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ABSTRACT

Business as Mission (BAM) is beginning to gain momentum in the academic community in such a way
that it requires more organized venues for scholarly dialog and curriculum development. BAM is similar
to and can draw from the more secular social enterprise (SE) literature, the difference being that BAM
represents profit-making organizations that incorporate social and Christian spiritual goals. To this end,
this article responds to contrasting views regarding the legitimacy of BAM as a practice worthy of being
pursued by serious scholars and practitioners. The article concludes by suggesting specific proposals on
how the Christian academy and interested scholars may choose to address curricular issues and contribute

intellectually to BAM.

INTRODUCTION

This issue of JBIB provides an ideal oppor-
tunity to provide scholarly reflection on Business
as Mission (BAM) as an emerging example of a
hybrid organization. Typically, hybrid organiza-
tions blend the goals of a for-profit firm with ei-
ther the social mission of a non-profit or the public
mission of a governmental agency. It is generally
agreed now that the purpose of a BAM organiza-
tion is to create a sustainable, profit-making firm
that has companion purposes to meet social and
spiritual needs. The other-than-profit purposes of
BAM are both kerygmatic—the proclamation of
the gospel—and missional—the meeting of tan-
gible social and material needs of a target market;
hence, BAM qualifies as a hybrid organization.
While examples of BAM-type organizations and
practitioners can be identified throughout his-
tory, the organized BAM movement is relatively
recent. Scholars and universities are beginning to
take note.

The topic of the 2010 plenary session of the
Christian Business Faculty Association (CBFA)
meeting asked the question: Should BAM as a
concept be advanced in the Christian academy
by inclusion into curriculum and embraced as
serious scholarly inquiry? Moderated by yours
truly, the panel included presentations from
Steve Rundle, Mark Russell, David Befus, C.
Neal Johnson, and Robert Houlihan. Each was
asked to respond to the session title: Business as
Mission: A Discipline Gaining Momentum. The
follow-on question-and-answer period with au-
dience members was engaging and spilled over
to additional discussions about establishing an
academic journal focusing on BAM. Two of the
outcomes from the 2010 and 2011 CBFA confer-
ences were the papers by Steve Rundle and Scott
Quatro that appear in this issue of JBIB.

In his article, economist Steve Rundle of
Biola University provides a brief, but thorough
review of the development of the movement. He



includes a historical review as well as theological
reflection. His review pulls from the social en-
trepreneurship, economic development, and mis-
sions literature. By drawing from both his previ-
ous work and other notable BAM thought leaders
such as David Befus, C. Neal Johnson, Mark
Russell, and Mats Tunehag, Rundle offers a com-
prehensive definition of BAM. He concludes with
suggestions for future research and advocates for
the advancement of BAM in a more organized
and collective effort, including the formation
of an academic association that would organize
meetings and conferences and potentially publish
a scholarly journal.

As is characteristic of any vibrant academic
discipline, not all scholars agree with the emerg-
ing or established paradigm. Scott Quatro’s pre-
sentation at the 2011 CBFA Conference (and his
paper revised for this journal) provides a polemic
to Rundle’s reflection of the BAM movement.
Writing from a spirit of collegiality, Quatro ob-
serves that the BAM movement is theoretically
flawed and is inconsistent in its theological claims
regarding a spiritual hierarchy of work. His cri-
tique is grounded in the Reformed tradition and
draws heavily from Abraham Kuyper’s doctrine
of sphere sovereignty. Quatro suggests that the
BAM movement violates sphere sovereignty be-
cause it unnecessarily blurs the God-given norms
and purposes of business with those of the church
and charities. He argues that a hybrid organiza-
tion, where for-profit purposes are co-opted for,
or blended with, an evangelical purpose violates
God’s sovereign design for the institutions of
business and the church.

For the remainder of this article I’ll provide a
more thorough critique of Rundle’s and Quatro’s
perspectives. I will then offer concluding recom-
mendations about how the Christian academy
can address the emerging interest in BAM.

