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Abstract

:

This paper develops a model that advances our understanding of how social enterprises respond to the complexity of a constellation of multiple, often competing goals, referred to here as institutional logics. Introducing a religious logic to the recognised social welfare and commercial logics of social enterprise, this model builds on a religious worldview foundation and incorporates religion-inspired altruistic love and non-transactional giving as its scaffolding. A comparative case study of faith-based, faith-inspired and secular organisations located in Southeast Asia demonstrates the origin and applicability of the model. Findings highlight that religion serves as an overarching logic, or “metalogic”, and frame of reference. Faith-based social enterprises use this religious logic to redefine perceived paradoxical tensions between the social welfare and commercial objectives they embody. Study results advance knowledge on organisational responses to multiple logic prescriptions, underscores the influence of religion, altruistic love and giving on organisational behaviour and contributes to the scarce literature on faith-based social enterprises.
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1. Introduction


Faith-based social enterprises offer an opportunity to develop new insights into how organisations respond to tensions created by contrasting prescriptions of the multiple goals, or institutional logics, they incorporate. Institutional logics are the socially constructed, unwritten “rules of the game” (Ocasio 1997, p. 196) that organise and define organisational and individual behaviour. Empirical studies that explore the characteristics of faith-based social enterprises and social entrepreneurial faith-based organisations (FBOs) are rare (Alderson 2011; Borquist 2020; Oham 2015; Rundle 2014). Even fewer have employed the perspective of institutional logics, except for a handful of noteworthy studies (Grassl 2011; Gümüsay 2020; Roundy et al. 2016; Zhao and Lounsbury 2016). This lack of research is striking since FBOs have made and continue to make, significant contributions toward meeting human needs and addressing challenging social problems (Göçmen 2013).



This paper addresses significant research gaps by focusing on social entrepreneurial FBOs in a Christian religious faith context. The phrase ‘faith-based’ presents significant definitional challenges when applied to organisations, as ‘faith’ can have various meanings depending on its usage (Miller 2003). Religious faith is understood as a form of spirituality based on a codified set of moral values, beliefs and doctrines shared by a group and expressed through activities and institutions (King 2007; Stark 1996). Drawing upon Berger (2003) and Crisp (2014), I adopt a straightforward working definition that FBOs are organisations whose identity and mission are explicitly derived from the teachings of one or more religious or spiritual traditions. Thus, I define a social entrepreneurial organisation as ‘faith-based’ when religious faith, values and a religious worldview are central and determinative to its conceptualisation, operation and evaluation.



Guided by the research question ‘How does a religious logic influence the ways social enterprises experience and manage tensions created by their multiple institutional logics?’, I conducted a comparative multiple case study of faith-based, faith-inspired and secular organisations. ‘Little narratives’ (Bull and Ridley-Duff 2019) of these organisations offer new insights into how social entrepreneurial organisations and their members manage paradoxical tensions between their ultimate goals.



Social entrepreneurial FBOs demonstrate that a religious logic derived from a worldview shaped by religious faith may influence how organisations experience and respond to paradoxical logic tensions. An empirically derived model proposes that a worldview derived from religious faith informs a religious “metalogic” that faith-based social enterprises employ to respond to tension between their social welfare and commercial logics. Further, the data suggest that organisational actors (re-)frame their relationship with the logic tensions they experience by interpreting conflicting social welfare and commercial logic prescriptions in light of a religious metalogic’s mandates to engage in acts of altruistic caritas love and non-transactional gift giving.



This study’s contribution to cumulative knowledge on how organisations experience and manage tensions created by the multiple logic prescriptions they embody is threefold. First, the investigation responds to recent calls to investigate the influence of religion on entrepreneurial behaviour (Smith et al. 2019, 2021). Study results suggest that the hybrid nature of social enterprises is based on other-regarding values rooted in a religious worldview, as revealed explicitly in social entrepreneurial FBOs. Second, findings and conclusions contribute to theory building on the institutional logic of religion and how organisations use a religious metalogic to frame and thereby manage paradoxical inter-logic tensions. The research advances an alternative view of responses to institutional complexity by arguing that social enterprises transcend the paradoxical prescriptions of social welfare and commercial logics by framing these goals in terms of non-transactional giving motivated by altruistic caritas love. Third, and finally, the various elements of this argument are neatly encapsulated in a values-based, contextually embedded model that lends itself to future testing and research on how social enterprises address institutional complexity (de Bruin and Teasdale 2019). In sum, this model and the study’s empirical findings offer a more nuanced view of organisational responses to the paradoxical prescriptions of multiple institutional logics and illuminate the influence of a religious worldview and logic on social enterprises.



The paper proceeds by establishing the theoretical background for the research. Next, I outline the research methodology and present my findings. A discussion of implications for knowledge and theory building about social enterprises and institutional theory follows. I conclude by reviewing limitations and future research directions.




2. Theoretical Background


2.1. Social Enterprise


Faith-based entrepreneurs and organisations have a long history of contributing to positive social change through initiatives that create social benefit through commercial means (Cnaan 1999; Dana 2009). Entrepreneurs Guinness and Cadbury in 18th and 19th century England explicitly integrated Christian religious faith, social engagement and commercial enterprise (Dodd and Seaman 1998). Prominent Christian FBOs such as the Salvation Army and the Society of St. Vincent de Paul have mixed social engagement and commercial enterprise since their founding (Berger 2003; Bowes 1998; Magnuson 1977). In the mid-20th century, Roman Catholic priest Father José María Arizmendiarrieta Madariaga created the Mondragón Cooperative Corporation in Spain, a successful federation of worker-owned cooperatives that blends faith-based values of social solidarity with cooperative business principles (Spear 2010). These FBOs that engaged in meeting human needs and addressing social problems through entrepreneurial means in the 18th, 19th and early 20th centuries can be regarded as the predecessors of modern social enterprises (Baglioni 2017; Spear 2010). Today, social enterprises address ‘wicked problems’ in society such as poverty, social exclusion and environmental degradation (Dorado and Ventresca 2013).



Scholars, practitioners and governments continue to propose and debate definitions for what constitutes a social enterprise. Based on extant literature, I define a social enterprise as a hybrid organisation that responds to neglected social (including environmental) problems by integrating social welfare and commercial goals to create positive social change through initiatives that prioritise social value creation over economic value capture (Doherty et al. 2014; Santos 2012; Stephan et al. 2016).



