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Abstract

Research on religion and entrepreneurship has come to constitute a significant field
of academic interest in recent years. Whether, how, and the degree to which religion
affects entrepreneurship has been analyzed intensively, yet these inquiries have
yielded mixed results. This study contributes to the literature by clarifying what we
know and what we do not know (as well as why we do not know it) through the
use of meta-analytical regression techniques. Examining 75 empirical studies and
306 effect sizes, we confirm that there is an overall positive but small correlation
between religion and entrepreneurship. Notably, however, the results show that this
effect varies by religion and country as well as in terms of its impact on measured
outcome or performance.

Keywords Entrepreneurship - Religion - Self-employed - Meta-analysis - Systematic
literature review

JEL Classification 126 - M13 - Z12

1 Introduction

Religion has always been and will continue to be an important market factor in a
globalized world. With about 90% of the world’s population identifying with
a religion or belonging to a religious institution, the ongoing significance of
religion in people’s lives is undeniable. At the same time, entrepreneurship has
become an essential driver of economic growth around the world. We know that
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religion is a significant factor behind social and economic welfare on the macro
level of an economy (Becker et al. 2024) as well as on the local or micro level
via entrepreneurship and new firm creation (Block et al. 2020)—even though the
direction and degree of this impact is often unclear. The question that remains
unanswered is not whether it is important to analyze the impact of religion on our
lives and economic affairs; it is why and how religion should matter.

The current understanding in the literature on entrepreneurship and religion can
be structured as follows. First, research on whether religion shapes entrepreneurship
can be divided into three directional categories: religion shapes entrepreneurship
positively, shapes it negatively, or has no impact. The main argument in this body
of research is that religion promotes values within societies, and these values shape
attitudes toward entrepreneurship (Block et al. 2020; Dodd & Seaman 1998; Rehan
et al. 2019). Thus, religion-associated values can either encourage (positive effect),
discourage (negative effect), or have no effect on entrepreneurship (Wiseman &
Young 2014). Testing this relationship between religion and entrepreneurship
(R&E) reveals either a statistically significant positive relationship, a statistically
significant negative relationship, or no statistically significant effect. Evidently, the
empirical results are mixed, making it difficult to draw clear theoretical conclusions
from the empirical results.

Second, research has tackled not just the impact of religiosity in general on
entrepreneurship but also the impact of individual religions, such as Christianity,
Islam, Buddhism, Hinduism, and Judaism. Each religion’s associated values
could impact entrepreneurship in different ways on account of them being, for
example, contradictory or inconsistent. The famous Weber Thesis posits that the
Protestant ethic encourages entrepreneurship while Catholic values discourage
entrepreneurship due to economic profits being the primary goal of venture creation.
Still, there is no empirical evidence of the R&E relationship with regard to the
varying effects of different religions.

Third, research has looked into how the precise dynamics of any religion often
depend on its political context. This was true in the times of the Reformation, and
it remains true today. Macro-level factors—state-level economic dynamics and
political systems—are more significant than individual-level factors. Attitudes
toward entrepreneurship are also attitudes toward economic activities, and religious
values that shape economic activities also shape attitudes toward entrepreneurship.
State religions, religious diversity, and religious restrictions or discrimination can
thus encourage or discourage entrepreneurship. Just as entrepreneurship differs
between countries and states due to varying contextual factors (e.g., infrastructure,
legal system, financial dynamics), entrepreneurship differs between countries due to
varying “religious infrastructures” and their underlying values.

This study aims to clarify these research strains using meta-analytic estimation
techniques for at least two reasons. First, because the notion of “what we do not
know” is rooted in a lack of theory. The matter of why people believe cannot easily
be explained by a single theory or reason; consequently, the nature and underlying
mechanisms of the relationship between R&E remain contested and multifaceted. In
turn, this paper aims to identify the manifold theoretical arguments in the literature.
Second, even when it comes to theoretical arguments (e.g., the Weber Thesis) that
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are identifiable and commonly accepted in the scientific field, the problem of how
to test them empirically persists. Religions—defined as underlying institutional
systems of norms and rules of belief—vary dramatically. Rules and norms accepted
by one religious group are frequently neglected or even actively opposed by another. !
Thus, empirical tests of the R&E relationship are inherently ungeneralizable. Meta-
analytical regressions may help to cluster different religious groups (e.g., one cluster
comprising Protestants, Catholics, Jews, and Muslims) to test how their similar
features impact outcomes.

Our study answers Block et al.’s (2020) call for meta-analytic estimations to
answer these questions raised in prior literature. Their comprehensive literature
review provides the foundation and motivation for this study, which fits into the
current entrepreneurship literature regarding the influence of religion on individual
entrepreneurial behaviors (e.g., Azim & Islam 2022; Durak et al. 2020; De Noble
et al. 2007; Scheepers et al. 2017). More specifically, Block et al. (2020) show
that the field has expanded dramatically since about 2005 (nearly two decades
ago), that most of the 270 considered articles were published in the East Asia and
Pacific region (followed by Europe and North America), that the most commonly
investigated religions are Christianity and Islam, and that the overwhelming majority
of research in the field is qualitative (based on interview data) while only a small
share (about 25%), is quantitative (based on survey data). However, Block et al.
(2020) also made clear that the debate over whether religion shapes entrepreneurship
remains controversial.

There are two main explanations for the current body of results being so mixed.
The first is a lack of a convincing and testable theory. While there are many research
strains arguing that religion does or does not shape economic activity, there is no
generally accepted theoretical argument that could be brought through the data.
Individuals are rather homogenous, including those who do and those who do
not believe in or belong to a religion. Reducing these aspects according to the
methodological individualist framework in the social sciences or economics would
fail to provide an answer to such complex questions. While about 90% of the world’s
population are believers (with the rest perhaps believing that they do not believe),
believing cannot be simply equated to belonging to a religious group. People may
believe in spiritual powers and transcendent gods, but people may also believe in
themselves—in their power and strength. What is often expressed as “belief” is
what the field of economics dubs “overconfidence”—an overconfidence that stems
either from others (as with spirituality and religious belief) or from oneself (as with
most entrepreneurs). Even within many religious groups are manifold subgroups.
Christianity houses Orthodox Christians, Protestants, Roman Catholics, and many
others, all of whom differ in their values and norms with regard to economic activity.
Studies may undertheorize the effects of religion, particularly with regard to its
relationship with cultural dimensions (and whether they complement or substitute for
each other). In reality, while religions may reinforce or undermine entrepreneurship

! It is worth recalling the number of conflicts and wars spurred by religious differences with regard to
norms and rules—even within the same overarching religion. One particularly notable case is that of the
long-lasting conflict between Catholics and Protestants in Ireland.
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depending on the context, religions can also serve as complementary variables or
substitutes in relation to cultural variables. The second explanation for the current
body of results being so mixed is measurement problems and a failure to clearly
define variables. This is particularly attributable to imprecision surrounding the
meaning of entrepreneurship, which, in qualitative data, ranges from registration of
self-employment to nascent entrepreneurship (Szaban 2018).

This meta-analytical study aims to shed light on the questions raised above. First,
we argue that institutionalized state religions complement hierarchical societies.
For as long as there has been religion, there have been cases of intolerance and
persecution. Religious organizations often leverage the power of states to secure
legitimacy, enabling them to exert considerable influence over policymaking (Barro
& McCleary 2003). Such interactions can have profound; and sometimes unintended;
impacts on culture and entrepreneurship. Second, rather than value-impacted
individual behavior, we argue that religion’s afterlife-informed cosmological view
of time-perception serves as a substitute for uncertainty avoidance, influencing
believers’ approach to entrepreneurship (Gala & Mueller 2024). This discussion
makes a significant contribution to the literature on why religion has a significant
impact on entrepreneurship in many contemporary countries despite modernization.