RESPONSE TO RUNDLE

One of the greatest contributions of Rundle’s
piece is his succinct literature review of the
historical development of the scholarly work in

the BAM movement. He traces the emergence
of BAM from the tentmaking movement of the
mid-21* Century to its current state. His review
references the theoretical contributions from his
previous work (Rundle, 2003; Rundle & Steffen,
2003) and that of Hamilton (1987), Yamamori
(1987), Befus (2005), Tunehag (2008), and John-
son (2009). He reviews the more recent empirical
research by Lai (2003), Russell (2008), Bronke-
ma and Brown (2008), and Christiansen (2008).
Rundle also provides biblical support for BAM
in evidence of how the Apostle Paul used his
skills to not only generate income to support mis-
sionary journeys, but to encourage first-century
Christ-followers to remain committed to their
professions.

The key contribution of tentmaking to BAM
theory was the conviction that one’s professional
vocational skills can be leveraged to advance
God’s Kingdom. This philosophy also created
new opportunities for lay people to venture into
ministry by using their vocations to both fund
and provide access to the mission field. However,
Rundle points out that one of the limitations of
the tentmaking movement was its emphasis that
the utility of one’s profession was validated to
the extent that it provided opportunities to en-
gage in evangelism. This, he argues, reinforced
the secular-sacred tension that prompted early
BAM pioneers to distinguish their work from
tentmaking by affirming the profit-making pur-
pose of business. He concludes by stating the dif-
ference: “BAM was similar to early definitions
of tentmaking in that it was self-supporting and
laity-driven, but it was also different because of
its exclusive focus on business and its embrace
of a more holistic understanding of mission [em-
phasis added]."

Rundle also notes contributions to BAM from
missiologists and theologians including Myers
(1999), Kirk (2000), Novak (1996), and Stevens
(1999). These works helped to dispel the dualistic
secular-sacred divide between work and missions
inherent in the early tentmaking movement. |
might add that Grudemen’s work (2003) also
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gives a theological voice to the intrinsic value of
work and business. Another recent contribution
includes Fettke (2010), who proposed a revival of
Luther’s concept of the priesthood of all believers
by suggesting a theology of the laity where the
professional clergy and professional lay-person
serve a common and complementary service. In
addition, recent contributions from missiologists
such as Steffen & Barnett (2006), Harries (2008)
and Houlihan (2010) provide additional support
to making missional efforts more holistic. They
include both social and economic development in
their strategies.

Rundle brings the topic current by integrat-
ing work from the 2004 meeting of the Lausanne
Committee for World Evangelization, as well as
the contributions from his previous work (Rundle
& Steffen, 2003; Johnson & Rundle, 2006), as
well as Eldred (2005), Baer (2006) and Russell
(2010). He then suggests a comprehensive defi-
nition of BAM as being a self-funded, for-profit
business that is laity-driven, with intentional mis-
sional impact, holistic by emphasizing multiple
bottom-lines, and that targets economic underde-
veloped markets in a cross-cultural context.

Rundle does point out that there remain com-
peting views on whether or not BAM organiza-
tions should be for-profit or non-profit entities.
He suggests the social entrepreneurship model
by Dees (1998) that accommodates a spectrum
from pure charity to pure business, with the Ay-
brid model in the balance. I agree with Rundle
that Dees (1998) is a useful starting point for
developing a taxonomy of BAM-defined orga-
nizations. The value of the Dees model is that it
accommodates various degrees of emphasis on
either profits or purposes. I might add that there
are differences in opinion as to whether or not
BAM organizations are defined primarily within
a cross-cultural context. Bretsen (2010) places
BAM within a broader framework that he calls
a faithful business which can be either cross-cul-
tural or domestic. While my readings of Johnson
(2009) and Russell (2010) accommodate for BAM
in both cross-cultural and familiar contexts, Run-