Reflecting its hybrid nature, the academic and practice-based discourse on social enterprise is also a hybrid. As can be noted throughout the paper, the social enterprise narrative blends the language of social action and positive social change with that of commercial entrepreneurship. The observation that social enterprises can be regarded as a form of economic hybridity (Yang 2000) has been celebrated and criticised. Advocates argue that the phenomenon of social entrepreneurship reflects societal disenchantment with unrestrained entrepreneurial capitalism and challenges the dominant liberal economic paradigm (de Bruin et al. 2014; McMullen and Warnick 2016). By this view, social enterprises represent an altruistic form of capitalism bounded by the operation of moralised markets (Fourcade and Healy 2007; Tan et al. 2005).



Critics challenge this “grand narrative” of social entrepreneurship and its optimistic vision of social enterprise as a means to achieve harmonious social change and transformation (Dey and Steyaert 2010). One of the grand narrative critiques most relevant to FBOs is that social entrepreneurship can represent “a Trojan horse of capitalist expansion” into the civil sector by introducing a market-oriented approach to solving complex social problems (Dey and Marti 2019, p. 155). If free-market capitalism and its values are regarded as prime causes of social inequality, social exclusion and environmental degradation, then the market mechanisms and values embraced and promoted by the grand narrative cause faith-based practitioners to question whether social entrepreneurship is a suitable tool for addressing these problems (Whittam and Birch 2011).



Social entrepreneurship conducted in a religious, specifically Christian, context may offer a constructive alternative to this grand narrative and its critique (McVea and Naughton 2021). Unrestrained commercial activity in the market-based, capitalist economic system advocated by liberal economic thought has unquestionably produced adverse social and environmental consequences, as faith-based and secular social entrepreneurs would readily acknowledge. However, religious faith and worldview provide a contextual influence that constrains private self-interest in the operation of markets by emphasising other-regarding values of justice and benevolence (Graafland and Wells 2021). In particular, the moral and ethical teachings of the Abrahamic religions (Judaism, Christianity and Islam) on social responsibility provide a context for entrepreneurship that challenges, on the one hand, the view that a free market is the best way to create social benefit and, on the other, the argument that capitalism is inherently and irredeemably evil (Leo XIII 1891). This assertion that religion provides a context that changes the “rules of the game” (Ocasio 1997, p. 196) for social enterprises is developed further in the following sections.




2.2. An Institutional Logic of Religion


A ‘theological turn’ in the broader field of organisation and management scholarship has only recently recognised religion’s significance in organisational life (Baker and Dinham 2017; Dyck 2014; Herzog et al. 2020; Smith et al. 2019; Tracey et al. 2014). Scholars now contend that religious faith and values underpin both economic behaviour (McVea and Naughton 2021; Smith et al. 2019, 2021) and social action directed at alleviating poverty and inequality (e.g., Greenwood et al. 2010; Gümüsay 2020; Zhao and Lounsbury 2016). However, few empirical investigations have explored how religion influences the institutional logics that shape organisational behaviour (Fathallah et al. 2020; Greenwood et al. 2010; Gümüsay 2020).



Sociologists propose that human interactions are structured and guided by seven societal-level institutional orders: markets, corporations, professions, states, families, communities and—significantly for this study—religion (Thornton et al. 2012). Institutional logics are the “rules of the game” (Ocasio 1997, p. 196) that enact and reinforce these institutional orders. Thornton and Ocasio (1999, p. 804) lucidly define institutional logics as “the socially constructed, historical patterns of material practices, assumptions, values, beliefs and rules by which individuals produce and reproduce their material subsistence, organise time and space and provide meaning to their social reality”.



In contrast to spirituality, religion provides a collective, fixed and organised expression of cosmology, identity, membership, values, purpose, ideology, transcendence and personal connection (Ashforth and Vaidyanath 2002). Religion has been frequently and variously defined, prompting the often-quoted observation that “It is a truism to say that any definition of religion is likely to be satisfactory only to its author” (Yinger 1967, p. 18). Definitions of religion generally fall into theological, anthropological and contextual-historical categories (Moberg 2002). Representing the anthropological approach, I adopt for this research the following definition of religion:




Religion is a group phenomenon involving group norms that specify beliefs, attitudes, values, and behaviours relating to both sacred and secular aspects of life, which are integrated and imbued with meaning by an ideological framework and worldview.



(Hogg et al. 2010, p. 73)





Until recently, religion and its expression in organisational life have received less scholarly attention from organisation and management scholars than the market and community institutional orders (Baker and Dinham 2017; Dyck 2014; Herzog et al. 2020; Tracey et al. 2014). Religion is unique among the societal-level institutional orders since religion influences the market, corporation, professional, state, family and community (or social welfare) orders and the logics that arise from them (Thornton et al. 2012). For this reason, Gümüsay (2020, p. 868) proposes that religion is a “metalogic” that does not merely interact with other logics. The religious logic has a superordinate influence on how organisations interpret and enact these logics due to religion’s ubiquity, uniqueness and ultimacy.



While academic literature that explores the relationship between religion and entrepreneurship is abundant (e.g., Dana 2009; Dodd and Seaman 1998; Hoogendoorn et al. 2016), only a handful of studies explore religion’s influence on entrepreneurial behaviour from the perspective of ‘bottom line’ institutional logics. Greenwood et al. (2010) find that religious and family logics promoted by the Catholic Church tempered a commercial logic when Spanish firms dismissed employees. Multiple case study research into Muslim and Christian family firms shows the fluid influence of a religious logic on the other institutional logics that shape ethical decision making (Fathallah et al. 2020). A recent study of an Islamic bank in Germany concludes that commercial and religious logics co-exist in a paradoxical relationship. Researchers conclude that organisations manage the paradox by responding to contrasting logic prescriptions through what they term ‘elastic hybridity’ (Gümüsay et al. 2020).




2.3. Institutional Logics of Social Enterprises


Social enterprises are regarded as organisational hybrids because they incorporate the contrasting, even paradoxical, prescriptions of social welfare and commercial logics (Doherty et al. 2014; Pache and Santos 2013). A social welfare logic arises from the problems, needs and expectations of organisational stakeholders. The commercial logic guides the organisation’s trading activity that provides both means and methods to address those problems and needs (Mitzinneck and Besharov 2019; Smith and Besharov 2019). Extensive research and theorising have used the institutional logics perspective to understand how social enterprises incorporate these diverse logics and manage tensions arising from their contrasting prescriptions (Besharov and Smith 2014; Doherty et al. 2014; Pache and Santos 2013; Smith et al. 2013).