In this paper, we follow the tradition of meta-analysis-based entrepreneurship
research by assessing the impact of religion on entrepreneurship across 75 studies
and 306 effect sizes. Entrepreneurship here refers to a broad swath of activities,
including a desire to start or own a business as well as the activities of organizing,
managing, and bearing the risks of a venture (Audretsch & Lehmann 2023). Religion
here refers to a set of beliefs, activities, and institutions rooted in assumptions about
“the existence and nature of superhuman power, which seeks to help adherences to
avert misfortunes and receive blessings and deliverance from crisis of many kinds”
(Smith 2017, p. 22). We concentrate on the ways in which various facets of religion
influence contributions to various academic areas related to entrepreneurship.
Thus, we examine the following factors: (1) attributes of entrepreneurship itself, (2)
attributes of a religion, and (3) interactions between religious attributes and cultural
attributes. Moreover, we incorporate several potential moderators, including cultural
dimensions and study and publication characteristics. The discrepancies observed in
past research alongside previously unexamined potential moderating factors point
to the need for a comprehensive meta-analytical review to investigate the R&E
relationship. Such a review is the primary goal of this research. Its outcomes will be
valuable to scholars navigating and aiming to understand this complex field (Dodd
& Seaman 1998).

This paper begins with a review of relevant theories in the literature to
systematically and theoretically explore what religion is to entrepreneurship and
what religion does to entrepreneurship. Following this, we outline our meta-analytic
methods for assessing prior empirical literature on R&E. We then present the
results alongside an interpretation of those results. Finally, we discuss the study’s
implications and limitations followed by potential directions for future research.
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2 Research on religion and entrepreneurship

For as long as there has been entrepreneurship research, there has been the question
of why the levels and characteristics of entrepreneurship vary by country—and this
question has been central to the broader literature on economic growth (Audretsch
et al. 2023; Koyama & Rubin 2022). Research on entrepreneurship has drawn on
Schumpeter’s (1934) seminal work on creative destruction, Kirzner’s (1973) work
on opportunity recognition, and Knight’s (1921) work on the distinction between
uncertainty and risk. Rather than assuming a given context and examining how
individual differences impact entrepreneurship (Audretsch & Lehmann 2005),
contemporary research has shifted toward a more thorough, context-sensitive
approach that investigates the effects of institutional, spatial, social, and cultural
factors on entrepreneurship (e.g., Acs et al. 2009; Audretsch et al. 2021; Chowdhury
et al. 2018; McMullen et al. 2008; Mitchell & Shepherd 2016). However, in what
Gilimiisay (2015, p. 199) describes as "the elephant in the room: impossible to
overlook, yet largely ignored," one dimension has been surprisingly underdeveloped:
religion. Over the last two decades, a wealth of studies has arisen illustrating the
diverse ways in which religion influences different aspects of entrepreneurship.
Due to its complexity, entrepreneurship is impacted by a wide range of factors.
However, establishing a clear relationship between R&E has proven to be difficult
(e.g., Carswell & Roland, 2004; Dejardin et al. 2024; Smith et al. 2023). At the
individual level, elements like identity, ethnicity, network structures, education
(Avnimelech & Zelekha 2023; Du 2017; Dubard Barbosa & Smith 2024), and risk-
taking propensity (Caliendo et al. 2009) mediate this relationship. On a macro level,
institutional, national, and cultural contexts are highly influential (Zelekh et al.,
2014). Consequently, theoretical propositions demand precise empirical validation.

Most research on R&E (especially in contemporary contexts) adopts a
microeconomic rather than a macroeconomic lens. Moreover, these studies
often lack a direct theoretical link between their observations and the broader
concept of entrepreneurship. The field features a diverse mix of case studies,
qualitative studies, and quantitative studies. Empirical studies often showcase
effects that are magnified by large samples while explaining only minimal
variance (Dvoulety, 2023; Falck & Woessmann 2013; Ghosh 2023). This likely
stems from the use of survey data (Balog et al. 2014) in analysis (e.g., Audretsch
et al. 2013; Dodd & Seaman 1998; Parboteeah et al. 2015). Analyses are almost
always survey-based and are rarely longitudinal or cross-sectional, resulting in
conclusions that may be too specific to a regional context or religious group.
Notable exceptions utilize the World Values Survey, the European Social Survey,
or the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) (Klein et al. 2023; Zafar &
Ammara 2023); however, the overall research landscape remains scattered and
imprecise. Oftentimes, studies overestimate the role of religious influences on
entrepreneurial ventures due to a failure to control for relevant political economy
variables. While we know much more about the interplay of R&E today than we
did two decades ago, the literature still lacks an overarching objective review with
analytical rigor (Dejardin et al. 2024).
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2.1 The main effects of religion on entrepreneurship

The relationship between R&E has long intrigued scholars across disciplines.
Religious traditions often shape individual values, social norms, and institutional
environments in ways that can either support or constrain entrepreneurial activity.
Rather than offering a single, uniform effect, religion operates through multiple
channels; ranging from personal belief systems to collective practices and
institutional structures.

First, Weber’s (1904) notion of the "Protestant ethic" posits that a divine calling
toward diligence and frugality is closely associated with entrepreneurial endeavors
(Dodd & Gotsis 2009; Dodd & Seaman 1998; Giimiisay 2015). According to Weber,
Protestants exhibit a unique ethic that shapes their economic activities. His research
was inspired by the observation that German Protestants had higher incomes than
German Catholics. He found that Protestant Christianity—especially Calvinism,
which is wary of hierarchical religious structures- fosters a sense of divine vocation
that values hard work and personal thriftiness. These principles, in turn, elevate
business activities to a sacred level through divine approval of entrepreneurship.

However, the literature offers mixed support for Weber’s hypothesis. Minns
and Rizov (2005) found support for it by studying various Protestant sects in 1901
Canadian census data, and Nunziata and Rocco (2011) showed that Protestants were
3% more likely than Catholics to be entrepreneurial across 22 European countries.
This was reaffirmed using a narrower dataset from West Germany between 1979
and 1984 (Carroll & Mosakowski, 1987; Wyrwich 2018). Moreover, Shane
(1996) reported that Protestant values and risk-taking were positively correlated
in the U.S. between 1899 and 1988—and risk-taking is generally associated with
entrepreneurship. However, these studies employed quantitative microdata analyses
of entrepreneurship, meaning that they may have overlooked how different types of
entrepreneurial activities are perceived as indicators of virtue (e.g., the concept of
"right living" in Buddhism) (Henley 2019). For example, De Noble et al. (2007)
investigated students’ entrepreneurial attitudes and Protestant affiliations. They
reported that intrinsic religiosity among Protestant students increased entrepreneurial
intentions, whereas extrinsic religiosity decreased them. Other studies have explored
the historical relationship between R&E, demonstrating that religious backgrounds
can influence entrepreneurial activity in certain contexts. Nunziata and Rocco
(2018) reported that, in the former Holy Roman Empire, Protestantism was more
positively associated with entrepreneurship than Catholicism. This relationship
was further supported by their contemporary research in Switzerland, where they
discovered that minority Protestants; those living in areas where Protestantism is not
the dominant religion—were 3% more likely than minority Catholics to engage in
entrepreneurial activities (Nunziata & Rocco 2018).

