ Westenholzǡ ͳͻͻ͵ȌǤ Scholars 

using the institutional logics perspective have extensively explored the tensions 

inherent in social entrepreneurial organisations that incorporate these two logicsǡ 

some reaching the conclusion that they constitute an irreconcilable paradox 

ȋBattilana et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Smith et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ The social welfare and commercial logics 

that underpin SE do indeed constitute a paradox when framed by a utilitarianǡ 

instrumental view of human relationships and transactions ȋAndersonǡ ͳͻͻͲǢ Belk 

& Coonǡ ͳͻͻ͵ȌǤ Howeverǡ I contend that social entrepreneurial organisations use gift 

logic and altruistic love to help them frame and manage persistent tensions that 
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arise from the multiple logics they embody ȋGrasslǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Gu mu sayǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Smith et 

al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ  

If altruistic love and the logic of gratuitous giving provide a superordinate frame of 

reference in which SE takes placeǡ this might explain why research reveals that some 

social entrepreneurs resist being identiϐied with the Ǯgrand narrativeǯ of SE and its 

triumphant embrace of marketǦbased solutions to challenging social problems ȋDey 

& Teasdaleǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Parkinson & Howorthǡ ʹͲͲͺȌǤ Thusǡ the mainstream narrative of 

SE that celebrates a commercial logic of proϐit makingǡ instrumental exchange and 

selfǦinterest can be regarded as incompatible with the values that underlie a gift 

logic characterised by altruistic love ȋGrasslǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ McCannǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ  

The data show that secular and faithǦinspired social entrepreneurial organisations 

selfǦidentify as social enterprises but view themselves as representing an 

alternative economic model based on a moral choice to incorporate social welfare 

logicsǤ On the other handǡ social entrepreneurial FBOs that explicitly frame their 

initiatives through a metalogic logic of religionǡ caritas love and the logic of gift reject 

being characterised as social enterprisesǡ perhaps out of concern that presenting a 

commercial logic would associate them with the greedǡ proϐit and exploitation that 

create the very social problems they addressǤ  

A genderǦaware view of institutional logics serves to further highlight otherǦfocused 

love and nonǦtransactional giving as foundational to the process of SEǤ Arguablyǡ my 

sample was biased toward womenǦled expressions of SEǤ Howeverǡ I contend that 

the gender context of data from these womenǦled social entrepreneurial 

organisations illuminates how logics of caritas love and giftǦgiving rather than 

economic exchange can be important aspects of the process of SEǤ This conclusion 

ϐinds support in literature that identiϐies otherǦregarding caritas love as 

stereotypically feminine traits in Western culturesǡ whereas economic rationality 

and exchange have been identiϐied with stereotypically masculine traits ȋBelk & 

Coonǡ ͳͻͻ͵Ǣ Cancianǡ ͳͻͺȌǤ SE likewise has been associated with culturallyǦ

determined feminine traitsǡ offered as one explanation for the higher proportion of 

women engaged in SE and the greater social acceptance for women social 
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entrepreneurs than women commercial entrepreneurs ȋDimitriadis et al.ǡ ʹͲͳǢ 

HechavarrÇ a et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ  

These data indicate that the chapterǯs initial conceptual framework presented in 

Figure Ǥͳ can be revised to integrate institutional logics into a more comprehensive 

contextǦaware conceptual framework of the process of SEǤ Thereforeǡ I advance in 

Figure Ǥʹ a holistic framework that synthesises data on the interrelationships 

between institutional logicsǡ omnibus contexts and discrete contexts of religious 

worldviewǡ values and gender in shaping prosocial behaviour and the process of SEǤ  
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Figure 6.2 
Context-aware Conceptual Framework  

of Social Entrepreneurial Activity Incorporating Logics  

 

I suggest in Figure Ǥʹ that the prosocial behaviour foundational to the process of SE 

is shaped by contextualised logic prescriptionsǤ Speciϐic prescriptions from social 

welfareǡ commercial and religious logics are inϐluenced not only by omnibus 

contextual dimensions but also by discrete contexts of genderǡ values and a religious 

worldviewǤ In faithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisationsǡ a religious worldview 

deϐines prescriptions of a superordinate logic of religionǤ Value and gender contexts 
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intersect with this religious worldview to illuminate prosocial behaviour that 

expresses caritas love and gift logicǤ Finallyǡ I propose that faithǦbased and faithǦ

inspired organisations illustrate how social entrepreneurial organisations manage 

the paradoxical demands of their social welfare and commercial logics by framing 

prosocial activity through altruistic love and the logic of gratuitous givingǤ  

Individual layers presented in Figure Ǥʹ illustrate the three contributions this study 

makes to institutional theoryǤ Firstǡ I contend that institutional logics are embedded 

in multidimensional contexts that shape how logic prescriptions are understoodǡ 

experienced and enacted in the process of SEǤ Extant literature on the contextual 

embeddedness of institutional logics recognises the inϐluence of values ȋCloutier & 

Langleyǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Thorntonǡ Ocasioǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǡ increasingly identiϐies the 

inϐluence of religion ȋGreenwood et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Gu mu sayǡ ʹͲʹͲȌ but rarely considers 

a context of gender ȋMartinǡ ʹͲͲͶǢ Zhao & Wryǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Findings suggest that valuesǡ 

a religious worldview and gender are discrete contexts that inϐluence and are 

inϐluenced by institutional logicsǤ Each of these contexts and their complex 

relationships to institutional logics are discussed in turnǤ  

The chapter offers additional evidence that values provide a context that is 

foundational to how social entrepreneurial individuals and organisations deϐineǡ are 

inϐluenced by and experience tensions between the institutional logics they embody 

ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǢ Schwartzǡ ͳͻͻͶǢ Stephan & Drenchevaǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Speciϐicallyǡ the 

values of founderǦleaders inϐluence how they and their organisations enact 

institutional logic prescriptions and manage interlogic tensions ȋBruneel et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳȌǤ These results corroborate the conclusions of scholars who argue that 

personal and collective values motivate agency and changeǡ organic solidarityǡ moral 

choice and responsibilityǡ distinctivenessǡ purpose and direction in organisations 

and are ǲpart of the institutional fabricǳ of organisational life ȋChandlerǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ 

Kraatz & Blockǡ ʹͲͳǡ pǤ ͷͶʹȌǤ  

This investigation explores SE in the context of religious faith from the perspective 

of institutional theory in response to calls for research into organisations that 

incorporate the institutional logic of religion ȋGu mu sayǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Traceyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ 

Findings on the institutional logics of FBSE add to a growing body of literature that 



Chapter ǣ The Logics Context 

 ʹͷ͵ 

recognises religion and religionǦinspired values as important and underǦresearched 

contextual inϐluences on organisational behaviour as part of a wider Ǯtheological 

turnǯ ȋDyckǡ ʹ ͲͳͶȌ in organisation studiesǤ This investigation joins the small number 

of studies that have systematically examined the inϐluence of a religious faith 

context and a logic of religion on organisationsǡ a gap described as ǲperhaps the most 

exciting opportunity to extend institutional analysisǳ ȋTraceyǡ ʹͲͳʹǡ pǤ ͳͳͺȌǤ  

Additionallyǡ gender is recognised in the literature as an important context in which 

entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurship take place ȋBird & Brushǡ ʹͲͲʹǢ Clark 

Muntean & OzkazancǦPanǡ ʹͲͳȌ but gender has not been considered in research 

and theory building on institutional logics to a signiϐicant degreeǤ In responseǡ I 

propose a feminine interpretation of the institutional logics that guide expressions 

of SEǤ A genderǦaware analysis of the institutional logics of SE and FBSE suggests 

that social entrepreneurial organisations demonstrate altruistic love and the logic 

of gratuitous giving as expressions of culturallyǦdetermined qualities considered to 

be feminineǤ Given the paucity of scholarly work that links gender and institutional 

logics I argue that this initial conclusion is a contribution to institutional theory that 

merits further explorationǤ  

The chapterǯs second contribution to institutional theory is to enhance 

understanding of how organisations experience institutional complexityǤ My 

research joins the relatively few empirical studies to investigate organisations that 

incorporate more than two institutional logics ȋMitzinneck & Besharovǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ 

Greenwood et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Zhao & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Results advance literature that 

explores how faithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations incorporate and manage 

a third logic of religionǤ The conclusion that faithǦbased and faithǦinspired social 

entrepreneurial organisations incorporate a third logic of religion contributes to the 

empirical literature on institutional complexity and logics in a context of religious 

faith and values ȋGu mu say et al.ǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Moritaǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ  