2.3.1. Logic Tensions in Social Enterprises


Increasingly, efforts to advance theorising about hybrid organisations such as social enterprises consider the critical influence that values and ethics derived from a particular worldview exert on the logics that shape their goals and activities (Dey and Steyaert 2016; Mitzinneck and Besharov 2019). The context-sensitive perspective this research adopts suggests that organisations experience tension between the logics they embody because these logics express diverse, sometimes conflicting values (Fincham and Forbes 2015; Nielsen and Lockwood 2018). Research and theorising suggest that value multiplicity underlies the tension practitioners and scholars note when describing social enterprises’ dual social and entrepreneurial aims (Dees 2012; Zahra et al. 2009).



A significant shortcoming of current scholarship is that it tends to analyse organisational responses to institutional complexity using dichotomous logic pairs (Battilana et al. 2017; Besharov and Smith 2014). Limiting research to logic pairs may be convenient for analytical purposes, but this convenience impedes knowledge and theory building. In contrast to a binary relationship, “when initiatives combine three or more logics, … the possibility for differences in priority orderings is greater than in dualistic contexts” (Mitzinneck and Besharov 2019, p. 16). Consequently, this research responds to calls to investigate institutional complexity arising from multiple logics (Battilana et al. 2017; Greenwood et al. 2011).



Few studies have investigated social enterprises with three or more logics, a lack that represents a significant knowledge gap. Simplifying analysis to logic pairs may have been necessary to develop initial theories. However, those theories now need to be extended by investigating the more “real world” condition of organisations that incorporate three or more logics and consequently experience more complex inter-logic tensions and framing responses. Research into logic multiplicity in social enterprises has revealed important insights into responses to institutional complexity. Among the extant studies, Mitzinneck and Besharov (2019) identify community, environmental and commercial logics in German renewable energy cooperatives. This study concludes that when organisations incorporate three logics, they manage inter-logic tensions through temporal, structural and collaborative compromises. Pertinent to my research, these cooperatives only experience tension between a commercial logic on the one hand and their community and environmental logics on the other, while they reported no tension between their community and environmental logics. The observation that organisations do not experience all inter-logic tensions equally is especially relevant to my exploration of logic interactions when social enterprises incorporate a third logic of religion.



Empirical research that explores a third institutional logic of religion in social enterprises is scarce. An inductive study of social entrepreneurs in the US by Roundy et al. (2016) finds faith-based social enterprises experience greater institutional complexity due to their religious, social welfare and business logics. Morita (2017) concludes that Evangelical Christian social enterprises in Ethiopia incorporate market, religion, community and family logics and use their religious logic to control the tendency toward mission drift. These studies offer tantalising hints that a religious context and logic influence social enterprises, but to date they are few and inconclusive. The present study aims to address and mitigate this deficiency.




2.3.2. Responses to Inter-Logic Tensions


Scholars have identified three generic organisational responses to multiple, contrasting logic prescriptions: differentiating, integrating and accepting paradox (Battilana et al. 2017; Besharov and Smith 2014; Smith et al. 2017). In a differentiating response, organisations manage logic tensions by either eliminating one logic or allowing a single logic to dominate. Conversely, organisations may integrate or hybridise two logics to create a set of consistent, mutually reinforcing and ‘aligned’ prescriptions. Finally, when logic prescriptions are ‘contested’ they present the organisation with what appears to be an unresolvable paradox (Besharov and Smith 2014).



Tensions produced by the contradictory yet inter-related prescriptions of the social welfare and commercial logics inherent in social enterprises can best be described as paradoxical, since “unlike continua, dilemmas, or either/or choices, paradoxical tensions signify two sides of the same coin” (Lewis 2000, p. 761). ‘Paradoxical thinking’ helps organisations and their members create a superordinate frame of reference that redefines a social paradox, allows seemingly contradictory propositions to co-exist without resolution and enables action by providing a “workable certainty” (Lüscher and Lewis 2008, p. 234; Westenholz 1993). Following Creed et al. (2002, p. 481), I define conceptual frames of reference as “internally coherent interpretative schemas that render events meaningful, organise experience, guide behaviour and motivate action”.



A religious worldview can serve as one of those conceptual frames of reference that organisations use to manage tensions between the paradoxical goals they incorporate. Religious faith exerts a multilevel and multidimensional influence on individuals and organisations, even in a secular environment (Cadge and Konieczny 2014; Griebel et al. 2014; Smith et al. 2019). Religious faith and values are elements of a socio-cultural worldview that influences individual, organisational and entrepreneurial behaviour (Hoogendoorn et al. 2016; Kim et al. 2009; Werner 2008). Thus, a religious worldview context brings to the foreground the considerable influence that faith-derived values exert on individual, organisational and societal behaviour (Tracey et al. 2014). Empirical research demonstrates that a person’s degree of religiosity (i.e., their normative practise of religion) is positively related to prosocial behaviour (Saroglou 2012), supplying empirical support to the proposition that a religious worldview and values are an unrecognised influence on social enterprises (Spear 2010).





2.4. Altruistic Love and Giving vs. Self-Interested Exchange


Scholars have only recently rediscovered love’s multilevel influence on individual, organisational and institutional behaviour (Friedland 2013; Tasselli 2019). A Christian religious worldview defines universal, altruistic love as God’s other-regarding, self-sacrificial caritas love (Inaba and Lowenthal 2011; Soble 1989). This religious context supplies an explicit motive and rationale for social entrepreneurs to express caritas love individually in Christian faith-based social enterprises (Frémeaux and Michelson 2011; Melé and Naughton 2011). Consequently, a religious worldview expressed through actions that demonstrate altruistic caritas love organisationally and individually can be foundational to the activity of faith-based social enterprises (Benedict XVI 2009; Dees 2012; McCann 2011).



Gift-giving in social and economic transactions is still a puzzle for anthropologists and economists (Dolfsma et al. 2009). One unresolved question is the motivation behind giving a gift: is gift-giving always instrumental and transactional, or can gifts be given without expectation of return? The literature variously defines this second gift type as a gratuitous (de Peyrelongue et al. 2017), perfect (Carrier 1990) or existential gift (Frémeaux and Michelson 2011). A ‘pure’ gift has two characteristics. First, givers do not use price to measure the gift’s worth and second, the gift is unrestrained and unrestraining since reciprocity is neither desired nor expected (Anderson 1990).