Some recent research supports Weber (1904) by linking religious belief in
virtuousness to increased social (or nonprofit-related) entrepreneurship (Duong
2023; Giacomin et al. 2023). This association is consistent across religious contexts
(Azim & Islam 2022; Kumar et al., 2022; Rietveld & van Burg 2014; Xu et al.
2022). Notably, however, religious beliefs may influence the availability of secular
education. In the past, religious organizations were often the primary suppliers of
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formal education, which expanded the scope and length of education and, ultimately,
benefitted the economy. One noteworthy example is the increase in Protestant
literacy that resulted from the emphasis on reading the Bible, which has had long-
lasting benefits in terms of economic growth (Becker & Woessmann, 2013).

The second way religions can impact entrepreneurship pertains to the "prosperity
gospel," or the tendency of religious teachings to support prosperity. Entrepreneurs
often believe in a God who supports their economic success (Ferguson et al. 2014).
Christian denominations that link faith to work may even encourage entrepreneurial
ventures (Griebel et al. 2014). However, traditional religious beliefs may discourage
risk-taking and reduce entrepreneurship (Ferguson et al. 2014). Only Dougherty
et al. (2019) have directly examined and affirmed the relationship between prosperity
gospels and entrepreneurship. They provided evidence that prosperity gospels
influence entrepreneurial decisions in the U.S. by fostering a mindset that aligns
financial success with spiritual fulfillment in the U.S.

Third, religious teachings that promote frugality may encourage investment in
long-term growth rather than short-term profit (Dana & Dana 2008). In Switzerland,
for example, Di Pietro and Masciarelli (2022) discovered that regions where people
share the same primary religion tend to have stronger financial interactions with one
another. In this way, homogenous regions interact with other homogenous regions,
but not necessarily that the regions interacting share the same religion. Moreover, a
whole subdivision of research is dedicated to studying how Islamic teachings impact
areas like profit sharing, social justice, and microfinance, which in turn influence
entrepreneurial financing practices within Islamic communities (Giimiisay 2015;
Jaffar & Musa 2016; Roomi 2013).

The fourth way religions can impact entrepreneurship was proposed by Novak
(1982), who suggested that divinely sanctioned political and economic freedom
validates entrepreneurial activities as expressions of personal choice. This concept
is particularly evident in democratic capitalism, which aligns with Catholic social
teaching and Evangelicalism. However, critics argue that Novak overlooked
Schumpeter’s concept of "creative destruction” and the Catholic Church’s emphasis
on social justice within entrepreneurial values (Kidwell 2015; Zelekha et al. 2014).
Certain religions may restrict entrepreneurial endeavors by prioritizing socially
beneficial or “spiritual” activities, such as healthcare, education, and religious study
and asceticism over profit-driven work. Indeed, in their cross-country study, Miao
et al. (2022) revealed that religiosity moderates the impact of government efficiency
on total entrepreneurial activity through political freedom. This effect is particularly
pronounced among countries with lower levels of religiosity.

Fifth, drawing from Scott’s (2013) emphasis on the role of institutional forces,
the literature increasingly acknowledges religious institutions’ pivotal role in
disseminating religious values (Gladys & Ganiel 2017; Wilson 1988). This role
gives way to a multifaceted and context-specific relationship between religious
institutions and entrepreneurship (Barro & McCleary 2003; Scott 2013).

Sixth, religious social structures offer unique advantages in terms of providing
access to the social capital necessary for information and resource exchanges, which
may drive entrepreneurial success (Alemayehu et al. 2023). Religious beliefs and
practices are often developed and reinforced within social contexts, making social
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capital critical for trust, support, and networking among religious entrepreneurs
(Anderson et al. 2000; Baranik et al. 2018; Hoogendoorn et al. 2016; Stam et al.
2014). More contemporary perspectives on social capital, however, have sparked
concerns that excess social capital could impede entrepreneurship by driving
mental conformity among organizations (Aldrich & Kim, 2007, p. 160), hindering
objectivity (Locke, 1999), safeguarding mediocrity (Light, 2010), and inhibiting
business owners from separating themselves from unsatisfactory partners and allies
(Adler & Kwon, 2002). For instance, a survey conducted by Zhang and Liu (2021)
involving 4,727 Chinese enterprises revealed that religious entrepreneurs are more
likely to prioritize building social relationships. However, such efforts may divert
attention from; or even adversely affect; their business, especially if their beliefs
diverge from those of the majority business partners. This highlights the significant
focus on networking within religious entrepreneurship, where religiosity can
sometimes be almost essential for success (Ghosh 2023).

Taken together, these diverse theoretical perspectives illustrate that religion
influences entrepreneurship through multiple, context-dependent pathways,
including shaping individual virtues and risk preferences (Weber 1904; Shane
1996), structuring social networks (Anderson et al. 2000; Hoogendoorn et al.
2016), legitimizing economic activities (Barro & McCleary 2003; Novak 1982),
and shaping institutional and cultural environments (Scott 2013). Despite this rich
body of conceptual and empirical work, current findings remain fragmented across
disciplines and contexts, often examining single traditions, mechanisms, or outcomes
in isolation (Dodd & Seaman 1998; Giimiisay 2015). Thus, an integrated assessment
is needed to move beyond isolated studies and advance theory on how religion
shapes entrepreneurship broadly. To address this gap, we conduct a comprehensive
meta-analysis that systematically synthesizes evidence across religious traditions,
measures, and outcomes. In the following section, we outline our empirical strategy
to rigorously examine the overall relationship between religion and entrepreneurship
and identify the mechanisms and contextual factors that moderate this relationship.

3 Method
3.1 Inclusion criteria

To screen for potential studies for this paper, we adhered to a systematic literature
search. Such searches aim to encompass all pertinent studies in a given field using
a transparent and replicable methodology (Kraus et al. 2020). In line with Tranfield
et al. (2003), we employed a three-stage search strategy to find qualified studies
(Fig. 1). The main steps for any systematic literature review are as follows: planning,
collection, and analysis. We followed these three main steps and adapted our search
process using specific inclusion criteria, screening, and coding to ensure a structured
and methodical identification of relevant studies.

The planning stage entailed the formulation of multiple inclusion criteria.
We included all English-language studies published through December 2023
with a focus on the nexus of R&E. As academic journal articles are reliable and
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Identification of studies via databases

c Records identified from*: Records removed before
-'% Databases (n = 10256) screening:
o e  ScienceDirect > Records marked as ineligible
= e Web of Science by automation tools, i.e.
§ e SpringerLink duplicate recoreds (n =
= e  Google Scholar 3157)
\ 4
Records screened Records excluded (inclusion and
_ | exclusion criteria)
(n=7099) (n = 5156)
\ 4
; Reports not retrieved (abstract
Reports sought for retrieval ;
g, (n - 1943) —> scrfenlng)
= (n =1565)
=
]
3
A v
P Reports not eligible for meta-
Reports assessed for eligibility :
(n = 378) ——»| anaylsis (n = 304)
\ 4

Studies included in meta-
anaylsis
(n=75)

Fig. 1 Strategy and steps underlying meta-analysis

peer-reviewed sources, most effort went into identifying such sources. However,
to mitigate the risk of publication bias, the search scope was expanded to include
unpublished dissertations (Rosenthal 1979). Additionally, we reached out to vari-
ous scholars involved in the study of R&E in pursuit of article recommendations
and relevant thoughts.