Third and ϐinallyǡ I contribute to institutional theory by ϐinding that organisations 

experience and respond to persistent tensions between multiple logics in complex 

waysǤ Theory predicts that organisational responses to logic tensions would be 

more varied in social entrepreneurial faithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations 
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that incorporate three institutional logics versus secular organisations that 

incorporate two ȋBattilanaǡ Besharovǡ & Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Empirical results 

conϐirm this prediction and suggest these organisations incorporate and manage 

three binary interlogic relationships and a fourth triple logic relationshipǡ while 

secular organisations contend with only oneǤ Tensions experienced per logic pair 

were reported to be high ȋsocial welfare and commercial logicsȌǡ medium 

ȋcommercial and religious logicsȌ and low ȋsocial welfare and religious logicsȌ in 

intensityǤ This ϐinding echoes Mitzinneck and Besharov ȋʹͲͳͻȌ who identify three 

logics ȋcommunityǡ environmental and commercial logicsȌ at work in German 

alternative energy cooperatives and conclude that only the binary logic relationship 

between community and commercial logics is contentiousǤ  

In contrast to early applications of the institutional logic perspective that identiϐied 

differentiating and integrating approaches to resolving organisational logic 

tensionsǡ I ϐind support for a paradox approachǤ Study ϐindings suggest that genderǡ 

values and a religious worldview provide discrete contexts that help social 

entrepreneurial organisations manage the paradoxical logic prescriptions they 

confront on a daily basisǤ The study provides supporting evidence that suggests 

faithǦbased and faith inspired organisations manage tensions created by their 

greater institutional complexity by using a religious worldview as an overarching 

frame of referenceǤ This religious worldview changes how they perceive seemingly 

contradictory logic prescriptionsǤ Organisations thereby engage in Ǯparadoxical 

thinkingǯ that establishes a new frame of reference used to interpret and act on 

multiple logic prescriptions ȋLu scher & Lewisǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Poole & Van de Venǡ ͳͻͺͻȌǤ  

I also ϐind support for the contention that a logic of religion based on a religious 

worldview serves as a metalogic that helps social entrepreneurial FBOs frame and 

manage tensions between their social welfare and commercial logics and thereby 

mitigates mission drift ȋCornforthǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Ebrahim et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Gu mu sayǡ ʹͲʹͲȌǤ 

Additionallyǡ data from faithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations indicate that 

social entrepreneurial organisations use a logic of gratuitous giving expressed as 

altruistic love to manage these interlogic tensionsǤ 
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To sum upǡ this chapter contributes to knowledge and theory building about 

institutional logics in SE and institutional theory in general in three waysǤ Firstǡ 

ϐindings suggest that institutional logics are contextually embeddedǤ Empirical data 

provide evidence that contexts of valuesǡ gender and a religious worldview inϐluence 

and are inϐluenced by logics in the process of FBSEǤ Secondǡ social entrepreneurial 

faithǦinspired and faithǦbased organisations reveal the complex interlogic 

relationships that are present when an organisation incorporates three institutional 

logicsǡ one of which is the seldomǦresearched logic of religionǤ Thirdǡ the experience 

of these organisations suggests that tensions between multiple logic prescriptions 

are managed by relying on an overarching metalogic and frame of reference that 

encompasses and redeϐines what is perceived as paradoxǤ  

6.5 Chapter Conclusion 

This chapter provides insight into how social entrepreneurial organisations 

experience and manage tensions created by the multiple institutional logics they 

incorporateǤ ǮLittle narrativesǯ of social entrepreneurial faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired 

and secular organisations ȋBull & RidleyǦDuffǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Seanor et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ȍ reveal that 

discrete contextual elements of a religious worldviewǡ values and genderǡ together 

with broader omnibus contextsǡ shape and are shaped by their institutional logicsǤ 

These narratives also reveal thatǡ from the perspective of institutional logicsǡ FBSE 

incorporates logics of social welfareǡ commercial enterprise and religionǤ Furtherǡ 

social entrepreneurial FBOs make altruistic caritas love and nonǦtransactionalǡ 

gratuitous giving evident in the enactment of SE and illustrate their use as a frame 

of reference that conditions logics and organisational responses to interlogic 

tensionsǤ  

Based these dataǡ I conclude that institutional logics in SE are contextually 

embeddedǤ Additionallyǡ I contend social entrepreneurial organisations experience 

and manage seemingly paradoxical logic tensions by adopting an overarching frame 

of reference based on altruistic love and nonǦtransactional giving that reshapes 

conϐlicting logic prescriptionsǤ In summaryǡ this chapter contributes to a more 

nuanced view of organisational responses to multiple institutional logics and 
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illuminates the inϐluence of intersecting contexts of genderǡ values and a religious 

worldview on the enactment of SEǤ 



 ʹͷ 

7 Conclusion 
7.1 Chapter Introduction 

This thesis aims to advance knowledge about the process of social entrepreneurship 

ȋSEȌ when embedded in a context of religious faithǤ The goal of my investigation is 

to extend scholarly research and theory building and also contribute to the 

initiatives of practitionersǤ Empirical research reveals that SE offers a diverseǡ 

complex Ǯterrainǯ with abundant opportunities for exploration ȋde Bruin & Teasdaleǡ 

ʹͲͳͻȌǤ Yetǡ research is rarely conducted into the nature of SE enacted in a religious 

faith contextǡ referred to as faithǦbased social entrepreneurship ȋFBSEȌ throughout 

the thesis ȋAldersonǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Christiansenǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Ndemoǡ ʹͲͲǢ Ohamǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Roundy 

et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ This ϐinal chapter of the thesis synthesises ϐindings and draws 

conclusions that address this research gapǤ  

Using a multiple case study methodologyǡ I compared faithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and 

secular social entrepreneurial organisations based on an interpretiveǡ constructivist 

paradigm ȋStakeǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ Stakeǡ ʹͲͲǢ Yinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Eight cases were studied in the 

Philippinesǡ Thailand and Vietnam using data collected through ϐieldwork and 

archival researchǤ All of the organisations represent mature expressions of social 

entrepreneurial activityǤ Data were analysed through the three theoretical lenses of 

universal human valuesǡ gender and institutional logics in a multistep process that 

mixed inductive and deductive analysis and simultaneously interrogated relevant 

literature to arrive at ϐindings ȋEisenhardtǡ ͳͻͺͻǢ Spencerǡ Ritchieǡ Ormstonǡ 

OǯConnorǡ & Barnardǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ  

The following section of this chapter brings together answers to the research 

questions that motivated this study and were reported separately in the three 

empirical chapters Ͷ through Ǥ Thereafterǡ contributions to the academic literature 

as well as practitioner communities are identiϐiedǤ Potential limitations to the 

validity and generalisability of these ϐindings and conclusions are recognisedǡ and 

opportunities for future research arising from the research are highlightedǤ My 

concluding reϐlections bring the thesis to a closeǤ 
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7.2 Answers to My Research Questions 

The overarching research question of this study askedǣ  

How does a religious faith context inϔluence the enactment of social 
entrepreneurshipǫ  

Three subǦquestions that expand on this main question will be considered ϐirstǡ as 

they use theoretical lenses that provide three different perspectivesǤ I gleaned 

answers to the overarching research question through an analytical process of 

Ǯzooming inǯ and Ǯzooming outǯ in Chapters Ͷ through  ȋNicoliniǡ ʹͲͲͻȌ using these 

three theoretical lenses to provide a rich and deep perspective on FBSE and the 

contextual embeddedness of SEǤ  

The ϐirst research subǦquestionǣ How does a context of values and religious faith 

inϔluence the enactment of social entrepreneurshipǫ is answered in Chapter ͶǤ This 

chapter and its research question respond to gaps in knowledge and research about 

SE as a valuesǦbased activity and about FBSE as the enactment of SE in a context of 

religious worldview and values ȋMairǡ Robinsonǡ & Hockertsǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Spearǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ 

Ysseldyk et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ Comparative ϐindings suggest that a religious worldview and 

religionǦinϐluenced values provide a discrete context that shapes the enactment of 

SEǤ FaithǦbased and faithǦinspired organisations describe their motive and rationale 

for engaging in SE in terms of benevolence and universalism values ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǢ 

Schwartzǡ ͳͻͻͶȌ that express Godǯs altruisticǡ selϐless caritas love ȋMele  & Naughtonǡ 

ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Additionallyǡ they attribute the selfǦdirection and security values ȋSchwartzǡ 

ͳͻͻʹǢ Schwartzǡ ͳͻͻͶȌ underpinning their and their beneϐiciariesǯ sense of agency 

to Godǯs directionǡ calling and supportǤ Thusǡ my research asserts that a religious 

worldview and values function as a discrete context that shapes the omnibus 

contexts inϐluencing whatǡ whereǡ howǡ whoǡ when and why SE is enacted ȋJohnsǡ 

ʹͲͲǢ Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Figure ͶǤʹ encapsulates this chapterǯs ϐindings and presents a 

valuesǦbased contextual framework for social entrepreneurial activity that 

incorporates the inϐluence of a religious worldview and valuesǤ 

The second research subǦquestionǣ How does gender inϔluence social 

entrepreneurship enacted in a context of values and religious faithǫ is addressed in 

Chapter ͷǤ While gender is recognised as a context that intersects with other 
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contexts to shape processes of entrepreneurship and SE ȋClark Muntean & 