If purely self-disinterested, non-reciprocal giving exists, it challenges the dominant capitalistic homo economicus model of instrumental economic exchange based on self-interest (Belk and Coon 1993; Dolfsma et al. 2009). The possibility that altruistic giving can exist suggests that social enterprises could be motivated by and engage in socially beneficial commercial activity based on non-transactional giving rather than free-market instrumental exchange. Therefore, non-transactional giving motivated by altruistic caritas love as exemplified in faith-based social enterprises can provide a compelling alternative economic model that recognises the role of religion and a religious logic in entrepreneurial behaviour. This observation reinforces the recent statement by entrepreneurship scholars that “it is time to augment the dominant economic paradigm with an alternative and complementary perspective provided by religion” (Smith et al. 2021, p. 2).



Based on this review of literature, I conclude that faith-based social enterprises foreground the influence of a religious worldview, selfless love and non-transactional giving on the behaviour of social enterprises. This conclusion offers a compelling alternative view of economic behaviour and institutional complexity in social enterprises. From this view, social enterprises are hybrid organisations that respond to tensions between the non-market (social welfare) and market (commercial) goals they incorporate by adopting a superordinate frame of reference. This frame of reference is composed of an overarching religious logic expressed as altruistic caritas love and self-disinterested giving derived from religious faith (Grassl 2011).





3. Methodology


This study responds to the question ‘How does a religious logic influence the ways social enterprises experience and manage tensions created by their multiple institutional logics?’ Consonant with the inquiry’s exploratory, theory-building purpose, I adopted a qualitative research paradigm that reflects a constructivist perspective modified by realism. The preponderance of researchers who study social enterprises adopt this approach, as revealed in a systematic literature review conducted by Lehner and Kansikas (2013). I chose a multiple case study design (Stake 2006) for its utility in investigating complex social phenomena and inductively developing generalisable theoretical conclusions (Eisenhardt and Graebner 2007). Organisations are the primary level of analysis and define the ‘cases’ explored, though the study also considers individual and societal dynamics since social entrepreneurship is a multilevel phenomenon (Saebi et al. 2019).



3.1. The Case Studies


My goal was to construct a set of cases reflecting balance, variety, relevance to the study topic and the opportunity to learn (Stake 2006; Yin 2014). As recommended for an instrumental multiple case study design, I selected organisations using non-probability purposeful sampling rather than representative sampling (Eisenhardt and Graebner 2007; Stake 2006; Yin 2014). I created a pool of candidate social entrepreneurial organisations located in the Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam and limited FBOs to those that express the Christian religious faith. These delimitations provided a unique and rich data set from a diverse group of Global South countries (rather than from Europe and North America), controlled the scope of the investigation and took advantage of privileged access and insights I bring to the research task. My prior professional relationships offered unique access to social enterprises in Southeast Asian countries. Consequently, candidates were initially identified from this context. I then expanded the search for potential candidates by conducting internet searches to identify other social enterprises in the target countries and added these organisations to constitute the final pool.



By the end of case selection, the pool comprised eight social enterprises based in the Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam. The final number of cases fits within the range of four to ten considered sufficient to develop valid theoretical generalisations from multiple case study research (Eisenhardt 1989). These countries represent diverse cultural, political and religious environments, thereby improving the generalisability of conclusions. Selected social enterprises were mature, ensuring they had experience in managing their inter-logic tensions. All were micro-enterprises with 3–14 employees and 5–150 direct beneficiaries.



A matched pair comparative case design (Hockerts 2010; Pache and Santos 2013) permitted analysis of between-group and within-group data about how a religious logic, love and gratuitous giving influence the ways these organisations manage paradoxical tensions across different national, cultural and religious contexts (Eisenhardt 1989). Organisations were separated into secular, faith-inspired and faith-based groups and three country-specific groups to facilitate within- and between-group data analysis. Table 1 summarises the cases.



I have chosen to reveal the identities of organisations and individuals that took part in the study and directly attribute data to them in the Findings section. Founder-leaders did not request anonymity for themselves or their organisations. Organisations are named and data are directly attributed to study participants to promote research transparency and provide the reader with an opportunity to validate findings and conclusions.



I categorised organisations as secular if their founders did not identify religious faith as an inspiration for their venture. In line with the study’s definition of FBOs in the paper’s Introduction, I classified organisations as faith-based if founder-leaders identified and expressed religious faith as a central motivation for themselves, the organisation and its programs. By contrast, I concluded that faith-inspired organisations did not incorporate religious practices in their operation even though founders identified religious faith as the personal inspiration for their venture. Structuring case study organisations in this way facilitated data analysis and generation of within-group (literal replication) and between-group (theoretical replication) comparative findings, a practice that contributes to the validity and generalisability of the study’s conclusions (Yin 2014).



In the Philippines, I studied the secular organisation Habi Footwear, faith-inspired organisations Jacinto and Lirio (J&L) and Katutubong Kamay Handicrafts Company (KKHC) and faith-based Samaritana Transformation Ministries—all based in Manila. Habi Footwear, the business name of Sosyal Revolution, Inc., is a small for-profit, privately held corporation. Habi manufactures and sells footwear made from recycled tyres, jute fibre and ‘upcycled’ t-shirt remnants woven into mats by women in low-income neighbourhoods. J&L produces and markets ethically and sustainably produced bags, wallets, journals and planners made by partner groups in low-income communities from ‘plant leather’ based on the water hyacinth. KKHC advocates for change in the social and economic structures that disadvantage Indigenous peoples through the design, production and sale of fashion jewellery based on traditional materials and handicraft skills of two partner Indigenous people groups. Faith-based social enterprise Samaritana is a non-profit organisation to address problems of prostitution and human trafficking. It bases programmes on a Christian holistic or transformational development model (Myers 1999) that incorporates social, spiritual, intellectual and economic interventions. Samaritana does not require its beneficiaries and partners to adhere to its religious traditions.



I studied the secular organisation Women’s Education for Advancement and Empowerment (WEAVE) and faith-based Thai Village, both based in Thailand. Established as a charitable foundation in Chiang Mai in 1990, WEAVE started a subsidiary for-profit social enterprise, Fair Trade Social Enterprise, Ltd., in 2012. Its social enterprise markets traditional handloom products made by Indigenous women in camps for displaced persons and rural Thai villages. Thai Village is a charitable foundation that addresses poverty, loss of cultural identity and social exclusion of women, Indigenous groups and the disabled through handicraft production, community and economic development, vocational training and emotional and spiritual care. Founded in 2004 and related to the US-based Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod, Thai Village openly identifies itself as a faith-based social enterprise. Like Samaritana, adherence to its religious tradition is not a requirement for its beneficiaries and partners.