We identified 12 keywords related to the theme of entrepreneurship and three
keywords related to the theme of religion, resulting in a total of 360 keyword
combinations (Table 1). We excluded book chapters as well as studies that did not
contain any keywords.
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Table 1 Keywords used to

Themes Keywords
identify relevant articles Y

Entrepreneurship "adventist*" OR "anglican*"
OR "assyrian" OR "baptis*"
OR "buddhi*" OR "calvin*"
OR "cath*" OR "christ*" OR
"condomblé" OR "confucia*"
OR "faith" OR "hindu*" OR
"islam" OR "jehovah’s witness"
OR "juda*" OR "latter-
day saints" OR "luth*" OR
"methodis*" OR "musl*" OR
"pentocostal” OR "presbyterian"
OR "prot*" OR "quaker" OR
"rastafarian" OR "religio*" OR
"shintoism" OR "spirituality"
OR "taoism" OR "ubuntu" OR
"voodoo"

Religion "early stage business" OR
"entrepreneur” OR "new
venture" OR "new-venture"
OR "self-Empl" OR "small
Busines:" OR "sme" OR
"solo-Self" OR "soloself"
OR "start-up" OR "startup"
OR "venture creation*" OR
"Innovation’*"

3.1.1 Article screening and selection

We utilized four databases: Web of Science, ScienceDirect, SpringerLink, and
Google Scholar. For the structured databases (Web of Science, ScienceDirect, and
SpringerLink), we crafted database-specific search strings and applied them to fields
such as titles, abstracts, and keywords. Given its broad coverage, we included Google
Scholar to identify potentially relevant grey literature or publications not indexed in the
other databases. This targeted approach minimized the inclusion of irrelevant articles.

Additionally, we examined previous literature reviews on the topic, incorporating
any noteworthy studies that were not identified in the initial search. We also utilized
the snowball sampling method, screening the reference lists of pertinent articles and the
publication lists of scholars to uncover additional qualified studies. In total, we screened
3,157 articles. Finally, we applied inclusion and exclusion criteria (Table 2). During
the first screening phase, we eliminated duplicates and carefully reviewed abstracts to
ensure they were relevant to the topic. Ultimately, 348 items were included as a result
of this phase.

3.2 Coding the studies
The literature on R&E encompasses a wide range of theoretical foundations,

concepts, measures, and analytical approaches. To be included in this meta-ana-
lytic review, studies had to be empirical in nature and report sufficient statistical
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Table 2 Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Inclusion criteria
Article published in peer-reviewed journal
Empirical paper
Article in English

Studies needed to address the religion-entrepreneurship relationship as the major
research question

As there is no universal construct used to measure religion, we consider multiple
religion measures, including religiosity indicators, based on survey data or
country-level data

Exclusion Criteria
Comments, conference papers, book chapters, book reviews, unpublished papers
The article does not focus on religion and entrepreneurship
Keywords (Table 1) not included in the article’s title, abstract, or keywords

information to allow for the calculation of effect sizes. When such information
was missing, we contacted the authors directly to request the necessary data.

Considerable variation exists not only in the religious traditions examined but also
in how religion was operationalized across studies. Common approaches included
self-reported religious affiliation, frequency of religious behavior (e.g., weekly
service attendance), and composite religiosity scales that captured belief intensity or
depth of practice. In some cases, religion was assessed using value-based constructs
or personality-like religious traits.

Entrepreneurship was similarly measured through a diverse set of outcomes, reflect-
ing the multidimensional nature of entrepreneurial activity. These outcomes included
entrepreneurial intentions (e.g., plans to start a business), actual entry or activity (busi-
ness creation), business performance metrics (e.g., revenue, employment growth), and
entrepreneurial capabilities (e.g., innovativeness, self-efficacy). Additionally, some
studies focused on specific subpopulations, such as female entrepreneurs or social
enterprises, further diversifying the measures used. To account for this heterogeneity,
we systematically coded these variations and incorporated them into the moderator
framework of the meta-analysis. This approach allowed us to explore potential differ-
ences in how the relationship between R&E manifests across varying contexts, tradi-
tions, and measurement approaches (see Tables 3 and 4).

The dependent variable is entrepreneurship and was additionally coded into the-
matic categories: (1) entrepreneurial intentions, (2) entrepreneurial entry or activity,
(3) start-up performance, (4) innovation or capabilities, (5) entrepreneurial finance,
(6) social entrepreneurship, and (7) woman entrepreneurship. This categorization
helped clarify the diversity in outcome measures and served as the basis for mod-
erator analyses exploring whether the relationship between R&E varies across these
domains.

The independent variable is religion. Scholars have long argued over many
rival definition what religion actually is and what it does (e.g., Jones, 1981).
The term religion has its roots in the Latin word religio, which is derived from
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religare—combining the prefix re (again) with the post-classical verbum ligare (to
bind or connect) (Doty, 1996). Notwithstanding, empirical reasons why individu-
als actually engage in religious activities are of subjective and may not specifically
be of religious nature, i.e., seeking community, social and cultural tradition, social
welfare, identity, etc. (Hungerman, 2014). Religious beliefs manifest organization-
ally through various religious groups, each with their distinct practices and tenets.
According to the Pew Research Center, the world hosts roughly 4,200 cults, faith
groups, tribes, belief systems, movements, and religious bodies.

Given the extensive diversity of religious traditions, this study focuses on seven spe-
cific religions—Buddhism, Catholicism, Protestantism, Hinduism, Islam, Confucianism,
and Judaism—each operationalized as a binary variable. Studies that did not specify a
religious affiliation (e.g., those simply referring to generic belief or social bonding) were
excluded. Additionally, we classified the type of religious variable into four categories:
(1) affiliation (e.g., self-identified as Catholic), (2) strength of belief (e.g., intensity of
faith or conviction), (3) religious practices (e.g., frequency of prayer or service attend-
ance), and (4) religious traits (e.g., stable dispositions or values informed by religion).
This classification allowed us to examine differences in how religion was operational-
ized across studies and to conduct subgroup analyses and moderator tests based on
these categories. Furthermore, potential moderators of the intersection of R&E were
grouped into one of three domains: cultural dimensions, study characteristics, and sam-
ple characteristics.

Regarding cultural dimensions, previous meta-analyses on entrepreneurship have
found that culture has significant moderating effects on entrepreneurial activity
(Bae et al. 2014; Lorenzen et al. 2024). Therefore, we employed Hofstede’s frame-
work, which provided a comprehensive understanding of the cultural contexts hous-
ing entrepreneurial activities. More specifically, we coded each sample according
to various cultural dimensions, including individualism, masculinity, uncertainty
avoidance, and power distance. Drawing on the cultural indices provided by national
culture researchers, the analysis focused on the overall configuration of cultural val-
ues unique to each country to avoid examining individual-level variations in cultural
values and instead considering broader cultural perspectives (Hofstede 2011).

To obtain all of the necessary study characteristics, we first coded the impact fac-
tor of the journals in which the studies were published (Saha et al. 2003). To test for a
potential non-linear relationship between the studies and the journals, we also tested for
quadratic relationships between the studies and their journals. This effectively checked
whether top-tier journals tend to be more circumspect in publishing novel or contempo-
rary research (Acs 2008). Furthermore, we distinguished between studies based on sur-
vey data and those not based on survey data, as this methodological distinction could
influence the results. The study’s research methodology was classified as either cross-
sectional or longitudinal. In survey-based studies (which are cross-sectional), the rela-
tionship between entrepreneurship and religion is assessed at a single point in time with
a focus on the simultaneous presence of religiosity and entrepreneurial intention. Lon-
gitudinal studies, in contrast, consider the evolving nature of the R&E link, examining
religiosity as a potential moderating factor for entrepreneurial intention.