OzkazancǦPanǡ ʹͲͳǢ Yousafzaiǡ Fayolleǡ Saeedǡ Henryǡ & Lindgreenǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǡ little is 

known about how gender interacts with a religious worldview and values in the 

process of SE ȋBorquist & de Bruinǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ This chapter responds to the observation 

that a knowledge gap exists about how and why women engage in SE in distinct 

ways ȋLewis & Henryǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ  

Empirical data reveal that SE enacted by and for women represents a distinct 

expression of SEǤ Gender is observed to be a discrete context that shapes the choice 

of social problemǡ approach and beneϐiciaries in social entrepreneurial activityǤ 

Findings indicate that genderǡ values and a religious worldview intersect to provide 

a context that directs the process of SE toward womenǦled transformational change 

at individualǡ family and community levelsǤ This gendered expression of SE is seen 

in holistic programmes that address economicǡ social and religious needs of 

disadvantagedǡ vulnerable womenǤ Benevolence and universalism values motivate 

empathy and compassion for women as an expression of Godǯs caritas love ȋMele  & 

Naughtonǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Schwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǢ Schwartzǡ ͳͻͻͶȌǤ SelfǦdirection and security 

values attributed to Godǯs directionǡ calling and support empower women founderǦ

leaders and beneϐiciaries with agency in their livesǡ families and organisationsǤ  

Research results presented in Chapter ͷ lead to the conclusion that gender 

intersects with a religious worldview and universal human values to shape the 

omnibus contexts in which SE is enactedǤ Thusǡ the genderǦvaluesǦreligious 

worldview nexus provides a context for prosocial behaviour in SE that frames the 

process in terms of empathy and compassion motivated by altruistic caritas loveǤ 

Figure ͷǤʹ depicts these relationships in a revised conceptual framework of social 

entrepreneurial activity that incorporates gender as a contextual factorǤ 

The context of institutional logics is explored and incorporated in Chapter  in 

response to the research subǦquestionǣ How do organisations experience and manage 

multiple institutional logics when social entrepreneurship is enacted in a context of 

gender, values and religious faithǫ An extensive body of research examines social 

entrepreneurial organisations and the process of SE from the perspective of 

institutional logics ȋBattilana & Leeǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Besharov & Smithǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Thorntonǡ 
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Ocasioǡ & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ Howeverǡ multiple knowledge gaps related to the logics 

of FBSE remainǤ This chapter responds to calls for research into the religious logic 

and how its prescriptions inϐluence organisations and the other logics they 

incorporate ȋGreenwood et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Gu mu sayǡ ʹͲʹͲȌǤ The chapter also illuminates 

how organisations experience and manage the prescriptions of more than two logics 

ȋBattilanaǡ Besharovǡ & Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Finallyǡ Chapter  extends knowledge 

about how discrete and omnibus contexts inϐluence logic prescriptions and 

organisational responses to institutional complexity ȋPache & Santosǡ ʹͲͳ͵aǢ Seo & 

Creedǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǤ  

An important ϐinding from the study was that SE enacted in a context of a religious 

worldview and values incorporates prescriptions from social welfareǡ commercial 

and religious logicsǤ Furtherǡ social entrepreneurial faithǦbased and faithǦinspired 

organisations experience and manage the complex interactions between these three 

logics in distinctive waysǤ In contrast to the secular organisationsǡ the religious logic 

appears to have a superordinate inϐluence in faithǦbased and faithǦinspired 

organisations that enhances prescriptions of the social welfare logic while 

moderating commercial logic prescriptionsǤ I also conclude from the data that a 

religious logic and a feminine gender context together provide a frame of reference 

that reduces tensions between the paradoxical demands of the social welfare and 

commercial logics characteristic of social entrepreneurial activity ȋEmersonǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ 

Santosǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ Religious worldview and gender contexts accentuate overarching 

prescriptions of caritas love and the logic of gratuitous giftǡ which mitigate tensions 

between conϐlicting prescriptions of the social welfare and commercial logics 

ȋFaldettaǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Figure Ǥʹ synthesises these ϐindings into a holistic contextǦaware 

conceptual framework that incorporates discrete contexts of valuesǡ gender and 

religious faithǡ broader omnibus contexts and institutional logicsǤ Thusǡ Figure Ǥʹ 

portrays SE as a valuesǦbasedǡ contextually embedded social entrepreneurial 

activityǤ 

Consequentlyǡ in response to the investigationǯs overarching research questionǡ I 

conclude that FBSE is a distinctǡ contextualised expression of SE that reϐlects the 

speciϐic worldview and values of religious faithǤ This conclusion identiϐies a 
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worldview shaped by religious faith as the context that deϐines FBSE and inϐluences 

how social entrepreneurial processes and activities are enactedǤ  

Secondǡ I conclude that the process of FBSE expresses a hybrid proposition to create 

socialǡ economic and religious value as depicted in Figure ʹǤͳǤ Thereforeǡ the 

enactment of FBSE incorporates processes of SEǡ faithǦbased entrepreneurship and 

faithǦbased social engagementǤ Religious faith and a religious worldview provide the 

context that unites and shapes these component processes and their value 

propositionsǤ 

Thirdǡ I conclude that the three value creation propositions of FBSE arise from the 

institutional logics it incorporatesǤ As a contextualised expression of SEǡ FBSE 

incorporates prescriptions of social welfareǡ commercial and religious logicsǤ 

Additionallyǡ the Christian religious faith context investigated in this study 

introduces the logic of gratuitous giving that arises out of a theological 

understanding of altruistic caritas loveǤ  

Fourth and ϐinallyǡ I conclude that the process of FBSE is more encompassing and 

complex than the process of SE enacted in a secular worldview contextǤ FBSE is more 

encompassing because it is enacted in a religious worldview context that introduces 

the processes and dynamics of faithǦbased entrepreneurship and faithǦbased social 

engagementǤ Additionallyǡ the enactment of FBSE is more complex than SE because 

FBSE incorporates the prescriptions and value creation objectives that arise from 

social welfareǡ commercial and religious institutional logicsǤ Thusǡ religious faith and 

worldview intersect with valuesǡ gender and omnibus contexts to create the greater 

institutional complexity of three primary institutional logicsǤ  

7.3 Study Contributions 

A core contribution of this thesis is my proposal that the process of SE enacted in a 

context of religious faith and worldview be referred to and deϐined as ǮfaithǦbased 

social entrepreneurshipǯ or FBSEǤ Various terms are currently used in the academic 

and practiceǦbased literature to describe faithǦbased social entrepreneurs ȋRoundy 

et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǡ enterprises ȋOhamǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Ohamǡ ʹͲͳͻȌ and social entrepreneurship 

ȋAldersonǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Nicolopoulouǡ Chellǡ & KarataşǦOǆ zkanǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ Furtherǡ extant 
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literature lacks a rigorously developed deϐinition of FBSE and thus provides no 

common point of referenceǡ either leaving the term undeϐined or presenting 

multiple unrelated deϐinitionsǤ The term FBSE as deϐined and presented through this 

investigation provides a common language that draws attention to the processǡ 

assists in categorising and differentiating its enactment and facilitates scholarly and 

practiceǦbased engagement through a standard nomenclatureǤ Thusǡ the thesis is a 

ϐirst step toward formalising FBSE as a nascent ϐield of studyǤ 

The deϐinition of FBSE I developǡ propose and test contributes to scholarly and 

practiceǦbased literature by identifying FBSE as a contextualised expression of SE 

that reϐlects a religious worldview and valuesǤ This deϐinition of FBSE provides a 

foundation that can encourage and guide future research and conversations 

between scholars and practitionersǤ Additionallyǡ my deϐinition links FBSE to the 

ϐield of SEǡ thereby facilitating and encouraging further exploration through 

theoretical perspectives provided by the extensive and varied ϐield of scholarship 

on SEǤ 

This study contributes to the academic and practiceǦbased literature on Protestant 

Christian expressions of FBSE referred to as Ǯbusiness as missionǯ ȋBAMȌ by locating 

BAM in the broader ϐield of scholarship on SEǤ Scholars who research BAM note the 

connection between BAM and SE and call for greater integration between the two 

ϐieldsǡ but to date little has been accomplished toward this goal ȋAlbrightǡ MinǦDongǡ 

& Rundleǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Rundleǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Rundleǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ The deϐinition and analysis of FBSE 

developed in this study provides an alternative to the dominant discourse on BAM 

ȋGort & Tunehagǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Steffen & Barnettǡ ʹͲͲǢ Lausanne Movementǡ ʹͲͲͷaȌǡ an 

alternative that is linked to and incorporates mainstream scholarship on SEǤ Thusǡ 

this investigations offers one of the few bridges between the separate literature 

streams that explore BAM and SE and provides conceptual frameworks that can be 

useful to scholars who seek to expand knowledge and theory building in both ϐieldsǤ  

I contribute to scholarship on FBSE by developing two frameworks that address 

knowledge gaps concerning its nature and processǤ The integrative framework 

presented in Figure ʹǤͳ provides a unique conceptualisation of FBSE as a process 

that blends SEǡ faithǦbased entrepreneurship and faithǦbased social engagement 
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through a proposition to create hybrid socialǡ economic and religious valueǤ This 