In Vietnam, I conducted research with the Centre for Social Research and Development (CSRD) and Bright Solutions. CSRD, a secular non-profit community development organisation based in Huế in central Vietnam, opened its social enterprise, ‘Susu Xanh Organic Vegetable Store,’ in 2016 to support farmers adopt organic agricultural techniques and generate income for CSRD. Change in senior leadership and a funding crisis caused CSRD to sell Susu Xanh to one of the shop’s managers in 2018. Bright Solutions Co. Ltd. is a for-profit company founded in 2009 in a low-income district of Ho Chi Minh City to provide vocational training and income to women by manufacturing and selling hand-crafted early education products for children. I classified Bright Solutions as a faith-based social enterprise even though Vietnamese law and its internal policies prohibit it from openly identifying religious faith as a motivation for its programs. This classification is appropriate since the company is owned by Global Mission Partners, the cross-cultural mission agency of the Churches of Christ in Australia. Bright Solutions halted operations and was closed in 2020 due to the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on its supply chains and markets.




3.2. Data Collection and Analysis


Fieldwork and data analysis progressed concurrently in three phases from April 2016 to September 2017, a synergistic approach common in interpretive, qualitative research. Twenty-four interviews were conducted in total by the end of the third fieldwork phase. In the first phase, selection criteria and interview protocols were prepared based on constructs from the inquiry’s theoretical lenses and informed by relevant literature. Extensive desk research conducted during this phase provided archival data on organisations and their settings that informed in-person interviews.



In the second phase, I visited each organisation and conducted semi-structured interviews lasting from one to two hours using a standard protocol to ensure data reliability and consistency (Eisenhardt 1989). The interview protocol included questions about the organisation, its history, accomplishments and challenges. Eleven interviews were conducted during this phase. The third phase involved follow-up visits and in-person interviews at four organisations (Habi, Samaritana, Thai Village and WEAVE) to clarify and expand on emergent themes and collect new archival material, reflecting the iterative nature of qualitative research and data analysis. I could not return to Vietnam to revisit Bright Solutions and CSRD in person and conducted follow-up interviews with these organisations through email and Skype. Thirteen more interviews conducted in the third phase allowed me to explore emergent themes in greater depth and gain a broader, longitudinal perspective.



Figure 1 depicts the data collection and analysis steps used to generate findings.



Data analysis proceeded in three steps. First, data collected through semi-structured interviews, observation and documentary evidence were stored and analysed using the qualitative data analysis software NVivo 11. Research data comprised recorded interviews and transcriptions, 160 videos and more than 458 archival documents, including datasets drawn from the organisations’ websites, social media accounts and news reports. I reviewed interview and archival data multiple times to get a sense of the material, which enabled me to find emergent themes and revise the interview guide accordingly during fieldwork. Simultaneous analysis of interview transcripts, archival material and field observations supplied a rich dataset for each organisation (Stake 2006; Yin 2014), a check on retrospective rationalisation by interviewees (Eisenhardt 1989) and greater construct validity.



Second, data were analysed thematically through deductive and inductive coding in a multi-step iterative process (Spencer et al. 2014). Initial coding was deductive based on “potentially important constructs” (Eisenhardt 1989, p. 536) drawn from the investigation’s theoretical lenses to provide an empirical foundation for developing theory. The second round of coding introduced inductive, emergent codes that identified descriptive multilevel organisational characteristics to supplement the a priori theoretical codes. Table 2 presents the thematic framework and codes developed during data analysis.



During the third analysis step, I prepared individual case reports following Stake (2006) and Yin (2014). Draft case reports were presented to the participating organisations to validate data and conclusions and to solicit and incorporate corrections and comments. Cross-case analyses of the corrected reports produced a matrix of findings and themes on how organisations experience and manage inter-logic tensions (Stake 2006). Findings emerged inductively using the theoretical lenses to interrogate the data and identify patterns that responded to the research questions.





4. Findings


This study aimed to investigate how faith-based, faith-inspired and secular social enterprises experience and manage tensions between the institutional logics that determine their goals and operation (Fincham and Forbes 2015). I was specifically interested in how religious logic prescriptions interact with the organisations’ social welfare and commercial logics (Morita 2017; Roundy et al. 2016). The following analysis shows how distinctions between the three organisational types served as a basis for theorising from the study’s findings.



4.1. Inter-Logic Tensions


Analysis of findings examined tensions between social, commercial and religious logics and organisational responses to these tensions following the iterative pair-wise analysis recommended by Besharov and Smith (2014). Table 3 presents my analysis of the data.



I proceed to explore inter-logic tensions and organisational responses in the four logic combinations shown in Table 3.



4.1.1. Social Welfare + Commercial Logic Tensions


Founder-leaders describe the tension produced by conflicting demands of social welfare and commercial logics as a constant and unavoidable challenge in their organisations, a situation described by Mitos at WEAVE as “caught in the middle”. Similarly, Jonathan Nambu of Samaritana aptly refers to the tension a commercial logic produces in a non-profit organisation as “the elephant in the room”:




There’s always been an elephant in the room that no one has either acknowledged or known how to talk about in terms of the tension between how we have identified and defined ourselves as a non-profit group and the whole idea of earning money.





The principal approach organisations adopt to manage the institutional complexity introduced by their social welfare and commercial logics is to frame their prescriptions as “conflicting-yet-complementary” demands that exist in a paradoxical relationship (Smets et al. 2015, p. 962; Smith et al. 2017). Founder-leaders report that the two logics generate persistent and unresolvable paradoxical tensions that simply must be lived with, appreciated and embraced. Conflicts inherent in organisations that operate as work integration social enterprises (WISEs) supply a compelling example (Pache and Santos 2013). Apart from CSRD, the organisations studied can be classified as WISEs that supply employment and training to persons disadvantaged by poverty, trauma, systemic discrimination, or disability. Because of their circumstances, beneficiaries can be problematic, less productive workers who require a more significant investment of time and resources. Katie describes how Thai Village experiences the paradoxical inter-logic tension inherent in a WISE:




The people coming to us are people in need. The more in need they are, the harder they are to help. The more help they need, the harder it is to do that. The more that we want to help, the harder it is to do.