Moreover, building on Barro and McCleary’s (2003) sample, we incorporated a
binary variable to indicate whether each study’s sample was derived from a period in
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which a state religion was imposed. This consideration of state religion was particularly
fruitful, as it represents an institutional “all-or-nothing” stance, either favoring a
particular religion or constraining others. Such scenarios have significant implications
for religiosity, church attendance, and tolerance toward diverse beliefs (Iannaccone
1998). State religion is also noteworthy for its potential influence on macroeconomic
outcomes. Thus, we created a binary variable indicating whether the country considered
in each study had a state religion in the twentieth century. Another underexplored
area in the literature is the impact of polytheism versus that of monotheism on time
perception. For this analysis, religions such as Buddhism, Hinduism, Confucianism,
Jainism, Taoism, Shinshu, and other smaller Eastern religions—reflecting a polychronic
time perception—were categorized as polytheistic. All other religions—reflecting a
monochronic time perception—were classified as monotheistic. Next, we considered
the level of freedom within the country considered in each study. This factor is of
interest, as countries with high-quality institutions often guarantee greater freedoms,
potentially fostering an ideal environment for entrepreneurs to initiate and develop
successful businesses. These conditions can reduce the transaction costs associated
with entrepreneurial activities. For example, streamlined and cost-effective entry
regulations can lower barriers to new firm creation (Goltz et al., 2015).

Notably, we incorporated the Secularization Index based on World Value Survey
for each considered country, hypothesizing that religious beliefs may exert a less
direct influence on entrepreneurial behavior in more secular societies. The degree
of secularization may be correlated with the regulatory framework underlying
entrepreneurship. Laws and regulations in secular societies tend to be more neutral
toward religious influences, affecting multiple factors (e.g., ease of doing business,
resource access, market opportunities) differently than those in religious societies.

Additionally, we coded the gross domestic product (GDP) for each considered
country, reflecting the economic context in which their entrepreneurs operate. All
variables were coded independently by the author. In instances where specific variables
regarding the effect size were missing, formal requests were sent to the original study
authors for additional information. Of the 26 such inquiries sent, 14 led to responses,
and 10 led to the acquisition of information that was initially missing. Unfortunately,
three studies had irretrievable data and, consequently, were excluded from further
analysis. Table 5 presents an overview of all studies included in the analysis.

3.3 Calculations of effect sizes

In this paper, the selection of effect sizes was guided by the objective of representing
the bivariate association between entrepreneurship and religion, thereby reflecting
the overall relationship between the two variables. To achieve this, the analysis
included the following effect size statistics: Pearson product-moment correlation
coefficients, Spearman rank correlation coefficients, and standardized beta
regression coefficients. Standardized regression coefficients were excluded unless
converted into partial correlations following established guidelines (Aloe 2014).

A positive correlation indicated support for the hypotheses, suggesting that reli-
gion has a positive relationship with entrepreneurship. Among the studies analyzed
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in this meta-analysis, 52 explicitly reported their findings in terms of correlation coef-
ficients as the standardized coefficients of a univariate regression. When an effect size
estimate was not directly reported, we attempted to calculate it using the information
provided in the article in line with the formulas from Lipsey and Wilson (2001). Cor-
relation coefficients (r) were converted into Fisher z-values to facilitate analysis. For
reporting the overall relationship between entrepreneurship and religion (as well as in
the intercepts of the moderator analyses), these Fisher z-values were then transformed
back into correlation coefficients to facilitate interpretation. Additionally, standard
errors and the sampling variance of the effect sizes were estimated according to the
guidelines provided by Lipsey and Wilson (2001).

3.4 Empirical strategy

Given the hierarchical and multidimensional structure of our data, with multiple
effect sizes nested within studies and diverse entrepreneurial outcomes across
religious traditions, we adopted a two-stage meta-analytic approach to estimate
the overall relationship between religion and entrepreneurship and to test potential
moderators (Borenstein et al. 2009; Konstantopoulos 2011).

In the first stage, we employed a disaggregation strategy, conducting separate
random-effects meta-analyses for each category of interest (e.g., religious traditions,
measures of religiosity, entrepreneurial outcomes). This allowed us to obtain pooled
effect sizes and heterogeneity statistics for each subgroup. Table 6 reports mean
correlations (mean r), confidence intervals, heterogeneity parameters (z and P), and
p-values.

While informative, these disaggregated models do not account for dependencies
arising from multiple effect sizes within studies. To address this, we implemented
two-level random-intercept meta-regression models, treating effect sizes (Level 1)
as nested within studies (Level 2). This structure corrects for non-independence and
provides more accurate moderator estimates (Hox et al. 2017). The outcome variable
ES; ; represents the effect size for observation i in study s, modeled as:

k
ESi,S = ﬁo + 2(/(:1) ﬁka,i,s + 61’,‘? + (bs + 6i,s (l)
with f, being the coefficients standardized to ensure comparability, X, ; being
a vector variable containing a set of kK among the effect sizes i within the studies
s, 0, symbolizing the random effect of the effect sizes i, and ¢ symbolizing the
random effect for studies s. The hierarchical structure of the data implies that, over
i (i=1,...,]), effect sizes are clustered within the studies s (s=1,...,5). We could
estimate the model with a standard regression, and, in this case, f; ; and pk; ; would
be 3, and p,, respectively. However, applying a multilevel regression model allows
for the modeling of coefficients across the considered studies and, thus, takes the

heterogeneity across the studies’ effect sizes into account.”

2 The meta-analysis was conducted using stata 18.
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Table 7 reports the results. First, we examined each moderator independently
(Model 2), followed by a full model including all moderators (Model 3) to assess
their joint effects. The intercept in these models reflects the grand mean of the R&E
relationship across categories, rather than a no-religion baseline.

To further examine theoretical mechanisms, we included interaction terms.
Specifically, we tested whether the impact of monotheistic religion depends on
uncertainty avoidance, and whether state religion effects vary with power distance.
These interactions draw from theories linking cosmological beliefs and hierarchical
norms to entrepreneurial behavior (Barro & McCleary 2003; Weber 1904; Zimbardo
& Boyd, 1999).

Figure 2 outlines the analytical framework, linking the research objectives to the
corresponding chapters.

3.5 Reporting bias

The threat of publication bias was assessed through statistical tests and visual
inspection, specifically by examining the funnel plot depicted in Fig. 3. While sta-
tistical tests for publication bias are limited in terms of their ability to distinguish
between actual heterogeneity and publication bias (Borenstein et al. 2021), the need
for such an assessment is clear when considering the preferential publication of sig-
nificant findings. To measure heterogeneity, we calculated the Cochran’s 12 statistic,
yielding an 12 value of 99.85%. This high figure indicates that the variability among
the effect sizes is largely attributable to true heterogeneity rather than sampling
error. Moreover, the Egger test revealed non-significance, suggesting that there is no
statistical evidence of publication bias. However, this does not definitively prove its
absence, especially in contexts where there are other reasons to suspect bias or for
which the meta-analysis includes a small number of studies.

In the funnel plot (Fig. 3), the effect sizes of the included studies are plotted
against their corresponding standard errors. Two extreme outliers were dropped. The
overall effect size is marked by a solid vertical line at 0.1. Flanking this central line,
the pseudo 95% confidence intervals (designed to capture the expected distribution
of studies in the absence of publication bias) are depicted by two dotted lines. The
distribution of studies across the plot displays minimal asymmetry, reinforcing the
inference of negligible publication bias within the meta-analytic sample. This is
further substantiated by the inclusion of studies with both low and negative effect
sizes. Moreover, the uniformly low standard errors across the included studies
suggest a commendable level of statistical quality.

