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ABSTRACT 
The concept of social entrepreneurship continues to be vague and lacked a clear understanding of 

what the concept really is. One problem identified with the concept is the adoption of capitalism 

as a means of sustaining the social intervention. The adoption of profits and how they are used 

created a very big problem in both theory and practice. This study therefore tried to explore how 

donors perceived the use of profits from these interventions for the entrepreneurial self. This was 

done through a qualitative research. The findings showed that the profits from social interventions 

could not be used for purposes beneficial to the individual entrepreneur but only the project. The 

social entrepreneur could receive salaries, pensions and other personal emoluments but cannot use 

the profits for his or her own benefit. All profits must remain in the intervention for sustainability. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Foucault (1978/1991) defined ‘government’ as the ‘conduct’ which starts from ‘governing the self’ 

to governing others. He demonstrated how the ‘modern sovereign state’ and the ‘modern 

autonomous individual’ co-determine each other’s emergence. The main idea of the Ordo-liberals 

was the creation of a ‘social market economy’ where people could benefit from housing and 

unemployment benefits and good and cheap healthcare for all. They therefore follow the idea of 

‘governing society in the name of the economy’. A key element in his Chicago school’s approach 

however is that the US neo-liberalism opposed state ‘interventionism’ and ’dirigisme’, and, all in 

the name of economic freedom, wanted more individual rights which were being hindered by the 

growth of bureaucratic systems in the society (Foucault, 1978/1991). It created a consistent 

expansion of the economic form to apply to the social sphere, thus eliding any difference between 

the economy and the social. Therefore a person who identifies a problem in society and tries to 

help solve it is accorded a hero figure. This according to Dey and Steyaert (2014) created an 

unwillingness to associate social entrepreneurship with ethics. But since ethics is not innate it is 

important to know who these social entrepreneurs are, the kind of interventions (social enterprise) 

they engage in and how they go about them (processes).  

According to Vrasti (2012), the only way for a flexible capitalism to work is for all ‘institutions 

and social action to assume the model of market rationality’. Here, the state has to ‘think and 

conduct itself like a market organ (Brown 2003; p.13), and individuals must understand the ‘moral 

consequences’ of their ‘financial’, ‘professional’, and ‘domestic responsibilities’, and stop 

depending on ‘welfare provisions’, ‘union benefits’, and realize the ‘full potential of their 

productivity’.  In order for this to happen (the realization of the full potential of their productivity), 

a new word ‘ethos’ is introduced (Costea et.al. 2012). According to these authors, this configures 

a particular ideal character’ other than ethics which is the system of ‘rules,’ ‘rights’ or 

‘procedures’. The whole idea of ethos is based on the ‘principle of potentiality’: a representation 

of the human subject as capable of becoming always more than what she/he is, and of work as a 

process of freeing up, liberating and mobilizing her/his inner qualities always ready to be 

actualized (Costea et.al. 2012, p. 27). A disadvantage of this concept however according to the 

literature is that it denies the individual of being his/her own ‘moral agent’ because the ‘affirmation 

of individuality’ is through an ‘overextended’ and ‘unsustainable promise’. It further argued that 

‘potentiality’ forms a subtle and dangerous ethical platform from which human resource 
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management seeks to legitimize its claims in respect to both work and life as a whole. This is to 

say that due to the freedom which comes with this new concept individuals may ignore the ethics 

involved because the main gratifying factor here is to satisfy the inner self. Since social 

entrepreneurs are seen as individuals with the passion to identify and solve societal problems 

where states and institutions have failed, this new freedom which seeks to satisfy the inner self 

becomes questionable. This has given rise to criticisms about how the various forms of 

entrepreneurship especially social and green are incepted in capitalism in the name of 

sustainability.  

These criticisms arise because most critics believe capitalism is responsible for the ‘rise of a 

‘rationalistic’ individualism’ (Albrecht, 2002). According to this author capitalism is happening 

concurrently within all forms of social interventions. Schumpeter (3, p. 146) states that ‘unlike any 

other type of society, capitalism inevitably and by virtue of the very logic of its civilization creates, 

educates and subsidizes a vested interest in social unrest’. Albrecht (2002) therefore argued that 

capitalism must be rejected in every form it represents itself. But some researchers have also 

argued that since social entrepreneurship borrowed its existence from the viewpoint and practices 

of market-driven enterprise, profit making should be a part of it.  

According to Pongratz and Voss (2003), for social entrepreneurship to succeed it needs to adopt a 

business-like approach where developing social intervention is only one part with the other being 

the maximizing of revenue. But the core mission of the program must not be neglected. This has 

become even more important today looking at the difficulty in generating funds for social 

entrepreneurial interventions. Therefore the issue of adopting a bit of marketization for 

sustainability in itself is not the problem. The argument therefore should rather focus on how far 

they go in pursuit of these profits and how they use them. The activities of the Grameen Foundation 

have been heavily criticized in this regard. Many donors and sponsors have also become reluctant 

because they believe the core mission of social entrepreneurship has been misplaced by some 

social entrepreneurs. 

According to Lemke (2001) since most social entrepreneurs perform roles which otherwise should 

have been done by the state, for example, poverty alleviation or the provision of good drinking 

water they assume the role of a government and claim legitimacy. This legitimacy comes with the 

idea that profits from the interventions (social entrepreneurship programs undertaken) can be used 
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for the entrepreneurial self (individual entrepreneur) (Karim, 2008). Therefore instead of using 

these profits to project the core mission they are rather diverted to enrich the entrepreneurial self 

(ibid). In developing countries such interventions rather leave the people it was supposed to 

improve their lives worst off (ibid). Nicholls (2010, p. 624) attributed this to some actors who twist 

the ‘discourses’ and ‘institutional logics’ of social entrepreneurship to conform to their own 

justifiable standards through ‘reflexive isomorphism’. What they seem to forget is that unlike 

mainstream entrepreneurship where entrepreneurs promote and sponsor their own start-ups most 

social entrepreneurs depend on support and donations (in whole or in part) from external sources. 

This therefore demands that they behave in certain appropriate ways. But the freedom with which 

they engage in their practices makes them oppose and usurp the ‘discursive’ and ‘institutional 

limits’ (Dey & Steyaert, 2016).  Nicholls (2010) was of the view that the raising/soliciting for 

funds also gave social entrepreneurs a form of power to claim legitimacy to it instead of being 

conferred on them. 

According to Bröckling (2016) today’s society demands from the individual to think and act on 

the intent of ‘market success’ which determines the personal and professional domains. He 

continued to say that people now compete for ‘power’, ‘money’, ‘fitness’ and ‘youth’. The 

individual is often pushed to ‘improve’, ‘change’ and ‘adapt’ to a world of either winners or losers. 

The entrepreneurial self therefore tries to find the different contrasts within the self often caused 

by this call for entrepreneurship 

This topic is therefore of interest because it explores the ethics governing profitization of social 

entrepreneurial interventions through the perspective of donors. The terms ‘ethical’ and ‘moral’ 

are used interchangeably in this paper in line with Grace and Cohen (1998) submission that the 

two words are similar in meaning. Also the terms profitization, capitalism and marketization are 

used interchangeably in this paper to mean the making of profits.   

According to Lepoutre et al. (2013) what is missing in social entrepreneurship research is “studies 

that can test the scope of theoretical propositions and discover antecedents and consequences of 

entrepreneurial activity (Lepoutre et al., 2013, p. 693). This is what this paper has tried to do 

through an exploratory (qualitative) study. To look at the consequences. Most research have 

concentrated on whether social entrepreneurship must adopt capitalism for sustainability and have 

identified that the profits must be used to maximize the core mission.  And where it focused on the 
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individual entrepreneur it was more on the capabilities of the individual (competence, leadership 

and business skills) (Light, 2006) and heralded as a hero But what happens if the profits are used 

for other things which benefit only the social entrepreneur than maximizing the projects? Does it 

also mean that so long as the core mission is not neglected profits can be used for other things 

outside the social problems it claims to support?  .  

The aim of this study therefore was to explore whether these profits could be used for the 

entrepreneurial self from donors point of view. Although this study could have concentrated on 

individual social entrepreneurs which might have been helpful the study instead focused on donors. 

This was to get a different sampling of reactions because these donors interacted with many 

different social entrepreneurs. The author does not oppose the adoption of capitalism for the 

sustainability of social interventions. This is not what the paper is about because even donors today 

demand that before sponsoring social entrepreneurs. But rather to find out if there are any norms 

or legitimacy guiding the operations of social entrepreneurs, whether it allows profits to be used 

for personal benefits and the ethics governing them. This does not include personal emoluments 

like salaries, pensions or allowances but rather on incidents such as shareholding, acquiring of 

properties in personal name and so on by social entrepreneurs. This study decided to focus on 

donors because there is little evidence of what they think in existing literature. Also since they are 

the main sponsors in either cash or other forms of support of these interventions it was deemed 

important to know what they think about this issue.  

Donors of social entrepreneurial activities notably prioritize the cause and impact of the 

intervention the social entrepreneur plans to undertake and also the financial model the program 

has to ensure that it could sustain itself in the long-term. But there is little or no interference in 

what happens afterwards (Dey & Steyaert, 2016). Does this mean that they do not really care about 

how profits from the activities are used? Since there is little evidence in this regard by extant 

literature it makes it difficult to conclude what actions are wrong or right. This was what the study 

intended to find out. 

To help achieve this aim one research question is formulated:  

RQ. How do donors of social entrepreneurial activities perceive the use of profits for the 

entrepreneurial self? 
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1.1 Structure of the Study 
This study is divided into six main chapters. Chapter one introduces the research topic with a brief 

background and why the study is important. Chapter two gives an overview of existing theories 

reviewed with the aim of the study and research question in mind. It also presents a conceptual 

framework for the study. Chapter three will outline the methods used, data collection and analysis 

of the study. The next chapter 4, focuses on the findings from the interviews and key points noted. 

Chapter 5 analyses the findings within the theoretical framework. Chapter six which is also the 

concluding chapter concludes the whole study and makes recommendations where necessary. 
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2. 0 LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

2.1 What is Entrepreneurship? 
The word entrepreneur was derived from the French and German words ‘entreprendre’ and 

‘unternehmen’ meaning ‘to take into one’s own hands (Roberts and Woods, 2005). This concept 

was developed by Cantillon (1680) and Say (1767-1832) as well as Schumpeter in the 20th century. 

The entrepreneur here is constructed as ‘risk-taker’ and ‘innovator’, who when successful, 

contributes fundamentally to creating economic value. Therefore entrepreneurship is the process 

of attempting to make business profits by innovation in the face of risk (Tan et.al. 2008; p.10). 

There are various forms of entrepreneurship depending on the entrepreneurial activity such as 

green, commercial and social. This paper will focus on social entrepreneurship. Based on the above 

definition of entrepreneurship Dees (1998, p.3) defined the entrepreneurial aspect of social 

entrepreneurship as including (a) the recognition and relentless pursuit of new opportunities to 

further the mission of creating social value (b) continuous engagement in innovation and 

modification and (c) bold action undertaken without acceptance of existing limited resources. The 

next section will look at this concept in detail. 

2.2 What is social entrepreneurship?  
According to Nicholls (2010) there is no collective agreement about what the term actually means 

although many scholars have tried to define it. It has been dispensed as a ‘new model of systemic 

social change’ (Bornstein, 2004; Nicholls 2006b), a solution to welfare problems where 

government has failed (Aiken, 2006), evolving opportunities for firms (Prahalad, 2005), a means 

of empowering and changing the political scenery (Alvord, Brown and Letts, 2004) and a new 

composite for collaborations between businesses (Austin, Gutierrez, Ogliastri, 2006). Dempsey 

and Sanders (2010) also defined it as a means of adopting the doctrine of ‘capitalist 

entrepreneurship’ to not for profit organizations with activities that depart from or challenge the 

traditional ways of doing business. Over here the making of profits is not the main focus but rather 

trying to solve a societal problem. This seems to be in agreement with Venkataramen (1997) 

definition. According to him the main aim of social entrepreneurship should be the creation of 

value but this does not mean it should completely abandon measures that create ‘earned income 

strategy’. The emphasis here is laid on the fact that the creation of capital should only be to help 

continue with the mission of the social enterprise and not to gratify the entrepreneurial self. This 
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confirms Dempsey and Sanders (2010, p. 441) view that social entrepreneurship combines an 

emphasis on individual initiative with a deeply moral discourse of contributing to something 

greater than the self. In this way, it provides a particularly rich context to explore how the notion 

of work as a calling continues to structure contemporary discourses of work. 

But Nicholls and Cho (2008) argued that the aspect of ‘market orientation’ is also an important 

part of social entrepreneurship. This is often linked to the level of ‘efficiency’ and ‘effectiveness’ 

through for-profit initiatives (Nicholls, 2010) and the ‘financial sustainability’ and ‘self-

sufficiency’ (Boschee and McClurg, 2003). What makes this different from traditional not-for-

profit social activities is that it aims at efficiency and effective use of resources (Nicholls and Cho, 

2008). Therefore Choi and Majumdar (2014) argue that the market orientation is a very important 

part of social entrepreneurship and can be assumed in various ways depending on the context. 

2.3 Who is a social entrepreneur? 
Table 1: Contrasting definitions and core characteristics of a social entrepreneur 

Source Definition Core Characteristics 

Bornstein (1998) A social entrepreneur is a path 

breaker with a powerful new idea 

who combines visionary and real-

world problem-solving 

creativity, has a strong ethical 

fiber, and is totally possessed by 

his or her vision for change. 

 Mission leader 

 Persistent 

Thompson et al. (2000) Social entrepreneurs are people 

who realize where there is an 

opportunity to satisfy some 

unmet need that the state welfare 

system will not or cannot meet, 

and who gather together the 

necessary resources (generally 

people, often volunteers, money, 

 Emotionally charged 

 Social value creator 
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and premises) and use these to 

“make a difference”. 