dle remains rather convinced that the definition is
constrained to a cross-cultural context.
Governance and structure is another area of
needed research identified by Rundle. The recent
development of the Low-profit Limited Liability
Company (L3C) is an attempt to create a legal
entity from which hybrid and social enterprise
organizations can operate and receive appropri-
ate tax consideration. The L3C was created by
Robert Lang (2011) and advanced through the
Americans for Community Development (ACD).
To qualify as a L3C the primary purpose of the
organization must be charitable. Profit-gener-
ation is an essential, but secondary purpose.
Future BAM entrepreneurs may find the L3C a
more suitable legal entity that a traditional sole
proprietorship, LLC, C- or S-Corporation. Yunus
(2010) also suggests various legal entities appro-
priate for social enterprises, including the com-
munity interest company (CIC) being used in the
United Kingdom, which is similar to the L3C.
Still, there is much to uncover about BAM.
Recent scholarship from the social entrepreneur-
ship field should be consulted. A volume edited
by Kerlin (2009) and the seminal work by Som-
merrock (2010) on research methodologies and
priorities may prove useful for BAM theory-
building. Work by Cacin, Dacin & Mater (2010)
also provides a comprehensive review of the so-
cial entrepreneurship literature and demonstrates
the value of cross-disciplinary contributions
from established theories in forging new inquiry.
Although still in its infancy, the social enterprise
field has over 20 years of empirical work from
which to draw more refined research questions
and researchable hypotheses that can apply to
BAM. As Rundle points out in the beginning
of his piece, BAM researchers who familiarize
themselves with this field will help to avoid the
proverbial “reinvention of the wheel” syndrome.
He concludes by speculating about the future of
BAM scholarship by suggesting the benefit of
a more formal, organized and interdisciplinary
approach, perhaps through special sessions at
existing associations, or through a new academic



association that publishes its own journal. He
suggests priority be given to the pragmatic ques-
tions: What makes BAM effective? What best
practices and effective strategies can be identi-
fied? What should be measured? What kinds of
organizational structures should be considered?

Many would agree that Rundle’s contribu-
tions over the past 10 years have been founda-
tional to the BAM theory-building to date. He
should be regarded as one of the key pioneers of
scholarship in the field and I look forward to his
wise council and thought leadership as the move-
ment progresses.

RESPONSE TO QUATRO

While Rundle believes the theological ques-
tions have been adequately vetted and that there
is little to add from this field, Quatro’s piece
provides fodder for additional dialog. Arguing
from a Reformed position, he raises objections
to the entire BAM movement on grounds that it
violates the doctrine of sphere sovereignty and is
inconsistent with God’s design for business and
business education. Based on Quatro’s reasoning,
this would be true of any kind of so-called hybrid
business organization whose purpose was other
than solely profit-making, or of a missions orga-
nization which incorporated market-based solu-
tions to accomplish social or evangelistic goals.
While I take issue with Quatro on several levels,
it is noteworthy that he does raise important con-
cerns. I’d like to briefly address each of the five
fundamental flaws he raises regarding BAM.

Quatro’s first two points are related, so I will
address them together: BAM is based on a dual-
istic foundation and BAM reinforces a dual-class
citizenship. He believes that BAM advocates
claim that evangelism is the primary and hidden
purpose of a BAM business; however, Quatro
provides no references from academic BAM
thought leaders to reinforce this assumption.
There may be voices from the lay-practitioner or
pastoral realms that posit that saving souls is the
highest and most important purpose of BAM, but
the existing literature with which I’'m familiar

emphasizes a balanced, multiple-bottom-lines
approach. Furthermore, the literature is replete
and consistent in its opposition to the so-called
sacred/secular dichotomy that Quatro claims is
present. Rundle (2003), Tunehag (2004), Johnson
(2009), and Russell (2010) spend considerable
space on this point. Often referenced in the lit-
erature are the works of Stevens (1999; 2006) and
Ryken (1986) which also provide strong theologi-
cal arguments against a hierarchical distinction.
My review of Rundle’s piece above includes ad-
ditional references to this point. Thus, a general
reading of BAM literature will show that Quatro
is mistaken on this point.

However, he does raise an important caution.
It is possible to becoming overly zealous to the
point that proponents overhype BAM as a more
sanctified business model for Christians. If so,
this would likely relegate to the basement the
more traditional and functional business voca-
tions such as accounting or marketing. This is
especially pronounced if the ultimate purpose
of BAM is evangelism or discipleship, and it is
hyped as the normative course of study for Chris-
tian students over the single-purpose, for-profit
“Business as Businesses” disciplines.