4.1.2. Commercial + Religious Logic Tensions


Faith-based and faith-inspired social enterprises incorporate and manage tensions between the prescriptions of their commercial and religious logics. These organisations say they experience tension produced by the two logics’ conflicting demands but describe the tension as less acute than between social welfare and commercial logics. Founder-leaders at faith-inspired social enterprises J&L and KKHC describe the tension as a struggle to maintain their Christian religious faith and values in business management decisions. Churchille experiences the tension between her religious faith and the stylised Indigenous anting-anting amulets KKHC sells as a paradox she must live with: “The religious tension is one of my biggest challenges and struggles”.



Faith-based social enterprises reframe and respond to these same inter-logic tensions by prioritising ethical business practices consistent with their Christian religious faith and values. Samaritana incorporates normative moral and religious values of justice and fairness in its enterprise’s policies and procedures and prioritises a religious over a commercial logic, as described by Thelma: “In that sense, we put our Christian values ahead of the business”. Full-time staff at Thai Village attend a weekly half-day meeting on Friday that includes Bible study and prayer, which production manager Katie Lehman views as an expression of how the organisation prioritises logics:




It’s not productive to stop and pray for half a day in a business… We feel like we’re always busy, and there are always things to do, but we’re still doing it. We prioritise the spiritual over the business in the same way we prioritise the social over the business.






4.1.3. Social Welfare + Religious Logic Tensions


Faith-based and faith-inspired social enterprises describe the distinctive prescriptions of their social welfare and religious logics as equally valid, compatible and interdependent. They do not experience tension between these two logics, but frame their prescriptions as integrated, consistent and mutually reinforcing. Anne at faith-inspired organisation J&L exemplifies the integration of social welfare and religious logics in the statement: “The spiritual and social values do work together. After all, we are asked to help the poor”.



Faith-based social enterprises Samaritana and Thai Village integrate social welfare and religious logics in their programs more intentionally and explicitly than faith-inspired organisations. Social welfare and religious logic prescriptions are aligned and integrated theologically in Katie’s observation that at Thai Village the two logics “might be the most compatible to me. These are things Jesus teaches, and the reason why we want to be doing the social things is because of our faith”. Bright Solutions operates in a context in which it must exercise care to express a religious logic. However, Fiona links the organisation’s programs with her religious faith and worldview in the statement: “It’s about development processes, but because of who we are and our faith, that’s why we do what we do”.




4.1.4. Social Welfare + Commercial + Religious Logic Tensions


As expected, Table 3 shows faith-based and faith-inspired social enterprises experience greater institutional complexity due to the social welfare, commercial and religious logics they incorporate. Consequently, their organisational tensions and responses are more complex. Founder-leaders at the faith-inspired organisations refer to the biblical and theological mandates that frame and integrate their social welfare and commercial logics when they describe their activities. Noreen draws upon a papal encyclical to explain how she views the work of J&L: “I remember that around 2010 I was deeply influenced by Pope Benedict XVI’s Encyclical, ‘Caritas in Veritate’ (Benedict XVI 2009). There are a number of lines in the encyclical that make a case for social entrepreneurship”.



By contrast, faith-based social enterprises incorporate the three logics more explicitly than do faith-inspired organisations. Katie’s statement about decision making at Thai Village illustrates the dynamic, even paradoxical relationship between these three logics: “The reason why we sometimes don’t make good business choices is because our faith is telling us that the social is important”. I interpret Katie’s observation to mean that Thai Village uses a religious logic characterised by altruistic love and gratuitous giving to frame and manage tensions between the conflicting social welfare and commercial logic prescriptions it incorporates, thereby mitigating mission drift.





4.2. Inter-Logic Tensions Framed by Altruistic Love and Giving


Study data show that altruistic love and non-transactional giving motivated by empathy and expressed as compassion and care supply a frame of reference that helps social enterprises manage paradoxical inter-logic tensions (Lambrechts et al. 2020). This frame has its origin in other-regarding, self-transcending values based on a religious worldview, reflecting the prosocial, compassionate action to benefit the less fortunate that is a distinct feature of social enterprises (Miller et al. 2012) and religious faith and values (Goetz et al. 2010).



Social enterprises express altruistic love through programs that show care, compassion and non-transactional giving, but in diverse ways depending on their religious faith orientation. Secular and faith-inspired organisations refer to love in the sentimental and friendship senses. In contrast, faith-based organisations describe love in the altruistic, universal caritas sense of compassionate action and care (Inaba and Lowenthal 2011; Soble 1989). This statement by Bright Solutions about its work with disadvantaged women exemplifies altruistic caritas love:




Bright Solutions’ desire is to love and accept each broken life. As we seek to love each, reclaiming value and purpose, these women start to laugh; they look forward to work in a community of peace and safety where their futures do not need to be as dark as once thought. [Facebook page]





Altruistic love expressed as compassion reveals the practice of ‘pure’ gift-giving over a utilitarian exchange in these organisations (Grassl 2011; McCann 2011). Secular, faith-inspired and faith-based social enterprises describe their activity as altruistic, non-transactional giving that seeks to help and empower beneficiaries. They provide disadvantaged women with opportunities they might not otherwise receive from the state or a competitive commercial market. Janine succinctly describes Habi’s relationship with the women who produce the raw materials for its shoes not as a commercial transaction but as “giving them opportunities they haven’t witnessed yet”. They sacrifice efficiency and potential profits to supply income and employment to those who have suffered trauma, multiple disadvantages and social exclusion. They accept smaller profit margins on their products to maximise beneficiary incomes and hold prices down to promote social change goals by making their products more affordable. Founder-leaders say they accept lower, or no, salaries and more challenging working conditions than they would receive from alternative employment in a competitive labour market. However, rather than characterising this situation as a personal sacrifice, founder-leaders describe their work as a gift that fulfils their life’s purpose. Noreen, a founder at J&L, described her social enterprise as “a vehicle to channel our God-given talents and work on our passion to make a difference in society”.