Dees (1998) Social entrepreneurs play the role 

of change agents in the social 

sector by: 

 Adopting a mission to 

create and sustain social 

value 

 Recognizing and 

relentlessly pursuing new 

opportunities to serve that 

mission; 

 Engaging in a process of 

continuous innovation, 

adaptation, and learning; 

 Acting boldly without 

being limited by 

resources currently in 

hand; 

 Exhibiting a heightened    

sense of accountability to 

the constituencies served 

for the outcomes created. 

 

Brinckerhoff (2009) A social entrepreneur is someone 

who takes reasonable risk on 

behalf of the people their 

organization serves. 

 Opinion leader 

Leadbeater (1997) Social entrepreneurs are 

entrepreneurial, innovative, and 

“transformatory” individuals 

 Manager 

 Leader 
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Source: Abu-Saifan (2012, p.24)  

All the above definitions predict the social entrepreneur as an individual or persons involved in 

social activities. But according to Light (2006) those definitions concentrate on the risk individuals 

take to create a change in society. Therefore it concludes that social entrepreneurship is far from 

being a ‘pattern-breaking change’ but is rather about ‘pattern-breaking individuals (Light, 2006; 

who are also: leaders, 

storytellers, people managers, 

visionary opportunists and 

alliance builders. They recognize 

a social problem and organize, 

create, and manage a venture to 

make social change. 

Zahra et al. (2008) Social entrepreneurship 

encompasses the activities and 

processes undertaken to discover, 

define, and exploit opportunities 

in order to enhance social wealth 

by creating new ventures or 

managing existing organizations 

in an innovative manner. 

 Innovator 

 Initiative taker 

 Opportunity alert 

Ashoka (2012) Social entrepreneurs are 

individuals with innovative 

solutions to society’s most 

pressing social problems […] 

They are both visionaries and 

ultimate realists, concerned with 

the practical implementation of 

their vision above all else. 

 Visionary 
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p.47). This he claimed made it difficult to extend the concept to cover all non-profit enterprises. 

The problem here could be that most people engaged in non-profit ventures may not be referred to 

as social entrepreneurs. Therefore they may not benefit from support intended for social 

entrepreneurs. He therefore proposed this definition of a social entrepreneur as an individual 

group, network, organization or alliance of organizations that seeks sustainable, large-scale 

change through pattern-breaking ideas in what or how governments, non-profits and businesses 

do to address significant social problems. Dey and Steyaert (2016) also believe that this ‘heroic’ 

figure attached to the individual entrepreneur could make them assume power not conferred on 

them thereby making them claim legitimacy. For the sake of this study the social entrepreneur will 

be assumed to be an individual who recognizes a social problem and with the help of others tries 

to solve them. 

Apart from Bornstein (1998) definition which mentioned a strong ethical fiber of the individual 

and Dees (1998) which ‘heightened sense of accountability’ other definitions seem to be soft on 

the ethical part of the individual. Could this mean that the ‘heroic’ role of the individual to embark 

on a mission where states and organizations have failed to address makes him/her free from being 

assessed within these boundaries? Does the way in which they claim to bring about this change 

not be questionable? Is it enough to be satisfied if objectives are met? These are some of the 

questions the study intended to find answers to.  

2.4 Social entrepreneurship and capitalism 
According to Roberts and Woods (2005) social entrepreneurship connects a very important chasm 

between ‘business’ and ‘benevolence’; “it is the application of entrepreneurship in the social 

sphere” (p.45). Social entrepreneurship does not create profits and many social entrepreneurs will 

refuse to involve in any activity which will make their services look as ‘marketable’ because their 

main existence is to tackle a social need and not a commercial one (Roberts and Woods, 2005; 

p.46) . It is conceived by the social innovation tradition as a process of change in the delivery of 

public goods and social/environmental services (Nicholls, 2010; p. 626). Mulgan (2007) argued 

that it is only ‘systems change’ that can solve the problems of failures in public and environmental 

goods and not the socialization of the business. 

According to Roberts and Woods (2005) even though most social entrepreneurs use words such 

as ‘caring’, ‘compassionate’ and ‘moral’ this does not mean that they empathize with the ‘liberal 
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left’ nor abstain from profit making ventures. They therefore cautioned that social entrepreneurship 

should not be looked at as an independent concept different from other forms or applications of 

entrepreneurship. They further argued that the boundaries are obscured since commercial 

entrepreneurship could also become socially responsible. Looking at it from this perspective, 

social entrepreneurship could be seen as a mindset or a paradigm that has a place in any business 

be it in the for profit sector or in the voluntary sector (Roberts and Woods, 2005; p. 50). 

Some researchers have also argued that since social entrepreneurship borrowed its existence from 

the ‘outlook’ and ‘methods’ of market-driven enterprise, profit making should be a part of it. 

According to Pongratz (2003; p. 26) “the key to social enterprise involves taking a business-like, 

innovative approach to the mission of delivering community services whereas developing new 

social enterprise business ventures is only one facet of social enterprise with the other facet being 

maximizing revenue generation from programs by applying principles from for-profit business 

without neglecting the core mission”. It is very interesting to note the emphasis on ‘the core 

mission. This means that in the pursuit of these profits social entrepreneurship should not lose 

sight of its very existence as a social intervention. What is worrying here is that the literature does 

not clearly state how far social entrepreneurship can go in pursuit of these profits. This can be very 

misleading and erase the whole concept of social entrepreneurship if some social entrepreneurs 

pursue these profits to gratify the inner self other than for the purpose of the social intervention. 

Most advocates of marketization for social interventions have done that without any emphasis on 

what margin of profit is morally acceptable in social entrepreneurship. But there has to be a 

distinction between this type of entrepreneurship and commercial entrepreneurship. As Dees 

(1998, p. 3) puts it, for social entrepreneurs, the social mission is explicit and central. According 

to Peredo and McLean (2005) the fact that any profit made is for the successful running of the 

social goal the direct benefit to the entrepreneur has no emphasis here.  

All the above arguments adopt a no profit for social entrepreneurship and where it accepts profits 

the main purpose is to be able to sustain the social intervention initiative with the social need still 

at the forefront of these ventures. But what happens in cases where the profit factor overrides the 

social mission? Where the emphasis is on profit-making and not on the fulfillment of the social 

goal Peredo and McLean (2005) suggests that those ventures cease to be called social 

entrepreneurships. They further argued that getting involved in a social enterprise does not make 
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one a social entrepreneur. The conditions for social entrepreneurship must be met at all times to 

qualify a project as such. They therefore suggested that social entrepreneurship should include 

“undertakings where social goals are added to the firm’s objectives, even where they may not rank 

first in the firm’s priorities and may be taken on at least partly for instrumental reasons (p. 20). 

This suggestion seems to be in line with Light (2006) definition of who a social entrepreneur is 

but once again the core mission (social goals) is emphasized. 

In summary the adoption of profit making parameters for social entrepreneurship in itself is not 

bad but the core mission of the social entrepreneurial activity must not be abandoned. And where 

profits are made they have to go back in expanding the project. In other words profit making should 

only be to sustain the intervention in the long-term according to the literature. 

2.5 Social Entrepreneurship and Ethics 
According to Dey and Seyaert (2012) even though there is an unwillingness to align 

entrepreneurship with ethical connotations, this is not the same for social entrepreneurship. 

According to them even though some researchers have tried to critique it in terms of ethics (e.g. 

Eikenberry, 2009) most of the literature available try to assume that since social entrepreneurship 

aims at a ‘common good’ it automatically “exhibits a thoroughly synergetic relationship with 

ethics” (Dey & Steyaert, 2012; p.623). But does social mean ethical? According to Fisher et al. 

(2005) it is believed that social entrepreneurs are led by the principle of beneficence’ (“actively 

doing ‘good’”) and not non-maleficence (“doing no harm”). What makes social entrepreneurs 

different from main-stream entrepreneurs is their ‘motivations, intentions and the doing good for 

society’ and not personal gains (Dacin et al., 2010). But Zahra et al. (2009) argued that the adoption 

of capitalism by social entrepreneurs is in sharp contrast with doing ‘good’ for the benefit of 

society. This is because in pursuant of profits the core mission might be lost (Zahra et al. 2009; 

Bacq et al. 2016). According to Zahra et al (2009) when this happens people who cannot afford 

these services may not benefit from them. Therefore the core mission for the intervention program 

may not be achieved. They further argued that this can also make social entrepreneurs grow 

‘egoistic ambitions’ resulting in unethical behaviors. But these ethical challenges according to 

them is dependent on the social entrepreneur’s personal motives, resources needed to achieve their 

ambitions and the ‘governance’ and ‘control mechanisms’ to check these behaviors. The value 

creation here is not in dispute but rather what the ‘approach’, ‘means’, ‘method’ and ‘outcomes’ 
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are (Chell et al. 2014, p.620). They argued that since social entrepreneurs are not born as ethical 

individuals their activities should be assessed differently from other entrepreneurs. 

.2.5.1 Power, Subjectivity and Freedom as Practice 

The study focused on a postmodern ethics based on the work of Foucault (where the individual 

social entrepreneur acts as his/ her own moral agent rather than on outlined set of rules. It also 

moves the understanding of ethics from the social entrepreneur as a genuine individual to ethics 

as a practice). The study therefore adopted Dey and Steyaert (2014) postmodern radical humanist 

approach to ethics. These are power, subjectivity and freedom as practice 

According to Karim (2008) due to lack of financial independence in most developing countries 

individuals venture into programs with the help of foreign aid to help people who are in need of 

services that the state has been unable to provide. They do this by including ‘economic’, ‘political’ 

and social life in the programs (Karim, 2008). Because these individuals try to find solutions to 

problems which otherwise should have been solved by the state they assume the role of a state 

which gives them a form of power (ibid). But quite different from governing in the past which 

exerted more of ‘authoritarian’ and ‘hierarchical’ form of power, governing in recent times 

requires an all-inclusive rationale for government which combines the different forms of 

rationalities, technology and agencies which are the backbone of governing in modern liberal 

societies (Dey & Seyaert, 2014). This new form of governing instigates an ‘ethos of responsibility 

in different capacities of empowering the individual’ (Dey & Seyaert, 2014, p. 631). Here the focus 

is more on ‘self-improvement’ than on control (Foucault, 1991). 

This new shift does not only bring about ‘measures of surveillance and control’ but also creates an 

environment where individuals can be acted upon as free beings (Dey, 2014 cited in Dey & 

Steyaert, 2014, p. 631). This therefore requires that practitioners are responsible for their activities 

right from inception to completion and are solely responsible for the consequences (Burchell, 

1996). This can bring about the will to being free especially when practitioners are expected to 

‘act’ and ‘think’ like their counterparts engaged in commercial entrepreneurship (Dey & Steyaert, 

2014, p.632). According to Dey and Steyaert (2014) even though social entrepreneurs are expected 

to behave in certain ways, research available (e.g. Howorth et al. 2011) showed that these social 

entrepreneurs do not behave according to how they should. So Froggett and Chamberlayne (2004) 

concluded that what these policy makers project to us did not reflect the ‘subjectivity of 
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practitioners’. Therefore “there is no relationship of power without the means of possible flight 

(Foucault, 1982, p. 225). Dey and Steyaert (2014) concluded that instead of accepting what is 

expected of them and behave accordingly they rather ‘engage in practices of freedom’ which 

makes them free from being under those expectations. This therefore makes it difficult to know 

the form of control donors have over them. 

2.6 Donors and Social Entrepreneurship 
According to Rogerson et al. (2014) there is no uniform definition of social entrepreneurship by 

donors. This prompted to go further in investing why they use public funds to support social 

entrepreneurship. Four reasons were identified and they were a. market failure rationale b. 

inclusive and sustainable growth rationale c. contracting out rationale and d. experimentation and 

first mover cost rationale (p.3).  

According to the first rationale donors take over social and environmental problems which existing 

markets cannot take care of in order to achieve wider societal goals. This creates a gap many people 

do not benefit. To close or minimize these gaps donors come in to help organizations or individuals 

with ideas in the specific fields they the donors are interested in and try to create a change. 

According to Kurokawa et al (2008) this support is in order especially when markets cannot 

adequately distribute resources. This help comes in the form of donations according to Rogerson 

et al. 

The second reason which is the inclusive sustainable growth rationale tries to include the poor or 

marginalized in society to be able to have adequate market opportunities. People living in 

deplorable conditions have much difficulty in assessing funds from formal channels and this makes 

them continue to live in poverty. These donors according to Rogerson et al (2014) therefore in to 

create opportunities or channels for this group of people to be able have access to common needs 

which they have otherwise been deprived of. 

The third reason that is the contracting out rationale is to create opportunities for the private sector 

in public services like education, health, water and so on which otherwise should have been 

delivered by the state or government. The failure of states to perform their obligations to their 

citizens gave rise to this rationale (Rogerson et al (2014).  According to Slater et al (2012) these 

countries may be recovering from conflicts therefore these interventions become a catalyst to 

development and opportunity creation to individuals or organizations.  
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The last rationale which is the experimentation and first-mover cost is tied to the contracting out 

rationale. Here donors according to Rogerson et al (2014) try to help the private sector with strong 

focus on trying things out and innovation unlike the public sector. The reasoning behind this is to 

help these enterprises continue making a social impact at affordable prices. So donors mitigate 

some of the costs in order to let them supply these services at reasonable prices to benefit the 

underprivileged in society. 

But according to Rogerson et al (2014) this support by donors could create potential risks of 

interventions especially when this support is inclined towards the private sector. The risk of 

‘market distortion’ was one problem that the intervention could face due to direct subsidies by 

donors (p.6). This is because there is lack of competition. Another problem with this is that it could 

enhance ‘moral hazard’ by creating more risk-taking by the businesses they intend to support than 

what is accepted by society. Also there is the risk of governments not sharing the same views as 

donors. When this happens it makes it difficult for the government in the destination country to 

assist when the need arises.  

Miller (2013) therefore suggested some measures to take to reduce this risk. According to him 

donors could shift their base to include a much bigger ‘market infrastructure’ or seeking support 

from government could help reduce some of these risks. 