It must be remembered that BAM is simply
one type of hybridized organization and is ide-
ally suited for those who are seeking a business
model that includes multiple bottom lines as its
purpose. BAM supporters and business schools
need to carefully avoid the trap of assuming that
non-BAM business models and those who own
and manage them are second-class Christians. In
this respect, I agree with Quatro that non-BAM
vocations, or business-as-business vocations
should always be viewed as callings in which its
participants enjoy being “co-creators with Him.”
Furthermore, this concept is not unique to the
Reformed tradition. Tunehag (2004) summarized
the thinking from the Lausanne BAM paper, in
which over 70 people from across the globe and
from different theological traditions, agreed.

God established the institution and prac-
tice of business as a means of fulfilling
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His creation mandate to steward and care
for all creation.... Business people are
being challenged to look anew at their
business activities as an expression of
their calling and service to God. They are
being affirmed in their vocation as busi-
ness people and used as instruments for
extending God’s Kingdom (p. 2).

In his third point, Quatro invokes Kuyper’s
concept of sphere sovereignty and suggests that
BAM violates God'’s sovereign intent for his cre-
ation. Sphere sovereignty is a concept popular in
both neo-Calvinist and Catholic social teaching
circles. It asserts that God’s design and purpose
in various earthly institutions are distinctive from
those of the Church. The Church was established
to conduct sacerdotal services, the state for civic
affairs, and business for economic activities. Un-
der this doctrine the state has no sovereignty over
the church, nor should the Church seek to enact
civil justice. This doctrine is a useful safeguard,
particularly where there are those who suggest
that Sharia Law should replace business and civil
laws. It also protects an institution from perform-
ing a societal role for which it is not best suited
to address. For instance, an argument can be
made that tax dollars are more efficiently spent
by local authorities who have better insight into
the problems and solutions than a distant federal
bureaucrat. Or that poverty can be better resolved
when private enterprise is generally free to cre-
ate jobs which provide a more dignified source of
family income than state- or Church-sponsored
handouts.

There are two comments I wish to make here.
First, if his point is that God’s design for business
is equally as good as the design for the Church,
then there really is no disagreement. I also accept
his argument that business-as-business serves to
extend common grace. Johnson (2009) sums this
up when he quotes Smith:

The call to business is not a call to second
class ministry in God’s view. And we don’t
have to be doing overt evangelism, closing

our chick stores on Sundays, or giving big
money to ‘real ministries’ for God to be
pleased with a business that is providing
valuable goods for society (p. 49).

Second, if Quatro is using the sphere sovereignty
concept to suggest that business and ministry
must necessarily remain distinct and siloed in-
stitutions, then I would object (provided the two
are appropriately integrated). As Christian schol-
ars continue their inquiry, they will be wise to
shape BAM theory through a cross-disciplinary
lens. This will help ensure that the competencies
of business and ministry can be appropriately
blended. BAM is at risk if it becomes neither
grounded in, nor informed by sound theology,
missiology, sociology, economics, management,
etc. We don’t need a movement that is built on
proof-texting and unexamined assumptions. Nor
do we need our theologians who may not under-
stand the moral virtues of capitalism to object on
the grounds that BAM embraces market-based
solutions to resolve social problems.

Quatro’s fourth point is that BAM under-
mines profit because it distorts the normal market
mechanisms and threatens sustainability. Prop-
erly understood, BAM is simply one of many
business models. Yes, BAM does channel some
profits to social and spiritual causes which oth-
erwise would inure to private shareholders to do
as they see fit. However, most BAM practitioners
and scholars believe that BAM organizations
must be profit-oriented. The social enterprise
literature also contributes to this debate by dis-
tinguishing the degree to which an organization
is oriented more toward profits or more toward
non-profit causes (Dees, 1998; Yunus, 2010;
and Sommerrock, 2010). In fact, Sommerrock,
(2010) and Bretsen (2011) present evidence that
suggests that an organization’s social cause can
become a source of competitive advantage and
thereby increase its profit-making potential. Fi-
nally, I have no quibble with Milton Friedman’s
idea or Quatro’s point that the moral purpose of a
business-as-business is to make profits; however,
I also believe university curriculum should be of-



fered to equip faith-based social entrepreneurs to
build sustainable organizations that create goods
and services in which profits are used to fulfill
social and spiritual purposes.