ϐigure extends scholarship on hybrid value creation in SE ȋEmersonǡ ʹͲͲ͵Ǣ Hlady‐

Rispal & Servantieǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ McMullen & Warnickǡ ʹͲͳǢ Nichollsǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Zahra et al.ǡ 

ʹͲͳͶȌ by illustrating that a context of religious faith and values introduces a rarely 

identiϐied and explored objective to create religious valueǤ  

The second framework presented in Figure Ǥʹ conceptualises the process of FBSE 

as prosocial behaviour shaped and motivated by discrete contexts of valuesǡ 

religious worldviewǡ genderǡ institutional logics and altruistic caritas loveǤ This 

contextǦaware conceptual framework not only addresses a knowledge gap by 

deϐining FBSEǡ it also advances the study of FBSE by locating it in scholarship that 

explores the contextual embeddednessǡ valuesǡ gender dynamics and logics of SE ȋde 

Bruin & Lewisǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Lewis & Henryǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Mairǡ Robinsonǡ & Hockertsǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ 

Newthǡ Shepherdǡ & Woodsǡ ʹͲͳȌ 

Extended to the ϐield of SEǡ ϐindings and conclusions contribute to recent scholarship 

that deϐines SE as a contextualisedǡ multilevel process ȋde Bruin & Lewisǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ de 

Bruin & Teasdaleǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Saebi et al.ǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ The practice perspective on SE adopted 

in this investigation ȋChalmers & Shawǡ ʹͲͳǢ de Clercq & Voronovǡ ʹͲͲͻȌ identiϐies 

FBSE as one of the diverse Ǯeverydayǯ expressions of entrepreneurship by 

recognising a ǲbroader context of reasonsǡ purposes and valuesǳ ȋWelter et al.ǡ ʹ Ͳͳǡ 

pǤ ͵ͳͳȌǤ Accordinglyǡ I advance the view that the process of SE is contextually 

embedded by identifying FBSE as a process shaped by the interaction between 

discrete and omnibus contexts ȋJohnsǡ ʹͲͲǢ Welterǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Finallyǡ I make a small 

contribution toward scholarly recognition of and research into underexplored 

contexts for SE ȋde Bruin & Readǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Henry et al.ǡ ʹͲͳǢ Peredoǡ Andersonǡ 

Galbraithǡ Honigǡ & Danaǡ ʹͲͲͶȌ by showing that genderǡ values and a religious 

worldview are discrete contexts that shape how SE is enactedǤ 

This investigation presents evidence that values are a context in which SE is enacted 

andǡ furtherǡ that values have a wideǦranging inϐluence on the expression of social 

entrepreneurial activityǤ This conclusion advances literature that contends SE is a 

valuesǦbased activity and addresses a knowledge gap about the role of values in SE 

and its enactment ȋBull & RidleyǦDuffǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Dey & Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳǢ Mair & MartÇ ǡ 
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ʹͲͲǢ Peredo & McLeanǡ ʹͲͲǢ Spearǡ ʹͲͳͲȌǤ Thusǡ I respond to the call by Chell et 

al. ȋʹͲͳȌ to investigate the ethical context of social and commercial 

entrepreneurship by integrating scholarship on universal human valuesǡ prosocial 

behaviour and religiosityǤ  

By incorporating the widely validated Schwartz value theory and typology 

ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǢ Schwartzǡ ͳͻͻͶȌǡ the study makes a methodological contribution 

to scholarship that identiϐies the values basis of SE and links values to compassion 

as precursors to social entrepreneurial action ȋMiller et al.ǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Stephan & 

Drenchevaǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Furtherǡ I advance the argument that SE is a valuesǦbased activity 

by identifying SE as a moral hybrid that expresses an ethical choice of economic 

system based on normative values ȋBull & RidleyǦDuffǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Seanor et al.ǡ ʹͲͳ͵ȌǤ  

Data presented in the thesis sheds new light on the valuesǦgenderǦreligious 

worldview nexus in SE and how this nexus provides a discrete context that interacts 

with omnibus contexts to shape social entrepreneurial activityǤ My research offers 

a more nuanced genderǦaware view of SE by identifying gender as a discrete context 

that intersects with values and a religious worldview to inϐluence how SE is enacted 

ȋBrush et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Lewis & Henryǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ Interaction between contexts of gender 

and a religious worldview highlighted in this study underscore the foundational 

inϐluence of altruistic caritas love and the logic of gratuitous gift on the process of 

SEǤ In so doingǡ I contribute to the scant literature that explores love and gift logic in 

entrepreneurial behaviour and provide a deeper understanding of the nature of 

FBSE ȋGrasslǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ McCannǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Noddingsǡ ͳͻͻͻȌǤ These results also contribute 

to our understanding of entrepreneurship and SE as gendered processes ȋBird & 

Brushǡ ʹͲͲʹǢ Clark Muntean & OzkazancǦPanǡ ʹͲͳǢ HechavarrÇ aǡ Ingramǡ Justoǡ & 

Terjesenǡ ʹͲͳʹȌǤ 

This thesis contributes to the ϐield of organisation studies by advancing emerging 

literature streams that explore the inϐluence of caritas love and a context of religious 

faith on organisations ȋDyckǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Friedlandǡ ʹͲͳ͵bǢ Traceyǡ Phillipsǡ & Lounsburyǡ 

ʹͲͳͶbȌǤ FBSE and its enactment in contexts of religious faith and gender make 

altruisticǡ caritas love more prominent as a central motivation for expressions of 

compassion and prosocial behaviour in internal and external organisational 
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relationships ȋHechavarrÇ a et al.ǡ ʹͲͳǢ Kanov et al.ǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ Thusǡ via the example of 

SEǡ this investigation extends recent theorising about the presence and centrality of 

love in organisational life ȋBruni & Smerilliǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Friedlandǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Tasselliǡ ʹͲͳͻȌǤ 

Likewiseǡ ϐindings contribute to the Ǯtheological turnǯ in entrepreneurship research 

and organisation studies by arguing that religion and spirituality are ontologically 

Ǯrealǯ ȋMobergǡ ʹͲͲʹȌ and ǲhidden in plain sightǳ in organisations ȋCadge & 

Koniecznyǡ ʹͲͳͶǡ pǤ ͷͷͳȌǤ  

I contribute to institutional theory by using the extreme case ȋPattonǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ 

Pettigrewǡ ͳͻͻͲȌ of FBSE to identify and explore the inϐluence of a religious logic on 

organisational behaviourǤ Insights gained from this inquiry contribute to existing 

knowledge of institutional logics by revealing that logics are embedded in contexts 

of valuesǡ religious worldview and genderǡ advancing the sparse literature that links 

contexts and institutional logics ȋSeo & Creedǡ ʹͲͲʹǢ Spedale & Watsonǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ The 

investigation also contributes to literature that up to now has rarely investigated 

organisational responses to more than two logics ȋBesharov & Smithǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ 

Mitzinneck & Besharovǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Wry & Zhaoǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ An important contribution is 

evidence that indicates SE enacted in a religious faith context expresses 

prescriptions of three institutional logics identiϐied as social welfareǡ commercial 

enterprise and religion ȋGu mu sayǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Roundy et al.ǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ  

Multiple institutional logics incorporated by the faithǦbased and faithǦinspired 

social entrepreneurial organisations investigated in this study provide insights into 

how organisations experience and manage institutional complexity ȋGreenwood et 

al.ǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Kodeih & Greenwoodǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Zhao & Lounsburyǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Responses 

observed in these organisations advance institutional theory by showing that the 

presence of multiple logics elicits complex organisational responses to competing 

prescriptions that blend integrationǡ differentiation and acceptance of paradox 

ȋBattilanaǡ Besharovǡ & Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳǢ Besharov & Smithǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Smithǡ Lewisǡ 

Jarzabkowskiǡ & Langleyǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ  

The ϐinding that social entrepreneurial faithǦbased organisations ȋFBOsȌ manage 

paradoxical tensionsǡ and thus control mission driftǡ through an overarching 

Ǯmetalogicǯ of religion derived from a context of religious faith is a signiϐicant ϐinding 
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from this study ȋCornforthǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Gu mu sayǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Lu scher & Lewisǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ 

Westenholzǡ ͳͻͻ͵ȌǤ Related to this contribution is the suggestion that social 

entrepreneurial organisations manage paradoxical logic tensions by framing them 

through concepts of altruistic caritas love and the logic of gratuitous givingǤ This 

ϐinding extends existing knowledge of how personal and collective values form ǲpart 

of the institutional fabricǳ of organisational life that motivate and inϐluence agencyǡ 

changeǡ distinctivenessǡ purpose and direction in organisations ȋChandlerǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ 