Faith-based social enterprises frame altruistic love and gift-giving more explicitly in theological and transcendent terms. This framing supplies the clearest example of a non-transactional relationship between social enterprises and their stakeholders. Their founder-leaders identify God as the ultimate gift-giver and themselves and their organisations as recipients and channels of those gifts, characterising their activity as gift-giving enacted in response to God’s generosity. Further, they describe their programs as a means to share and thereby multiply God’s gifts for social benefit. Samaritana presents altruistic giving and compassion shaped by a religious worldview and values as the frame for its programs. Its website states: “We believe that as recipients of the compassionate love of God as individuals and as a community, we must extend compassion particularly towards the marginalised and vulnerable among us such as these women”. Katie, a leader at Thai Village, describes her organisation’s goal to provide economic security to disadvantaged populations in northern Thailand as a response to the biblical commandment to show caritas love to God and others:




Jesus said, “Love the Lord your God with all your heart and all your soul and all your mind and love your neighbour as yourself”. We are doing both of those things. Not just one, and not just the other, but both. It’s both/and.





In conclusion, secular, faith-inspired and faith-based social enterprises manage institutional complexity arising from the multiple logics they incorporate by framing inter-logic tensions in terms of altruistic, caritas love and non-transactional giving. Further, other-regarding values based on a religious logic underpin this prosocial framing of the paradoxical tensions between social welfare and commercial logics. Churchille manages the tension between religious and commercial logics by framing them in terms of KKHC’s social mission, reasoning that the spiritual power of the charms she sells comes from helping partner Indigenous communities: “I don’t believe these raw materials have power. I say the charm that benefits the wearer is the goodwill created by buying these products that puts meals on their tables and gives an allowance to their kids”.



Noreen aptly describes this framing process through the story of a large commercial order that was delayed because of production problems in J&L’s partner community. She and co-founder Anne experienced a great deal of stress trying to satisfy the customer and work with their community producers. In other words, J&L’s commercial and social welfare logic prescriptions were in direct conflict and trapped its founder-leaders in a paradox. Noreen said when the order was finally delivered and payment was made to the producers:




One of the mothers texted me and said, ‘Miss Noreen, thank you so much for this order. I know it’s been stressful, but this will be a big help since our neighbour just had a caesarean operation and needed me to help pay for it.’ The other one said her husband had a goitre and needed it treated. And I cried: it was all worth it”.





Noreen’s tears and her conclusion “it was all worth it” suggest that in this situation, altruistic love and giving supplied a frame of reference that put the demands of the organisation’s commercial and social welfare logics in perspective. This narrated experience illustrates how inter-logic tensions are framed and managed at J&L through a story that endures today.





5. Discussion and Conclusions


This research addresses notable research gaps in how hybrid organisations like social enterprises experience and respond to multiple institutional logic prescriptions. Specifically, the study was conducted to identify how a religious logic influences the ways these organisations manage institutional complexity. Toward this end, I develop an empirically derived model that extends current theorising about how social enterprises manage multiple, often competing institutional logic prescriptions.



The model presented in Figure 2 encapsulates findings from a matched-pair multiple case study of secular, faith-inspired and faith-based social enterprises. My investigation suggests that social enterprises respond to institutional complexity by adopting a superordinate frame of reference that helps them manage the inherently paradoxical prescriptions of the social welfare and commercial logics they incorporate. This frame of reference is composed of self-transcending values, a religious metalogic, altruistic caritas love and non-transactional giving.



The model suggests that social enterprises manage tensions between the paradoxical social welfare and commercial logics they incorporate by referencing a commonly held worldview. Secular enterprises cope with their paradoxical logic prescriptions by referencing a worldview based on shared prosocial values. In contrast, faith-based and faith-inspired enterprises frame logic prescriptions in terms of their religious worldview and values (Griebel et al. 2014). This contextual framing allows multiple logic prescriptions to co-exist in a “conflicting yet complementary” relationship (Smets et al. 2015, p. 962; Smith et al. 2017). Secular social enterprises express a religious logic implicitly, while faith-inspired and faith-based social enterprises express the logic explicitly (McVea and Naughton 2021; Smith et al. 2019).



This study offers evidence that faith-inspired and faith-based social enterprises experience and manage greater institutional complexity than their secular counterparts, since in a religious faith context these organisations express three institutional logics. In contrast, social enterprises only express two logics in a secular context.



Further, religion exerts a superordinate influence that defines and moulds how organisations express other institutional logics (Gümüsay 2020; Gümüsay et al. 2020). Thus, a religious context and metalogic explicitly shape the activity of faith-based social enterprises. A religious metalogic provides these organisations with a frame of reference to navigate the complex prescriptions of their paradoxical social welfare and commercial logics. Therefore, I conclude that faith-based and faith-inspired social enterprises manage tensions created by the paradoxical logic prescriptions of their social welfare and commercial logics by framing and redefining them in terms of a religious metalogic (Mongelli et al. 2019; Morita 2017; Roundy et al. 2016).



Finally, the model asserts that social enterprises manage tension between their multiple, inherently conflicting goals by framing logics in terms of non-transactional giving and altruistic caritas love. This conclusion offers a compelling alternative view of how social enterprises manage institutional complexity by examining them through a lens of non-transactional giving motivated by religion-inspired altruistic love that is expressed organisationally and individually (McCann 2011). I extend scholarship by suggesting in the model that a religious worldview underpins the foundation of other-regarding values in social enterprises, whether explicitly in faith-based and faith-inspired initiatives or implicitly in secular organisations (Cadge and Konieczny 2014; Goetz et al. 2010; Kim et al. 2009; Spear 2010).



The model suggests that social welfare and commercial logics present a paradox only when framed by a utilitarian, instrumental view of human relationships and economic transactions (Anderson 1990; Belk and Coon 1993; Dolfsma et al. 2009; McVea and Naughton 2021). This study reveals that social enterprises transcend logic paradoxes by framing their logics with altruistic caritas love and giving (Grassl 2011; Gümüsay 2020; Smith et al. 2013). Thus, study conclusions extend extant scholarship on caritas love and the gratuitous, “existential gift” in the business ethics of commercial entrepreneurship and apply this knowledge to social enterprises (Frémeaux and Michelson 2011, p. 63; Melé and Naughton 2011; McCann 2011; Werner 2008).



I note the usual limitations and advantages of the qualitative, interpretivist approach adopted for this investigation. Generalisability to contexts other than those in which the research was conducted is limited, albeit compensated for by greater depth and descriptive richness. Additionally, a constructivist research perspective recognises the researcher’s role and positionality as both a strength that aids data interpretation and as a weakness that potentially limits and colours interpretation (Creswell 2014). In response to these concerns, the case study design and sampling method I used provide literal and theoretical replication, enhancing the ability to draw theoretical generalisations from data rather than rationalistic, propositional and law-like generalisations (Creswell 2014; Yin 2014).