Quatro’s fifth argument suggests that BAM is
inauthentic when its motives are disguised from
its customers and stakeholders. I agree. While
there are likely many missionaries and tentmak-
ers who are using business as a cover for ministry,
a full reading of the BAM literature will show
that this issue has been addressed. As pointed out
by Rundle, BAM has evolved to a point where it
need not have hidden motives, but rather holistic
purposes, including the goal of advancing God’s
Kingdom through the sharing of one’s faith in the
marketplace. As Quatro points out, businesses
should embrace the concept of extending shalom
to their stakeholders. This is expressed by being
truthful in all transactions, but for BAM organi-
zations, this is especially true when it comes to
governance and legal structures. Authentic BAM
organizations must be transparent to their stake-
holders regarding their purposes.

Finally, I commend Quatro for his paper and
encourage further dialog. While he has devel-
oped his position from a Reformed perspective,
my critique isn’t with Reformed theology, but
primarily with his misreading of the mainstream
BAM literature. He makes some useful critiques,
which provide the opportunity to refine, reflect
and engage in new ideas. Although there will
never be agreement on all points, my hope is
that scholars at Christian universities can agree
to disagree with collegiality, grace and humility.
I anticipate there may be unique contributions
to BAM from other traditions. For instance, are
there Pentecostal, Wesleyan-Arminian, Dispen-
sational, Orthodox, or Catholic perspectives on
BAM? Will BAM develop its own biblical her-
meneutic? What types of research questions will
dissertations and other veins of BAM scholarship
address in the coming years? These are all ex-
citing opportunities that can be aired in confer-
ences, journals and books.

REFLECTIONS ON BAM IN THE
ACADEMY

It was on a return flight from a corporate
business trip to Moscow in 1990 when I began
to reflect seriously on the missional purpose of
business. I had just completed meeting with the
Minister of Communication on a project to in-
stall 100 privately-managed satellite TV receive-
only systems throughout the USSR. The systems
would provide access to broadcast media from
Western European satellite feeds. The initiative
was part of Mikhail Gorbachev’s glasnost ini-
tiative of more open government and wider dis-
semination of news and information. The Silicon
Valley-based company I was working for at the
time was a key vendor and systems integrator. It
was a hybrid project in that it was intended to be
a profitable venture with positive social benefits.
By the time the fifth system was delivered, the
Soviet Empire fell and the project team was dis-
banded. In retrospect, I regard this opportunity
as one of my most memorable professional expe-
riences. However, it also stirred in me a desire to
give greater consideration to God’s purpose for
my career.

In the former USSR I observed an insatiable
appetite and yearning for economic freedom
mixed with a curiosity about the American ex-
periment. I had discovered that many young
adults who grew up behind the Iron Curtain had
the assumption that the American capitalist suc-
cess was due in part to its Judeo-Christian values.
I saw the opportunity to share my understanding
of basic American business principles within
the context of a Judeo-Christian value system.
I shared with some friends that Eastern Europe
would be a great location for those who had a
mind for business and a heart for missions to in-
vest their lives. Those words eventually boomer-
anged back to me and began my journey of ex-
perimenting with blending entrepreneurial profit-
making activities with a distinctively Christian
missional intent.

By summer of 1991, I moved with my young
family to Romania to teach market economics
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at the University of Oradea in Oradea. I told my
friends and supporters that I would be a business
missionary. There were those who admonished
me with great unction that the two were mutu-
ally exclusive. Others asked if I was going to be
tentmaking in a restricted access country. I didn’t
necessarily think of my paid job from the univer-
sity as tentmaking (using a profession to fund a
mission effort), nor was I thinking that the joint
venture [ formed to conduct business in Romania
was a clandestine cover for a stealth evangelism
operation in a (formerly) communist country.