4 Meta-analysis
4.1 Overall relationship between religion and entrepreneurship
For many individuals, entrepreneurship is a core life pursuit; it is their way to

find meaning in the world, fulfill their ambitions, or achieve prestige in society.
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Fig. 3 Research design meta-analysis on religion and entrepreneurship

Entrepreneurs often attribute their actions to a range of motivations, including exis-
tential drivers, achievement-oriented goals, and moral imperatives shaped by cul-
tural norms (Audretsch et al. 2021; Smith et al. 2021; Smith et al. 2019; Wiklund &
Shepherd, 2003). However, religious values and institutions can shift these motiva-
tions from market-focused activities to religious objectives, such as the pursuit of sal-
vation, blessings, or spiritual fulfillment (Dodd & Seaman 1998). Religious practices
and beliefs may help form certain behaviors (e.g., the realization of human desires,
decision-making processes), and religious—institutional arrangements may shape
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entrepreneurship by promoting human capital through religious education, demo-
graphic developments, technological change, and the accumulation of social capital
(Nunziata & Rocco 2018). Given the complex interplay between R&E, it is crucial
to consider both specific religions and specific entrepreneurial fields when assessing
their relationship. Each religion has unique doctrines, values, and norms that influence
entrepreneurial activities in distinct ways. In other words, religious cultures and insti-
tutions can hinder or foster entrepreneurship depending on the specific religion and
sociocultural context.

Moreover, the impact of religion on entrepreneurship varies significantly by
context. The same religious values can lead to different outcomes due to varia-
tions in the cultural, social, or economic environment. For example, a religion that
promotes frugality may encourage sustainable entrepreneurship in resource-poor
contexts but discourage high-risk investments in affluent environments (Xu et al.
2022). Although many religions overlap in terms of their values (e.g., caring for
others, thriftiness, prosperity) (Dougherty et al. 2019), these values may lead to
different outcomes in different contexts. The value of caring for others may inspire
social entrepreneurship in one community while reinforcing conservative, risk-
averse practices in another. Additionally, research methods in entrepreneurship
studies can introduce bias. For example, using tax data to identify entrepreneurs
as anyone with self-employment income may not accurately capture true entrepre-
neurial intentions. Similarly, studies on students’ entrepreneurial intentions may
be biased because those predisposed to entrepreneurship are more likely to enroll
in related courses (Noel, 2002).

The analysis presented in Table 6 draws on 306 effect sizes from 75 independent
studies. Using a random-effects meta-analysis to account for heterogeneity across
studies, we find a small but statistically significant positive overall relationship
between religion and entrepreneurship (mean r=0.037, p <0.05). While this effect
size is modest, it suggests that religious beliefs, practices, and institutional charac-
teristics tend to be positively associated with entrepreneurial outcomes on average.

However, it is crucial to interpret this finding with caution. The significant
heterogeneity indicates that the strength and direction of the relationship vary
considerably across studies, likely due to differences in religious traditions, cultural
contexts, measurement approaches, and definitions of entrepreneurship used across
the literature. Therefore, the average effect should be seen as an indication of a
general positive association rather than a universal finding. In the following sections,
we disaggregate these results by religious tradition, measures of religiosity, and
types of entrepreneurial outcomes to provide a more nuanced understanding of how
religion influences entrepreneurship across contexts.

4.2 Weber’s hypothesis: values and behavioral norms

A positive causal correlation between religious beliefs and entrepreneurial
activity (even one that is very small, as in our case) suggests that certain religious
values may contribute positively to entrepreneurship. However, context matters.
This notion is rooted in Weber’s seminal analysis of the Protestant ethic, in which
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he argued that Protestant Christian practices, particularly those within Calvinism,
played a critical role in the rise of European capitalism (Weber 1904). Weber
identified the Protestant work ethic—the belief that diligent labor is divinely
endorsed. This ethic not only legitimized industriousness but also sanctified
entrepreneurial endeavors, framing success in business as evidence of divine
favor or “election” (McCullough & Willoughby 2009).

The idea of sanctification, especially within the Calvinist tradition, supports
the notion that entrepreneurial success is a sign of divine approval. This concept
has evolved, with the modern “prosperity gospel” in certain Evangelical and
Pentecostal circles representing an extreme interpretation in which economic
prosperity is considered to be a reward for religious devotion (Dougherty et al.
2019). The enduring influence of religious values on entrepreneurial behavior is
well documented, especially the emphasis on hard work and frugality—core ideas
in Weber’s original thesis (Nunziata & Rocco 2024; Rietveld & Hoogendoorn
2022). While Weber’s analysis began with Protestantism’s impact on the
emergence of capitalism in Northern Europe, his broader exploration of world
religions continues to drive interest in the relationship between religion and
economic behavior (Weber 1904).

Overall, these arguments suggest that religious values, especially those
rooted in Protestant ethics, may shape behavioral norms that are favorable to
entrepreneurship. However, the extent to which this pattern generalizes across
contexts and religious traditions remains an empirical question.

The results of our disaggregated meta-analysis provide evidence in support
of Weber’s hypothesis. Studies conducted in Protestant contexts report a
small but statistically significant positive association with entrepreneurship
(mean r=0.021, p<0.001). In contrast, Catholic contexts show a significant
negative association (mean r=-0.079, p<0.001). Buddhism shows a small
positive but non-significant effect (mean »=0.020, p > 0.1). Hinduism is negative
and non-significant (mean r=-0.012, p>0.1). Islam shows a significant
positive association (mean r=0.047, p<0.01). Confucianism shows no effect
(mean r=0.000, p>0.1). Finally, Judaism shows a small positive significant
effect (mean r=0.037, p <0.05).

These findings align with Weber’s proposition that Protestant values are
associated with greater entrepreneurial activity, while also highlighting that this
relationship varies considerably across religious traditions.

4.3 Moderators of the relation between religion & entrepreneurship

The next section examines how cultural, study and sample characteristics,
and different cultural aspects moderate the relationship between religion and
entrepreneurship. The analysis draws on multilevel meta-regression models
reported in Table 7, which presents results from four specifications. The first
column tests each moderator individually (Sect. 4.3.1), the second tests study and
sample characteristics (Sect. 4.5), the third includes interaction terms (Sect. 4.4),
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and the fourth estimates all moderators jointly as a robustness check. Unless
otherwise stated, interpretations refer to Model 4 (full model), which controls
for all moderators simultaneously and serves as our main specification. Unless
otherwise noted, interpretations are based on Model 4, the full specification
including all moderators simultaneously.

4.3.1 Different cultural aspects as moderators

We also aim to explore how culture, defined as “the values, beliefs and assumptions
learned in early childhood that distinguish one group of people from another” (New-
man & Nollen 1996, p. 754), influences the relationship between religion and entre-
preneurship. Prior work suggests that culture comprises multiple dimensions, includ-
ing power distance, individualism, masculinity, uncertainty avoidance, long-term
orientation, and indulgence (Hofstede 1980; House et al., 2004). Religion may shape
these cultural factors in two ways: by transmitting values directly to individuals (Nun-
ziata & Rocco 2018) and by shaping societal perceptions of uncertainty, which can
either inhibit or encourage entrepreneurship (De Noble et al. 2007).

Our argument posits that the dynamics of power distance and uncertainty avoid-
ance play particularly significant roles in moderating the interplay between religion
and entrepreneurship. For example, high power distance societies emphasize hierar-
chical structures and respect for authority, potentially discouraging entrepreneurial
activities that challenge traditional norms (Joy & Kolb, 2009). Conversely, in low
power distance cultures, individuals may view entrepreneurship as an acceptable
means of personal advancement. Similarly, uncertainty avoidance, defined as the
extent to which members of a society strive to avoid uncertainty by relying on estab-
lished norms and rules (House et al., 2004), influences entrepreneurial behavior.
In cultures with high uncertainty avoidance, entrepreneurship is often perceived as
overly risky, resulting in a weaker association between religion and entrepreneurial
outcomes. In contrast, low uncertainty avoidance cultures, which accept risk and
ambiguity, may strengthen this relationship (Hofstede 1980).