Kraatz & Blockǡ ʹͲͳǡ pǤ ͷͶʹȌǤ  

Conclusions reached in this thesis have implications for the social entrepreneurial 

initiatives of faithǦbased practitioners and their organisationsǤ FBOs increasingly 

face the challenge of how to provide social services and address the root causes of 

contemporary social problems in ways that are effectiveǡ sustainableǡ and consistent 

with their religious mission ȋChaves & Tsitsosǡ ʹͲͲͳǢ Graddy & Keǡ ʹͲͲǢ Green & 

Shermanǡ ʹͲͲʹȌǤ Revenue streams from philanthropists and government programs 

that formerly supported social service organisations are no longer sufϐicient to meet 

contemporary needs ȋde Bruinǡ Shawǡ & Chalmersǡ ʹ ͲͳͶȌǡ prompting a reǦevaluation 

of programme structureǡ efϐiciencyǡ and effectiveness of social beneϐit nonǦproϐit 

organisations ȋWeisbrodǡ ͳͻͻͺȌǤ At the same timeǡ donors concerned about the 

creation of dependency and paternalism are calling traditional social welfare 

models into question ȋDees & Backmanǡ ͳͻͻͶȌǤ Given these societal changesǡ FBOs 

are confronted with an ideological shift that views the opportunity seekingǡ 

innovationǡ and resourcefulness of commercial entrepreneurship as tools to be used 

in the solution of social problems ȋDeesǡ ͳͻͻȌǤ In light of these challengesǡ this 

study provides insights into SE and how it is contextualised for a faithǦbased setting 

that are potentially useful to FBOsǤ 

FaithǦbased practitioners and organisations can make use of the literature review 

and empirical ϐindings presented in this thesis to identifyǡ deϐine and locate FBSE in 

a historical context of FBO engagement in entrepreneurial initiatives that meet 

human need and address difϐicult social problems ȋBielefeld & Clevelandǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ 

Nepstad & Williamsǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ Conclusions about the inϐluence of a Christian 

worldview on the enactment of SE provide practitioners with a foundational 

reference point that situates FBSE in expressions of holistic or Ǯintegralǯ mission 
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engagement that predate the modern conceptualisation and practice of SE ȋBaglioniǡ 

ʹͲͳǢ Lausanne Movementǡ ʹͲͲͷbǢ Micah Networkǡ ʹͲͲͳȌǤ  

Additionallyǡ my study introduced Catholic Social Teaching ȋPontiϐical Council for 

Justice and Peaceǡ ʹͲͲͶȌ in Section ʹǤͷǤʹ and applied several of its themes to analyse 

the process of SE in subsequent chaptersǤ I conclude from the empirical data that 

principles of gratuitous giving and caritas love as described in Catholic Social 

Teaching are fundamental characteristics of both faithǦbased and secular 

enactments of SE ȋBenedict XVIǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Grasslǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ McCannǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Mele  & 

Naughtonǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Consequentlyǡ I provide Protestant Christian practitioners of FBSE 

with an alternative to the dominant discourse of Ǯbusiness as missionǯ and Ǯfreedom 

businessǯ and argue that these movements can beneϐit from more signiϐicant 

interaction with the broader ϐield of SE ȋAlbrightǡ MinǦDongǡ & Rundleǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ 

Bronkema & Brownǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Rundleǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Rundleǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ 

Furthermoreǡ the genderǦaware analysis of FBSE highlights a faithǦbased 

practitioner perspective on SE that encourages initiatives by and for womenǤ 

Additionallyǡ the data reveal the intertwining of feminineǡ social aspects 

ȋcompassion and caritas love that emphasise relationships and altruistic gift givingȌ 

and masculineǡ enterprising aspects ȋutilitarianǡ competitiveȌ in faithǦbased social 

entrepreneurial activity ȋClark Muntean & OzkazancǦPanǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ  

Not only does this study offer practitioners a deeper understanding of the nature of 

SE enacted in a faithǦbased contextǡ it also locates social entrepreneurial FBOs and 

their initiatives in the broader academic scholarship on SEǤ Figure ʹǤͳ and Figure Ǥʹ 

provide frameworks that are potentially useful to faithǦbased and secular 

practitioners of SEǤ For instanceǡ I have presented the conceptualisation of FBSE 

illustrated in Figure ʹǤͳ to several faithǦbased social entrepreneurs in the course of 

my doctoral journeyǤ In each instance they found the diagram helpful for deϐining 

FBSE and understanding it in terms of the value creation propositions and 

component practices of SEǡ faithǦbased entrepreneurship and faithǦbased social 

engagementǤ  

Similarlyǡ Figure Ǥʹ is potentially useful to current and potential practitionersǡ both 

faithǦbased and secularǡ as it provides a framework through which to view and 
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analyse SE in terms of worldviewǡ valuesǡ gender and institutional logicsǤ In 

particularǡ the theoretical lens of institutional logics provides practitioners with a 

mental framework they can use to recognise the source of organisational tensions 

and identify positive responses that include integrationǡ differentiation and 

acceptance of paradox ȋBattilanaǡ Besharovǡ & Mitzinneckǡ ʹͲͳǢ Besharov & Smithǡ 

ʹͲͳͶǢ Smithǡ Lewisǡ Jarzabkowskiǡ & Langleyǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ Social entrepreneurial FBOs in 

particular beneϐit from the conclusion that a religious Ǯmetalogicǯ can serve as an 

overarching frame that facilitates paradoxical thinking about interlogic tensions 

inherent in the process of SE and can thus mitigate mission drift ȋCornforthǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ 

Gu mu sayǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Lu scher & Lewisǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Westenholzǡ ͳͻͻ͵ȌǤ  

7.4 Limitations and Future Research Opportunities 

Findings and conclusions presented in this thesis have limits to their validity and 

generalisability due to multiple factorsǤ Validity of ϐindings may be limited due to 

the studyǯs interpretivist research paradigm and its case study methodologyǡ 

research designǡ data collection protocols and data analysis ȋYinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ External 

generalisability of ϐindings and conclusions beyond the sample and context of the 

research may also limited by its qualitativeǡ constructivist research paradigm and 

methodology ȋLewisǡ Ritchieǡ Ormstonǡ & Morrellǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ  

Validity of ϐindings is a perennial issue for research conducted using a qualitativeǡ 

interpretivist approachǤ In particularǡ their validity can be challenged from the 

perspective of positivist or postǦpositivist ontology and epistemology that believes 

only quantitative research produces knowledge of what is objectively Ǯrealǯ 

ȋCreswellǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Dana & Danaǡ ʹͲͲͷǢ Lincoln & Gubaǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Additionallyǡ the social 

constructionist paradigm I adopted recognises that the role and positionality of the 

researcher is both a strength that aids data interpretation and a weakness that 

potentially limits and colours interpretation ȋCreswellǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Lincoln & Gubaǡ ͳͻͺͷȌǤ 

The case study research design and methodology I applied also impacts the validity 

of ϐindings due to a relatively small sampleǡ the use of qualitative data from 

interviewsǡ observations and documentsǡ and the involvement of the researcher as 

the main instrument of data collection and interpretation ȋStakeǡ ʹͲͲǢ Yinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ  
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The interpretivistǡ qualitative methodology used in this investigation trades 

generalisability of ϐindings for depth and descriptive richness ȋEisenhardt & 

Graebnerǡ ʹͲͲǢ Smallǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ The studyǯs purposeful sampling of organisations in 

three Southeast Asian countriesǡ the sample bias toward womenǦled expressions of 

SE and the Protestant Christian identities of the faithǦbased and faithǦinspired 

organisations limit generalisability of ϐindings and conclusions beyond those 

contextsǤ Furtherǡ it can be argued that the sampling method and sample size 

employed both raise questions about whether a sufϐiciently diverse ǲsymbolic 

representationǳ of cases and expressions was present to permit broad 

generalisability of research results ȋLewisǡ Ritchieǡ Ormstonǡ & Morrellǡ ʹͲͳͶǡ pǤ 

͵ͷͳȌǤ  

Empirical chapters Ͷ through to  and this conclusion chapter generalise research 

results in a hierarchy of increasingly abstract levelsǣ representational ȋFBSEȌǡ 

inferential ȋSEȌ and theoretical ȋorganisational behaviourȌ ȋLewisǡ Ritchieǡ Ormstonǡ 

& Morrellǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ Representational generalisations made about FBSE are based on 

the smallǡ diverse sample of Protestant Christian faithǦbased and faithǦinspired 

organisations that participated in the researchǤ Inferential generalisations about SE 

and its embeddedness in contexts of valuesǡ gender and institutional logics reϐlect 

ϐindings from data collected about womenǦled expressions of secularǡ Christian 

faithǦinspired and faithǦbased SE in a Southeast Asian contextǤ Theoretical 

generalisations about the inϐluence of valuesǡ gender and logics on organisational 

behaviour are likewise derived from the Ǯextreme exampleǯ of FBSE used in this 

inquiry ȋPattonǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Pettigrewǡ ͳͻͻͲȌǤ As suchǡ each of these levels of 

generalisation have limits to their validity and reliability due to the studyǯs research 

approachǤ 

Chapter ͵ provides details on the multiple measures taken to address these 

limitations and thus protect and improve the validity and generalisability of ϐindings 

and conclusionsǤ These measures inϐluenced ϐinal decisions about the research 

strategyǡ methodology and designǤ The strength of the interpretiveǡ qualitative 

paradigm and resulting methodology used in this investigation is its ability to 

explore theory through naturalistic generalisations that reveal underlying factors 

and contextuallyǦsensitive perspectives and conditions in which theory does or does 
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not apply ȋLincoln & Gubaǡ ʹͲͳͳȌǤ Furtherǡ the case study design and sampling 

method adopted for this research provide literal and theoretical replication of cases 

which enhances the ability to draw theoretical generalisations from data rather than 

rationalisticǡ propositional and lawǦlike generalisations ȋCreswellǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Stakeǡ 