According to Doig et al (2006) the problem that donors have is that there is a ‘mismatch between 

the rhetoric and reality’ (p.165). Donors expect that there are improvements in resource 

allocations, effective management of funds by beneficiaries, an improved performance in 

operations and a corruption free working environment (Doig et al (2006). 

2.7 Summary 
This chapter has tried to review extant literature on the topic of social entrepreneurship and ethics. 

Right from the definitions of what social entrepreneurship and who social entrepreneurs are we 

see a lot of inconsistencies. The definition of social entrepreneurship itself is so confusing it refuses 

to give a clear picture of the concept. This in itself could make it difficult for practitioners. The 

advocacy for the concept to be extended to other organizations and NGOs involved in solving 

social problems other than a ’heroic’ individual social entrepreneur’ complicates it the more. But 

as said earlier this study focused on the individual entrepreneur. From the definitions of who a 

social entrepreneur is we see how previous research tried to problematize what the constructs of 
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who a social entrepreneur is and wages in the debate of the concept and ethics. The sovereignty 

given to these practitioners according to the literature could make them assume a form of power 

which is not expected of them. But can this power lead them to claim legitimacy over the social 

activities they engage in? The fact that they could assume their own form of freedom other than 

what is expected of them also makes it difficult to assume what they can do or not do. The adoption 

of capitalism has also been critiqued to give the social entrepreneur a form of freedom and power 

to operate. Others even believe it erases the main concept of social entrepreneurship of doing 

‘good’ to society. Could this have contributed to the ‘egoistic’ individual that the literature talked 

about? This further elaborates the discrepancies in the concept of social entrepreneurship.  

Looking at Dey and Steyaert (2014) constructs of ethics in social entrepreneurship through power, 

subjectivity and freedom of practice, they problematize how the practice of social entrepreneurship 

is constructed to be so superior. This gives them ‘a persona of superiority’ according to them 

because these social entrepreneurs are assumed to do the right thing compared to others. But since 

they are not inherently moral beings this assumption is questionable. So how are they able to do 

this social ‘good’ which is so much valued? There is therefore a struggle with ‘one’s subjectivity 

and the sense of freedom needed to realize one’s objectives (Chell et al., 2014 p.622). This study 

therefore tried to find out if these forms of power, subjectivity and freedom of practice have any 

form of influence in the claim of legitimacy to social activities by social entrepreneurs and 

therefore feel they can use profits from the social activities for themselves. This formed the basis 

of the whole thesis. 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



19 
 

3.0 METHOD 
 

3.1 Research Design, Research Setting and Sampling 
A research design which included a detailed deductive qualitative investigation was adopted for 

this exploratory study which tried to find out whether profits from social entrepreneurial activities 

could be used for the entrepreneurial self through donors’ perspective. This helped to critically 

look at the antecedents and consequences of entrepreneurial activities (Lepoutre et al., 2013).  An 

explorative research method was adopted to gain new insight into the ethical boundaries of using 

profits for the entrepreneurial self in social entrepreneurship in order to formulate a more precise 

problem since knowledge from previous research seems to be too general/vague (Bryman, 2011). 

Due to the sensitivity of the topic and the ‘heroic’ figure that previous research claimed has been 

accorded the individual social entrepreneur the author had to identify instances or outcomes to lead 

the respondent. A deductive method was therefore found to be more appropriate since other 

methods would not have given detailed insight into the topic being studied. What makes this study 

different is that it tried to find the ethical element in using profits for the entrepreneurial self 

through donors’ perspective. There was very little evidence of this in previous research. The study 

was to establish if this was a problem at all, how much of a problem it was to donors’ and its effect 

on the whole process. The donors’ perspective was deemed important since they were involved in 

the process through funding or other forms of support.  So their views on the ethical underlying in 

using profits for the entrepreneurial self could contribute significantly to previous research. This 

can help establish priorities for future research (Babbie, 2010). 

The research setting involved two Swedish organizations actively involved with social 

entrepreneurship. To gain more insight into the topic being studied it was important to interview 

persons with great expertise and experience (Bryman, 2011). The two organizations play different 

roles in the entrepreneurial process. The first supported with funds whilst the other in the form of 

training. Even though these two different organizations were not strategically selected it evoked 

my curiosity to see if there could be some differences in perceptions due to the form of support 

they rendered to these entrepreneurs.  

The study consisted of semi-structured interviews with three executives from two Swedish 

organizations engaged in social entrepreneurship and one private donor who preferred to remain 
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anonymous. This was to a get a qualitative data that is reliable and comparable (Bryman, 2011). 

Two interviews were conducted with two executive staff of the Social Entrepreneurship Forum 

(SeF), one from Swedish International development Agency (Sida) and one from the private donor. 

These organizations and the private donor were identified by using a search engine. The command 

was ‘organizations or persons involved with or noted for sponsoring social entrepreneurial 

activities’. The search gave about ten results and emails were sent out to all of them with the 

intention of interviewing them. The topic of the thesis and the purpose for doing it were clearly 

indicated in these emails. Follow-up calls were also made to all of them but only four showed 

interest to be part of the study. One from each of the organizations. The snowball method was then 

used to get the third and fourth respondents. This was by asking the respondents involved with the 

study to make referrals on author’s behalf. These organizations have been involved with social 

entrepreneurship for ten years or more.  

3.2 Data Collection 
A semi structured interview was adopted for the data collection through face to face and telephone 

interviews. This served as the primary data for the research. The semi/structured interview was 

found to be the appropriate method for this study because  according to Saunders et al (2009) it is 

open and therefore makes room for new ideas that may come up during the interview. Since the 

study focused on donors’ perspective to build insights and in-depth knowledge into the subject 

matter this method seemed very appropriate because it allowed for follow-up questions (Lee, 

1999). The literature review was done to get a good understanding and background of the topic 

being studied. After with the aim and research question in mind questions which were grounded 

in the literature reviewed were formulated. This was to make it easier to compare with the 

respondents knowledge on the subject matter. These questions were used for the interview. Some 

of the questions included respondents background, their roles in the organization, how long they 

have been working with social entrepreneurship, general perceptions of problems facing the 

concept and so on (complete interview questions attached as Appendix A). Efforts were made to 

interview as many organizations and/or individuals who support social entrepreneurship but most 

of them declined either because they were too busy or were not comfortable with the topic. The 

data collected were therefore few. Even though exploratory studies do not rely on large data the 

four interviews conducted was considered to be quite low. But efforts were made to minimize the 

effect of this short fall by gathering data from highly experienced sources who have been in the 
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field for quite some time and are also solely or actively involved in promoting social 

entrepreneurship. Secondary data from these organizations were also used to compensate this 

shortfalls. Also the purpose of the thesis was not to generalize results nor come to precise 

conclusions therefore the exploratory study.  

Due to the sensitive nature of the topic it was expected that respondents may not be forthcoming 

with detailed information. It was therefore very important to make them feel at ease. This was 

done by setting the interview parameters. Respondents were made to understand that they could 

cancel the interview at any time if they do not want to go any further with it. The ethical adherence 

with regards to how the data will be handled was also communicated to them. They also had the 

right to reject any question they did not feel comfortable with. Also to remain anonymous was a 

choice they could make. Only one of the respondents opted for this choice to remain anonymous.  

Three out of the four interviews were done face-to-face. The fourth interview was done on phone. 

All four interviews lasted on average for about 60 minutes. The first two interviews were 

conducted on the 9th of April, 2017 at SeF in Stockholm. The first interview which was with the 

Executive Director at 11.00 am lasted for approximately one hour. The second interview for that 

day was with the Social Impact Coordinator. It also started at 1.00 pm and lasted for close to two 

hours. Both interviews were recorded using android phone recorders. Important statements were 

also written down. Some of the answers led to other questions being asked which were originally 

not part of the questions but included later. Apart from the notes taken and voice recordings body 

language was also observed. This according to Cresswell (2012) is very important in exploratory 

studies because it exposes the unspoken words. The recordings were later transcribed into words. 

Key differences and similarities in the two responses were also noted. The third interview was 

with the Coordinator of Private Sector Collaboration at the Department for Partnership and 

Innovation at SIDA. This was on 10th April, 2017 at 4:36 pm and lasted for about an hour. This 

interview was done on phone and recorded. Despite the fact that it was on the phone respondent 

was very concise with most of the answers. But where the answers were not easily understood 

follow-up questions were made to clarify. This follow-up was made both on phone and later 

through emails after transcribing into words. The last interview was with the anonymous 

respondent who hereafter will be referred to as ‘Donor X’. This interview was also conducted 

through face-to-face method in Stockholm on 3rd May, 2017. This respondent is a private donor to 
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many social entrepreneurial activities in developing countries. This interview was more of story-

telling. The respondent was very open and even discussed issues that were not part of the questions 

but nonetheless very important. The interview started around 10 am and went on for close to two 

hours. This was also recorded and notes taken. Later the recordings were transcribed into words. 

It is worth noting that even though it was not the intention of the study to interview organizations 

active in developing countries it turned out that all the respondents were more active with social 

entrepreneurship in developing countries. This was because the concept was still very new in 

Sweden. The responses therefore reflected perceptions of these organizations of social 

entrepreneurs in developing countries. 

As stated earlier secondary data was gathered from the organizations websites, journals and reports 

to enrich the data collected and also serve as a basis for comparison. This according to Saunders 

et al (2009) could be used for exploratory studies. 

3.3 Data Analysis 
The data analysis was grounded in the theory reviewed. Therefore there was a movement back and 

forth between the data gathered and extant literature. The empirical data was analyzed with the 

literature review as a guide. Since the study was based mainly on words it adopted the following 

process to analyze the data. Firstly the data collected were put under five themes (refer to Appendix 

A) and narrated. These headings were derived from the responses received from the interview. 

Responses with similar concepts were put under one heading. Key words were also highlighted. 

This was then compared to existing literature to see if there were any similarities or differences 

making sure that the aim of the study was not missed. This also helped to ascertain whether the 

research question has been answered. The similarities and differences noted then formed the basis 

for the conclusion. 
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4.0 FINDINGS 
The responses received for the study helped to identify key themes and relationships about the 

whole concept of social entrepreneurship and whether profits can be used for the entrepreneurial 

self or not. On the whole it seems most of the respondents are against the fact that the profits from 

the interventions should be used for the entrepreneurial self, that is, to enrich the individual 

entrepreneur but rather to be used to project the core mission of the intervention. But it is all 

dependent on the kind of agreement the social entrepreneurs have with their sponsors. If the 

agreement says it should not be done then that it is different. But whereby it does not specify then 

the social entrepreneurs could do whatever they want with the profits but in an ethical way. This 

was not a collective view though. The private donor and Sida expect that whatever profits are made 

remain in the intervention to reach more people. 

Five main themes were identified and they were i. the concept of social entrepreneurship ii. 

Monitoring of sponsored projects iii. Adoption of capitalism for social interventions (making of 

profits) and how these profits are used (use of profits for the entrepreneurial self) iv. Ethical 

expectations v. The use of power. 

4.1 The concept of social entrepreneurship 
A common theme identified by the respondents about what social entrepreneurship is was that all 

respondents identified the business case for the concept. Most agree that it identifies to solve 

problems that governments have not been able to solve and were quick to add that it was important 

to add the business case to it. This they believed would help the program to reach more people and 

be self-sustainable. They also highlighted the core mission of the program which should not be 

neglected. According to the Executive Director of SeF social entrepreneurship adopts: 

Business principles to solve social or environmental problems in an innovative way by using new 

business models in how you intend to solve the problem identified.  The social impact coordinator 

confirmed that there was no unified approach to the concept making it vague. 

 Donor X also sees the concept as any venture that tends to solve a problem in society which are 

usually undertaken by individuals. These individuals do not want to depend on donations only so 

they try to see how they can make a business out of it to make their own money to support the 

project. 
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Whilst SIDA does not have a specific definition for the concept they also advocate the business 

case for it. They even expect the social entrepreneurs to raise at least 50% of the total amount 

needed for the project. This they believe is to get some form of commitment from them. 

As to who a social entrepreneur is the word ‘passionate’ was very predominant. The social 

entrepreneur was expected to be someone not just in to solve a problem but must also be passionate 

about it. Most of the respondents were very critical about the fact that the intervention should not 

be used as a means to create jobs for the individual but to genuinely invoke a passion to create 

change. According to Donor X a social entrepreneur is anybody who identifies a problem and 

intends to solve it passionately. The problem solving should be the main thing and not job creation. 

If the purpose is to create job for the individual then the priority has been displaced. According to 

SeF a social entrepreneur is a person who is not happy with the status quo, identifies the problem 

and intends to do something about it with passion. It is worth noting that the individual 

entrepreneur is projected in these definitions and not linked to other organizations except for Sida 

who do not have a distinctive definition for the term because they classified them all as 

entrepreneurs. But they specified that they should be entrepreneurs with a social or environmental 

mission. 

There were also some general expectations of how social entrepreneurs should behave. They were 

expected to be passionate about the change they want to bring, bold, committed, self-learners, 

always looking at improving themselves and the program in general, the social mission should be 

the main driver and they must also possess a strong ethical fiber.  

According to the SeF’s Executive Director the social entrepreneur:  

must be a self-learner, always looking at improving themselves and the program or 

organization. The social impact or the difference they want to make must also be the main 

driver, that is, the reason why they exist. Having an idea is not enough but one must be 

passionate and have the right tools to create a change as well. The social impact 

coordinator also added that we expect social entrepreneurs to solve social problems as 

they tackle or try to solve at least and make the most of their impact and of course do that 

in an ethical way which means nothing like corruption or unethical behavior should be 

present in their operations and practices.  

Sida also expected them to have a strong ethical fiber, and the passion to create change and must 

be committed to that change. So did Donor X. He expected social entrepreneurs to be people with 
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passion, are trustworthy, bold and committed to the change they want to bring. The idea to start 

the program should be motivated by the will to change the status quo and not to create a job for 

oneself. These were also the qualities that they will look for in the social entrepreneurs before 

sponsoring them. Sida also follows the regulations of the European Union. According to our 

respondent Sida as a government agency in the European Union follows the regulations of the EU 

State aid rules, which pose certain limitations in the kind of support we can give entrepreneurs. 