This study and the model derived from its empirical data provide a foundation for future exploratory research into the influence of religious faiths other than Christianity on institutional complexity in social enterprises. It signals opportunities to explore social enterprises in the rarely investigated context of other world religions such as Islam, Buddhism, Hinduism and Judaism. For instance, the rapidly developing literature on Islamic social enterprises contends that an Islamic worldview differs from a secular worldview in how it defines reality (ontology), knowledge (epistemology) and values (axiology) (Aydin 2015). Recent scholarship on Islamic social and commercial enterprises underscores the moderating influence of a religious metalogic grounded in faith-based prosocial moral and ethical values on economic transactions (Alarifi and Alrubaishi 2018; Gümüsay 2020).



The current investigation recognises but does not explore other dynamics crucial to understanding the influence of intersecting contexts of religious faith, values, situational factors and institutional logics on social enterprises. For example, a Global South context and differences between the national, regional and cultural contexts unquestionably influence the social enterprises I studied (Herzog et al. 2020). The influence of a ‘where’ context on inter-logic tensions in social enterprises and its intersection with the contexts I studied is a fruitful topic for future research that would test and extend the proposed model (de Bruin and Teasdale 2019).



Finally, I call for further research to examine how religion functions as a ‘metalogic’ and cognitive frame that helps social enterprises manage tensions between their social welfare and commercial logics. Such research would extend institutional theory and bridge the fields of institutional logics and paradox theory (Gümüsay 2020; Lüscher and Lewis 2008; Westenholz 1993). Additionally, I join the call for research that explores the embeddedness of institutional logics and entrepreneurial behaviour in a context of religion-inspired worldview and values (Lee and Lounsbury 2015; Seo and Creed 2002; Smith et al. 2019, 2021; Spedale and Watson 2014).



To conclude, I respond to the question posed in the title, ‘what’s love got to do with it?’ Faith-based social enterprises bring to the foreground a religious worldview expressed as selfless love and non-transactional giving. They reveal that social enterprises use a religious worldview context to manage paradoxical tensions between the prescriptions of their social welfare and commercial goals. Further, faith-based social enterprises highlight the influence of religion on entrepreneurial activity and provide a compelling alternative to the dominant self-interested, capitalistic economic paradigm. I hope that new insights gained from this rich set of empirical data will inspire future research that sheds light on the vital question of how social enterprises use a religious worldview and values to manage inherent inter-logic tensions and paradoxes as they seek to meet human needs and contribute to positive social change.
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Figure 1. Data Collection and Analysis Steps. 
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Figure 2. Contextual model. 
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Table 1. Categorisation of Cases.
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	Country

(Total Number)
	Faith-Based
	Faith-Inspired
	Secular





	Philippines (4)
	Samaritana

Transformation

Ministries
	Jacinto and Lirio (J&L)

Katutubong Kamay

Handicrafts Company (KKHC)
	Habi Footwear



	Thailand (2)
	Thai Village
	
	Women’s Education for

Advancement and

Empowerment (WEAVE)



	Vietnam (2)
	Bright Solutions
	
	Centre for Social Research and Development (CSRD)
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Table 2. Thematic Framework.
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	Theoretical Codes

(Deductive and Inductive)
	Descriptive Codes (Inductive)





	1.    Logics

1.1. Commercial (deductive)

1.2. Social welfare (deductive)

1.3. Religious (deductive)

1.4. Tension social-commercial (inductive)

1.5. Tension commercial-religious (inductive)

1.6. Tension social-religious (inductive)

2.    Values

2.1. Self-transcending (deductive)

2.2. Religious worldview (inductive)
	1.    Context

1.1. What: Problem definition

1.2. Where: Geography

1.3. How: Socio-economic factors

1.4. Who: Beneficiaries and leaders

1.5. When: History

1.6. Why: Rationale

2.    Framing

2.1. Altruistic love

2.2. Non-transactional giving










[image: Table] 





Table 3. Experience and Management of Logic Tensions.
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Logic Tension

	
Secular

	
Faith-Inspired

	
Faith-Based






	
Social welfare + commercial

	
These conflicting prescriptions are paradoxical, presenting a constant and unavoidable challenge




	
Commercial + religious

	
None

	
Tensions are less acute than between social welfare and commercial logics




	
Social welfare + religious

	
None

	
No tension. Prescriptions are equally valid, compatible and interdependent




	
Social welfare + commercial + religious

	
None

	
A religious logic is the context of other logics

	
A religious metalogic frames the other logics




	
Altruistic love and giving

	
SE is understood as altruistic, non-transactional giving that empowers beneficiaries




	

	
Love is defined personally as sentiment and friendship

	
Love is defined universally as caritas

















	
	
Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.











© 2021 by the author. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).






media/file4.png
Non-transactional __

giving

"Workable certainties” for action

T

Social Enterprise Logics

Social welfare «—

Paradox
Tension

«— Commercial

T

Religious logic

Self-franscending,
prosocial values

1

Religious worldview

Altruistic
caritas love





nav.xhtml


  religions-12-00655


  
    		
      religions-12-00655
    


  




  





media/file0.png





media/file2.png
Interrelating Themes to
Create Initial Findings

Creating Individual

e D™

Theoretical | | Descriptive

Case Reports

w

fi Fral

Creating Thematic
Framework, Coding Data

Validating Reports
With Participants

!

Reading Through the Data

k 4

|

Storing Data in NVivo

Creating Cross-Case
Analysis Using
Theoretical Lenses

t

Collecting Data
(transcripts, documents,
videos, etc.)

Study Findings






media/file3.jpg
Non-transactional _|
giving

“Workable certainties” for action

!

Social Enterprise Logics

Social welfare +—

Paradox
Tension

le— Commercial

!

Religious logic

Self-ranscending,
prosocial values

i

Religious worldview

Altuistic
caritas love





media/file1.jpg
Interrelating Themes to

Creating Individual

Create Initial Findings Case Reports
el ~
Theoretical Descriptive
~ Pl i
= = Validating Reports
Creating Thematic With Participants
Framework, Coding Data
H
Reading Through the Data
ing ";"“ Creating Cross-Case
. - Analysis Using
Storing Da"a in NVivo ‘Theoretical Lenses
Colecting Data
(transcripts, documents,
videos, etc.) Study Findings