ͳͻͺǢ Yinǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ  

Reϐlecting its exploratory natureǡ my inquiry reveals multiple avenues for future 

research in the ϐields of FBSEǡ SE and organisation studiesǤ The academic and 

practiceǦbased literature on Christian expressions of FBSE can springboard from 

this thesis to integrate the discourseǡ frameworks and literature from the ϐields of 

SEǡ universal human valuesǡ gender and institutional logicsǤ The study and its 

analytical approaches also provide models for further scholarly research into FBSE 

enacted in a Christian context that include but are not limited to what is currently 

referred to as Ǯbusiness missionǯ ȋGort & Tunehagǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ For this reasonǡ I call for 

and signal the way toward future research into Christian FBSE that recognises and 

is linked to the broader ϐields of SE and organisation studiesǤ 

This study also provides a foundation for future research that explores the inϐluence 

of religious faiths other than Christianity on the enactment of SEǤ The research 

approach and multiple theoretical lenses used to explore and develop a contextual 

framework for SE enacted in a Christian faith context can be employed to explore SE 

enacted in the rarely investigated context of other world religions such as Islamǡ 

Buddhismǡ Hinduism and JudaismǤ  

For exampleǡ the rapidly developing literature on Islamic SE contends that an 

Islamic worldview differs from a secular worldview in how it deϐines reality 

ȋontologyȌǡ knowledge ȋepistemologyȌ and values ȋaxiologyȌ ȋAydinǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ Similar 

to results reported from this studyǡ scholarship on Islamic SE locates examples of SE 

in religiously grounded prosocial moral and ethical values ȋAlariϐi & Alrubaishiǡ 

ʹͲͳͺǢ Anwarǡ ʹͲͳͷǢ Graaϐlandǡ Mazereeuwǡ & Yahiaǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ As a practical 

consequence of future researchǡ FBSE has been cited for its potential to promote 

inclusion and harmony between Muslim and Christian youth in Europe because it 

draws on a value base shared by both religious communities ȋMarquesǡ ʹͲͲͺȌǤ Thusǡ 

I call for and point the way toward future explorations of SE enacted in various 
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religious worldview contextsǤ This thesis suggests opportunities for comparative 

studies between religiously motivated expressions of SE that would contribute to 

the positive social change efforts of practitioners and scholarship in the ϐield of SEǤ  

Beyond the nascent ϐield of FBSEǡ the thesis presents multiple opportunities for 

future research into the contextual embeddedness of SEǤ Exploration of universal 

human values as a context for SE would be advanced by further use of the Schwartz 

value theory and typology ȋSchwartzǡ ͳͻͻʹǢ Schwartzǡ ͳͻͻͶȌǤ A mixedǦmethods 

approach such as that employed by Kirkley ȋʹͲͳȌ to investigate the values context 

of entrepreneurship could be particularly fruitfulǤ My study also suggests an avenue 

for further research into how and why womenǦled SE is enacted ȋLewis & Henryǡ 

ʹͲͳͻȌ by concluding that gender is a context that intersects with a religious 

worldviewǡ values and logicsǤ Future research that uses the theoretical lens of 

institutional logics can expand on these ϐindings and conclusions to recognise and 

investigate logics as one of many intersecting contexts in which SE is enactedǤ This 

thesis also demonstrates the utility of investigating the inϐluence of multiple logics 

and contexts and their interactions in hybrid social entrepreneurial organisations 

rather than just the stereotypical social welfare and commercial logicsǤ 

This investigation recognises but does not explore additional dynamics crucial to 

understanding the inϐluence of intersecting contexts on the process of SEǤ It is 

evident that a Global South context and differences between nationalǡ regional and 

cultural contexts also inϐluence social entrepreneurial organisationsǤ Howeverǡ 

geographic and cultural dimensions were not investigated due to this studyǯs 

analytical focus on contexts of a religious worldviewǡ gender and logicsǤ The 

inϐluence of an omnibus Ǯwhereǯ context and its intersection with discrete contexts 

of religion and gender Ȃ especially in Global South expressions of SE Ȃ would be a 

fruitful topic for future research that would extend this exploratory studyǤ 

Furthermoreǡ the process of contextualising SE for a religious worldview context 

presents dynamics of idea translation and organisational identity that merit future 

investigation ȋCzarniawska & Joergesǡ ͳͻͻǢ Sahlin & Wedlinǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Sevo nǡ ͳͻͻȌǤ 

FollowǦup studies could build on this thesis to address research questions such asǣ 

How do organisations Ǯtranslateǯ concepts and practices of SE for a faithǦbased 
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contextǫ What is the role of organisational identity in how FBOs sourceǡ 

contextualise and implement social entrepreneurial solutions to contemporary 

societal problemsǫ Answers to these questions would not only contribute to a 

deeper understanding of FBSE but also apply rarelyǦused theoretical lenses of idea 

translation and organisational identity to enhance scholarship in the ϐield of SE ȋvan 

Grinsvenǡ Sturdyǡ & Heusinkveldǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Powellǡ Gammalǡ & Simardǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǤ 

This investigation suggests multiple opportunities for future research in the ϐield of 

organisation studiesǤ Interactions between discrete and omnibus contexts and the 

inϐluence these contextual dimensions have on organisational behaviour merit 

further study in order to develop a more comprehensive theory of contexts ȋBaker 

& Welterǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Johnsǡ ʹͲͲǢ Whettenǡ ʹͲͲͻȌǤ In additionǡ research that examines 

how religion functions as a Ǯmetalogicǯ and cognitive frame that facilitates the 

management of interlogic tensions through paradoxical thinking would extend 

institutional theory and bridge the ϐields of institutional logics and paradox theory 

ȋCornforthǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Gu mu sayǡ ʹͲʹͲǢ Lu scher & Lewisǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Westenholzǡ ͳͻͻ͵ȌǤ 

Finallyǡ conclusions from this inquiry reveal the need for research that explores the 

embeddedness of institutional logics and logic prescriptions in contexts that 

includeǡ but are not limited toǡ religionǡ values and gender ȋSeo & Creedǡ ʹͲͲʹǢ 

Spedale & Watsonǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ  

7.5 Concluding Reflections 

To concludeǡ I offer my personal reϐlections that arise from this investigation of 

FBSEǤ These reϐlections encapsulate my learnings from the doctoral journey and the 

contributions my research can make to the broader ϐield of SE scholarship and 

practiceǤ  

Firstǡ I now believe that SE is not only an inherently valuesǦbased process but may 

also be broadly interpreted as a faithǦbased process regardless of the religious 

afϐiliations of its practitioners and advocatesǤ Identifying the religious worldview 

context of FBSE and acknowledging religious faith and gender as contexts in which 

SE is enacted have served to underscore altruistic caritas love and gratuitous giving 

as central characteristics of the process of SE Ȃ even in its secular expressionsǤ  
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Thusǡ I would argue that the modern movement that promotes SE exhibits the 

characteristics of a Ǯsecular religionǯ ȋAshforth & Vaidyanathǡ ʹͲͲʹǢ Dittesǡ ͳͻͻȌ 

andǡ furtherǡ that descriptions of SE in the academic and practiceǦbased literature 

reϐlect a religious worldview Ǯhidden in plain sightǯ ȋCadge & Koniecznyǡ ʹͲͳͶȌǤ 

Ashforth and Vaidyanath ȋʹͲͲʹȌ deϐine religion as a system of belief and practice 

that provides an overarching cosmologyǡ identityǡ membershipǡ valuesǡ purposeǡ 

ideologyǡ and a personal connection to a transcendent realityǤ They then deϐine a 

Ǯsecular religionǯ as a system of organisedǡ institutionalised beliefs and practices that 

address fundamental questions of existenceǡ identity and purpose without invoking 

a supernatural being or powerǤ  

Since human beings are meaning seekers and meaning makers ȋMaitlis & 

Christiansonǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Weickǡ Sutcliffeǡ & Obstfeldǡ ʹͲͲͷȌǡ they look for transcendence 

and sacralise institutions because they want to believe these institutions are noble 

and worthy of their commitment ȋKimmitt & Mun ozǡ ʹͲͳͺȌǤ Thusǡ sacralisation is 

the process of legitimising an idea or practice by making it sacred or holyǡ iǤeǤ set 

apart and dedicated to a special purpose ȋMontemaggiǡ ʹͲͳͷȌǤ Sacralisation is more 

than appropriating a religious metaphorǣ it turns a goal into a missionǡ a job into a 

callingǡ work into a temple and a leader into a prophet ȋAshforth & Vaidyanathǡ 

ʹͲͲʹȌǤ  

Through my study of FBSEǡ it has become apparent to me that the mainstream 

academic and practitioner discourse has sacralised the process of SE by assigning to 

it transcendentǡ optimistic concepts of missionǡ callingǡ change and prophetic 

witnessǤ Consequentlyǡ the modern movement that advances SE as a solution to 

societyǯs Ǯwickedǯ problemsǡ so called because the problems are hard to deϐine and 

even harder to solve ȋChurchmanǡ ͳͻǢ Dorado & Ventrescaǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Rittel & 