My goals were simply to teach what I knew
about managing and leading businesses within a
free market system, to learn how to operate a suc-
cessful business in Romania for personal profit-
gaining motives, and to share my Christian faith
and values with those who wanted to know about
them. What opened the door for the latter was my
response to the often asked questions, “How is it
possible to have freedom to run a business? Won’t
business people just cheat their customers?” My
response was to explain that economic freedom
works more efficiently when society expects in-
dividuals to exercise moral self-restraint in their
economic decisions. “Historically, the USA eco-
nomic system has been fortunate to have moral
values informed by Judeo-Christian culture,
such as the Golden Rule and looking out for one’s
neighbor. Let me share with you more about my
culture...,” would begin my opening.

While I had little guidance and certainly no
education or theories to direct my efforts, I some-
how managed to feel I made a difference. Twenty
years have now past. After a recent trip back to Ro-
mania, | had the pleasure of seeing the fruit, which
helped to validate my feelings a little more. But
I wonder how much more effective could I have
been 20 years ago if there was a body of BAM
scholarship and literature from which to draw?

In my current position as a business Dean, I
am tasked primarily with two things: 1) to ensure
that our curriculum is rigorous, innovative, and
sufficiently relevant; and 2) to ensure that our
faculty members are sufficiently qualified and

adequately resourced to teach in the classroom,
to serve within the academy and community, and
to contribute intellectually to their disciplines.
One of the most important data points for me is
the anecdotal stories and seemingly serendipi-
tous conversations I have with students. I often
ask students to share with me their understand-
ing of the divine design for their lives and voca-
tions. Call it selective listening, but what shouts
out to me are the numerous narratives I hear that
sound like this: “I want to learn about business
so I can use my entrepreneurial skills to help em-
power those less fortunate and thus, show them
the love of Christ.” While the 18-to-22-year-old
generation has been characterized as entitled and
coddled, there are many who have a deeply sin-
cere devotion to Christ that is expressed in acts
of service. These students have missional intent,
or, as Hirsch (2006) described, an mDNA or the
missional-incarnational impulse. Rundle points
this out in his article as well by referencing the
Middleton (2009) article from the Wall Street
Journal.

While avoiding the trap of idolizing capital-
istic impulses, many students have discovered
that for-profit businesses are essential institutions
key to creating and sustaining standards of living
that affirm the dignity of humanity. In addition, I
am finding that many students at the distinctively
Christ-centered university where I serve are also
expecting guidance on how to live out their mis-
sional impulses to share the gospel with, and ex-
press Christian charity to, the less fortunate.

Some colleagues have caught on. They are
now exploring ways to shape curriculum to cre-
ate meaningful learning experiences for students
interested in BAM. These efforts begin as con-
cepts are embedded within a course, then stand-
alone courses are developed, and then, as demand
and institutional mission guides, certificates and
full-fledged BAM degree programs are created.
As of yet, there are no known BAM degree pro-
grams (Tripp, Childs, Kilpatrick, 2010). A hand-
ful of schools and seminaries have courses in
BAM, such as Rundle’s course at Biola, David