This is because it may be too general, that is, same rules are applicable to everyone be it starters 

or people already in the business.  

In summary the whole concept of social entrepreneurship seems to focus on the individual 

entrepreneur, their competences, the social mission and a business strategy. It also lays emphasis 

on the ethical fiber that the entrepreneur must possess to achieve ethical results. Apart from Sida 

which partners with other organizations with a social or environmental focus all the other 

respondents focus on the individual entrepreneur. 

4.2 Monitoring of sponsored projects 
It was realized that the organizations took less responsibility for monitoring sponsored projects. 

Most of the monitoring were done through other agents and not directly by the sponsoring 

agencies. The same applied to the organization offering training. Some expressed time and distance 

as the main factor for this but were also mindful of the fact that too much involvement will erase 

trust amongst the social entrepreneurs. Even though Sida has rigorous structures for monitoring 

activities of their sponsored projects the physical presence was minimal. Donor X leaves all the 

responsibility on the organizations he works with but visits some of the projects sometimes to see 

how it is going. But he is not directly involved. According to him the organizations he works with 

also have systems in place to monitor sponsored projects. 

According to SeF they follow up with questionnaires for beneficiaries to answer to see how they 

are getting on. They do this to find out how they are using the tools they acquired during the 

training and also if they are facing any difficulties. They also follow-up with visits once in a while 

to see how the entrepreneurs are getting on. This they say sometimes poses problems for them 

because the social entrepreneurs see that as lack of trust because if there is trust then they will trust 

their judgement and not monitor them. Because of this they try to minimize physical presence so 

that the entrepreneurs can feel confident to go about their work. The Executive Director also cited 
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language barrier as one of the reasons why they limit physical presence since communication is 

very difficult. They therefore have to get a translator. They also make them sign social contracts 

when they come to Sweden for the training which means they are ready to abide by all that the 

training entails. He was quick to add that they do not set strict rules due to differences in culture: 

the main barrier here is the language and the element of trust but we still follow-up anyway. They 

sometimes feel we are invading in their privacy but it is very important for us to make sure that 

the funds that were spent in sponsoring them was being made good use of. What we usually look 

out for is their revenue generation, if they are still using the tools we gave them and if it is being 

used well. The social impact coordinator said: we are working with a well elaborated results 

framework for all of our programs in monitoring and this is an integral part of our work. The 

results of monitoring are always introduced to our decision making process and to our planning. 

She added that:  

They (social entrepreneurs) must operate to achieve social impact. This is moving towards 

becoming financially sustainable. So we have several indicators like the survival rate, the 

social impact, measure the financial sustainability and if the program is relevant and useful 

and if the networking and coaching is facilitating social entrepreneurs.  

On what they will do if these entrepreneurs do not go according to what is agreed on the Executive 

Director responded that depending on the severity of the problem they sometimes have to withdraw 

from the program. He explained that this is because the program does not just end when they come 

here for the training. But during the follow-up when we identify any problem or difficulty we help 

them to solve it. So being withdrawn from the project is not in their own interest. 

Sida has strict systems in place to monitor activities of entrepreneurs. According to the respondent 

the monitoring and evaluation are very important in contributions through which Sida support 

entrepreneurship, as they are in all of Sida’s contributions. Monitoring is performed regularly 

both by Sida and by implementing partners. Risk analysis, auditing and reporting of results are 

important means to prevent corruption. It was interesting to hear the mention of corruption. That 

means it really exist in these interventions. Also even though this monitoring is done by both Sida 

and implementing partners the onus lies more on the implementing partners. Sida also reclaim any 

misused money from entrepreneurs if they find out that funds have been misappropriated: If funds 

are not used for the agreed purpose, the case follows the same procedures as any other suspicion 
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of mismanagement or suspicion of corruption at Sida. If such a suspicion is confirmed Sida reclaim 

the funds. 

From the above findings we can deduce that monitoring as one way in achieving this. One thing 

which was remarkable was that as soft as SeF seems to be on these social entrepreneurs they have 

some measures in place to make sure that the program is not taken for granted. This also ensures 

that participants benefit fully from the program. 

4.3 Adoption of Capitalism for social Interventions and how these profits are used 
The main aim of the study was to find out the perceptions of donors on how profits from social 

interventions are used for the entrepreneurial self. This part threw more light on it. From the 

findings most respondents agreed that the profits should be used to propagate the core mission 

which is to solve a social or environmental problem. But the respondents were divided when it 

came to using the funds to benefit the individual entrepreneur. Right from the beginning it was 

made clear to them that personal emoluments like salaries, pensions and allowances were excluded 

from what the study classified as using money for the entrepreneurial self. So this mainly boils 

down to the social entrepreneur using funds from the project for purposes which are not beneficial 

to the program but rather to the entrepreneur himself.  

All respondents lauded the idea of adopting a bit of capitalism in social entrepreneurship. This is 

because they believe the programs in themselves should be self-sustaining and the only way to 

achieve this was to make profits. This they believe will also make the social entrepreneurs more 

independent and less dependent on donors. 

This was what Donor X had to say when asked if a bit of marketization was necessary in social 

entrepreneurship:  

 Oh yes. I support that. It is important that the intervention can be self-sustained. Donors 

be it private or public may not always be there. I also believe that when you teach someone 

to fish he or she can fish forever. So it is better to let the person know how to generate 

more funds than to always give. If the project is supposed to be short-term then no problem 

but if it is long term then it has to benefit more people. So the business case is very 

important. 

The Executive Director of SeF supported it and went further to say that without that the 

intervention cannot even be called social entrepreneurship because it is the profit making that 
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distinguishes it from other forms of intervention programs like NGOs. He also mentioned that 

social entrepreneurship is like any other entrepreneurship except that it focuses on social and 

environmental issues so it is important to use what other forms of entrepreneurship are using to 

survive. He added: 

This reduces the over reliance on donors and makes them independent. It’s 

entrepreneurship. The only difference is it takes a social form so it can make profits like 

any other business. You as a social entrepreneur are not solely dependent of funding. 

Because of that you can make your own decisions as to how to run your business. It can be 

a mix as well. This depends on the kind of organization you run. 

The SeF actually makes it a requirement for their beneficiaries. They require a business model 

which shows how the program will be able to sustain itself before sponsoring. This is how they 

serious they take the adoption of capitalism. According to their Social Impact Coordinator, for the 

program to be able to compete effectively with other businesses it needs to adopt a bit of 

marketization. This is an important part of the whole process. This was what she said: 

Well as I have mentioned in the description of what social entrepreneurship is for us it is 

very important that the social enterprise is financially viable and there is a business model 

in place that actually brings revenue from the sales but not just from grants otherwise this 

will be an NGO. So there should be a strategy that will help the social enterprise to reach 

their customers to get them on board. 

Sida also advocates this. According to the respondent: 

Most of the projects are designed to have systemic impact and to contribute to market 

reforms by enabling well-functioning, inclusive and sustainable markets, value chains or 

business models. We always assess that the project does not have a competitive advantage 

to a specific company but rather paves the way for systemic changes. A value chain needs 

to be created to enable the sustainability of the project. 

The research also tried to find out if adopting marketization could also make social entrepreneurs 

legitimate owners of the project. Once again the responses varied here. Whilst some felt that it was 

just like any other business so one can claim legitimacy to others looked at the ethical underlining 

there. Donor X had an emphatic NO with the expiation that the project basically is for the people 

it intended to help. The social entrepreneur is just a facilitator and therefore cannot claim 

legitimacy. Sida also share these sentiments. According to the respondent the intervention has joint 

ownership that is with Sida and the implementing partners. This is because: 
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We contribute 50% of the total money needed for the project. In cases where they are not 

able to raise their own 50% we pay the guaranteed creditor by acting as a guarantee 

instrument. We together with the bank bear the risk in case the entrepreneur is not able to 

pay back. So if all this is done for you must you claim ownership to the business and 

therefore think you can do anything you like? Even if it was your idea you got help from 

other people not because of you as a person but the change you intend to bring 

But the SeF thought differently. According to the Executive Director since the social entrepreneurs 

come up with the idea and how to manage the program they should be able to claim legitimacy to 

it like any other person does to his business. This was what he said: 

Yes. I see it more as a business with a social impact. If I can lay claim to my business I 

think they can also claim legitimacy to it. Because they come up with the idea, and a 

business model as to how to run it. So why can’t they own it? 

He justified it by saying that: 

It gives them the flexibility to enhance their business, try new concepts and really try to 

make a bigger difference and adapt so they can run it more in an entrepreneurial way. 

Because along the line the people that we work with they try things that have never been 

tried before and success is not always achieved at the first round. You need to adapt. You 

need to do trial and error and that’s where I think that when you have your own revenue 

stream it’s easier to do those trial and error with the money that you earn yourself 

 

The SeF Social Impact Coordinator declined to answer but briefly chipped in that it was their idea 

and it is their business. But it is difficult to conclude if she shares in the Executive Director’s 

views. But then will it be safe to imply that by saying they own the idea and create the business 

then why can’t they claim legitimacy? This question was not answered. 

The interview went further to find out how the respondents perceive the use of profits by the social 

entrepreneur for himself or herself and not the projects. It was explained to the respondents that 

this was different from the social entrepreneurs having the power to use the profits themselves for 

the project without asking their implementing partners. This question was looking only at the social 

entrepreneurs taking money from the intervention and using it strictly for themselves and not the 

project. Once again Donor X was against this. He said: 

Like I said earlier since the program does not belong to them they cannot benefit from it 

personally. The sole beneficiaries are the people the intervention was created for. Yes 

social entrepreneurs can receive allowances, salaries and pension but they cannot directly 
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benefit from any profits from the project. It is not their personal business. Yes we sometimes 

require they raise some of the money but I believe it is more of a sacrifice than an 

investment because of the passion they have for the change they want to bring to the society. 

It is not acceptable at all to use the profits for themselves. 

Sida also does not support that. According to their respondent: 

No it is not allowed. All funds from Sida should be used for the agreed purpose. All 

suspicions of corruption or irregularities are investigated by Sida and measures are taken 

if any cases of corruption are sighted. We define corruption as an abuse of trust, power or 

position for improper gain. We understand that corruption is rampant in most of the 

countries that we cooperate with and poverty and corruption go together. So if one of our 

aims is to fight poverty then we have to fight corruption as well. Therefore monies received 

from us cannot be used for any other purpose aside what we agree on with the entrepreneur 

which all cases falls under reducing poverty and so on. Our aim is not to make people rich 

but rather to help the under privileged. 

On what the SeF thinks this was what they had to say. According to the Executive Director: 

If they are meeting the core mission then I don’t have a problem with them using profits 

for themselves. It is their business so they can do whatever they like with the money. If they 

are doing what they have to do in a transparent way then I don’t have any problem with it. 

Also it depends on the agreements that they have with their funders. If the agreement 

specifies that they cannot use the profits for themselves then they don’t have to but if it not 

specified then why not. 

This prompted a further question from an ethical point of view that since the whole money for the 

program was not coming from them (social entrepreneurs) was that response in place? He justified 

it by saying that: 

The basic thing here is fulfilling the social mission. But I know some social enterprises 

have structures where money cannot leave the intervention. Well it is their choice. But I 

feel they should be allowed to do what they think is right for them. The reason why we 

discuss these things is because it’s quite new so many of these things are not known. But 

the thing with social entrepreneurship is that if you do it very well you can get the best fit 

from the business world and the best fit from the NGO world and you have a really strong 

model 

This again prompted another question. I tried to find out from this respondent if his views would 

have been different if he was sponsoring in cash. This was the response: 
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Not at all. I don’t understand when you say if I support them with cash. Well we spend a 

lot of money on the training and since it is free we get nothing back. Even though we do 

not give them money we spend a lot to bring them here and even on the training materials. 

So I don’t think it really matters in what form the support comes. 

This response highlighted the fact that it did not really matter the kind of support that was being 

given but rather a general perception. The Social Impact Coordinator added that what social 

entrepreneurs usually reinvest the profits back into the ventures. She said: 

I haven’t met any social entrepreneur who will actually use their profits for the 

interventions for themselves. But as I’m saying I’m not talking about all the entrepreneurs. 

I’m talking about those whom I met which is a very limited group of people 

The study also tried to find out how big of an issue this is. According to Donor X: 

Well since I am not directly involved with them I cannot say how big or small of a problem 

it is. But yes there have been instances where some social entrepreneurs have used money 

from the projects to do things for themselves. A typical case happened in Kenya where one 

of the entrepreneurs used money from the intervention to pay for mortgage for his own 

personal house. 

Sida’s response also confirmed this. According to the Sida respondent: 

Like I said this is a common issue in most of the countries we cooperate with and corruption 

is a very serious threat to development so it needs to be wiped out. In most of the countries 

we work with the corruption is not what can easily be addressed with control measures 

because the corruption is both a political and social phenomenon than a technical or legal 

problem therefore we need to support the countries’ own efforts to fight corruption 

This responses gave credence to the fact that the problem exist. 

The SeF Executive Director believed that since the concept was quite new many of these issues 

have not been identified. But he was quick to add that just like we could have bad NGOs or 

businesses a bad social entrepreneur was not out of the question. But according to him those they 

have worked with so far have a very high moral fiber. This was what the Social Impact Coordinator 

also had to say: 

As I said earlier I cannot generalize. My experience and expertise is limited to a group of 

people who I’m working with. 

On the whole we can conclude that the business case for social entrepreneurship has come to stay 

and is non-negotiable. Donors demand it and since it thrives on grants and other forms of 
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sponsorship there is no way out there. Also the use of funds for the entrepreneurial self is not 

acceptable. Even though one respondent was quiet on the subject and the other did not see any 

reason why they should not, the acceptance that it boils down to the agreement they have with their 

sponsors allowed the study to make this conclusion. This was because two donors (in cash) 

disagreed with the idea of funds being used by the social entrepreneur outside the core mission of 

the intervention. If these are the same people who go into the agreement with these entrepreneurs 

then it gives us an idea as to what they expect from them. Also the problem really exist. 