Webberǡ ͳͻ͵Ȍǡ creates and inspires communityǡ unity of purposeǡ collective action 

and ethicalǡ prosocial behaviour that could characterise it as a faithǦbased secular 

religion 

My secondǡ related reϐlection is that the process of FBSE can be regarded as a Ǯlittle 

narrativeǯ that challenges the dominant Ǯgrand narrativeǯ of SE ȋDey & Steyaertǡ 

ʹͲͳͲȌǤ The grand narrative of SE describes a dominantǡ optimistic vision of 
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harmonious social change and transformation that at times takes on quasiǦreligious 

overtones ȋDey & Steyaertǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Steyaert & Hjorthǡ ʹͲͲȌǤ The little narrative of 

FBSE makes visible the contexts of worldviewǡ valuesǡ faith and belief that are 

typically hidden in this grand narrativeǤ Thusǡ the little narrative of FBSE challenges 

the grand narrative of SE by describing a holistic approach to challenging social and 

environmental problems that integrates socialǡ economic and religious 

interventions to promote individualǡ family and community transformation 

ȋLausanne Movementǡ ʹͲͲͷbǢ Myersǡ ͳͻͻͻȌǤ  

Critics argue that the grand narrative of SE offers governments a convenient excuse 

to marketise social welfare services and justify their withdrawal from providing 

social welfare servicesǡ often at signiϐicant cost to beneϐiciaries and social 

entrepreneurs ȋBaglioniǡ ʹͲͳǢ Dempsey & Sandersǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Masonǡ ʹͲͳʹǢ Masonǡ 

ʹͲͳͻȌǤ Public policy initiatives in many countries have embraced the grand 

narrative of SE and its purported potential to solve intractable social and 

environmental problemsǤ In responseǡ governments are shifting responsibility for 

providing social welfare services from the state to commercial and civil sector 

organisationsǡ including FBOs ȋde Bruinǡ Shawǡ & Chalmersǡ ʹͲͳͶǢ Dey & Teasdaleǡ 

ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Dey & Teasdaleǡ ʹͲͳȌǤ The assumption underlying this change in public 

policy is that marketǦbased approaches and competition will inspire innovation and 

lead to greater efϐiciencyǡ effectiveness and sustainability in the social sector 

ȋCarmel & Harlockǡ ʹͲͲͺǢ Parkinson & Howorthǡ ʹͲͲͺȌǤ Deϐined this wayǡ SE may be 

seen as the Ǯmarketisationǯ of social welfare services by employing business and 

managerial techniques instead of political engagement directed at the root causes of 

social problems ȋMasonǡ ʹͲͳͻǢ Nickel & Eikenberryǡ ʹͲͲͻǢ Salamonǡ ͳͻͻ͵ȌǤ  

The faithǦbasedǡ prosocial value context identiϐied in this study raises doubts about 

the dominant grand narrative that may be particularly salient to faithǦbased 

individuals and organisations that approach SE from a background in nonǦproϐit 

social engagementǤ One of the critiques of the grand narrative most relevant to FBOs 

is that SE can represent ǲa Trojan horse of capitalist expansionǳ into the civil sector 

by introducing a marketǦoriented approach to solving complex social problems ȋDey 

& Martiǡ ʹͲͳͻǡ pǤ ͳͷͷȌǤ If freeǦmarket capitalism and its values are seen as 

contributory factors to social inequalityǡ social exclusion and environmental 
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degradationǡ then the market mechanisms and values embraced and promoted by 

the grand narrative raise questions for faithǦbased practitioners about whether the 

process of SE is a suitable tool for addressing these problems ȋWhittam & Birchǡ 

ʹͲͳͳȌǤ  

The grand narrative of SE also raises questions for FBOs about the incompatibility 

between values inherent in managerialǡ marketǦbased approaches and the human 

and environmental problems it purports to solveǤ Civil sector organisations such as 

FBOs traditionally have a distinctive mission shaped by a unique set of faithǦbased 

and secular values that differentiate them from commercial organisations driven by 

objectives of economy and efϐiciency ȋFrumkin & AndreǦClarkǡ ʹͲͲͲȌǤ FaithǦbased 

practitioners and organisations considering social entrepreneurial approaches 

based on altruisticǡ prosocial values run the risk of diminishing their moral 

legitimacy when they adopt businessǦbased approaches and solutions ȋDartǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ  

Consequentlyǡ faithǦbased practitioners may resist describing their initiatives as SE 

in reaction to this grand narrativeǤ A second bottom line of ϐinancial proϐit and a 

resulting hybrid social and economic value proposition can threaten the core values 

of a nonǦproϐit organisationǡ especially one based on a religious worldviewǤ 

Answering to a ϐinancial bottom line may also compromise the crucial social role 

civil society organisations like FBOs play as advocatesǡ service providers and 

community buildersǡ which could ultimately threaten the health of society and 

democracy ȋEikenberryǡ ʹͲͳͺǢ Eikenberry & Kluverǡ ʹͲͲͶȌǤ This incompatibility 

between social engagement and marketǦbased values is shown in several studies in 

the UK that ϐind faithǦbased and secular practitioners of SE resist the language of 

enterprise that government agenciesǡ intermediary organisations and funders use 

to describe them ȋBainesǡ ʹͲͳͲǢ Dey & Teasdaleǡ ʹͲͳ͵Ǣ Froggett & Chamberlayneǡ 

ʹͲͲͶǢ Howorthǡ Parkinsonǡ & MacDonaldǡ ʹͲͳͳǢ Parkinson & Howorthǡ ʹͲͲͺȌǤ 

This leads to my ϐinal reϐlection which is offered mainly for current and prospective 

practitioners who aim to use social entrepreneurial processes to meet human need 

and create positive social changeǤ I urge that faithǦbased social entrepreneurship 

ȋFBSEȌ be adopted as an umbrella term to describe Christianǡ Islamicǡ Buddhistǡ 

Hinduǡ and other religious expressions of SEǡ including Christian expressions such 
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as Ǯbusiness as missionǯ and Ǯfreedom businessǤǯ As suchǡ I describe FBSE as a process 

that blends goals to create socialǡ economic and religious valueǤ I believe the term 

FBSE provides a way to seamlessly integrate the strands of SEǡ faithǦbased 

entrepreneurship and faithǦbased social engagement ȋiǤeǤ holistic or integral 

missionȌǤ  

My research reveals that SE is based on values and principles that are at the heart of 

Christianity and many other world religionsǤ My exploration of the religious 

worldview context of faithǦbased and faithǦinspired social entrepreneurial 

organisations highlights that prosocialǡ selfǦtranscending values of benevolence and 

universalism motivate those engaged in SEǤ Additionallyǡ this research suggests that 

altruistic caritas love and nonǦtransactional or “freeǳ giving are central practices in 

SEǤ FaithǦbasedǡ faithǦinspired and secular organisations use these core values and 

principles to manage tension between their dual objectives of meeting human need 

and generating a proϐit through commercial activityǤ Consequentlyǡ I contend not 

only that is SE compatible with religious values and principlesǡ but that SE can be 

regarded as faithǦbased even when those engaged in it do not profess or incorporate 

a particular religious traditionǤ  

In conclusionǡ my thesis offers one of the few inǦdepth explorations of SE enacted in 

a context of religious faithǤ I believe it is likely the ϐirst to compare faithǦbasedǡ faithǦ

inspired and secular social entrepreneurial organisations in order to identify the 

role a religious worldview plays in shaping Ǯeverydayǯ expressions of SEǤ My 

empirical ϐindings suggest preliminary answers to critical questions about the 

nature of SE as a valuesǦbasedǡ contextually embedded processǤ Findings also shed 

light on how organisations respond to tensions produced by intersecting contexts 

of valuesǡ gender and institutional logicsǤ I hope that results from this research will 

not only contribute to knowledge and theory building in the ϐield of SE but will also 

help to strengthen the initiatives of both faithǦbased and secular practitioners who 

seek to address challenging social and environmental problems and promote 

positive social changeǤ 
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Appendices 
A. List of Abbreviations 

BAMǣ business as mission 

CSRDǣ Centre for Social Research and Development ȋbased in Hueቷ ǡ VietnamȌ 

FBOǣ faithǦbased organisation 

FPOǣ forǦproϐit organisation 

FBSEǣ faithǦbased social entrepreneurship 

KKHCǣ Katutubong Kamay Handicrafts Company ȋbased in Manilaǡ PhilippinesȌ 

NPOǣ nonǦproϐit organisation 

SEǣ social entrepreneurship 

VBOǣ valuesǦbased organisation 

WEAVEǣ Womenǯs Education for Advancement and Empowerment  

ȋbased in Chiang Maiǡ ThailandȌ 

WISEǣ work integration social enterprise 
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B. Human Ethics Low Risk Notification 

 

Date: 24 March 2016

Dear Bruce Borquist

Re: Ethics Notification - 4000015784 - The Practice and Context of Faith-Based Social 
Entrepreneurship

Thank you for your notification which you have assessed as Low Risk.