Befus’s course on BAM (but called Economic
Development) at Denver Seminary and C. Neal
Johnson’s work at Hope International Univer-
sity. Eastern University also has had a tradition
of offering economic development programs
and MDiv/MBA programs. One promising trend
was uncovered by Lucas (2010). He reviewed the
course offerings from 109 Council for Chris-
tian Colleges and Universities (CCCU) affili-
ated schools and discovered that 17 offered some
variations of social entrepreneurship courses or
curriculum with concentrations, including three
with undergraduate degree programs and three
with either graduate certificates or a master’s
degree. My own institution, Southeastern Uni-
versity, launched in the 2011-12 academic year an
18-credit undergraduate minor program in Busi-
ness as Mission, which includes basic business
classes, an assortment of missions courses and
a capstone Business as Mission course. A week-
long field experience is included as an elective.
For these curricular efforts to become suf-
ficiently rigorous to warrant college credit, they
must integrate theoretically sound business prac-
tices with the essential components of holistic
mission practices. Moreover, to avoid hetero-
doxy, theoretical and theological development of
the field must be informed by the historic faith.
For instance, drawing on the work of practical
theologians such as Kelly (2008) can inform how
universities shape innovative missional-oriented
curricula. Hence, Christian universities, particu-
larly those affiliated with the CCCU, would be
the likely source for such programs to develop.
While essential Christian themes would expect
to remain consistent from one institution to the
next, variations and emphases would vary ac-
cording to the theological traditions of the insti-
tution. Faculty members should also be resourced
to do empirical research that undergirds curricu-
lum. But there must be legitimate outlets to do so.
As Quatro correctly points out, there is a
moral purpose of business-as-business as an end
in itself. Business schools should affirm this in
their curricula and continue to offer traditional

programs in accounting, finance, marketing,
etc. Students who pursue such vocations should
neither sense guilt, nor be subjected to mixed
messages that these are secular disciplines not
in keeping with being a serious Christian. But
there is also a legitimate place within business
schools to explore, develop and shape scholarship
and curriculum that embraces the hybrid-type
business model called BAM. There are already
secular expressions of this. For instance, the top-
tier university Johns Hopkins recently designed
its new full-time Global MBA program to incor-
porate a social-enterprise experience in which
all students participate in a semester-long project
within a developing community.

CONCLUSION

Datar, Garvin & Cullen (2010) have called on
all business schools to rethink their curricula and
ensure that graduates not only possess the techni-
cal skills to manage in a global economy, but also
the ability to critically evaluate their own values,
attitudes, and belief systems that inform the way
they will address needs of the organizations they
will lead. Christian schools should do the same.
Some will conclude that their mission will drive
them to give serious consideration to those stu-
dents who feel called to serve in holistic minis-
tries and BAM-type organizations. This can be
done effectively only to the extent that faculty can
draw from a body of scholarship based on empiri-
cal inquiry, sound theory and theology consistent
with the historic faith. Healthy scholarship gives
voice to novel ideas, dissenting views and chal-
lenges to existing paradigms.

Thus, I embrace Rundle’s call for the forma-
tion of an academic society that will attract schol-
ars from across multiple disciplines devoted to
the discovery and explanation of the practice of
Business as Mission. Let’s call it the Association
for Business as Mission (ABAM). ABAM could
elect officers, recruit members and begin by
meeting in conjunction with another established
organization, such as CBFA and/or the Evangeli-
cal Mission Society (EMS), until such time there
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was sufficient justification to hold stand-alone
meetings. ABAM would eventually publish its
own journal. Let’s call it the Journal of Business
as Mission (JBAM).

The Journal of Business as Mission would
become an international, interdenominational,
interdisciplinary journal focused on the theoreti-
cal development and practice of Business as Mis-
sion. It would provide a peer-reviewed outlet for
those engaged in the empirical study and practice
of business as mission, faith-based social entre-
preneurship, micro-finance/enterprise, holistic
missions, economic development, theology of
the laity, marketplace missions, etc. Pedagogic
topics such as curriculum development, innova-
tive teaching methods, program assessment, case
studies, and faculty development relating to Busi-
ness as Mission would be welcomed. The journal
would target professors, scholars, administrators,
missionaries, practitioners, and scholarly societ-
ies throughout the world involved in the research,
development, and practice of BAM.

The future of BAM in the academy is now.
Those faculty members and administrators who
are innovators and early adopters to embrace
BAM will position themselves to reap the ben-
efits of the hundreds or perhaps thousands of
prospective students who sense a call to BAM
and are seeking academic programs that will
help prepare them to be effective. Along with
adopting curriculum, universities should direct
resources enabling faculty to engage intellectu-
ally with BAM. This is of particular importance
as BAM will likely be in a pre-paradigmatic state
for years. For BAM to mature as a discipline, it
will need to be informed by scholars who will de-
vote substantial portions of their careers to do the
necessary empirical work to formulate theories
and define best practices.
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