The meta-regression results presented in Table 7, Model 3 indicate that Power
Distance has a small negative moderation effect (f=—-0.010, p <0.1). This suggests
that in cultures with higher power distance, the positive relationship between reli-
gion and entrepreneurship is slightly weakened, potentially due to religious endorse-
ment of hierarchical stability over individual economic experimentation. In contrast,
Uncertainty Avoidance exhibits a significant negative moderation effect in Model 3
(3=-0.059, p<0.001), suggesting that in cultures where uncertainty is avoided, the
positive relationship between religion and entrepreneurship is substantially weak-
ened. This aligns with the theoretical argument that such cultures may perceive
entrepreneurship as overly risky.

Beyond these, Masculinity shows a positive effect (=0.010, p <0.05), suggest-
ing that cultures emphasizing achievement and assertiveness amplify the entrepre-
neurial implications of religious beliefs. This effect is even stronger in the individual
model (Model 1: 3=0.021, p<0.001). Indulgence exhibits a small negative effect
(8=-0.009, p<0.05), indicating that cultures prioritizing leisure and gratification
slightly dampen this relationship.
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Overall, these results support the argument that cultural contexts shape how
religious beliefs translate into entrepreneurial outcomes. Specifically, societal
hierarchies and value orientations such as masculinity and indulgence condition
the influence of religion on entrepreneurship. This highlights the need for future
research to integrate cultural dimensions systematically when examining the
mechanisms linking religion and economic behavior.

4.3.2 Cosmological view: the effects of monotheism compared to those
of polytheism

Time is a subjective construct that is central to many religions, influencing the
emotions, behaviors, and actions of their followers (Gala & Mueller 2024).
Entrepreneurs often view time in the context of their business decisions and
processes, but religious beliefs can alter this perception of the future from one of
weeks, months, and years to one of eternity (Gielnik et al. 2014). Such beliefs can
change how entrepreneurs view past successes and failures and shape their future
expectations and risk-taking behaviors. This shift in cosmological perspective can
give way to calm acceptance rather than hope and despair in response to successes
and failures, respectively (Weiner 1979).

Polytheistic belief systems often perceive time cyclically, emphasizing
sustainability and respect for traditions.> Entrepreneurs guided by such beliefs
tend to adopt long-term timelines, consciously reframing their decisions and
actions with an eye toward eternity. This can encourage more measured approaches
to entrepreneurial risk. Conversely, monotheistic belief systems promote a
linear understanding of time and the concept of a singular, finite life, fostering a
heightened awareness of the present (Weber 1904). This perception may instill a
sense of urgency and purpose in entrepreneurial endeavors, encouraging risk-taking
and forward-thinking in pursuit of one’s purpose. This, in turn, may make adherents
to monotheism more willing to embrace novel, untested innovations, including the
development of new ventures (Jiang et al. 2015).

We rely on the same analysis as in the previous sections but concentrate on
the effect of Monotheistic Religion on the relationship between R&E. The results
indicate that monotheistic religions are negatively associated with entrepreneurial
outcomes compared to polytheistic religions (f=-0.014, p <0.001). Additionally,
the interaction term between monotheism and uncertainty avoidance is positive and
significant (f=0.037, p <0.001), suggesting that monotheistic beliefs may mitigate
the dampening effect of uncertainty avoidance on entrepreneurship.

This finding supports calls for deeper analyses of entrepreneurship’s temporal
dimensions (Lévesque & Stephan, 2020) that integrate ideas from the concept of
temporal depth (Bluedorn, 2002) and time perspectives theory (Zimbardo & Boyd,
1999). These findings suggest that variation in temporal focus (on either the pre-
sent moment or eternity) can shape entrepreneurs’ decision-making processes. This

3 The term "monotheism" refers to belief in a single God; it is typically associated with Judaism, Christi-
anity, and Islam (Smith 2017). In contrast, “polytheistic” religions like Hinduism and Buddhism worship
multiple gods and deities.
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dynamic could be attributed to the implemented control variables, which we exam-
ine in the following section.

4.3.3 Political economy view: the effects of state religions

Social tolerance fosters individual freedom, diversity, and innovative
entrepreneurship (Audretsch et al. 2018; Audretsch & Moog 2022). However,
when governments establish a state religion (or otherwise regulate religious
practices), they may suppress heterodox views. Countries with state religions often
exhibit higher levels of both religiosity and autocracy (Bentzen & Gokmen 2023).
Theocrats use divine legitimacy to establish organizations that maintain adherence
to religious doctrines while bolstering autocratic rule. Even where there is no formal
state religion, legal frameworks can still be heavily influenced by religious beliefs.
The consequent lack of cultural diversity can dampen the creativity- and innovation-
strengthening processes that are essential to entrepreneurship (Barro & McCleary
2003; Stoeckl 2016). Additionally, resources dedicated to maintaining a state
religion or regulating religious practices are necessarily resources that are not being
put toward entrepreneurial initiatives, broadly hindering entrepreneurship.

We rely again on the same specification but focus on the effect of State Religion
on the relationship between R&E. The results confirm that the overall relationship
is mitigated by a religion being institutionalized by the state. We find that State
Religion exhibits a negative effect (8=—0.496), though this result is not statistically
significant, indicating a weak and inconclusive empirical link, despite theoretical
expectations. This could be an initial indication that countries having had a state
religion implemented in the twentieth century (rather than religious institutional
factors) has an impact on entrepreneurship.

Our findings indicate that State Religion can weaken the R&E relationship
(#=-0.496, p>0.1). Although this effect is not statistically significant, its
negative direction aligns with theoretical expectations that state religions may
suppress entrepreneurial activity by limiting cultural diversity and reallocating
economic resources. In countries with established state religions, autocratic rule
and the suppression of diverse views may limit the cultural diversity necessary for
entrepreneurial innovation (Barro & McCleary 2003; Stoeckl 2016). The persistence
of state religions, as noted by Bentzen and Gokmen (2023), suggests that these
religious institutions have deep historical roots, continuing to shape contemporary
political and economic practices.

The resources and regulations that necessarily accompany the maintenance of
a state religion may detract from entrepreneurial efforts, particularly in countries
where these institutions were established more recently. Thus, we provide a prelimi-
nary look at how state religions influence entrepreneurship, highlighting the need
for further research to better understand these dynamics and their broader economic
implications.
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4.4 Different moderators and their interactions with entrepreneurship
and religion

4.4.1 Cosmological view and uncertainty avoidance

Cultures with high uncertainty avoidance may exhibit a more measured approach to
entrepreneurial risk due to the belief that opportunities recur in line with the cyclical
nature of time (Gielnik et al. 2014). However, this belief in recurring opportunities
could also encourage risk-taking, as the fear of failure is mitigated by the assurance
of future opportunities (Weiner 1979). Entrepreneurs in these settings may be more
willing to engage in innovative ventures, balancing the need for stability with the
willingness to take risks (Jiang et al. 2015).

Conversely, monotheistic belief systems emphasize a linear perception of
time, viewing life as a singular, finite progression rather than a recurring cycle
(Weber 1904). This perception instills a sense of urgency and purpose, potentially
encouraging entrepreneurial action in pursuit of individual goals within a limited
timeframe. However, this linear time orientation can also heighten sensitivity to
uncertainty, potentially discouraging risk-taking when future opportunities are
perceived as limited or non-repeating.