4.4 Ethical Expectations 
The study further tried to find out if there are any ethical expectations of social entrepreneurs. This 

was to find out how the role plays in all of this.  

The study tried to find out if there are any norms governing the operations of social 

entrepreneurship. According to Donor X: 

In terms of control once again I will say it depends on the bigger organizations working 

with them. What I realized was some of these agencies see these entrepreneurs as doing 

something very unique therefore they do not want to do anything that will discourage them. 

So they find it difficult implementing measures that will try to fight corruption since it could 

be interpreted as breach of trust. This is the main problem from how I see it. 

According to Sida as a Swedish government agency in the European Union they follow the 

regulations of the EU State aid rules when supporting entrepreneurs and they expect the 

entrepreneurs to follow those rules as well. 

The Executive Director of Sef had this to say: 

When it comes to the issue of where these monies go some social entrepreneurs have 

structures that nothing will leave the company. So you can take out as salaries and so forth 

but the money can’t go somewhere else. They have strong ethical structures that they work 

with. But some social enterprises don’t. And I think there is an argument or value for both. 

If it’s important that you are effective with your money to solve the problem and I also 

think that people working with money to solve some of the world’s most pressing problems. 

They should be able to have a good salary. Most of the people who come in for our 

programs are new. They have new innovations and therefore you need to let that creativity 

happen. But on the whole I can say the moral compass with social entrepreneurs is much 

stronger than normal businesses. 

According to the SeF Social Impact Coordinator this varies from country to country. She said: 
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In some countries it can even be a law governing social entrepreneurship, governance or 

any other norms. So it’s different from every country. In some countries social 

entrepreneurs are regulated as non-profits. Some others they are regarded as businesses. 

Some countries also give some special regulations to social entrepreneurs like better 

conditions when you take a loan from the bank, less percentage on tax but again this is 

very different from different environments and countries 

The study also tried to find out how respondents will judge social entrepreneurs. Most of the 

responses were on the success of the venture but whereby that success is achieved in an ethical 

way. According to SeF the success of the venture is key coupled with morals.  

Sida considers the ethical part as very important. This was what the respondent had to say: 

We take the ethical part of the whole work very seriously because without it nothing can 

be achieved. When one has a high moral standard this guides him or her in everything they 

do. So we will consider the ethical manner in which results are achieved more than how 

successful it is. Success is good but it has to be done in the right way. Were any human 

rights breached, was there and corruption in getting the work done? These are things we 

look at 

Donor X also added that: 

Personally I am not just satisfied with how successful the venture is but also the honest 

way in which things are done. I expect the social entrepreneur to be judged by his or her 

conscience. That is when you know if someone is passionate about something or not. They 

should know what is right or wrong. There is the need for a holistic approach in doing 

things. They do not even wait for somebody to tell them what is wrong or right. They should 

be their own moral judges 

On the whole it looks like respondents had the same expectations but ranked them differently in 

order of priority. The most important thing in the responses was that success has to be achieved in 

an ethical way without breaching any norms governing the whole process. 

Again the study tried to identify other problems that could be related to social entrepreneurship. 

Problems like improper monitoring which makes accountability difficult, differences in culture, 

access to finance and lack of business models were identified.  

According to the Social Impact Coordinator of SeF: 

There are great ideas, there are great desire to help and solve the issue but there is not 

enough of business models in place for social entrepreneurs who want to do that. If the 

whole model is not working then it means the whole venture is not successful and 

unfortunately limits its life span and the amount of people which it can reach. 

But she added that was the main existence of SeF; to help these social entrepreneurs come up with 

great business models that will help them create the impact they want to. She said: 
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This is exactly what SeF is doing. We are providing training for social entrepreneurs and 

we are helping them to better understand their customers, business plan and their 

interventions and basically to become more financially viable. 

Sida identified the difficulty in raising funds as the ones they provide with other organizations are 

often inadequate for the intervention. But they try to minimize these issues by collaborating with 

different partners. According to the Sida respondent: 

We are collaborating with different partners and approaches to overcome these 

challenges. One example is market approaches such as the M4P approach (making 

markets work for the poor). Another example is Sida’s guarantee instrument, through 

which Sida pays the guaranteed creditor – which is usually a bank – in the event that the 

borrower (who could for example be a social entrepreneur) fails to make his or her 

payment and thus share the bank’s risk. An important principle of Sida's guarantee 

instrument is that the risk of the loan is shared between Sida and the bank that provides 

the loan. This gives entrepreneurs an opportunity to access finance and scale their 

businesses. 

Donor X also mentioned that lack of frequent monitoring gave the entrepreneurs too much freedom 

which made accountability difficult and suggested regular supervision to minimize this risk. 

4.5 The Use of Power 
The final theme identified was the use of power. Here the study tried to find out how the issues 

raised had any influence on the use of power by social entrepreneurs. 

A common problem identified was the lack of frequent monitoring. The study therefore tried to 

find out the consequences it could have on the whole process. 

According to Donor X identified that this lack of frequent monitoring gave too much power to the 

social entrepreneurs. This is because they make all the decisions, do things the way they want to 

and that made room for them to misappropriate funds. He saw this power more in the form of 

control. This was what he said: 

Well I see the power more in terms of control of the project or in management. But 

sometimes they even try to extend it to the people they are supposed to help. They turn 

themselves into semi gods. Most of the time these people are so vulnerable they are afraid 

to bring it to our attention for fear that they will not get the help again. But the few cases 

that come to us are acted upon. Most often we stop supporting these social entrepreneurs 

who behave badly. I say ‘us’ because being a donor puts me on the governing board of 

these agencies so I’m actively involved in decision making and so on. 

I went further to ask if this power is not conferred on them by the fact that they are expected to 

raise some of the money, come up with business models and so on. But he concluded that it still 

does not give them the right to abuse it. 

According to Sef Executive Director he does not see how the limited monitoring has any 

consequences. Since the idea is theirs (the social entrepreneurs) they do not need any rigid 
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monitoring. He also confirmed that the social entrepreneurs have all the power. He agreed this 

could be misused but did not have any immediate solutions to how this could be stopped. 

According to him: 

They are the owners of their enterprises so we can’t come in and say don’t do this or that. 

We have rather have to come to them with support and solving the issues that they want to 

solve but we tell them how to run their own enterprises. That will be taking away their 

power from them. The whole idea is that when we work with them they are the experts on 

that issue, we don’t know. They know the problem they want to solve and how they want to 

do it. What we can do is to help them with the business models, frame and tools to help 

them achieve what they want to achieve and get connections with the people that they need 

to get connected with. 

Sida was also not directly involved with the social entrepreneurs. She said: 

This varies between different interventions. However most direct contact with 

entrepreneurs is through the implementing partner, and Sida’s main communication is with 

the implementing partner. In Challenge Funds, the implementing partner is the fund 

manager (could be a NGO, another donor etc) 

She went further to say they have to trust these implementing partners because they cannot be there 

all the time. The interview further prompted if this gave the social entrepreneur any form of power. 

This was what she had to say: 

It depends what kind of power you are referring to but the entrepreneurs’ design their own 

business models. But there is joint ownership of projects and sustainable results so the 

entrepreneur does not have sole ownership so I think there power is not the sovereignty 

type but yes they have a form of control. That is why we make sure that human rights of the 

people they try to help are not infringed upon. We also try to be on the watch out for any 

corruptive acts. 

The SeF Social Impact Coordinator also confirmed that their meetings with the social 

entrepreneurs was not often. The consequences are that: 

 Yes sometimes it affects the modules we teach them. They forget and try to do things their 

own way and fail in most cases. So when we meet them we have start all over again. But I 

think it’s also positive in some way because then they have their freedom and space to do 

things their own way using their own judgement 

On the whole concept of social entrepreneurship most of the responses showed that it was a step 

in the right direction and has come to solve the problems that NGOs used to face. According to 

the Social Impact Coordinator of SeF: 

I really believe that social entrepreneurship is a way to solve many problems because in 

many ways non-profits and so dependent on their funders or donors. They don’t have that 

freedom to decide on their own what they want to do and they are more like look at the 
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priorities of donors and doing those things. But the social entrepreneur has the power to 

be more independent since he or she is generating his own revenue to support his activities 

by sales and this gives a unique power to do the interventions in the way he or she sees is 

the most effective and to do that. 

Sida also saw it as: 

A broad group of actors must come together to reach the Sustainable Development Goals 

and Agenda 2030. One of these important actors to engage is the private sector. 

Entrepreneurs can find innovative solutions to different problems in development countries 

and positively affect the situation for people living in poverty. Entrepreneurs can be an 

important actor to create jobs in developing countries 

According to the Executive Director of SeF: 

It is good that more people will start to care about solving social and environmental issues 

to make the world a better place. It is important to think about how we want to leave the 

world for our younger generations. I know the definitions are not even clear but if you want 

to be in the field of innovation to try new things you can’t define things all the time right? 

So you have to do a bit of trial and error and there shouldn’t be anything wrong with that 

as long as you do it in an ethical way 

Donor X also saw it as: 

good that more people will start to care about solving social and environmental issues to 

make the world a better place. It is important to think about how we want to leave the world 

for our younger generations. I know the definitions are not even clear but if you want to be 

in the field of innovation to try new things you can’t define things all the time right? So you 

have to do a bit of trial and error and there shouldn’t be anything wrong with that as long 

as you do it in an ethical way 

In a nut shell the findings showed that there is less supervision of sponsored projects. This some 

believed gave some form of power to these social entrepreneurs but which some way can have 

negative effects of misappropriation of funds, abuse of human rights and difficulties in 

implementing the intervention. 
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5.0 Discussions 
 

5.1 Overview of the Findings 
This study addressed an important issue in the field of social entrepreneurship about how donors 

perceive the use of profits for the entrepreneurial self. The results gave a thorough understanding 

of social entrepreneurship and profits from social interventions by exploring donors’ perceptions 

to the whole concept of social entrepreneurship, monitoring of projects, the use of profits, ethical 

underlining and the use of power. 

The findings on the concept of social entrepreneurship revealed that the definition for social 

entrepreneurship varied from person to person. But using it as a tool for solving social and 

environmental problems was recognized by all. The lack of a conclusive definition creates a lot of 

misunderstanding in the field of practice. If there is no clear-cut definition of the term it makes the 

whole process of social entrepreneurship cumbersome. This therefore confirms Nicholls assertion 

that there is no collective agreement of the term. It is very important that social entrepreneurship 

is clearly defined in practice and expectations.  

The individual entrepreneur was also found to be highly projected by the findings. This limited the 

role of organizations and other NGOs offering similar solutions from being considered as such. 

This limitation to the individual social entrepreneur could have negative effects on the concept. 

Here the heroic figure is once again projected. With it comes several forms of power which could 

have a negative effect on the whole process. This confirms that social entrepreneurship is far from 

being a pattern breaking change to a pattern breaking individual. Some negative issues identified 

in the findings could largely be attributed to the projection of the individual social entrepreneur. 

There are many organizations and other forms of profits doing good for society but have been 

alienated from the concept for one reason or the other. This made Light suggest that the concept 

be extended to cover all non-profits He therefore proposed a definition that will recognize an 

individual group, network, organization or alliance of organizations that seeks sustainable, large-

scale change through pattern-breaking ideas in what or how governments, non-profits and 

businesses do to address significant social problems. Miller (2013) also suggested that in order to 

reduce risk donors could shift their base to include a much bigger market infrastructure. But 

monitoring of these group of people could also pose a problem. It therefore leaves the concept 
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vague. But according to Peredo and McLean where the emphasis is on the profit-making and not 

the social mission they cease to be called social entrepreneurs.  

The social entrepreneur is also seen as someone who is passionate about the change he or she 

wants to bring. The study found out that even though all these words are used to describe the social 

entrepreneur underneath it all there were some worries. Otherwise why the monitoring? What is 

needed here is motivation and the right structures to get things done. What we see now is more of 

pampering which makes social entrepreneurs feel nobody can do it better than they do. But donors 

look out for how effective the program becomes so this should be incorporated into who a social 

entrepreneur is. 

On the issue of monitoring donors must be more committed to the projects they sponsor. It is not 

possible to achieve the aim of the intervention if donors are not actively involved. Donors 

according to Rogerson et al (2014) support social entrepreneurship for some reasons. How do they 

intend to meet these goals if interventions are not supervised? Even though there are implementing 

agents it is very important that donors give some importance to the projects. Why should social 

entrepreneurs see regular monitoring as lack of trust? Where is the doubt coming from? Why not 

see it as being motivational instead? If the power given to them is not at play here then what is? 

The intervention is a joint partnership so donors have equal rights to make sure that the objective 

is achieved. More rigorous monitoring will reduce the temptation of misappropriating funds as 

well.  

This leads to the claim of legitimacy over interventions. In most cases as discovered in the findings 

donors always invest some money either in part or in whole. I will say in whole because if they 

can act as guarantee instruments that means in the instance that the intervention or social 

entrepreneur cannot pay back the funds the onus lies on the donors to pay. So do the issuing banks 

as well. So going by ethics or morals why should I lay claim on such a venture? It was interesting 

to note that some donors really did not see it as an issue. But this was why the study decided to 

look at this through an ethical way. According to Foucault individuals must be their own moral 

agents and decide what is right and wrong. In the first instance I have a passion to create a change 

in the social or environmental sphere. In pursuance of this I get sponsorship in part or whole to 

achieve this aim. Is it morally acceptable for me to lay claims over this intervention? From my 

point of view this intervention should belong more to the people it intends to help. Going back on 
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the issues why donors sponsor projects all the reasons given did not include anything like to give 

the individual entrepreneur a claim over the project. Donors see themselves as partners. Where do 

they then fall if the claim to legitimacy lies solely with the social entrepreneur? These are issues 

that may be ignored but in the long term could be found very implicating to the success of the 

whole mission to do ‘good’ for society.  