Your project has been recorded in our system which is reported in the Annual Report of the Massey 
University Human Ethics Committee. 

The low risk notification for this project is valid for a maximum of three years. 

If situations subsequently occur which cause you to reconsider your ethical analysis, please go to 
http://rims.massey.ac.nz and register the changes in order that they be assessed as safe to proceed. 

Please note that travel undertaken by students must be approved by the supervisor and the relevant Pro 
Vice-Chancellor and be in accordance with the Policy and Procedures for Course -Related Student Travel 
Overseas. In addition, the supervisor must advise the University's Insurance Officer.

A reminder to include the following statement on all public documents:
"This project has been evaluated by peer review and judged to be low risk. Consequently, it has not been 
reviewed by one of the University's Human Ethics Committees. The researcher(s) named in this 
document are responsible for the ethical conduct of this research.

If you have any concerns about the conduct of this research that you want to raise with someone other 
than the researcher(s), please contact Dr Brian Finch, Director - Ethics, telephone 06 3569099 ext 
86015, email humanethics@massey.ac.nz. "

Please note, if a sponsoring organisation, funding authority or a journal in which you wish to publish 
requires evidence of committee approval (with an approval number), you will have to complete the 
application form again, answering "yes" to the publication question to provide more information for one of 
the University's Human Ethics Committees. You should also note that such an approval can only be 
provided prior to the commencement of the research.   

Yours sincerely

Research Ethics Office, Research and Enterprise
Massey University, Private Bag 11 222, Palmerston North, 4442, New Zealand T 06 951 6841; 06 95106840

E humanethics@massey.ac.nz; animalethics@massey.ac.nz; gtc@massey.ac.nz
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C. Participant Information Sheet 

 

	

School	of	Economics	&	Finance	

Private	Bag	102904,	North	Shore,	Auckland	0745,	New	Zealand		www.massey.ac.nz	

Addressing	Social	Challenges	and	Community	Needs	
Research	Information	Sheet	

Thank	 you	 for	 considering	 participation	 in	 this	 research,	 which	 is	 part	 of	 my	 PhD	
degree	programme	supervised	by	Professor	Anne	de	Bruin,	in	the	School	of	Economics	
and	Finance.	

My	purpose	 is	 to	conduct	a	number	of	case	studies	 that	will	contribute	 to	 increased	
understanding	 of	 how	 groups	 and	 individuals	 address	 social	 challenges	 and	
community	 needs.	 I	 am	 particularly	 interested	 to	 learn	 about	 how	 and	 why	 your	
initiative	 started,	 important	 milestones,	 individuals	 or	 organisations	 you	 have	
collaborated	with,	your	achievements	and	challenges,	and	future	plans.		

If	 you	decide	 to	participate,	 your	 interview	will	 last	 approximately	45-60	minutes.	 If	
you	consent,	 the	 interview	will	be	recorded.	You	have	the	right	to	decline	to	answer	
any	particular	question,	ask	 for	 the	recorder	 to	be	turned	off	at	any	time	during	the	
interview,	withdraw	from	the	study	by	notifying	me	within	2	weeks	of	the	interview,	
and	ask	any	questions	about	the	study	at	any	time.	You	will	provide	this	information	
on	the	understanding	that	your	name	will	not	be	used	unless	you	give	me	permission.	

Data	from	interviews,	together	with	other	publicly	available	documents	and	any	other	
internal	documents	and	reports	that	you	share	with	me,	will	be	aggregated	and	held	in	
a	secure	database	that	only	my	supervisor	and	I	can	access.	The	data	will	be	analysed	
and	written	 up	 into	 case	 studies	 and	 other	 research	 outputs,	 and	 you	will	 have	 the	
right	to	comment	and	give	feedback	on	the	write-ups	related	to	your	initiative	within	
the	timeframe	specified,	should	you	wish.		

This	research	project	must	conform	to	Massey	University’s	ethical	guidelines,	and	will	
be	 undertaken	 responsibly	 and	with	 integrity.	 It	 has	 been	 evaluated	 by	 peer	 review	
and	 judged	 to	 be	 low	 risk.	 Consequently,	 it	 has	 not	 been	 reviewed	 by	 one	 of	 the	
University’s	Human	Ethics	Committees.	The	researcher	and	supervisor	named	above	
are	responsible	for	the	ethical	conduct	of	this	research.	If	you	have	any	concerns	about	
the	conduct	of	this	research	and	wish	to	raise	your	concerns	with	someone	other	than	
the	 researcher,	 please	 contact	Dr.	 Brian	 Finch,	Director,	 Research	 Ethics,	 telephone	
+64	06	356	9099	ext.	86015,	email	humanethics@massey.ac.nz.	

If	at	any	time	you	have	a	question	about	this	research	project	please	contact	me.	My	
contact	 details	 are:	 Bruce	 Borquist,	 email	 b.borquist@massey.ac.nz,	 mobile	 	

.	 You	 may	 also	 contact	 my	 supervisor	 Professor	 Anne	 de	 Bruin,	 email	
a.m.debruin@massey.ac.nz,	telephone	+64	94140800	ext.	43151.	

Many	thanks	again	for	agreeing	to	participate	in	this	study!	

Ann & Bruce
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D. Participant Consent Form 

 

	

School	of	Economics	&	Finance	
Private	Bag	102904,	North	Shore,	Auckland	0745,	New	Zealand	www.massey.ac.nz	

	
Addressing	Social	Challenges	and	Community	Needs	

Participant	Consent	Form	

	
I	have	read	the	Information	Sheet	and	have	had	the	details	of	the	study	explained	to	
me.	My	questions	have	been	answered	to	my	satisfaction,	and	I	understand	that	I	may	
ask	further	questions	at	any	time.	

	

1. I	agree	to	participate	in	the	study	under	the	conditions	set	out	in	the	Information	
Sheet.	

	

2. Sound	recording	of	the	interview	(initial	one):		

_______	I	agree;		

_______	I	do	not	agree.	

	

3. Identification	in	the	final	report	(initial	one):	

_______	I	grant	permission	for	my	organisation	and	myself	to	be	identified	in	the	final	
report	

_______	 I	 want	 my	 organisation	 and	 myself	 to	 remain	 anonymous	 and	 not	 be	
identified	in	the	final	report	

	

I	have	read	and	understand	the	items	above.	I	affirm	that	I	am	at	least	18	years	of	age.	I	
agree	to	participate	in	the	study,	and	grant	permissions	as	noted	on	this	consent	form.	

	

	

Signature:	 	 Date:	 	

Full	Name	-	
printed	

	

	

Ann & Bruce
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E. Interview Guide and Fact Sheet 

 

The Practice and Context of Faith-Based Social Entrepreneurship 
Interview Questions 

 

Date: ________________ 
Participant: ________________________       Organisation: ________________________ 

1. To begin, tell me about the project/initiative/enterprise. (Listen for: factual 
descriptions and values) 

 

 

2. Tell me a story about how and why the project/initiative/enterprise got started: how 
did you see the need for it and decide on the approach you use? (Listen for: 
opportunity identification, motivations for applying SE, characteristics of SE, values) 

 

 

3. Tell me a story about one of your project’s/initiative’s/enterprise’s most significant 
milestones or achievements – in other words, one of the things you are most proud of. 
What makes it an important milestone or achievement? (Listen for: motivations for 
applying SE, characteristics of SE, values) 

 

 

4. Tell me about some of the major challenges you and the project/initiative/enterprise 
face right now. These challenges can be internal and/or external. What makes the 
situations so challenging? (Listen for tensions from diverse institutional logics) 

 

 

5. What are the 3 or 4 main goals of the project/initiative/enterprise? Do these goals 
conflict sometimes? If so, how do you deal with the conflicts? (Listen for tensions 
from diverse institutional logics, values) 

 

6. What are your future plans and dreams for the project/initiative/enterprise? (Listen 
for motivations for applying SE, values) 

 

 

7. Who else should I talk to in order to learn more about how organisations address 
social challenges and community needs? (can be someone inside the project or at 
another project) (Listen for: key actors/gatekeepers, comparisons made) 



Appendices 

 ͵Ͷ 

 



Appendices 

 363 

F. Map of Participant Locations 

 

Adapted from: Wikimedia Commons, Public Domain 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Southeast_Asia_location_map.svg 

 

Manila, Philippines:
Habi Footwear
Jacinto & Lirio
KKHC
Samaritana

Vietnam:
CSRD (Hue)
Bright Solutions
  (Ho Chi Minh)

Chiang Mai,
Thailand:
Thai Village
WEAVE

Ann & Bruce
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