This framing interacts with cultural uncertainty avoidance: while monotheism
alone is negatively associated with R&E (#=-0.014, p<0.001), its interaction
with uncertainty avoidance is positive and significant (f=0.037, p <0.001). These
findings suggest that in uncertainty-averse cultures, monotheistic time orientations
may counterbalance risk aversion, supporting entrepreneurial engagement. This
aligns with recent work on temporal framing in entrepreneurship (Lévesque &
Stephan, 2020).

4.4.2 Political economy and power distance

State religions often reinforce societal hierarchies, potentially curbing
entrepreneurial freedom. While both state religion (f=-0.496, n.s.) and power
distance (f=-0.010, p <0.10) individually dampen R&E, their interaction is weakly
positive and not significant (f=0.011). This suggests a potential compensatory
dynamic: hierarchical religious states may still permit entrepreneurship—so long
as it conforms to established institutional norms. Future research should further
investigate this potential mechanism, examining whether hierarchical societies with
entrenched state religions channel entrepreneurial activities towards maintaining
social cohesion and institutional stability rather than fostering disruptive innovation.

4.5 Study and sample characteristics

Finally, we again focus on the results of the full model. The R&E relationship is
positively influenced by Journal Impact Factor coupled with a negative coefficient
on its squared term (=-0.008, p<0.10), indicating a non-linear relationship.
The result suggests that studies published in higher-ranked journals have a positive
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Table 8 Summary of results

Religion—Entrepreneurship Chapter Result

Main Effect: Overall positive 4.1 Support
Effect of specific religions 4.2 Mixed support
The positive effect will be dependent on the religion and entrepreneurship 4.2 Support

topic and will not be different from zero

Moderation effect

Positive effect of Monotheistic Religion 4.3.1 No support
Positive effect of State Religion 432 No support
Positive effect of Uncertainty Avoidance 4.3 No support
Positive effect of Power Distance 43 No support

Moderators and Their Interaction with Religion and Entrepreneurship
Moderation effect of time perception and interaction with cultural dimensions 4.4.1 Support

Moderation effect of State Religion and interaction with cultural dimensions ~ 4.4.2 No support

effect on overall effect size. However, as the impact factor increases beyond a cer-
tain threshold, the effect begins to diminish, meaning there are diminishing returns
at higher impact levels. We also identified a positive significant effect of Google
Scholar Citations (#=0.003, p <0.05) and Publication Years (=0.029, p <0.001)
on the relationship between R&E, indicating that more recent studies and those with
higher citation counts report stronger relationships.

5 Conclusion

This meta-analysis investigated the extent to which religion influences entrepre-
neurship by systematically testing 35 different factors grouped into four categories:
religious attributes, entrepreneurial attributes, interactions between religious and
cultural factors, and study quality indicators. Overall, we found a statistically sig-
nificant but substantively small relationship between religion and entrepreneurship
(mean r=0.037, p <0.05), consistent with prior qualitative syntheses suggesting that
religion can shape entrepreneurial motivation and behavior (Dodd & Seaman 1998;
Giimiisay 2015).

Our disaggregated analyses showed that this relationship varies by religious
tradition and entrepreneurial outcome (Table 8). For example, Protestantism
displayed a small positive effect, supporting aspects of Weber’s (1904) Protestant
ethic thesis (see also Shane 1996; Rietveld & Hoogendoorn 2022). In contrast,
Catholicism showed a negative association, aligning with research suggesting that
hierarchical religious traditions may constrain entrepreneurial initiatives (Nunziata
& Rocco 2018). Other traditions such as Buddhism, Hinduism, and Islam displayed
mixed or nonsignificant results, underscoring the context-dependent nature of
religious influences (Azim & Islam 2022; Henley 2019).

Our moderator analyses revealed nuanced cultural effects. For instance, cultures
with high power distance exhibited a negative moderation effect (f=—-0.010, p <0.10),
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implying that hierarchical societies may inhibit the translation of religious values into
entrepreneurial action (Joy & Kolb, 2009). Similarly, uncertainty avoidance showed
mixed effects depending on model specification, resonating with research linking risk
aversion to reduced entrepreneurial intent (Hofstede 1980; House et al., 2004). Con-
trary to expectations, monotheistic religions did not show a consistent positive effect.
In our full model, monotheism was negatively associated with the R&E relationship
(#=-0.014, p<0.001), suggesting that linear time perceptions common in monotheis-
tic traditions may heighten sensitivity to uncertainty and thus dampen entrepreneurial
risk-taking (Weber 1904; Gielnik et al. 2014).

State religions similarly weakened the R&E relationship, with a negative coef-
ficient indicating that formal religious institutionalization may limit cultural diver-
sity and economic freedom essential for entrepreneurship (Barro & McCleary 2003;
Bentzen & Gokmen 2023). Furthermore, the interaction between monotheism and
uncertainty avoidance was positive (#=0.037, p <0.001), suggesting that the com-
bination of linear time perception and cultural uncertainty avoidance may under
certain conditions support entrepreneurial decision-making (Lévesque & Stephan,
2020; Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999).

What remains an unsolved problem shaping the results is the religious attitude
of each considered source’s author or authors. No work, be it in the sciences or the
arts, is independent of the eye of the beholder. Their values, concerns, and interests
not only shape the selection of the research topic but also their theories, empirical
methods, and interpretations. Axiological neutrality—a methodological position that
Weber (1904) framed as integral for the social sciences which insists that researchers
must be aware of their own values in order to reduce (as much as possible) the biases
that their own value judgments could cause—dominates this field of research in a
particular way. The aim of researchers in the social sciences is to conduct research
about subjects that are structured by values without offering an analysis that is itself
based on value judgments. In many of the studies reviewed in this meta-analysis,
the authors’ personal values or beliefs may have served as a driving force behind
their research on R&E. These underlying beliefs may have unintentionally (and
sometimes intentionally) shaped both the research process and the interpretation of
the results, compromising the studies’ objectivity and rigor (Dejardin et al. 2024).
For example, would an author who is a committed Protestant be convinced by their
own negative results? Would a committed Muslim be convinced by results pointing
to the positive effect of Islamic values on entrepreneurship? Must all researchers
dealing with this topic be atheists? Many academic journals require any financial
support provided to studies to be disclosed in order to maintain transparency with
regard to the potential effects of researchers’ dependence. To maintain transparency,
should authors not also express their religious and moral beliefs, attitudes, and
values when theoretically or empirically analyzing the impact of religion on social
and economic phenomena?

Accordingly, this study opens avenues for future research to better understand
R&E. First, future research could refine and expand on our results by incorporating
economic growth models. Second, it is important to address selection-variable
bias, such as the impact of religion on individual self-employment and broader
entrepreneurial activities. Third, the high I? value observed in our study indicates

@ Springer



E. E. Lehmann, L. WeiBe

considerable variability, suggesting that additional moderating factors may be at
play; future research should explore these factors in subgroups with particularly high
heterogeneity.

Moreover, a critical examination of the measurement approaches used in prior
studies reveals significant inconsistencies. The operationalization of religion varied
widely, with some studies focusing on affiliation, others on practice, strength, or
traits. Similarly, entrepreneurship was defined and measured in diverse ways, i.e.,
ranging from entrepreneurial intention and activity to start-up performance and
capabilities. This heterogeneity in measurement likely contributes to the variability
in effect sizes and complicates cross-study comparisons. To advance the field, future
research should aim to develop more standardized, theory-driven measurement
frameworks. Such efforts will not only enhance the precision of empirical
findings but also deepen our theoretical understanding of how religion influences
entrepreneurial outcomes. The meta-analysis presented a heterogeneous field.
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