The use of profits for the self was found to be unacceptable. But some donors did not really mind 

if it was used for the self. Once again where is the moral fiber in this? The adoption of 

marketization was specified to enhance sustainability and not to make the individual social 

entrepreneur rich. According to Roberts and Woods (2005) some social entrepreneurs will refuse 

to engage in any venture that creates profits because the core mission is the social problem it 

identified to solve. So why will others want to use the profits for themselves? Does it mean people 

go into social entrepreneurship for different reasons? What if I am achieving my aim? Does it give 

me the authority to use the funds for myself aside the personal emoluments that I receive? It is 

very difficult to identify precisely why one will decide to go into social entrepreneurship. But this 

is a very important point to consider. It is clear that governments have failed where we expected 

them to be efficient. But we have to remind ourselves that the state cannot do everything. 

Resources keep diminishing with the increase in population. Others will argue that the state also 

misappropriates funds but this is why a social entrepreneur exist; to make a change. To do 

something different from the status quo. So something unique must distinguish the social 

entrepreneur from any other person. This could be the reason why donors see them as special but 

it looks like the field is being abused. An example of funds being diverted to pay part of mortgage 

for the self is definitely not acceptable. These funds being donated to social entrepreneurs are 

coming from tax-payers from other countries. It is very possible that some of them can never own 

their own house. How do we expect these people to feel when they hear all these stories backed 

with facts? It is not surprising therefore that donors keep diminishing and the adoption of 

capitalism is being projected to help sustain interventions. The findings confirmed Roberts and 

Woods (2005) assertion that even though most social entrepreneurs use words such as ‘caring’, 

‘compassionate’ and ‘moral’ this does not mean that they empathize with the ‘liberal left’ nor 

abstain from profit making ventures. Especially when these profits are used to enrich the self. This 

does not mean that all social entrepreneurs are corrupt. From the findings some of the donors have 
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worked with social entrepreneurs with high moral fiber.  This is why it is important to look for 

ways to remove those giving the concept a bad name.  

It is not enough to judge social entrepreneurs by how successful their ventures are. It is important 

to see how results are achieved in an ethical and efficient way. It is very important to align social 

entrepreneurship with ethics to draw attention to it.  The attempt of social entrepreneurship t 

achieve a common good does not mean that the moral way in which the whole process is done 

must not be questioned. According to Dacin et al (2010) what makes social entrepreneurship 

different form other entrepreneurs is their motivations, intentions and doing good for society and 

not personal gains. Issues like these make authors like Zahra et al question the very adaptation of 

capitalism in social entrepreneurship. According to them the adoption of capitalism by social 

entrepreneurs is in sharp contrast with doing ‘good’ for the benefit of society. This is because in 

pursuant of profits the core mission might be lost. They went further to say that this could make 

social entrepreneurs grow egoistic ambitions resulting in unethical behaviors. The study confirmed 

this. But like argued earlier the profits are also needed to keep the intervention going. It is needed 

for sustainability. So the argument should shift to how social entrepreneurs can go about their 

programs in a holistic way. But this could be a problem because according to Dey and Steyaert 

(2014) the new form of governing instigates an ethos of responsibility in different capacities of 

empowering the individual. They went further to say that this new shift does not only bring about 

‘measures of surveillance and control’ but also creates an environment where individuals can be 

acted upon as free beings. Therefore social entrepreneurs do not behave in the way they are 

expected to. 
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6.0 Conclusion 
The aim of the study was to explore whether profits from social entrepreneurship could be used 

for the entrepreneurial self from donors point of view. In order to address this aim one research 

question was formulated: how do donors of social entrepreneurial activities perceive the use of 

profits for the entrepreneurial self? 

Several reasons were given but in all the responses reflected that donors did not support the use 

of profits from the interventions for the entrepreneurial self. The respondent who felt they could 

use it for themselves because it was their own business was quick to add that it all depended on 

the agreement they have with the sponsoring organizations. But responses from two sponsoring 

organizations showed that they do not support that. This gave an idea as to how the agreement 

will go which gave rise to this conclusion. Like indicated earlier in the study the topic was quite 

sensitive and I had to depend on a lot of body language to make my own assessment. It was very 

clear that the respondents were very careful in the kind of answers they gave. But in all the study 

still managed to get some concise answers from them. 

The study therefore proposed Foucault idea of the individual being his or her own moral agent and 

a more rigorous monitoring system. This will limit the temptation of being corrupted. There should 

also be a guideline or a handbook guiding the operations of social entrepreneurs. There can arise 

an argument here that since they do noble things by identifying problems in the society and tried 

to solve them they should be allowed to have a free will to do it based on their own judgement. 

But I believe this is also a choice they made on their own. We have all made choices to go in for 

one profession or the other and sometimes these were based on a passion to make a change. Doctors 

may have a passion to save lives and lawyers to defend the innocent people. But all these 

professions have their own code of ethics that they follow. So having one for social 

entrepreneurship will not be a bad thing. Especially looking at the different problems in different 

cultures a unified approach will solve a lot of these problems currently being faced with social 

entrepreneurship. It is a very laudable concept which should be promoted and protected therefore 

the structures have to be in place to make this achievable.  

A limitation to this study was the limited data collected. This makes generalization of the results 

impossible but efforts were made to interview persons involved with social entrepreneurship. To 

get a broader sampling future research could focus on the social entrepreneurs themselves to find 
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out how they look at this issue of using profits for the self. Also the study can still focus on donors 

again with larger respondents so that the study could be more generalized. 

That not-withstanding it is believed that the study has contributed to existing literature. It has given 

a broader view about the problems surrounding social entrepreneurship and how it affects the 

whole process. It was also empirically proven that the use of profits for the entrepreneurial self 

was unethical. It has exposed the effect of reduced monitoring of sponsored projects. Therefore in 

practice it could help donors to think around committing more time to monitor their sponsored 

projects.  
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Appendix A 
Interview Questions and Transcripts 

Respondent (Donor X) 

The concept of social entrepreneurship 

1. Why did you decide to be a donor to support social entrepreneurship? 

There are many people out there who are not privileged like us. So it is a worthy cause to help 

these people. That is the main reason why I support such calls for sponsorship. I do this mainly in 

terms of money 

2. What is social entrepreneurship to you? 

Social entrepreneurship is any venture that tends to solve a problem in society which are usually 

undertaken by individuals 

3. Who is a social entrepreneur to you? 

A social entrepreneur is anyone who identifies a problem in society and has passion to solve it and 

not to take advantage of it to make money 

4. Are there any expected general behavior of social entrepreneurs? 

Yes. I will expect a social entrepreneur to be someone who has passion, is trustworthy, bold and 

committed to the change he or she wants to bring. He should not be selfish or go into the program 

because he wants a job. The passion to make a change should be the main motivation factor. 

5. What criteria do you use to sponsor projects? 

I have to make sure the person knows exactly what he or she wants to do and how it will benefit 

others. 

Monitoring of sponsored projects 

6. Are there any systems in place used to check the operations of your of your sponsored programs? 

Well I work through other organizations. So with time I get information from them as to how the 

project is going. I have also personally visited some of the projects I have sponsored to make sure 
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the money is being used wisely. I also know that the organizations I work with also have some 

systems in place but I don’t know exactly what it entails. 

7. What happens to beneficiaries who divert from them? 

Unfortunately since I am an individual there is little I can do but I place much responsibility on 

the organizations I support. Most of the time this this affects the relationship. And in most cases I 

withdraw from being a donor to them. This is because I expect them to make sure that the money 

is used wisely and for the purpose it was meant for.  

Adoption of Capitalism for social Interventions and how these profits are used 

8. Is a bit of marketization necessary for social entrepreneurship? Do you advocate that?  

Oh yes. I support that. It is important that the intervention can be self-sustained. Donors be it 

private or public may not always be there. I also believe that when you teach someone to fish he 

or she can fish forever. So it is better to let the person know how to generate more funds than to 

always give. If the project is supposed to be short-term then no problem but if it is long term then 

it has to benefit more people. So the business case is very important. 

Don’t you think this can affect the main concept of social entrepreneurship since the focus might 

be more on making profits than meeting the core mission? 

No I don’t think so. Well it depends anyway. Like I said earlier it all depends on how committed 

the person is and the reason for the project in the first place. 

9. Can social entrepreneurs claim legitimacy to the project?   

No. I will say it belongs more to the people the project is intended to serve. The social entrepreneur 

is just there to make it happen. 

10. What do you think about social entrepreneurs using profits from the intervention for 

themselves? 

Like I said earlier since the program does not belong to them they cannot benefit from it personally. 

The sole beneficiaries are the people the intervention was created for. Yes social entrepreneurs 

can receive allowances salaries and pension but they cannot directly benefit from any profits from 

the project. It is not their personal business. Yes we sometimes require they raise some of the 
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money but I believe it is more of a sacrifice than an investment because of the passion they have 

for the change they want to bring to the society. It is not acceptable at all to use the profits for 

themselves. 

11. How big is this issue? Does it happen often? 

Well since I am not directly involved with them I cannot say how big or small of a problem it is. 

But yes there have been instances where some social entrepreneurs have used money from the 

projects to do things for themselves. A typical case happened in Kenya where one of the 

entrepreneurs used money from the intervention to pay for mortgage for his own personal house. 

Ethical Expectations 

12. Are there any norms governing the operations of social entrepreneurs? 

In terms of control once again I will say it depends on the bigger organizations working with them. 

What I realized was some of these agencies see these entrepreneurs as doing something very 

unique therefore they do not want to do anything that will discourage them. So they find it difficult 

implementing measures that will try to fight corruption since it could be interpreted as breach of 

trust. This is the main problem from how I see it. 

13. On what basis are they judged? (Ethics or how successful their ventures are) 

Personally I am not just satisfied with how successful the venture is but also the honest way in 

which things are done. I expect the social entrepreneur to be judged by his or her conscience. That 

is when you know if someone is passionate about something or not. They should know what is right 

or wrong. There is the need for a holistic approach in doing things. They do not even wait for 

somebody to tell them what is wrong or right. They should be their own moral judges.  

14. What other problems can you identify with this concept? 

Like I said earlier I am not directly involved with the social entrepreneurs since my donation does 

not go to them directly but rather through an agency. But I am not satisfied with the way these 

agencies go about things. The entrepreneurs are allowed too much freedom to operate on their 

own. This makes accountability difficult. Also it makes them feel that they have the power to do 

anything they like. Other problems are  
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15. So what in your view can be done to manage or control these issues? 

The main problem I think is that social entrepreneurs have too much freedom to operate. 

Supervision is too minimal. Yes they are supervised sometimes but it is not often. This gives room 

to corruption. You can find out if something is going wrong but it might be too late to rectify. But 

with regular supervision from donors we can identify these problems in time and stop them. So I 

will say regular supervision can in a long way help to both manage and control this problem. 

Use of Power  

16. You mentioned that you are not directly involved with these social entrepreneurs. Does it not 

have its own consequences? 

Yes I trust that the agencies I deal with will see to that but unfortunately they do not do that to my 

satisfaction. Sometimes the excuse they give is since they do not fully find these projects for the 

entrepreneurs it is not fair to try to take over the project from them especially since it is their idea. 

But I’m not asking anybody to do that; all I’m saying is even if we put just a penny there we must 

make sure it used wisely. How else can we do that if we are not fully involved every step of the 

way? As much as I will like to be fully involved I’m not permitted by regulations of the agencies. 

So all I can do if visit once in a while to dee what is going on. 

17. So do you think this gives the social entrepreneurs some form of power? What form of power 

is it? 

Definitely! They have too much power. They make all the decisions. Sometimes I feel they want to 

be seen as super humans because of the role they play but they are not. Leave them for some time 

and they mess everything up. Like the mortgage example I gave you earlier. 

Well I see the power more in terms of control of the project or in management. But sometimes they 

even try to extend it to the people they are supposed to help. They turn themselves into semi gods. 

Most of the time these people are so vulnerable they are afraid to bring it to our attention for fear 

that they will not get the help again. But the few cases that come to us are acted upon. Most often 

we stop supporting these social entrepreneurs who behave badly. I say ‘us’ because being a donor 

puts me on the governing board of these agencies so I’m actively involved in decision making and 

so on. 
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Going back to my second question in Q8. Don’t you think that they show off these powers because 

they have to find ways of making the project productive and sustainable?  

Well even if they do it doesn’t give them the right to behave as such 

18. In all how do you find the whole concept of social entrepreneurship? 

. It is good that more people will start to care about solving social and environmental issues to 

make the world a better place. It is important to think about how we want to leave the world for 

our younger generations. I know the definitions are not even clear but if you want to be in the field 

of innovation to try new things you can’t define things all the time right? So you have to do a bit 

of trial and error and there shouldn’t be anything wrong with that as long as you do it in an ethical 

way Thanks so much for time! 
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Respondent 2 (Executive Director SeF) 

The concept of social entrepreneurship 

1. Why Social Entrepreneurship Forum? 

The Social Entrepreneurship Forum started in 2004 as a network for Social Entrepreneurs in 

Sweden. It was a new concept them so we thought creating a network will make it stronger. But 

now its main business development programs are in developing countries. As a matter of fact our 

main focus is on developing countries and that’s where the funding also goes. The vision to 

contribute to a more just and sustainable world and to promote, inspire and empower social 

entrepreneurs was the main reason behind the formation of the Social Entrepreneurship Forum. 

2. What is social entrepreneurship to SeF? 

It is using business principles to solve social or environmental problems in an innovative way by 

using new business models in how you intend to solve the problem identified. 

3. Who is a social entrepreneur? 

A person who is not satisfied with the status quo, identifies a problem or challenge and is ready to 

do something about it. A lot of the time it fits with the entrepreneurial type. Mostly a social or 

environmental problem. 

4. Are there any expected general behavior of social entrepreneurs? 

Must be a self-learner, always looking at improving themselves and the program or organization. 

The social impact or the difference they want to make must also be the main driver, that is, the 

reason why they exist. Having an idea is not enough but one must be passionate and have the right 

tools to create a change as well.  

5. What criteria does SeF use to select prospective beneficiaries? 

The applicant must have the mandate to make an executive decision, be fluent in English, have 

social development goals, a clear summary of the social problem and solution, and a business 

model- it is very important that the business have a business potential. Much emphasis is laid on 

the person here because you may have the tools but getting the right person is also very important. 

It is important to note than we do not sponsor entrepreneurs with funds but with training in the 
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respective field-social entrepreneurship. This training is done either directly with social 

entrepreneurs or training people who in turn go back and train the social entrepreneurs. This is 

free of charge. The entrepreneurs who qualify our selection criteria are invited to Sweden for the 

training. Our main source of funding is the Swedish International Development Agency and other 

partners. 

Monitoring of sponsored projects 

6. Are there any systems in place used to check the operations of your sponsored programs? 

Yes we usually send questionnaires to our beneficiaries with specific questions mostly directed at 

how the project is going. We try to find out if they made good use of the tools they received from 

us during the program. We also visit them in their various countries. The main barrier here is the 

language and the element of trust but we still follow-up anyway. They sometimes feel we are 

invading in their privacy but it is very important for us to make sure that the funds that was spent 

in sponsoring them was being made good use of. What we usually look out for is their revenue 

generation, if they are still using the tools we gave them and if it is being used well.  

Also when they come here, Sweden, for the training we make them sign social contracts which is 

binding on them. Signing the contract means they are ready to adhere to all that the sponsorship 

entails. We do not set strict rules due to the different cultures. Sweden has a high level of ethics 

but not in other countries especially developing countries so it’s difficult to use the Swedish ethics 

as a measuring tool.  We always try to work on a common ground. 

7. What happens to beneficiaries who divert from them? 

Working with different cultures is very difficult. For example how Sweden looks at child labor is 

very different from other developing nations. What is wrong in Sweden is not in other countries so 

it’s difficult to know if the enterprise will work or not. That’s a very big challenge for us. But 

sometimes depending on the severity of the problem we withdraw them from the program. This is 

because the program does not just end when they come here for the training. But during the follow-

up when we identify any problem or difficulty we help them to solve it. So being withdrawn from 

the project is not in their own interest. I cannot specifically say this or that because it depends a 

lot on the specific situation. We take the challenges one by one and deal with them as they come. 
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Because we have been doing this for some time we know some of the things that might happen. So 

what we normally do right from the beginning is to ask for the social contract 

Adoption of Capitalism for social Interventions and how these profits are used 

8. Is a bit of marketization necessary for social entrepreneurship? Do you advocate that? 

Yes that is what makes social entrepreneurship different from non-profit organizations. They are 

self-sustaining through the adoption of marketization. This reduces the over reliance on donors 

and makes them independent. It’s entrepreneurship. The only difference is it takes a social form 

so it can make profits like any other business. You as a social entrepreneur are not solely 

dependent of funding. Because of that you can make your own decisions as to how to run your 

business. It can be a mix as well. This depends on the kind of organization you run. 

9- Can social entrepreneurs claim legitimacy to the project?  

Yes. I see it more as a business with a social impact. If I can lay claim to my business I think they 

can also claim legitimacy to it. Because they come up with the idea, and a business model as to 

how to run it. So why can’t they own it? As long as they have an agreement with the people they 

get the money from and they do what they are supposed to do. But if you say give me 10000 I will 

do this and they go out and do something else then that’s not ok. So it all depends on the agreement 

that they have. If the transparency is there then to me it’s alright. One big difference here I think 

in social entrepreneurship is trying to get away from the donor or at least have more legs to stand 

on. A regular NGO has 100% of the money then they definitely cannot lay claim to it. But with 

social entrepreneurship they have 50% of donations and 50% of revenue stream. It gives them the 

flexibility to enhance their business, try new concepts and really try to make a bigger difference 

and adapt so they can run it more in an entrepreneurial way. Because along the line the people 

that we work with they try things that have never been tried before and success is not always 

achieved at the first round. You need to adapt. You need to do trial and error and that’s where I 

think that when you have your own revenue stream it’s easier to do those trial and error with the 

money that you earn yourself. 

So from what you’re saying the money still goes into the program or could it go out too? 

Well it depends on the how 
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10. What do you think about social entrepreneurs using profits from the intervention for 

themselves? 

If they are meeting the core mission then I don’t have a problem with them using profits for 

themselves. It is their business so they can do whatever they like with the money. If they are doing 

what they have to do in a transparent way then I don’t have any problem with it. Also it depends 

on the agreements that they have with their funders. If the agreement specifies that they cannot 

use the profits for themselves then they don’t have to but if it not specified then why not.  

But you know most of the time these programs are funded either in part or in full by external 

sources so looking at it from an ethical point of view is it right? 

The basic thing here is fulfilling the social mission. But I know some social enterprises have 

structures where money cannot leave the intervention. Well it is their choice. But I feel they should 

be allowed to do what they think is right for them. The reason why we discuss these things is 

because it’s quite new so many of these things are not known. But the thing with social 

entrepreneurship is that if you do it very well you can get the best fit from the business world and 

the best fit from the NGO world and you have a really strong model 

So can we still call them social entrepreneurs if this happens? 

Why not? Are they not solving a social mission? Like I said I will only have a problem with that if 

the core mission is not met. But once they are doing that there is no problem. 

Do you think your views would been different if you were supporting them with money instead of 

the training? 

Not at all. I don’t understand when you say if I support them with cash. Well we spend a lot of 

money on the training and since it is free we get nothing back. Even though we do not give them 

money we spend a lot to bring them here and even on the training materials. So I don’t think it 

really matters in what form the support comes.  

11. How big is this issue? Does it happen often? 

It is quite new so many of these issues have not been identified. But I believe just as you can have 

a bad NGO or business you can also have a bad social entrepreneur. But so far the ones we work 

with mostly have a strong moral compass compared to mainstream business. It is an issue for 
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NGOs, it is an issue for the business world and also social enterprise to run your enterprise in the 

best way, an ethical way 

Ethical Expectations 

12. Are there any norms governing the operations of social entrepreneurs? 

When it comes to the issue of where these monies go some social entrepreneurs have structures 

that nothing will leave the company. So you can take out as salaries and so forth but the money 

can’t go somewhere else. They have strong ethical structures that they work with. But some social 

enterprises don’t. And I think there is an argument or value for both. If it’s important that you are 

effective with your money to solve the problem and I also think that people working with money to 

solve some of the world’s most pressing problems. They should be able to have a good salary. 

Most of the people who come in for our programs are new. They have new innovations and 

therefore you need to let that creativity happen. But on the whole I can say the moral compass 

with social entrepreneurs is much stronger than normal businesses. 

13. On what basis are they judged? (Ethics or how successful their ventures are) 

It depends on the criteria what success is.  The ones we work with we know the moral compasses 

they have and the choices they make. The most important is the social impact. If they create a 

massive social impact then of course that should override every other thing. The sure answer is 

looking at social impact it has. But it’s impossible to answer without setting up the criteria first.  

It depends on how you look at it or from which angle. We now see a society that is shifting from 

solely profits from business to looking at a social impact. To me that is a lot of progress. It’s new 

so we don’t know what the impact is there just like Facebook 

14. What other problems can you identify with this concept? 

Like I said earlier it is the differences in culture  

15. So what in your view can be done to manage or control these issues? 

Trust and believing in them. It is important to let them know you are there to make them succeed 

and not otherwise 

Use of Power 
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16. You mentioned that you are not directly involved with these social entrepreneurs. Does it not 

have its own consequences? 

Well since the idea is owned by the social entrepreneurs I don’t think they need and rigid 

monitoring. They know what they should do because it is their enterprise and I don’t think they 

want to see it fail 

17. So do you think this gives the social entrepreneurs some form of power? What form of power 

is it? 

Yes they have all the power. It’s important for us. We meet them six days in a year so it’s very 

important that they make the difference 

Don’t you think this power that is solely given to them could be misused? 

Yes but I don’t see how we could change that. They are the owners of their enterprises so we can’t 

come in and say don’ do this or that. We have rather have to come to them with support and solving 

the issues that they want to solve but we tell them how to run their own enterprises. That will be 

taking away their power from them. The whole idea is that when we work with them they are the 

experts on that issue, we don’t know. They know the problem they want to solve and how they want 

to do it. What we can do is to help them with the business models, frame and tools to help them 

achieve what they want to achieve and get connections with the people that they need to get 

connected with. But I think it’s good to empower people. I think if you hold back on someone to 

monitor for you I think it makes it makes it slower and boring to run your thing. And you also don’t 

get the results that you want to get. But if this power is not used well like not listening to their 

beneficiaries then they will not succeed. So we must always look at who is the customer, who is 

the beneficiary and how do they want to be treated, how do you want to interact with them. On the 

discussion around governments they can’t do everything. Here in Sweden we have a history of 

governments doing lots right. But now Sweden government does not have the capacity because we 

are getting more coming in, people growing older which means less people paying taxes so we 

have less tax revenue compared to how many people we need to serve so we need to have other 

solutions. And then you need to have solutions that can stand by themselves, have their own 

revenue models to serve the problems. So sometimes governments can be the customer but I think 

it’s a good thing that government isn’t solving everything because it can’t; it’s just not sustainable. 



58 
 

One thing I know is if you don’t do what you say you will do you will be found out sooner or later. 

To begin with you must do what is right but what it is difficult to judge what is right sometimes 

when you deal with new things. It’s not just a white or black issue. There’s a lot of grey there so 

you will always have that. But you should always thrive to do it as well as you can. 

18. In all how do you find the whole concept of social entrepreneurship? 

Fascinating, innovative, reassuring. I think we need more people in the world that wants to make 

it better for more people in the world. It is good that we don’t leave the whole responsibility to 

governments, NGOs and so on. It is good that more people will start to care about solving social 

and environmental issues to make the world a better place. It is important to think about how we 

want to leave the world for our younger generations. I know the definitions are not even clear but 

if you want to be in the field of innovation to try new things you can’t define things all the time 

right? So you have to do a bit of trial and error and there shouldn’t be anything wrong with that 

as long as you do it in an ethical way. I am not an academic, I have my degree but I’m not the type 

of person to put 20 years into studies without doing anything. They can do things that’s wrong but 

governments have also done so many things that’s wrong as well. Horrible things have been done 

by governments with people’s money. They have done very terrible things with people’s money. So 

going back to governments is not the solution either. The Swedish government is good because we 

have many countries with less government involvement but that does not mean we should not 

innovate. They are more good ones out there and the bad ones will be found out. It’s the same with 

business, it’s the same with NGOs and even governments. They have done very horrible things  
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Respondent 3 (Sida) 

The concept of social entrepreneurship 

1. Why social entrepreneurship in Sida and for how long has Sida been involved with this? 

Sida’s work with entrepreneurs is part of Sida’s private sector collaboration. Sida has   

collaborated with the private sector in formal partnerships for about 10 years but did so in various 

different ways before that as well. 

It’s important to note that Sida support entrepreneurs in a number of ways: 

 Normative level: Through programs that contribute to market reforms and the 

larger ecosystem of business and innovation in development countries by enabling 

well-functioning, inclusive and sustainable markets (for example through the M4P 

approach). This also include encouraging banks to lend money to entrepreneurs 

through Sida’s guarantee instrument. Important programs don’t distort markets. 

 Technical assistance and other acceleration support for entrepreneurs to develop 

their business models. Through Sida funding of different accelerator and incubator 

programs. 

 Grants/other financial support as well as technical assistance from various 

Challenge Funds 

2. What is social entrepreneurship to Sida? 

We don’t have a definition, and we refer to them as simply “entrepreneurs” not “social 

entrepreneurs. But we identify their social and environmental goal 

3. Who is a social entrepreneur to Sida? 

Same answer as the above 

4. Are there any expected general behavior of social entrepreneurs? 

Have a strong ethical fiber and the passion to create change. They must be committed to the change 

they want to bring. That is why we try to make it a condition that they raise part of the money 

5.  What criteria does Sida use to support social entrepreneurs? 
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Sida as a government agency in the European Union follows the regulations of the EU State aid 

rules, which pose certain limitations in the kind of support we can give entrepreneurs. Sida’s 

private sector collaboration and various support to entrepreneurs has the same goal as all of 

Sida’s other contributions: to create opportunities for people living in poverty and under 

oppression to improve their living conditions. So when your idea falls under these categories then 

Sida can support you 

Of course Sida’s support to entrepreneurs follows the same criteria as all other development 

cooperation by Sida, to respect human rights etc. Different Challenge Funds and other 

contributions have their own set of criteria of who’s eligible for funding (depending on thematic 

focus of the business and their capacity to mention a few). 

Monitoring of sponsored projects 

6. Are there any systems in place used to check the operations of your sponsored programs? 

Yes, the monitoring and evaluation are very important in contributions through which Sida support 

entrepreneurship, as they are in all of Sida’s contributions. Monitoring is performed regularly 

both by Sida and by implementing partners. Risk analysis, auditing and reporting of results are 

important means to prevent corruption 

7. What happens to beneficiaries who divert from them? 

If funds are not used for the agreed purpose, the case follows the same procedures as any other 

suspicion of mismanagement of suspicion of corruption at Sida. If such a suspicion is confirmed 

Sida reclaim the funds. 

Adoption of Capitalism for social Interventions and how these profits are used 

8. Is a bit of marketization necessary for social entrepreneurship? Do you advocate that? 

Yes most of the projects are designed to have systemic impact and to contribute to market reforms 

by enabling well-functioning, inclusive and sustainable markets, value chains or business models. 

We always assess that the project does not have a competitive advantage to a specific company 

but rather paves the way for systemic changes. A value chain needs to be created to enable the 

sustainability of the project. 
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9. Can social entrepreneurs claim legitimacy to the project? 

No Sida has joint ownership with the implementing partners. We contribute 50% of the total money 

needed for the project. In cases where they are not able to raise their own 50% we pay the 

guaranteed creditor by acting as a guarantee instrument. We together with the bank bear the risk 

in case the entrepreneur is not able to pay back. So if all this is done for you must you claim 

ownership to the business and therefore think you can do anything you like? Even if it was your 

idea you got help from other people not because of you as a person but the change you intend to 

bring.  

10. What do you think about social entrepreneurs using profits from the intervention for 

themselves? 

No it is not allowed. All funds from Sida should be used for the agreed purpose. All suspicions of 

corruption or irregularities are investigated by Sida and measures are taken if any cases of 

corruption are sighted. We define corruption as an abuse of trust, power or position for improper 

gain. We understand that corruption is rampant in most of the countries that we cooperate with 

and poverty and corruption go together. So if one of our aims is to fight poverty then we have to 

fight corruption as well. Therefore monies received from us cannot be used for any other purpose 

aside what we agree on with the entrepreneur which in all cases falls under reducing poverty and 

so on. Our aim is not to make people rich but rather to help the under privileged. 

Even though we expect these entrepreneurs to raise 50% of the money they still cannot use it 

anyhow. Whatever profits are made remains in the project. Nothing must go outside unless it is 

for the project. Of course they are paid salaries, allowances and even pensions so that should be 

enough.  

The money we used to support these projects are Swedish tax-payers money so we have to use it 

judiciously  

11. How big is this issue? Does it happen often? 

Like I said this is a common issue in most of the countries we cooperate with and corruption is a 

very serious threat to development so it needs to be wiped out. In most of the countries we work 

with the corruption is not what can easily be addressed with control measures because the 
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corruption is both a political and social phenomenon than a technical or legal problem therefore 

we need to support the countries’ own efforts to fight corruption  

Ethical Expectations 

12. Are there any norms governing the operations of social entrepreneurs? 

Sida as a Swedish government agency in the European Union follows the regulations of the EU 

State aid rules when supporting entrepreneurs and we expect the entrepreneurs to follow those 

rules as well.  

It is our responsibility to fight corruption and all these irregularities in all our projects. We do 

this by promoting ethics and integrity in our own organization first because we have to set a good 

example for others to follow, we also tackle corruption in Swedish-financed projects, we help 

partnering countries to fight corruption as well and we take part in international anti-corruption 

work. 

We have also given more attention to risk analysis, auditing and reporting of results in order to 

reduce these issues in our project management. Also a high focus on controls and risk management 

is is very important 

13. On what basis are they judged? (Ethics or how successful their ventures are) 

We take the ethical part of the whole work very seriously because without it nothing can be 

achieved. When one has a high moral standard this guides him or her in everything they do. So we 

will consider the ethical manner in which results are achieved more than how successful it is. 

Success is good but it has to be done in the right way. Were any human rights breached, was there 

and corruption in getting the work done? These are things we look at 

14. What other problems can you identify with this concept? 

One challenge is the difficulty for entrepreneurs to access finance to scale their businesses, as the 

support from Sida and other donors are often quite limited. 

15. So what in your view can be done to manage or control these issues? 

We are collaborating with different partners and approaches to overcome these challenges. One 

example is market approaches such as the M4P approach (making markets work for the poor). 
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Another example is Sida’s guarantee instrument, through which Sida pays the guaranteed creditor 

– which is usually a bank – in the event that the borrower (who could for example be a social 

entrepreneur) fails to make his or her payment and thus share the bank’s risk. An important 

principle of Sida's guarantee instrument is that the risk of the loan is shared between Sida and the 

bank that provides the loan. This gives entrepreneurs an opportunity to access finance and scale 

their businesses. 

Use of Power 

16. How active are you involved with these projects you sponsor?  

This varies between different interventions. However most direct contact with entrepreneurs is 

through the implementing partner, and Sida’s main communication is with the implementing 

partner. In Challenge Funds, the implementing partner is the fund manager (could be a NGO, 

another donor etc). 

Since you are not directly involved with these social entrepreneurs don’t you think there may be 

some consequences for that? 

Well we have to trust that our implementing partners will do a good job. It is not easy though but 

we cannot be there all the time as well so somebody has to do that job 

17. So do you think this gives the social entrepreneurs some form of power? What form of power 

is it? 

It depends what kind of power you are referring to but the entrepreneurs’ design their own business 

models. But there is joint ownership of projects and sustainable results so the entrepreneur does 

not have sole ownership so I think there power is not the sovereignty type but yes they have a form 

of control. That is why we make sure that human rights of the people they try to help are not 

infringed upon. We also try to be on the watch out for any corruptive acts   

 

18. In all how do you find the whole concept of social entrepreneurship? 
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 A broad group of actors must come together to reach the Sustainable Development 

Goals and Agenda 2030. One of these important actors to engage is the private 

sector. 

 Entrepreneurs can find innovative solutions to different problems in development 

countries and positively affect the situation for people living in poverty. 

Entrepreneurs can be an important actor to create jobs in developing countries 
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Respondent 4 (Social Impact Coordinator, SeF) 

The concept of social entrepreneurship 

1. Why Social Entrepreneurship Forum? 

We exist to develop social entrepreneurship around the globe. We do this with support from Sida 

and other partners. The partnership with Sida has been since 2011.  

2. What is social entrepreneurship to SeF? 

There is no unified approach to that and drawing on the experience that we have had with 

participants of our programs, partners and peers  

3. Who is a social entrepreneur? 

The term entrepreneur describes a personality, a person that identifies a need for which a service 

product is missing decides to start a business around that need. Not everyone will decide to take 

action or leave the comfort of employment. But for the entrepreneur this is a logical step. For the 

social entrepreneur he or she identifies a social or environmental need for which a service or 

product can be a solution and decides to start a business around that need. When often but not 

always differentiates the social entrepreneur from the activist or a non-professional is a reliance 

on a business model and a market where customers provide the capital needed to tackle social and 

environmental needs. While some social entrepreneurs aim at international impact many use local 

knowledge for solutions to local needs. They know what is needed in their own geographies and 

can take care of social problems. SeF exist to help these personalities to tackle social challenges 

by supporting the acceleration of their initiatives. 

4. Are there any expected general behavior of social entrepreneurs? 

In brief I will say we expect social entrepreneurs to solve social problems as they tackle or try to 

solve at least and make the most of their impact and of course do that in an ethical way which 

means no things like corruption or unethical behavior should be present in their operations and 

practices 

5. What criteria does SeF use to select prospective beneficiaries? 
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We have a couple of programs which we use to empower social entrepreneurs. The first and 

biggest is The Se outreach accelerator which a six month scaling program for social entrepreneurs 

for running social businesses and addressing social challenges between low and middle income 

countries. We usually have participants coming from all over the world to Stockholm to go through 

these programs and to get their trainings, mentorship and support. The other program is called Se 

social boot camp program. This is an intensive ten day course for people who have an idea and 

they believe they can solve a social or environmental challenge. The training helps participants 

turn their ideas into viable business plans. The third program is the Se training of trainers. This is 

a two part training course which offers educators and trainers the opportunity to learn how the 

facility they acquired in the boot camp by identifying educating and supporting social 

entrepreneurs. As part of the training we introduce participants to SeF’s methodology whilst the 

second part enables them to put what they’ve learnt into practice as they both facilitate the 

assertion of the boot camp as alongside the SeF, the trainer. 

Monitoring of sponsored projects 

6. Are there any systems in place used to check the operations of your sponsored programs? 

Yes of course we are working with a well elaborated results framework for all of our programs in 

monitoring and this is an integral part of our work. The results of monitoring are always 

introduced to our decision making process and to our planning. The impact that we want to achieve 

is that people are inspired to develop social entrepreneurial ideas in order to solve social problems 

in particular from the bottom of the pyramid in developing countries. We have several outcomes 

that they need to deliver. They are i. that people are interested in developing social entrepreneurial 

ideas that provide benefits at the bottom of the pyramid in developing countries. We also measure 

the level of interest in SeF’s programs and the rippling effect and there are different indicators of 

how this is measured. We look at the number of the participants to the SeF programs and countries 

that applicant come from. These are our indicators. Ii. They must operate to achieve social impact. 

This is moving towards becoming financially sustainable. So we have several indicators like the 

survival rate, the social impact, measure the financial sustainability and if the program is relevant 

and useful and if the networking and coaching is facilitating social entrepreneurs. Number of 

social entrepreneurs that are alive and operating after our programs and how the social 

entrepreneurs have increased their impact, how they cover their costs, problems and challenges 
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in running the social enterprise and how skills gained in Sef program have been useful. Suitable 

participants are selected for the programs and how they have turned their social ideas into 

actionable plans. Iii. Social entrepreneurship extrinsic in developing countries. Within this we 

measure reach and relevance of our training of trainers program. We do this half yearly for two 

years so it’s in continuity so we can see the progress and how we are achieving our results 

7. What happens to beneficiaries who divert from them? 

There are different situations. We had some entrepreneurs who would not continue with their 

social enterprise but since our program are all tailored to specific needs to entrepreneurs we 

always try to look at the situation why this happened. We interview our participants and ask them 

questions what has changed to cause the disinterest, the reason for leaving the enterprise and what 

will happen to the social enterprise when they are not there. So it is very depending from case to 

case so I cannot tell in general but the thing is we always look at the situation and try to understand 

what the specific case is.  

Adoption of Capitalism for social Interventions and how these profits are used 

8. Is a bit of marketization necessary for social entrepreneurship? Do you advocate that? 

Well as I have mentioned in the description of what social entrepreneurship is for us it is very 

important that the social enterprise is financially viable and there is a business model in place that 

actually brings revenue from the sales but not just from grants otherwise this will be an NGO. So 

there should be a strategy that will help the social enterprise to reach their customers to get them 

on board. To get them interested in the product or service. So yes of course all the tools apply to 

the social enterprise. They have to sometimes compete with other ventures, business ventures and 

they have to show their strengths that they are helping to solve a social issue but this is part of 

their marketing strategy and how they reach their customers. 

9- Can social entrepreneurs claim legitimacy to? 

Well I cannot really answer this question but it is their idea and it is their business 

10. What do you think about social entrepreneurs using profits from the intervention for 

themselves? 
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Well I think social entrepreneurs usually what they usually do is they use the profits to reinvest 

into their companies and to sponsor the further development of their ventures. Well of course a 

social entrepreneur should receive salary. It is not volunteering so he has to bring food to his 

table. So a salary should of course be included in the admin cost or whatever it may be called. But 

I haven’t met any social entrepreneur who will actually use their profits for the interventions for 

themselves. But as I’m saying I’m not talking about all the entrepreneurs. I’m talking about those 

whom I met which is a very limited group of people  

11. How big is this issue? Does it happen often? 

As I said earlier I cannot generalize. My experience and expertise is limited to a group of people 

who I’m working with 

Ethical Expectations 

12. Are there any norms governing the operations of social entrepreneurs? 

Well from country to country it might differ. In some countries it can even be a law governing 

social entrepreneurship, governance or any other norms. So it’s different from every country. In 

some countries social entrepreneurs are regulated as non-profits. Some others they are regarded 

as businesses. Some countries also give some special regulations to social entrepreneurs like 

better conditions when you take a loan from the bank, less percentage on tax but again this is very 

different from different environments and countries 

13. On what basis are they judged? (Ethics or how successful their ventures are) 

Well yes definitely like how successful their ventures become. This is important because the more 

successful the venture is the more their social impact is. So of course for a social entrepreneur it 

is important to become as successful as a venture to be able to reach more people with their impact 

and the social change. The ethics is of course an integral part of their work. Like a social 

entrepreneur should always think of what impact he or she is creating or also if there any negative 

impact as well. Not only positive because of doing this activity. Is she or he creating more problems 

or issues which of course is important to consider as well 

14. What other problems can you identify with this concept? 
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One of the problems I have seen is lack of business models. There are great ideas, there are great 

desire to help and solve the issue but there is not enough of business models in place for social 

entrepreneurs who want to do that. If the whole model is not working then it means the whole 

venture is not successful and unfortunately limits its life span and the amount of people which it 

can reach. So I would say that lack of a business model is a big thing from what I’ve seen. 

15. So what in your view can be done to manage or control these issues? 

This is exactly what SeF is doing. We are providing training for social entrepreneurs amd we are 

helping them to better understand their customers, business plan and their interventions and 

basically to become more financially viable. 

Use of Power 

16. How involved are you with these social entrepreneurs? 

Like I mentioned earlier we have these programs that we organize like three times in a year and 

that brings us together with these entrepreneurs. As much we would have loved to be involved 

more frequently time and space will not allow that 

Does this not have its own consequences? 

Yes sometimes it affects the modules we teach them. They forget and try to do things their own way 

and fail in most cases. So when we meet them we have start all over again. But I think it’s also 

positive in some way because then they have their freedom and space to do things their own way 

using their own judgement. 

17. So do you think this gives the social entrepreneurs some form of power? What form of power 

is it? 

If it’s the responsibility social entrepreneurs are not the only people to solve the problem. We have 

governments, non-profits and other social enterprises because social entrepreneurs should have 

the ambition to solve their problems but we understand that in practice this is very hard and 

sometimes the social problems are very broad and massive and cannot be easily uprooted so it’s 

hard for one person or enterprise to tackle that. But definitely they play an important role in that 

18. In all how do you find the whole concept of social entrepreneurship? 
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The reason why I’m working with the SeF is that I really believe that social entrepreneurship is a 

way to solve many problems because in many ways non-profits and so dependent on their funders 

or donors. They don’t have that freedom to decide on their own what they want to do and they are 

more like look at the priorities of donors and doing those things. But the social entrepreneur has 

the power to be more independent since he or she is generating his own revenue to support his 

activities by sales and this gives a unique power to do the interventions in the way he or she sees 

is the most effective and to do that.  

 

 

 

 

 

 


